
REQUEST FOR INFORMAL RESOLUTION

I seek to informally resolve certain issues arising out of my time in SHU from Sunday, 7-15-
2012 to Thursday, 9-20-2012 the following issues.

On or about Sunday, 8-12-12, Oscar Stilley met and agreed with Lt. J. Sieja to defer "informal 
resolution" and a potential BP-9 until 30 days after the hunger strike was concluded.  Several of 
the issues - for example the threatened and actual use of force against Stilley - continued for the 
duration of the hunger strike.   Therefore the interests of administrative economy militated in 
favor  of  a  global  effort  to  resolve  differences  after  the  hunger  strike,  rather  than  piecemeal 
attempts sprinkled throughout the hunger strike. 

On Sunday, July 29, 2012, an incident occurred, out of which a disciplinary incident report arose, 
made by Lt. Sieja.  The facts are as follows. 

Stilley had received V-8 juice from late the preceding Friday.  Because it has a large component 
of puree (solid particles, as opposed to juice), which requires hydrochloric acid for digestion, it  
caused acid indigestion.  On Saturday, I developed a method of straining the solids out of the V-
8 juice, which eliminated the problem of acid indigestion. 

Acid indigestion is a serious threat to a hunger striker.  Stilley vomited a substantial quantity of 
blood because of the administration of Glucogen, a synthetic derivative of glycogen.  I also had 
other serious medical issues related to the same phenomenon - the body's production of excessive 
stomach  acid,  which  thereupon  was  dumped  into  the  small  intestine,  which  caused  serious 
problems.  

Stilley showed Ms. Langley what he was doing on Saturday night.  She had no objection.  On 
Sunday morning Stilley showed Assistant Medical Director Ms. Hoy the little red ball of solids 
strained from Stilley's V-8.  Ms. Hoy stated that the V-8 was mine after being dispensed to me, 
and that she had no problem with me straining out the solids.

When Stilley  came  back  from his  medical  assessment  that  Sunday morning,  Mr.  Sieja  was 
waiting in the cell, and accused Stilley of cutting up his mattress to strain the V-8 juice.  This 
was completely false and Lt. Sieja was so informed.  The straining material was used 4 X 4 
gauze pads from medical.

Lt.  Sieja  abruptly  grabbed  Stilley  and  started  marching  him  down  the  hall.   Stilley  was 
handcuffed behind his back using the newly acquired rigid handcuffs.  Stilley "balked" a couple 
of times, just for a second or so at a time.

As Sieja and Stilley were walking past the stairwell that goes to the central office on the split  
level, Lt. Sieja commented that Stilley had come within a couple of seconds of getting his teeth 
shelled out back there.  Stilley responded that no one has the right to shell the teeth out of any 
handcuffed inmate.  
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In response to this statement, Lt. Sieja immediately took Stilley to the floor.  Lt. Sieja scratched 
Stilley on the left shoulder so hard that it scabbed over and left a scar.  He also scratched Stilley's 
right belly/rib cage area, bruised his left knee, and bruised his forehead, although Stilley did not 
realize he had the additional injuries until later, after medical had taken photos.  

Lt. Sieja called together a number of personnel, and had Stilley placed in restraints, and put in 
the holding cell  for a while.  Stilley was taken to medical,  whereupon pictures were taken of 
Stilley's face and the scratch on the front of his left shoulder. Stilley was then put back in his cell, 
still in restraints.  Lt. Sieja came and brought a video camera and operator, and asked Stilley if he 
knew why he was in restraints.  Stilley responded that he did not.  Lt. Sieja did not at that time 
claim that Stilley had kicked Lt. Sieja - the logical response if there was any truth to such an 
assertion. 

Lt. Sieja caused Stilley to be served with a "shot" alleging that Stilley had destroyed government  
property,  assaulted  a  staff  member  (Lt.  Sieja)  by kicking  him,  and also  with  possessing  an 
unauthorized item, which was never identified.  The allegation of assault in particular stunned 
Stilley, since Lt. Sieja never suggested such while Stilley was on the floor, or when he was taken 
to medical or to the holding cell or to his own cell.  

Stilley asked the personnel for witnesses.   No one claimed to have seen the actual  incident. 
However, at the Disciplinary Hearing Officer (DHO) hearing, on Thursday, August 16, 2012, 
Ms. Ward, the DHO officer, read from a statement purportedly made by Correctional Officer 
(CO) Mr. VanLandingham.  Pursuant to this statement, VanLandingham claimed to have seen 
Stilley kick Lt. Sieja, and then to have seen Lt. Sieja take Stilley to the floor.   

Once again, Stilley was stunned at this revelation, and asked to see the witness statement.  Ms.  
Ward  said  that  Stilley  would  not  be  allowed  to  see  the  document  -  Stilley  could  get  that 
document only through the federal Freedom of Information Act.  Stilley was not allowed to see 
the date, the complete statement, any purported signature of VanLandingham, or any jurat or 
other formal language included with the statement.

Ms. Ward stressed that proof of any intent to kick Lt. Sieja was not required.  She used the  
example of an inmate being pushed into staff.  She said that in such circumstances, the inmate 
who was pushed into prison staff would be guilty of a 200 series shot and violation, despite the 
fact that the inmate had no intent to offensively touch a prison employee.

Later the same day, Stilley asked Mr. VanLandingham if he had seen the incident.  He responded 
that he had seen it.  I asked him what he had seen that he could describe.  He said that he had 
only seen me on the floor - he didn't see what happened before the takedown.

I asked Mr. VanLandingham if he would be willing to sign a witness statement to that effect.  He 
said he'd be willing to do that, but not immediately, because he was busy at the time.  I did not 
detect any prevarication or lack of sincerity in that representation.
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I did not see Mr. VanLandingham again until Sunday, August 19, 2012.  At that time, I asked 
him if he would sign the statement, which I had prepared.  He said he was at the time busy, but 
would get back with me when he could, to sign the statement.  

On Monday, August 20, 2012, I asked Mr. VanLandingham to sign the statement.  I got a totally 
different  response  and  attitude.   Mr.  VanLandingham  stated  that  he  would  not  give  me  a 
statement of any kind.  He was adamant that he would not sign a statement of any kind for me,  
an inmate, because he is a prison employee.  He claimed responsibility for the statement read by 
Ms. Ward.

I made contemporaneous notes of these conversations so that I could reliably relate the substance 
thereof at a later date.  This summary is prepared on the basis of these contemporaneous notes 
and the refreshment of my own recollection. 

When pressed, Mr. VanLandingham did not deny that he had on Thursday said that he didn't see 
the takedown.  He admitted that he did not see the original occurrences that gave rise to the 
takedown.  Rather, he claimed to have seen me kick Lt. Sieja ON THE WAY DOWN.  This of 
course begs the question - why did Lt. Sieja take me down in the first place.  

I asked Mr. VanLandingham to sign a statement to that effect.  Mr. VanLandingham reminded 
me  that  he  had  already  told  me  that  he  would  not  sign  a  statement  of  any  kind.   Mr. 
VanLandingham remembered what he had told me on Thursday, and did not deny having made 
the statement.  He took the position that the statement made on Thursday was not factual.  He 
was defensive about evidence of any intent to kick Lt. Sieja.  I suspect this is where Ms. Ward's 
apparent conclusion that I had not intentionally kicked Lt. Sieja came from.

Mr. Halk,  a Correctional  Officer  (CO) would not make a statement  for me,  but said he had 
already made one for SIS.  CO Halk said he was in the control room, but denied knowing if 
VanLandingham was with him in the room.  Halk just didn't want to talk about it.  I asked Halk  
about policies against talking to inmates.  Halk told me that I should talk to SIS about that.

I  Oscar  Stilley declare  under  penalty of  perjury that  the foregoing facts  stated  are  true  and 
correct.
)
)
_______________________________ _____________       
Oscar Stilley Date
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1. ASSAULT AND BATTERY.  Lt. Sieja's action in taking Oscar Stilley to the floor on the 
morning of Sunday, July 29, 2012 constituted an assault and battery, and the excessive use of 
force. 

REMEDY SOUGHT:  1) $65,000 damages;  2) Fire Lt. Sieja with a "do not rehire" designation; 
3) Strip Lt. Sieja of all retirement or other fringe benefits;  4)  Strip Lt. Sieja of all immunity or 
indemnity or rights to a legal defense for acts purportedly done in an official capacity; 5) After a 
thorough investigation, preferably by an independent and reputable investigative service, refer 
Lt. Sieja to state and/or federal authorities for possible criminal prosecution, with a copy of the 
independent findings.

2. IMPLIED THREAT OF UNAUTHORIZED FORCE.  Lt. Sieja's statement that Stilley 
had come within a couple of seconds of getting his teeth shelled out back there constituted an 
implied  threat,  that  Stilley  could  be  "disciplined"  by  having  his  teeth  shelled  out  while 
handcuffed. 

REMEDY SOUGHT:  See remedy sought in paragraph 1.

3. FALSE ACCUSATION OF KICKING LT. SIEJA.  Lt. Sieja's accusation that Stilley 
kicked him was false and knowingly such.  Lt. Sieja used the false accusation as a pretext to 
cover up his assault and battery and excessive force.  

REMEDY SOUGHT:  See remedy sought in paragraph 1. 

4. VIOLATION OF 1ST AMENDMENT RIGHTS.  Stilley had a 1st Amendment right, 
both as to the free speech clause and petition clauses, to tell Lt. Sieja that he had not right to shell  
out the teeth of any handcuffed inmate.  The assault and battery was a de facto punishment for 
the exercise of Stilley's constitutional rights.

REMEDY SOUGHT:   $15,000, plus remedies sought in paragraph 1. 

5. [INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK]

6. [INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK]

7. THEFT  OF  PERSONAL  PROPERTY  INCLUDING  NOTES  ON  MEDICAL 
CONDITION - IMPEACHMENT OF THE CREDIBILITY OF A BOP WITNESS.  On Sunday 
July 29, 2012, virtually all of Stilley's property was taken.  Most of it was thereafter returned. 
Included in the returned property were notes of medical information such as blood pressure and 
blood sugar, weight, temperature, etc.  

The following day,  on Monday,  July 30, 2012, Stilley had a visit from his sister Mary Jane 
Cover, and a niece.  During this visit, someone stole all of Stilley's notes described above.  The 
term "stolen" is used, because no one admits to having taken the notes.  No receipt was given.  
When Stilley recounted this incident to Lt. Sieja during attempted informal resolution, Lt. Sieja 
suggested that someone else had taken the notes.  Lacking an official purpose and authorization, 
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the taking of the notes amounted to a theft.  I am accusing Lt. Sieja of the theft, because he was 
the only one with both access to the cell and a motive for seizing the notes. 

During the visit, nothing was taken from my cell except the notes.  Every single page of the notes 
was taken.  There was no indication of a search.  Nothing else in the cell was disturbed at all.  It  
was clear that the target of the person who entered the cell was decided beforehand. 

This  is  a  violation  of  my  HIPPA  (health  information  privacy)  rights,  in  that  my  medical 
information  was  confiscated  without  my  knowledge  and  approval.   I  have  no  objection  to 
medical personnel accessing my information for any official reason.  I object to non-medical 
prison  personnel  accessing  my medical  information  without  my  express  written  consent.   I 
especially object to their attempts to interfere with the discretion, deliberations, and professional 
judgments of medical personnel.

Stilley immediately began seeking evidence concerning the stolen notes.  Stilley discussed the 
matter with Lt. Woolery the same evening.  Based on this information, Stilley on the same day 
put in a cop-out to see Mr. Davenport at SIS (the internal investigative agency of this prison.) 
Stilley also discussed getting an SIS investigation with Mr. Ortiz, counselor for Marianna-C, the 
following day.  

On Friday, 8-3-2012, Lt. Sieja claimed not to have taken the personal notes.  He said that he 
would check with personnel to see who took them.  

This is of course farcical.  Lt. Sieja knew exactly when the papers were taken - I told him.  Cell  
124,  where  I  was  located  and  where  the  papers  were  taken,  has  two cameras,  one  each  in 
opposing corners of the cell.  Furthermore, there are cameras in the hallway adjacent to cell 124 
that would show who went into cell 124 during the period of time that I was in visitation.  It's 
improbable that more than one person went in the cell during this short period of time.  Even if  
multiple persons did go in the cell, it would likely be an easy task to see who walked out with the 
papers.  If more than one person was in the cell during that time (improbable but possible) the 
cameras inside the cell would provide a record of who went into the corner where the papers 
were at, and would probably show the papers in the hands of the thief.

The BOP justifies  a  virtually  universal  rejection  of  inmate  evidence,  and virtually  universal 
acceptance of BOP employee  evidence,  even when that "evidence" amounts to nothing more 
than an accusation, is not made under oath, etc., on the grounds that BOP employees "have an 
obligation to tell the truth." 

The identity of the thief in this case is readily ascertainable.  If Lt. Sieja is the thief, you cannot 
with the slightest credibility accept any of his testimony or accusations.  Since the BOP relies on 
the purported honesty of its employees as the basis for accepting their testimony uncritically, it  
must categorically reject the testimony of proven liars or thieves.  Theft is of course a crime 
involving dishonesty, and thoroughly impeaches the credibility of the thief. 

REMEDY SOUGHT:  $50,000 in money damages.  See also paragraph 1.   The BOP has an  
absolute duty to investigate, determine the identity of the thief of Stilley's notes, ascertain the 
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reason for the theft, all accomplices and persons having knowledge of the theft, etc.  The thief 
should be fired and placed on a "do not rehire for any reason" list, so they cannot further commit  
harms to the reputation of the BOP, and the lives of inmates.  Furthermore, "shots" relying in 
substantial part on the accusation or testimony of such a person - presumably Lt. Sieja - should 
be expunged pending further review.  Any accomplices should be punished commensurate with 
their culpability.

Change policy to enforce the requirement that a receipt be given for property seized from an 
inmate.

8. DENIAL OF REASONABLE ACCESS TO THE COURTS, VIOLATION OF FIRST 
AMENDMENT.  Lt. Sieja denied Stilley access to the SHU Law Library, to a writing pen, and 
to my legal materials, on the grounds that I was on hunger strike.  I provided Lt. Sieja with legal 
authorities to the effect that hunger striking is 1st Amendment protected conduct, and that he 
could not lawfully deny me access to legal authorities, materials, or writing materials, due to the 
fact that I was hunger striking.  Lt. Sieja told me he provided this information to Central Offices. 
When I talked to Ms. Heuett, on or about 8-9-2012 during a period of time when she was Acting 
Warden,  she acknowledged that  I  was entitled  to  legal  materials  despite  the fact  that  I  was 
hunger striking. 

Ms. Ward at the DHO hearing was informed that Stilley was denied access to his legal material, 
the SHU law library, and a pen.  When Stilley informed her that the reason assigned was the 
hunger strike, she indicated that this was acceptable cause to her, for such deprivations.  This is 
of course not a legal basis for such deprivations.  

The BP-9 form includes a directive to use a pen to complete that multi-part form.  This is logical 
since the "SHU pencils" are barely (if at all) adequate under the best of circumstances.  They 
simply don't do the job for a multi-part form.  I've heard prison personnel complain quite bitterly 
about the illegible documents presented to them.  I'm preparing this document from notes, and 
those notes are barely legible, because SHU pencils are so wretchedly inadequate.

Under these circumstances, the denial of a SHU pen amounts to a de facto denial of due process. 
Inmates are often kept in SHU for months or years.  Without SHU pens, the BOP can trample 
upon the legal rights of inmates, secure in the knowledge that the inmate has no effective writing 
instrument at his disposal.

REMEDY SOUGHT:  $10,000 money damages.  Policy change guaranteeing the issue of SHU 
pens to all SHU inmates;  granting access to legal papers and SHU Law Library for all SHU 
inmates requesting same; grant of access to Trulincs email for at least an hour a day,  for all 
hunger strikers and all inmates with legal issues or claims.

9. CONVERSION OF PROPERTY - UNLAWFUL DETENTION OF BOOKS.  Lt. Sieja 
caused two books and a newspaper delivered by US mail to be detained and not delivered for 
several weeks, until the end of the hunger strike.  The books were in possession of the prison no 
later than 8-8-2012.   Lt. Sieja assigned "close supervision" as his reason for withholding the 
books from me.   This  constitutes  both the tort  and the crime of conversion.   It  violates  the 
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Program Statements.  Section 541.31 (i) See also Section 540 Subpart B: 5800.10 2(a) November 
3, 1995) "All official and inmate mail will be processed expeditiously and efficiently."  There is 
no valid authorization that gives this prison the right to refuse to deliver US mail to inmates on 
grounds of their hunger striking, or of "close supervision" arising out of a hunger strike.  Lt. 
Sieja exercised unauthorized control over the books, and interfered with the delivery of the US 
mail without legal excuse. 

The topic of the books had to do with federal taxes and tax law.  Those books amounted to legal 
materials  pertinent  to my case.   I  should have been allowed access to  that  material  as legal 
material, even if no other theory required immediate delivery of the books.

This behavior should be treated as a substantial impeachment of the credibility of Lt. Sieja. 

REMEDY SOUGHT:  $168,000 (40 days detention of the books, at $4,200/per day).  See also 
remedy sought in paragraph 1. 

10. APPARENT RELIANCE ON INFORMATION CONTAINED IN PERSONAL NOTES. 
On or about Thursday, 8-2-2012, Lt. Sieja put up a sign on Stilley's cell door (cell 124) stating 
that Stilley's lights must stay on 24/7.  This is clearly illegal.  Keenan v. Hall, 83 F.3d 1083, 1091 
(9th Cir 1996) PS 541.31 (a)   I informed Lt. Sieja of case law stating that this was illegal.  The  
Soviets  used this  tactic  against  their  political  dissidents.   Lights  24/7 are  well  known to be 
psychologically debilitating.  

It appears that Lt. Sieja learned from the reading of Stilley's personal notes that some kindly COs 
had given lights off for Stilley.  Lt. Sieja personally taped the sign to Stilley's door, thus ensuring 
that even those decent individuals would not turn off Stilley's lights lest they be punished for it.  
This is also further indicia that Sieja is the thief who stole the personal notes. Otherwise, how did 
he know that someone was upon occasion turning off Stilley's lights?  If Lt. Sieja denies that the 
notes were his source of information, I request to know why he felt the need to post his sign on 
my door. 

REMEDY SOUGHT:  $46,000 ($1,000 per day that Lt. Sieja ensured that the lights would stay 
on due to his posted instructions.)  See also remedy sought in paragraph 1.

11. DENIAL OF RIGHT TO PERSONAL PROPERTY, EDUCATIONAL MATERIALS.   I 
was denied possession of my property,  and access to reasonable educational materials.  I am 
entitled to both, under the program statements.  Section 541.31(h)(1)

REMEDY SOUGHT:  All hunger strikers including Oscar Stilley should be allowed a radio, salt 
off of commissary or otherwise, thermal underwear, books, SHU pens on the basis of purchase or 
prior possession, and educational materials including books and audio learning aids including 
those from outside the prison.

12. THEFT OF PROPERTY.  Once again, one of my Russian language books was stolen.  I 
had a copy of "Modern Russian 1" a soft cover Russian language learning book.  This book is 
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now missing and all parties seem to deny knowledge of where it went.  During the last hunger 
strike, a Russian dictionary was stolen. 

REMEDY SOUGHT:  Either give my books back, or let me buy the books, and load the audio 
from the cassettes to an MP3 player.  My understanding is that such is "fair use" and lawful.  If  
anyone contests this conclusion, I want permission to possess and use audio in a legal way, in a 
format that is reliable, compact, and conveniently portable.   Inmates should be allowed access to 
free classical, educational, or religious material that charitable organizations are willing to make 
available. Otherwise I request $1,000 money damages.

13. BATTERY AS A MEANS OF ENFORCING A CAMPAIGN OF DEHYDRATION.  I 
was subjected to the tort of battery, by way of nasogastric force feeding, on two occasions, and 
forced to drink under  threat  of nasogastric  feeding, on five other occasions.   The legitimate 
interest of the prison was the prevention of a dangerously low blood sugar level.  I was willing to 
accept a reasonably puree-free fruit or vegetable juice, which would have satisfied the prison's 
legitimate interests.   Washington v. Glucksberg, 521 US 702, 777 (1977) (collecting cases)

The use of a nasogastric tube was not for the preservation of life or the discharge of the legal 
duties of the prison.  Rather, it was for the purpose of a campaign of dehydration.  The decisions 
related to the hunger strike, at least during the latter stages of the hunger strike, were all made by 
Regional or National offices of the BOP.  The BOP intended to deprive Stilley of sufficient salt 
(sodium) to maintain adequate hydration.  The apparent goal was to either kill Stilley or force 
him to eat in order to get enough sodium to survive.

Force feeding is not justified where the underlying goal is the dehydration of the hunger striking 
prisoner. 

The BOP knew at least two weeks prior to the conclusion of the hunger strike that Stilley's blood 
sodium levels  were  clinically  low.   The  BOP directed  Dr.  Piekar  to  administer  .9% saline 
solution by intravenous injection (IV).  At the same time, the BOP prohibited Dr. Piekar from 
prescribing salt to be taken orally, either by .9% saline solution, or by plain table salt.  

I asked for saline solution or plain table salt on numerous occasions including but not limited to a 
request for a prescription for saline twice daily, on 9-16-2012.  This prison rejected V-8 and V-8 
Original, on multiple occasions, simply because such natural juices have so much included salt 
that they render dehydration of the hunger striker a near impossibility.  The hunger striker's body 
will  naturally  retain  enough  water  for  adequate  hydration,  if  normal  amounts  of  water  are 
supplied. 

REMEDY SOUGHT:  I  want  a  BOP wide rule  requiring that  ALL hunger  strikers  in  BOP 
custody be offered 1) free choice salt, 2) a choice of V-8 Original, grape juice, apple juice with 
the mother (a muddy color), or reasonably puree free citrus juice, same to be the hunger striker's 
choice.
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If the foregoing remedy is granted during informal resolution, I ask no money for this wrong.  I'll  
extend  the  time  for  informal  resolution  by  a  reasonable  amount  if  so  requested.   Space  is 
provided at the end of this document for that purpose.

If this concession is not granted during informal resolution, I ask for $100,000 for the torts of 
battery, and also ask for the names of every person who participated in the order or execution of 
any "use of force" incident.  I'm willing to let the BOP, that is the government, take the full  
responsibility  for  money  damages,  but  I  still  want  to  know who ordered  or  participated  in 
ordering each use of force incident.  

The reason that this claim is treated differently than the others is the fact that dehydration can be 
fatal.  The fact that a hunger striker may confront death without fear does not imply suicidal 
tendencies.   Hunger strikers are entitled to their full and fair chance at life without diminution by 
any third party.  Neither the BOP nor anyone else has the right to materially reduce any hunger 
striker's chance at life, NO MATTER WHAT THE HUNGER STRIKER MAY DO.   

Clearly,  dehydration is very uncomfortable and frightening.  Thus such tactics are commonly 
effective at breaking a hunger strike.  Nevertheless, dehydration is a tactic that the BOP and 
every civilized society should categorically reject.  The risk to human life is simply too great. 
The loss of human life, or bodily function, cannot be adequately remedied with money.  Thus 
there is no adequate remedy at law.  The BOP needs to just plan on waiting out hunger strikers.

14. DENIAL  OF  DUE  PROCESS  AT  DHO  --  SEIZURE,  DESTRUCTION,  OR 
WITHHOLDING OF EVIDENCE FROM ACCUSED VIOLATES DUE PROCESS; ANY ACT 
THAT MAKES BOP EMPLOYEES MATERIALLY LESS AVAILABLE TO THE ACCUSED 
THAN TO THE ACCUSER VIOLATES DUE PROCESS.  I was denied copies of the testimony 
against me at DHO.  I had inquired about who had knowledge of the incident, and was told that 
no one had witnessed the actual takedown and the events immediately preceding it. 

At the DHO hearing, Ms. Ward read to me from a document purporting to reflect a statement by 
Mr. VanLandingham, a correctional officer (CO).  I asked to see the document.  She pulled it 
away from me and said that I would not be allowed to see it.  I would be required to make a  
federal Freedom of Information Act request to see the documents upon which she relied for her 
determination of guilt.

The reliance upon evidence that  I have never seen constitutes  a violation of due process.  I 
wouldn't even have known about that evidence, save for the fact that Ms. Ward read from CO 
VanLandingham's purported statement.

Lt. Sieja destroyed the "evidence" seized from me, namely the 4 X 4 gauze pads from medical 
that I had used to strain the V-8.  CO Mr. MaKool went into Stilley's cell the next day and got 
another of these pads that Stilley was keeping for evidence, tossed it in the trash, and refused to 
retrieve it. 

I want to see every document or other item of evidence in the possession of the BOP or available 
to it, having to do with the charge against me, unless there is a valid, bona fide law or regulation 
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that  specifies  that  I  cannot  have access  to  a  particular  document.   I  want  a  list  of  all  such 
documents and the law or regulation exempting same from disclosure, so that I may reasonably 
evaluate the legitimacy of the claim of exemption. 

It  also  appears  that  official  actions  have  intimidated  and  deterred  witnesses  from  giving 
statements  on behalf  of inmates.   I  can see no reason whatsoever  that  Mr. VanLandingham 
would refuse to sign a statement concerning what he witnessed, absent threats and intimidation 
by superior officers.

REMEDY SOUGHT:  Change BOP policies to provide for an "open file" policy with respect to 
charges against inmates.  Maintain all physical and electronic evidence for 2 years or until all 
appeals are concluded, whichever is longer, and give inmates access to review the evidence at 
reasonable times.  Revoke the losses of good time with respect to charges for which the inmate 
was not provided all  evidence against him.  Give accused inmates the power of compulsory 
process to produce BOP employees  and other  inmates,  and to  compel  testimony.   This  rule 
should apply in all cases except where there is a real, substantial, demonstrable risk of retaliation 
against another inmate, by the accused inmate.  In that case, the staff representative should be 
allowed and directed to secure and present sensitive testimony, in such a manner as to protect the 
rights of the accused as well as the accuser and witnesses.  

15. INMATES SHOULD NOT BE HELD RESPONSIBLE FOR DAMAGE THEY DIDN'T 
COMMIT; EVEN IF THEY DO DAMAGE THEY SHOULD BE ALLOWED TO CORRECT 
IT IN THE MOST ECONOMICAL WAY, PROVIDING A USABLE MAT AND PILLOW.   I 
was first given a mattress that had been modified to make it more comfortable.  The foot end of  
the  mat  had  been  cut  off,  apparently  for  material  to  stuff  in  the  pillow,  which  had  been 
"liberated" from the mat sufficiently that it was a quite comfortable setup.  

After Lt. Sieja's false accusation of destruction of government property, this mat was taken from 
me.  It was replaced with a mat about 5 feet long.  The "pillow" amounted to collection of pieces 
of stuffing held together by a pillowcase that was riddled with big holes.  It was quite a challenge 
to keep the pillow stuffing from falling out.  

This is lawlessness.  Inmates are given highly modified bedding.  Then if personnel such as Lt. 
Sieja decide they want to write a "shot," they simply write the "shot" for allegedly "destroying" 
the government property.  It's nearly impossible to defeat such a shot. 

In the first place, most of the time the modification is an improvement, not "destruction" in the 
sense that any ordinary human being would understand the term.  The mats are made by Unicor.  
New mats are overpriced, at $107.80, said price being derived from a shot written by Lt. Sieja. 
Furthermore,  the mats are not fit  for use without modification.   The pillow simply does not 
perform the function of a pillow.

Many persons, me included, cannot effectively sleep on their back.  If I try, I will quit breathing 
and wake up.  As a general rule, I have to sleep on my side to breathe.  With the pillow stitched  
into  the  mat,  I  cannot  keep my neck vertebrae  level.   I  have  to  improvise,  either  by using 
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something else for a pillow, by turning an edge of the mat over to provide the proper elevation,  
or otherwise creating a de facto pillow. 

Destruction  of  property  over  $100 is  a  200 series  shot.   As  I  understand this,  the  de facto 
minimum punishment involves 27 days lost good time.  I was charged with this offence despite 
1) the fact that I was issued a modified mat not once but twice; 2) the fact that "damage" can 
easily be repaired to make the mat more usable than a new one, 3) the cost to the taxpayers for  
the 27 days lost good time alone amounts to about $2,500 for costs of incarceration alone.  In 
other words, the taxpayers are getting ripped off with a $2,500 bill for a mat that really isn't 
worth $100.  To make matters worse, the same mat can be "recycled" by using a single modified 
mat to falsely accuse an unlimited number of hapless federal inmates.  One mat could be "sold" 
to unsuspecting taxpayers for tens of thousands of dollars.

REMEDY SOUGHT:  Provide a list of all shots for damaging mats, for which good time was 
taken, showing who wrote the shot and when, and the punishment imposed.  Restore all the good 
time thus taken.  Sell quality, name brand mattresses and pillows on commissary at cost.  Allow 
inmates with allergies to purchase allergy supplies at  any reputable allergy supply company. 
Allow poor inmates to use old mats to make more comfortable mats and pillows, and to maintain 
the stock of mats such that the prison doesn't need to buy more mats.

16. DENIAL  OF  ADEQUATE  BEDDING  MATERIAL.   This  prison  administration 
deliberately kept SHU too cold for comfort, and denied inmates enough bedding and clothes to 
stay warm.   For all  inmates  this  is  uncomfortable,  and a  willful  provocation to  stop up the 
ventilation system.  It's a transgression of basic human decency.  It's also a violation of Section 
541.31(d) of the Program Statements, which says every inmate is entitled to a mattress, blankets, 
a pillow, and linens for sleeping.  This prison denies us a pillow, and only gives out one blanket. 
I was told that 2 blankets would be passed out during the winter months.  However, I saw SHU 
personnel wearing jackets, or wearing thermal underwear under their clothes, in the summertime. 

REMEDY REQUESTED:  Change policy to allow SHU inmates 2 blankets year round.  Allow 
SHU  inmates  to  possess  and  wear  thermal  underwear  or  other  warm  clothes,  or  to  have 
equivalent warm clothes issued by SHU officials, sufficient to maintain warmth to the comfort of 
the inmate.

17. REFUSAL  TO  OFFER  BEVERAGES  EXCEPT  UNDER  USE  OF  FORCE 
PROTOCOLS CONTRAVENES PROGRAM STATEMENTS.  Regional and National officials 
handed  down an  order  to  Ms.  Graham,  Medical  Director,  and  Ms.  Hoy,  Assistant  Medical 
Director, which was delivered to me on 9-13-2012.  The thrust of this order was that no more 
beverages other than water would be offered except under use of force protocols.  This of course 
contravenes the Program Statements (PS), which say that beverages shall be offered.  See PS 
549.60(3)  PROGRAM  OBJECTIVES,  (b)  "Food  and  beverages  will  be  offered  to  inmates 
regularly."   See  also  PS  549.64  (b)  “Staff  shall  provide  the  inmate  an  adequate  supply  of 
drinking water.  Other beverages shall be offered." 

The point of this objection is not to say that inmates are per se entitled to nutritious liquids. 
However, inmates ARE entitled to be treated in a manner not inconsistent with the Program 
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Statements.  So long as the Program Statements require the offer of other "beverages" that policy 
should be followed.  Inmates are also entitled to be treated in a manner that does not suggest an 
official policy of dehydrating hunger strikers.

REMEDY  SOUGHT:   See  paragraph  13  remedy  sought,  asking  that  at  minimum  certain 
specified beverages be offered.  I am willing to extend an offer of resolution involving no money 
damages for the duration of the time that informal resolution remains open.

18. NEGLECT AND FAILURE TO PROVIDE MEDICAL RECORDS.   I've asked for my 
medical records in the past.  I have not gotten a response at all.  On 9-13-2012, I submitted a 
written request for my medical records to Dr. Piekar.  He said that he would expedite the process, 
and I have no reason to believe that he didn't try his best to do just that. 

As of the present time, I have NO MEDICAL RECORDS as a result of this request.  I followed 
up the request later, and was told that they were working on it.  

REMEDY REQUESTED:   The  purpose  of  this  document  is  to  informally  resolve  disputes 
between me and the BOP or its employees.  I want every medical or medical related record that 
is in the possession of this prison or available to it.  I want all my medical records, all notes, all  
photos, notifications or reports such as those required to be given to the sentencing judge under 
PS  549.65  (c),  videos  (use  of  force  or  otherwise)  and  other  medical  records  whatsoever, 
promptly delivered to me.  I want all records delivered in the format in which it is kept.  Thus I 
want the videos in electronic format.  You may post those to the web and give me the address. 
There are several services, such as DropBox, that make this an easy process.   Alternatively, you 
can give them to me on portable electronic media.  

Clearly, a good deal of discussion of my medical condition and treatment was had at Regional 
and National.  There is a substantial body of information related to my treatment or management 
during hunger strike or otherwise.  That's not all.  For one thing, my request for a probiotic was 
approved at this prison and at Regional.  I want the approvals and I also want a copy of any 
electronic or hard copy rejection at National.  I want copies of all emails, texts, faxes, letters or 
other  communications  to  or  from  any  BOP  officials  or  their  contractors  or  associates  or 
employees,  concerning or related to the treatment of Oscar Stilley for the hunger strike, post 
hunger strike, or for any other medical reason. 

19. FAILURE TO CONSIDER AND DECIDE "COP-OUT" REQUESTS.

I've filed a number of "cop-outs" that have simply been ignored.  I filed one with the Trust Fund 
during the hunger strike, asking for free or reduced cost Trulincs, which was simply ignored.  I  
filed one with Lt. Sieja on 8-13-2012, asking for my radio, undelivered mail, and personal notes 
taken.  Lt. Sieja failed to respond in writing to this cop-out, just as he had ignored my oral  
requests. 

REMEDY  REQUESTED:   Change  policy  to  require  that  all  "cop-outs"  be  submitted 
electronically, with the response generated electronically.  Generate reports that will show the 
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age of unanswered "cop-outs" and provide statistical information about the BOP employees and 
departments who are behind on responding to such requests.  

Please ensure that a response is made to all of my outstanding "cop-outs." 

20. TREATMENT  OF  ACCUSATIONS  AS  EVIDENCE  CONTRAVENES  DUE 
PROCESS.  It appears to me that Lt. Sieja's accusation was treated as evidence.  Statements not 
under oath should not be accepted as evidence.  Just as an indictment in court does not constitute 
evidence, the formal accusations against an inmate should not be treated as evidence.  If a BOP 
form is meant to contain both accusations and evidence, the form should include a place for the 
accusation, and a separate place for the evidence in the form of written testimony by the accuser. 

In that way the inmate could differentiate between accusations and proffered evidence.  It is not 
enough to merely differentiate between accusations and evidence.  The accused inmate must be 
clearly informed of the difference, in writing.

REMEDY REQUESTED:  Change the policy and all official forms to require that accusations 
and evidence be kept separate.  Evidence should be given under penalty of perjury. 

21. ACCUSED INMATE SHOULD BE GIVEN COPIES OF WITNESS STATEMENTS 
THAT MAY BE USED AGAINST THE INMATE.  Evidence from other sources should be 
promptly  disclosed  to  the  accused  inmate.   I  didn't  even  know  that  VanLandingham  had 
allegedly made a  testimonial  statement  against  me until  the disciplinary hearing against  me, 
regarding the allegation that I kicked Lt. Sieja and destroyed government property and possessed 
an unauthorized item, was well under way.  

The use of "evidence" that the accused cannot see has a Star Chamber flavor to it.  It is utterly 
inconsistent with due process and fundamental fairness. Yet I've been told that I cannot get this 
evidence except by way of FOI request. 

Relegating inmates to an FOI request constitutes a denial of due process.  Inmates have a right to 
copies of written evidence that is or might possibly be used against them.  That evidence should 
be supplied in time for the inmate to designate witnesses to rebut the state's evidence,  or to 
submit contradictory evidence.   The "right" to ask under the FOI, with its attendant delays and 
costs, is not a suitable substitute for being provided with all evidence available to the tribunal. 

REMEDY REQUESTED:  Change policy to have an "open file" policy, subject to exceptions as 
may be indispensable to protect inmates from a real and substantial threat of retaliation.  All such 
exceptions should be ameliorated by allowing the staff representative to review and use excepted 
material.

22. EXPRESS OR IMPLIED THREATS AGAINST BOP EMPLOYEES WHO PROVIDE 
EVIDENCE FOR INMATES CONTRAVENES DUE PROCESS.   It  is  clear  that  both Mr. 
VanLandingham and Mr. Halk feel intimidated to the extent that they are unwilling to provide 
their own information and testimony to Oscar Stilley.  This is a violation of due process.  It is a  
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well known maxim of the law that "the state is entitled to everyone's testimony."  Under the 
constitution, an accused is entitled to compulsory process to obtain witnesses in his defense. 

The fact that this is not technically a criminal case is not dispositive.  Even if inmates aren't 
given compulsory process for appearance or for response to the questions presented, the BOP, 
which is  a branch of the Department  of Justice,  has no right whatsoever to intimidate  BOP 
employees or otherwise chill their testimony in any way.  

REMEDY REQUESTED:  Authorize accused inmates to use compulsory process to secure the 
testimony of BOP employees and contractors having evidence relevant to an incident report.

23. FAILURE  TO  INVESTIGATE  SERIOUS  ALLEGATIONS  PRIOR  TO  HEARING 
CONSTITUTES A VIOLATION OF DUE PROCESS.
As discussed in paragraph 7, the BOP credits the testimony of BOP employees on the grounds 
that they somehow have a greater duty to tell the truth than inmates.  Whether this credit converts 
accusations of BOP employees into "testimony" remains unclear.  

Either way,  the BOP relies on clear proof that its employees  who accuse inmates,  or supply 
testimony against inmates, have impeccable credentials as honest persons.  The instant that a 
BOP employee is shown to be dishonest, or to engage in conduct involving dishonesty, such as 
theft,  the  BOP's  standard  rationale  no  longer  applies.   That  particular  BOP  employee's 
accusations or testimony is all impeached. 

All inmates who suffer punishment as a result of such a compromised employee's accusations or 
testimony are entitled to relief.  The DHO or other disciplinary personnel should disclose the 
impeachment  of  the  BOP  accuser/witness  against  the  inmate,  and  disregard  that  testimony 
altogether.  If this is not done, the BOP should explain how a known perjurer or thief should be 
credited over the word of an inmate,  who may well  have no blemish on their  record WITH 
RESPECT TO TRUTHFULNESS.  A conviction, for example for a brawl or for selling drugs or 
possessing  a  firearm  in  contravention  of  law,  does  not  imply  that  the  convicted  person  is 
dishonest or untruthful.  

I tried vigorously and persistently to get a full investigation 1) of Lt. Sieja's false statements to  
the effect that I kicked him, and 2) of the theft of my personal notes.  The theft the personal notes 
can be solved on the basis of video evidence.  There is no reason that the thief, and accomplices 
if  any,  should  not  be  discovered,  fired,  and furthermore  punished for  the  theft.   A plea  of 
ignorance defies reason.  There are three cameras  that would logically capture the theft  and 
memorialize the video graphic evidence of that theft for all time.  

Mr. Davenport, with Special Investigative Services, talked to me in early October of 2012.  He 
came up to me as I was working on the computer, and asked me about papers being posted in the 
bathroom.  I discussed this with him, but also explained to him the fact that the theft of my 
property was 1) subject to undeniable proof, 2) critical to my defense, and 3) such that I had a 
right to a full investigation, both due to past promises and due to the fact that inmates are entitled 
to be free from theft of their property, and punishment on the basis of testimony and accusations 
from persons who are demonstrably dishonest. 
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REMEDY REQUESTED:   I  want  the following evidence  relating  to  and necessary for the 
defense of charges against me, or the prosecution of my administrative claims:

1)  Video of the cell when as I commenced the hunger strike on 7-15-2012.
2)  Video of the cell during Lt. Sieja's discussions with me on Sunday, July 29, 2012.
3)   Video from the period of an hour before my visitation on Monday, July 30, 2012, to one hour 
after the conclusion of the visit.  For this period I want the video from both of the cameras in 
SHU cell 124, and also the video of the hallway next to that cell. 
4)   Video taken by Mr. MaKool and Lt. Sieja, with Lt. Sieja asking me the question of whether I 
knew why I was in restraints.  I want all the video taken at that time.
5) Video of the "before and after" view of the cell when I was issued the mat of approximately 5'  
in length, and also my mat immediately before and after my departure from SHU.
6)  Copies of all statements, photos, or other evidence that the DHO considered or could have 
considered with respect to the any charge against me.

I also want a thorough investigation of the accusations I have made concerning to Lt. Sieja. 

Until this investigation is concluded, I request the immediate restoration of all my visitation and 
commissary privileges, and other privileges now restricted, if any. 

I also request a change of policy such that all appeals shall be lodged and prosecuted through an 
electronic system.

I  also request  a  change of  policy such that  loss  of  privileges  will  not  be imposed until  the 
completion of any investigation requested by the inmate, and also until all appeal remedies are 
exhausted.

24. INTERFERENCE WITH MAIL.   I sent a blog post, a motion to dismiss my lawsuit 
concerning the hunger strike, and a letter to William Quilhot on 8-21-2012.  I used 5 brand new 
stamps, which was more than enough. 

On 9-11-2012 this package was returned to me.  The stamps were purportedly cancelled by a US 
Postal  Service  cancelling  stamp.   A stamp had been placed on the envelope,  listing  several 
potential reasons for returning the envelope.  None of those potential reasons was marked.

I do not believe that the US Postal Service did this.  If so, why the three week delay?  It does not 
take three weeks to return an envelope if there is any desire to return the envelope in a timely 
manner.  

This sounds just like the tactic used by the French in WW II.  The French were quite amused that 
the Americans  would spend so much money and time censoring mail  from the troops.   The 
French, on the other hand, simply tossed all the mail into a storage room and "aged" it for 30 
days.  The French theory was that any information over 30 days old no longer mattered.
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This seems to be the theory here.  By stalling me and preventing me from getting information on 
my blog, this prison and the BOP injured my efforts to build political support for my cause.

REMEDY REQUESTED:   Give Oscar Stilley and four of his assistants unlimited free Trulincs, 
with credit back for the last year of Trulincs charges.  Enable the cut and paste feature, and allow 
the use of PDF, WordPerfect and Word attachments, in communications with the outside world. 
Allow  the  installation  of  inmate  supplied  printers  and  imagers  in  each  housing  unit. 
Alternatively, I request an investigation with proper punishment of all parties responsible, and 
money damages in the amount of $5,000, for interference with my items placed in the US Mail.

25. DENIAL OF PROPERTY BINS.  Inmates were called in, on various days including 9-
16-2012, to cut out the property bins in SHU cells.  There is no legitimate reason for this action.  
All SHU cells including the hunger strike cell (124) should have property bins installed.  

REMEDY REQUESTED:  I request that these property bins be promptly re-installed in every 
cell in SHU including hunger strike cells.

26. THE WINDOWS IN SHU ARE TOO SMALL.  The windows in SHU are 26" X 45." 
Subtracting losses for bars, the window size falls to 17 X 45," or 5.31 square feet.  The shading 
on the windows blocks about 3/4 of that incoming sunlight.  When all  is said and done, the 
windows are not nearly large enough to comply with American Correctional Association (ACA) 
or federal standards for windows in a low security prison.

The window shading should be removed from all cells in SHU, and all the windows should be 
cleaned with professional supplies and equipment.  Where not required for security reasons, bars 
in the windows should be removed.

REMEDY REQUESTED:   Cut the shading off of every window in SHU, and clean the outside 
of every window in SHU, using professional quality window cleaning tools and supplies.  

                   AGREEMENT AS TO TIME FOR RESPONSE BY THE BOP

(If this agreement is unsigned, the prior agreement of thirty days after release from SHU, for 
informal resolution and filing a BP 9, remains in effect)  The undersigned, same being duly 
authorized to extend time for informal resolution and the filing of a BP 9, agrees that informal 
resolution shall be completed by 

_______________________________
Date

and also agrees that the deadline for filing the BP 9, if any, shall be: _______________________
)
)
)
_______________________________ _____________       
Name and Title                            Date
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                      OSCAR STILLEY'S AGREEMENT AS TO TIME

I Oscar Stilley by my signature this _______ day of October, 2012, hereby agree to the above 
fixed deadlines, and furthermore agree to all extensions and accommodations in this Informal 
Resolution document, based on the above agreed time frame for informal resolution and a BP 9. 
)
)
_______________________________ _____________       
Oscar Stilley                                          Date
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