
IN THE SUPREME COURT OF THE UNITED STATES

UNITED STATES
          

PLAINTIFF/RESPONDENT
Case No.  CA10 10-5055

VS. US v. LINDSEY K. SPRINGER

Case No.  CA10 10-5057
OSCAR AMOS STILLEY US v. OSCAR A. STILLEY

DEFENDANT/PETITIONER

On Petition for a WRIT OF CERTIORARI to the TENTH CIRCUIT COURT OF APPEALS

                         
MOTION FOR ORDER PROHIBITING INTERFERENCE WITH PETITIONER'S USE OF 
HIS OWN RESOURCES FOR PREPARATION OF A PETITION FOR CERTIORARI OR 

OTHER PROPER PLEADING

Comes now Oscar Amos Stilley (Stilley) and for his motion identified above, and states:

Stilley,  an  attorney  residing  in  the  Western  District  of  Arkansas,  was  together  with 

Lindsey Springer (Springer) charged with tax evasion and conspiracy, in the US District Court, 

Northern District of Oklahoma (NDOK).  Both parties proceeded pro se to jury trial in late 2009, 

resulted in guilty verdicts on all 3 counts for Stilley, and all 6 counts for Springer.  On April 23, 

2010, both defendants were sentenced to 15 years in prison, and remanded to immediate custody.

Stilley promptly requested the transcript at public expense, so that he could prepare his 

brief with respect to liability prior to sentencing.  Judge Stephen P. Friot, specially assigned from 

the Western District of Oklahoma, refused to order production of the transcript then, on grounds 

that sentencing had not yet taken place.  Stilley had been under criminal investigation at least  

since 2004, suffered suspension of his license to practice law in Arkansas in 2007, and was 

without controversy indigent under the provisions of applicable statutes.



Stilley was first kept at the Tulsa County Jail, which interfered with his rights of access to 

the courts.  Stilley complained against this action, which was soon mooted due to his transfer via 

the OKC Transfer Center  to FCC Forrest  City Low [AR].  The prison engaged in the same 

behavior, whereupon Stilley promptly complained by way of motion at the Tenth Circuit.

The Tenth Circuit denied the first motion without acknowledgement of its contents; the 

second  on  grounds  that  administrative  remedies  must  be  exhausted  first.   Stilley  filed  an 

administrative  request  to  Warden  T.  C.  Outlaw  in  July  of  2010.   Considerable  effort  was 

expended in an attempt to obtain judicial review of the claims to the right of access to the courts, 

culminating in a "Motion For Judicial Determination of How Stilley May Avail Himself of the 

Process to Which He is Entitled; Claim of Right to Access the Courts; Reservation of Rights to 

Plead  After  Complete  Exhaustion  of  Administrative  Remedies;  and  Adoption  and  Claim of 

Rights  and  Arguments,"  dated  December  6,  2010.   This  document  contains  a  summary  of 

pleadings  regarding  the  issue;  related  pleadings  before  and  after  that  date  are  available  on 

PACER.

The administrative process was not concluded when Stilley's opening appellate brief was 

due.  The Tenth Circuit requires persons adopting the arguments of another appellant to explain 

how those arguments would be applicable to the adopting party.  US v. Swingler, 758 F.2d 477, 

493 (10th Cir. 1985)   In compliance with this  rule Stilley attempted to file (it  was marked 

tendered) an adoption of joined in Springer's brief, asking the Tenth Circuit panel to stay Stilley's 

briefing until his pending claim for reasonable access to the courts was finally decided.  The 

panel  declined,  granting  Stilley  the  following four  options:  1)  accept  an appointed  attorney, 

whereupon the tendered adoption would be rejected,  2) adopt Springer's brief only,  3) adopt 

Springer's brief AND file a 7000 word brief within 14 days, in essence a half length brief in less  



than half the normal briefing time, or 4) file a pro se full length brief only, in compliance with 

court rules, but without access to his own property and rights to property needful for preparation 

of the brief.  The panel stated that these were the ONLY options, and failure to timely respond 

would subject Stilley's appeal to dismissal for lack of prosecution.

Stilley  respectfully  declined  to  file  a  brief  under  any  of  those  options,  prior  to  the 

determination of his claim of right of access to the courts, instead asserting a right to BOTH 1)  

file a pro se full length brief without any interference with the use of his own property or rights  

to  property,  and 2)  adopt  Springer's  brief.   Stilley  also  complained  that  the  time  frame  for 

selecting a lawyer (without Stilley's input) and completing a brief, in and of itself rendered the 

right to counsel illusory.

After briefing but before decision, Springer's lawyer,  Jerold Barringer, was suspended 

indefinitely from the 10th Circuit for statements made in related litigation.  The panel denied oral 

argument despite its own candid admissions that the judges didn't have a clear understanding of 

various arguments.  The panel affirmed, generally without addressing Springer's arguments as 

they applied to Stilley's situation.

Stilley sought panel and en banc rehearing, pointing out for example the fact that the 

panel completely overlooked the venue argument as to Stilley, which according to their recent 

case, Foy v. US, __  F.3d __ #09-3314 2011 US Ap. Lexis 10362 (10th Cir. May 23, 2011), 

mandated  reversal  and dismissal  as  to  Stilley  at  least.   The  government's  chief  witness  had 

admitted under oath that they had no venue on Stilley with respect to Stilley's taxes.  Yet the 

government in its response brief offered not one single act of Stilley that might have established 

venue on Stilley, in the NDOK.  The panel, while listing facts suggesting venue as to Springer, 



completely failed to address this constitutional element, as to Stilley.  Rehearing was denied as to 

Stilley on December 12, 2011, without any detailed explanation.

Stilley is denied the following items, all of which Stilley possessed as a lawyer and could 

receive from family and friends if permission was granted:

1)  Hard copy docket items and exhibits from the trial, except those filed after Stilley 

went to jail.  They are far too voluminous to be allowed under BOP regulations in hard copy, and 

were rejected and sent back to Stilley's wife.  

2)  Electronic versions of the docket items, exhibits, and the transcript.  This prison has 

computers, but use of those computers for legal or personal work is strictly prohibited.  Stilley is 

not allowed possession or use of his own computers,  internet access, (wireless or otherwise) 

printers, peripherals, office equipment or supplies, programs, files, or the Lexis-Nexis internet 

research package to which he was subscribed when incarcerated.     

3)  Comb binders, tabs, and various other office supplies for organizational purposes. 

Plastic combs ARE allowed, but only in quantities the inmate can prove needed for a brief to be 

sent out of the prison - NOT for purposes of organization and efficient storage of legal papers. 

Stilley is sometimes denied access to Trulincs, an ink pen, (even a flexible "SHU" pen) and his 

own postage stamps, without just cause or excuse.

Only one printer is shared by some 2,000 inmates, which takes about 50 seconds for the 

first page, and prints about 3 pages per minute thereafter.  This printer often crinkles the page or 

otherwise prints unusable pages, or is completely inoperable,  sometimes for weeks at a time. 

When  the  printer  works  a  line  predictably  forms,  such  that  printing  the  smallest  job  is  an 

exhausting chore, for which one should budget at least an hour.  Inmates must share one small 

copier, which is likewise often out of order, sometimes for weeks at a time.  Both machines cost 



inmates  close  to  10  times  as  much,  per  impression,  as  Stilley's  own  equipment.   Prison 

employees have access to lavish and lightly used printing and copying equipment all over the 

compound.

The  Lexis-Nexis  research  software  at  the  prison  is  specially  prepared  to  make  it 

impossible to use effectively.  The regulations for time periods relevant to Stilley's appeal are 

totally absent.  Stilley has no access to Arkansas criminal and civil law, and lawyer ethical rules 

and decisions, although he defended on the grounds that the acts complained of were mandatory 

under the criminal and civil laws of the state of Arkansas, as well as Arkansas lawyer's ethics 

rules.  The government has never denied the validity of this defense.  It is impossible for Stilley 

to  effectively  preserve  these  issues  on  appeal  unless  1)  Stilley  has  access  to  those  legal 

authorities, for the preparation of an appeal brief, or 2) the panel considers and decides based 

those issues upon the pleadings presented to the district court  - which did not happen despite 

polite, unopposed request.

"Shepardization" is a total  joke.  There is no citation to the case, nor any hyperlinks; 

rather,  the  citations  are  given to  a  PAGE of  the  case.   One must  first  search  for  the  case,  

determine the customary cite, and review the opinion. 

Stilley is denied reasonable access to the courts by the Respondent, by and through the 

Department  of  Justice-Federal  Bureau  of  Prisons  (DOJ-BOP).   Elite  government  lawyers 

defending  criminal  convictions  get  the  best  computers,  research,  writing,  and organizational 

tools, along with the best office support, while inmates get at most a sop designed to create the 

appearance, but not the reality, of reasonable access to the courts.  The "administrative remedies" 

offered by the BOP is little more than a means of stalling for time and looking for technical 

excuses  to  deprive  inmates  of  "keys  to  the  courthouse."    The  DOJ  employees  deciding 



administrative  appeals  are  hardly disinterested  arbiters  of  disputes  between the BOP and its 

inmates. 

This behavior is unequivocally forbidden by the precedents of this Court.  Ex Parte Hull, 

312 US 346 (1941) stands for the proposition that "the state and its officers may not abridge or  

impair petitioner's right to apply to a federal court for a writ of habeas corpus."  Johnson v.  

Avery, 393 US 483 (1969) struck down a regulation prohibiting prisoners from "assisting each 

other with habeas corpus applications and other legal matters."   Procunier v. Martinez, 416 US 

396 (1974) struck down an affirmative act of interference with access to courts even though the 

state (California) had prison law libraries and permitted inmate legal assistance, and even though 

the prisoners involved were actually represented by lawyers.  

This pleading does not rely on the principle of Bounds v. Smith, 430 US 817 (1977), in 

which the state of North Carolina was required to provide certain assistance at public expense, to 

allow inmates to effectively access the courts.  In that case, below the 23 footnotes, by way of 

asterisk,  the  court  said  "The  record  reflects  that  prison  officials  in  no  way  interfered  with 

inmates' use of their own resources in filing collateral attacks..."  Stilley complains of NOTHING 

BUT such interference. 

Stilley has at all times, including the petition for rehearing, firmly stood upon his claimed 

right to file his own brief after final determination of his claim of right to reasonable access to 

the  courts,  which  remains  pending.   Facts  concerning  materials  provided  by this  prison are 

included only as background information, to show that the affirmative interference can only be 

motivated by a desire to wreck the ability of inmates to adequately research, and to produce 

competent legal pleadings on their own behalf.



The relief sought herein is in support of this Court's well established jurisdiction, and 

necessary to ensure a proper public respect of its prior opinions and rulings.

WHEREFORE, Stilley respectfully requests an order commanding Respondent to refrain 

from interfering with Stilley's receipt, possession, and use of his own computers, computer files, 

computer  peripherals,  internet  access,  office  equipment  and  supplies,  internet  Lexis-Nexis 

subscription, pens, Trulincs access, postage stamps, and other materials reasonably necessary for 

the preparation  of legal  pleadings,  during such time or  times  that  Stilley has  any remaining 

prospective or pending litigation; and for such other and further relief as may be appropriate, 

whether or not specifically prayed.     

By: /s/ Oscar Stilley                                  Date: 1-25-2012
Oscar Stilley, Inmate # 10579-062              
FCC Forrest City Low
PO 9000
Forrest City, AR 72336-9000

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I Oscar Stilley by my signature above certify that I on the date stated served this pleading to 

Charles O'Reilly, PO Box 502, Washington, DC 20044; and Lindsey Springer, 02580-063, FCI 

Big Spring, 1900 Simler Ave., Big Spring, TX 79720.


