
9-5-2013

Eric Holder, US Attorney
US Department of Justice
950 Pennsylvania Avenue NW
Washington, DC 20530-0001

Re: A request for a "traditional trial" and a "fair appeal"
US v. Lindsey Kent Springer and Oscar Stilley, NDOK CR 09-43, et al

Dear Mr. Holder:

I  read  in  the  Wall  Street  Journal,  Weekend  Edition,  July  27-28,  2013,  page  A1,  that  you 
promised Russia to give Mr. Snowden a "traditional trial" if the Russians would only be so kind 
as to hand Mr. Snowden over to the tender mercies of the US Department of Justice.  Apparently 
they weren't impressed, since they didn't turn him over to you. 

I hereby request a "traditional trial" for myself.  I've been in prison for 3 years, denied a trial, as 
the  term is  defined  in  the  dictionary.   A "trial"  according  to  Merriam-Webster's  Collegiate 
Dictionary (11th Ed.) is "the formal examination before a competent tribunal of the matter in 
issue in a civil or criminal cause in order to determine such issue."

Yes,  I've  been  in  front  of  a  jury,  and  they  brought  back  guilty  verdicts.   This  I  concede. 
However, the government repeatedly switched their legal theories.  Then, after the proceedings 
before the jury, I filed a motion for new trial and/or judgment as a matter of law.  I don't see how 
anyone can fault me for asking for legal rulings after jury proceedings, when the DOJ refused to 
commit to their theory of criminal liability beforehand, and stay with that theory throughout the 
proceedings. 

Stephen P. Friot, the presiding judge, struck the motion and the brief, on his own motion (sua 
sponte).  He said the brief took up too many pages.  But it wasn't too many pages by anybody's 
count, so Judge Friot simply added the pages of the motion to the brief page count.  He had no 
authority for the proposition that motion pages count for against a briefing page length.  The 
brief length was in a Local Civil Rule, not a Local Criminal Rule.  He decided, summarily, that 
this civil rule had been incorporated into the Local Criminal Rules, without first allowing the 
defendants to be heard on the issue.  Friot had previously in the litigation ruled in such a way as 
to make me and my co-defendant Lindsey Springer reasonably believe that brief length was a 
non-issue anyway.

If I get a "traditional trial" as the term "trial" is defined in the dictionary,  I'll get an order of 
immediate release.  I'm in prison for performing an act that I was REQUIRED to perform, by the 
civil law, criminal law, and the rules of professional conduct applicable to lawyers.  My choice 
was as follows.  I could refuse to pay over money to "persons entitled" to the money I held in my 
lawyer's trust account, (IOLTA account) and commit a real crime, or I could pay the funds over, 
as any honest lawyer would do, and be prosecuted by a lawless federal government.   

Given a choice between being punished for a fictitious  crime and a real  crime,  I'll  take my 
punishment for the fictitious crime any day.  I'm serving 15 years in prison for a fictitious crime.

That's why Judge Friot pounced upon any reason at hand to avoid ruling upon my motion.  He 
could not put words on paper that made any sense, and still put Springer and me in prison.  So, 
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he just refused to rule at  all.   He refuses to "determine such issue," and thus denies me my 
constitutional right to a trial.

He is a usurper.  He is duly authorized to preside over the US District Court for the Western 
District of Oklahoma.  He is not authorized to preside in the Northern District of Oklahoma, 
where my case was tried, and was not lawfully appointed to preside over our case.  Furthermore, 
the prosecutors were not lawfully delegated the authority to commence the prosecution.  Judge 
Friot,  eager  to  avoid  punishment  for  his  own  misdeeds,  refuses  to  step  down  and  allow  a 
disinterested judge to rule on the issues.  He has a history of this sort of behavior, memorialized 
in the reported cases.  If Friot can't issue a ruling and get his way, he just refuses to rule. 

Alexei Navalny, a Russian opposition blogger, was recently convicted by a Russian court.  The 
PROSECUTOR asked the court to leave Mr. Navalny at liberty pending his appeals.  The judge 
granted the request.  Navalny, who called the dominant political faction of Russia the "party of 
crooks and thieves”,  is  clearly  no favorite  of  the Russian political  establishment.    Yet  Mr. 
Navalny will have access to the necessary legal materials for the prosecution of his appeal. 

The opposite was done to me.  I filed a motion asking for the transcript, shortly after the jury 
verdict.  This was denied on grounds that I hadn't been sentenced.  Then, when I was sentenced, I 
was taken out of court in handcuffs.

My wife sent the district court pleadings to me via US mail.  The US Department of Justice-
Federal Bureau of Prisons (DOJ-FBOP) seized these legal materials and sent them back to my 
wife.  I've been denied access to my Lexis-Nexis legal subscription, internet legal sites, my word 
processing, scanning, printing, and other office equipment.  The DOJ-FBOP has rendered my 
appeal impossibility.  When I had the docket items and my property, I had no transcript.  After 
getting the transcript, I have been deprived of access to everything else.

White House spokesman Jay Carney decried the conviction of Navalny, and asked the Russians 
to give him a "fair appeal."

That's all well and good, but how about giving a "fair appeal" to your own dissidents?  I'm not 
asking for myself only - cheating DOJ-FBOP inmates out of their appeal and other legal rights is 
official policy.  There are many other inmates in this prison for whom I could obtain immediate 
release, if the DOJ ceased its practice of cheating inmates out of reasonable access to the courts.

I'm not asking for DOJ-FBOP property.   I  am asking for access to MY OWN PROPERTY, 
necessary and proper for the prosecution of a thorough and competent appeal.  I can do this 
myself, from prison.  I'm only asking for your help in bringing DOJ-FBOP obstructionism to a 
halt - assuming that it is not your conscious object to abuse the prison inmates in your custody. 

I sent my "access to courts" appeal to National Offices of the BOP twice.  The mail was not 
returned - National received the documents both times.  The second time I had a friend scan the 
appeal documents and put them on the internet.  The URL is:

https://dl.dropboxusercontent.com/u/61776193/Appeal to National-Access to Courts.pdf

He called National to advise them that the documents were available.  National BOP personnel 
said they didn't care and didn't want to know.
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Yes, I'm trying to deprive you of "plausible deniability."  You have long presided over a criminal 
"justice" system that cheats prisoners out of their constitutional rights.  The DOJ essentially dares 
the affected inmates to do anything about it.

I respectfully request and demand a decision by a competent and disinterested arbiter, under oath 
to uphold the constitution and laws of the United States, with respect to my administrative appeal 
concerning the right of reasonable access to the courts.  I ask that you locate one or more legal 
scholars who have experience in this area of the law, offer them fair compensation, and ask them 
to render a decision strictly in accordance with the law.  If no decision (or promise of same) is 
forthcoming within 30 days  of this  letter,  I  shall  presume and state  that  both you and your 
subordinate Charles E. Samuels, Jr., are well aware of DOJ policies depriving its adversaries of 
their own property, necessary for their constitutional right of reasonable access to the courts, and 
choose to continue this lawlessness nevertheless.

You've put Viktor Bout, one of Russia's favorite sons, in just such a prison system.  He has been 
locked up since his extradition from Thailand.  How is it that you can cheat Viktor Bout out of 
his  right  of  reasonable  access  to  the  courts,  while  lecturing  the  Russians  about  their  own 
shortcomings?  

Your DOJ has deprived Edgar Steele, an American dissident blogger, out of the right to private 
discussions with his own lawyers.  That's the clearest and most flagrant sort of structural error 
and violation of the right to counsel.  If honesty and justice was any part of the program, you 
would direct your lawyers to confess error, and concede that the conviction so obtained is legally 
unsustainable.  Mr. Steele would get an order of immediate release.   What's your choice? 

On 8-12-2013, you gave a speech to the media concerning the harsh rules that have filled federal 
prisons  to  about  140% of  capacity.   The  American  Bar  Association  (ABA)  placard  on  the 
podium said "DEFENDING LIBERTY - PURSUING JUSTICE."  You said that you intended to 
take constructive action to remedy the sad situation over which you have presided for so many 
years.

The government presented perjured testimony in my case.  I was ordered to make tax returns for 
my co-defendant Lindsey Springer.  Yet when I asked the IRS what information they lacked, 
from his  tax  returns,  the  IRS responded that  they  had  no  responsive  information.   That's  a 
confession that our convictions were obtained by fraud and perjury.  I am herewith supplying 
you with a copy of a subsequent letter to Ms. Denise Higley, an IRS agent involved in the case. 
The letter  contains  URLs whereby you  can access  the  relevant  previous  letters  between the 
parties. 

Federal prison inmates are overwhelmingly black, Hispanic, or other minority.  Your policies of 
depriving inmates of reasonable access to the courts also serve to deprive inmates of relevant 
educational opportunities.  This contributes greatly to a recidivism rate of some 70%.  I have 
made an administrative claim against certain employees at this prison, and also against you, Mr. 
Holder, and Charles Samuels, Jr., your Director of the BOP, on grounds of racial discrimination. 
I am including herewith with a copy of this complaint.

My "access to the courts" administrative appeal is valid.  It has not been decided because the 
DOJ-FBOP cannot put words on paper that deny my request, without exposing their corruption 
and lawlessness.  The very tools that I need to protect my own legal rights, and the legal rights of 
my  black  friends  in  this  prison,  are  necessary  for  effective  education  of  those  same 
disadvantaged blacks.   The DOJ-FBOP stomps  all  over  the right  of prison inmates  to  get  a 
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competent, relevant education.  That's a key reason that recidivism in the DOJ-FBOP is so high, 
whereas programs that treat inmates as human beings are so successful.

Speaking  at  Columbia  University,  your  alma  mater,  you  said  "The  question  is  not  does 
(affirmative action) end, but when does it begin?  When do people of color truly get the benefits 
to which they are entitled?"  

That's a great question.  More importantly, it is one that YOU get to decide.  Please consider the 
attached civil rights administrative claim against you and others not as an affront to your power 
and dignity, but rather as an OPPORTUNITY for you to seize.  The tools that I present to YOU, 
to assist you in giving the poor black inmates in your custody, and the taxpayers, the benefits to 
which they are entitled, are as follows:

1) Pending administrative remedy appeal concerning "access to the courts."
2) Current letter to Denise Higley of the IRS, which will establish that perjury, was used by the 

IRS and DOJ in order to obtain my incarceration.  This letter contains links to other letters 
necessary to an understanding of the dispute.

3) A current racial discrimination complaint.
4) Requests for informal resolution concerning the conditions of confinement at this prison. I 

was told at the commencement of a hunger strike on April 15, 2013, that I could sit down 
with DOJ officials and resolve my complaints.  More than 4 months later, only the tiniest 
relief has been granted.  Mostly the answer is "not today, maybe tomorrow."

Media pundits have questioned whether or not you have the right to direct your US Attorneys to 
plead their criminal cases so as to "lighten up" the effect  of draconian sentencing provisions 
enacted by Congress.  The very existence of this question is indeed an indictment of Congress 
and its skewed and reckless priorities.  However, before you pass out any "grace," you have a 
solemn  duty  to  make  sure  that  your  legal  adversaries  receive  the  benefit  of  the  laws  and 
constitutional protections applicable to them.  That's not a matter of grace - it’s a matter of right.

Physician, heal thyself.

Kindest personal regards,

/s/ Oscar Stilley

Oscar Stilley
os

c:  Charles E. Samuels, Jr., Charles O'Reilly,  (via email) Alexander Robbins, (via email) Jay 
Carney, Thomas Woodward

Enclosures:  1) Letter to Denise Higley, 2) racial discrimination complaint, and 3) requests for 
informal  resolution,  excluding  hunger  strike  claims,  which  are  available  via  the  blog  at 
www.oastilley.wordpress.com.
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