
IMPROVISED  PETITION  OF  OSCAR  STILLEY,  10579-062,  FOR  PARDON,  FOR
COMMUTATION  OF  SENTENCE  INCLUDING  SUPERVISED  RELEASE,  FOR
REMISSION  OF  ALL  MONETARY  PENALTIES,  FOR  ACCESS  TO  RESOURCES
NECESSARY  TO  PROSECUTE  A  COMPETENT  APPEAL,  AND/OR  FOR  RELIEF
ENSURING  THAT  PETITIONER  SHALL  HAVE  THE  BASICS  NECESSARY  FOR
HEALTH  AND  FOR  EDUCATIONAL  OPPORTUNITIES  WHILE  IN  FEDERAL
CUSTODY

RELIEF SOUGHT:  Alternatively or cumulatively, Petitioner requests the following:

1) Complete pardon on grounds of innocence with restoration of all civil rights;
2) Reduction of prison sentence to "time served," or to some lesser time;
3) Elimination of the 3 year term of supervised release;
4) The remission of all monetary penalties;
5) Access to resources necessary to prosecute a competent and creditable direct appeal;
6) Opportunity to help other inmates get the education and health resources necessary to 

make the words of 28 USC 994(g) the truth, which necessarily gives Petitioner access to
those same health and educational resources.

TO THE PRESIDENT OF THE UNITED STATES:

The undersigned petitioner, a Federal prisoner, requests pardon, commutation of sentence, or 
other clemency, and in support thereof states as follows:

1.   PERSONAL INFORMATION:

A. My full name is Oscar Amos Stilley.
B. My Department of Justice-Federal Bureau of Prisons (DOJ-FBOP) register number is

 10579-062.
C. My Social Security number is 431-41-6789.
D. I am confined at Federal Correctional Institution Oakdale-1, PO Box 5000, Oakdale, LA

71463-5000.
E. I was born in Carroll County, Arkansas on 6-27-1963.   I am a citizen and resident of the

State of Arkansas.
F. I have never applied for commutation before.

2. Petitioner was convicted on a plea of not guilty in the United States District Court for the
Northern District of Oklahoma, in case number 4:09-cr-00043, of the crime of Tax Evasion (2
counts)  and  an  amorphous  and  undefined  alleged  Conspiracy,  (1  count).   Petitioner  was
sentenced on 4-23-2010 to imprisonment for 180 months, to pay restitution of $776,280, and to
supervised release for 3 years.  Government accounts as to Petitioner's age at the time of offense
are inconsistent and contradictory.  The relevant ages range at least from age 40 to age 46.

3. Petitioner  began service  of the sentence  of imprisonment  on 4-23-2010, and is  currently
projected to be released on 9-12-2023.  However, it  appears that a management decision has
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been made to allow Petitioner to be released on 5-17-23.  This was Petitioner's original "Good
Conduct Time" (GCT) release date.  Petitioner has suffered a number of disciplinary incident
reports, ("shots" in prison parlance) which explains the difference in release dates.

Petitioner is not eligible for parole.  Petitioner has paid $25 of the amount assessed against him,
only because that amount was taken without permission.   Petitioner asked for written assurances
that any "Financial Responsibility Program" payments will be returned if Petitioner prevails on
appeal.  These requests have been met with evasions or denials.  Furthermore, Petitioner has
been assigned the job title "CCS AM" and other job titles for extended periods of time, yet has
not been paid for that work.  Petitioner should be paid at least the 12 cents per hour minimum
(about $20 per month) for all times for which Petitioner held a job and got no pay, which would
provide  the  customary  $25  quarterly  payment  and  still  leave  additional  funds  to  go  on
Petitioner's commissary account.  They can go back in time as far as they are willing to go back
in time to make sure that ALL inmates at Oakdale-1 and Forrest City have been paid at least the
minimum 12 cents per hour ($20 per month) for all months that the records show them to have
been employed.

4. Did you appeal your conviction or sentence to the United States Court of Appeals?   

RESPONSE:  Petitioner filed a notice of appeal and diligently, even forcefully, tried to prosecute
his  appeal.   The appeal  numbers  are  10th Circuit  10-5055 (Springer)  and 10-5057 (Stilley).
Petitioner joined the appeal of his co-defendant Lindsey Kent Springer, but did not file a brief in
his own appeal.  Petitioner has for more than 6 years been denied access to 1) his district court
docket items, 2) legal authorities plainly indispensable to a competent appeal, such as federal
regulations for the tax years involved, Arkansas and Oklahoma state criminal, civil, and attorney
ethics rules, statutes, and decisions bearing upon appeal issues, etc., and 3)  A word processor
sufficient to allow Petitioner to prepare a brief that complies with the rules and customs of the
10th Circuit Court of Appeals.  Any attempt to file an appeal brief the conditions imposed upon
Petitioner would make a mockery of the most elementary principles of due process.

A. Is your appeal concluded?  RESPONSE:  No.  If Petitioner is forced to serve every day of
15 years, he will never lend credibility to a legal system that denies the poorest and weakest
members of society (mostly persons of color and/or persons at the margins of society) of the
fundamental essence of due process - namely, the right to be heard in a reasonable time and a
reasonable manner.  An appeal brief prepared under the circumstances imposed upon Petitioner
for the last 6 years would be a cruel joke.

B. Did you seek review by the US Supreme Court?  RESPONSE:  No.  Petitioner was not
allowed  access  to  resources  indispensable  to  Petitioner's  appeal.   Thus  the  time  has  not
commenced to run, for US Supreme Court review of any decision on direct appeal.  Petitioner
did however file some pleadings at the Supreme Court.  By recollection all these pleadings either
1) adopted one or more pleadings filed by Springer, or 2) sought relief that would permit him to
competently vindicate his rights as a defendant in a federal criminal case.

C. Is your appeal concluded?  RESPONSE:  No.  Having been denied ACCESS to resources
indispensable to a competent appeal in Petitioner's case, he has not been able to conclude his
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legal  remedies  (whatever  they  may  be)  at  the  US  Supreme  Court.   However,  Petitioner  is
confident of complete vindication if he is allowed the one direct appeal to circuit court, to which
he entitled under the law.

D. Have you filed a challenge to your conviction or sentence under 28 USC 2255 (habeas
corpus)?   RESPONSE:   No,  Petitioner  has  been  pursuing  the  DOJ-FBOP  administrative
remedies which, he is told, are prerequisite to suit in US District Court to obtain the resources
indispensable to a competent appeal of the judgment and commitment order against Petitioner.

E. Is your challenge concluded?   RESPONSE:  No.  Petitioner is confident that he will win
if he is permitted to pursue the one direct appeal to which he is entitled under the law.  For this
reason Petitioner is asking for such relief as may be necessary to allow Petitioner to prepare and
tender for filing a creditable appeal brief, drafted with full access to the entire record of the case,
and all legal authorities reasonably bearing on Petitioner's issues on appeal.  Such resources are
"dual purpose," being highly useful for providing reasonable educational opportunities to federal
prisoners.  Educational opportunities are crushed for the purpose of preventing inmates from
getting a fair chance to vindicate their criminal appellate and post conviction due process rights.
Petitioner asks that the same right of reasonable access to the courts be afforded to ALL OTHER
FEDERAL PRISON INMATES SIMILARLY SITUATED.

5. Provide a complete and detailed account of the offense for which you seek commutation,
including the full extent of your involvement.

RESPONSE:  Petitioner was convicted on two counts of "Tax Evasion" for the years 2003 and
2005, and for "conspiracy" under theories so nebulous that they cannot be explained briefly.  

The  government  agent,  Brian  Shern,  alternatively  claimed  that  Petitioner  was  convicted  of
having conspired either 1) to defraud Petitioner's clients, even though such an accusation cannot
be credibly read into the indictment,  or 2) to defraud the government.   This was a "defraud
clause" prosecution, NOT a prosecution for allegedly conspiring to violate one of the thousands
of federal laws or one of the hundreds of thousands of federal regulations involving penalties
essentially criminal in nature.

During  trial,  when  Petitioner  proved  the  complete  irrationality  of  one  of  the  government's
theories, Mr. Shern would go to some other theory.  When the subsequent theory was proven
false, he would switch back to the previously abandoned theory.  This was of course possible
only because the government, despite a proper motion for bill of particulars, had refused to give
specifics pretrial sufficient for Petitioner to understand the nature and cause of the accusation.

As to the tax evasion for years  2003 and 2005, this was the alleged tax evasion of Lindsey
Springer.  Petitioner was a lawyer at the time.  Springer assisted persons with legal difficulties,
and for this reason Petitioner had substantial contact with him. 

Petitioner came under criminal investigation in 2004.  Petitioner had drafted an appellate brief
for Ms. Judith Patterson, wife of his own client Eddy Patterson.  Petitioner transmitted the brief

3 of 20



to Jerrold Barringer, who read and signed the brief.  There was no doubt as to the author of the
brief.  

Said brief raised certain legal issues concerning the Paperwork Reduction Act that the DOJ could
not answer without losing the case, and exposing flaws in the collection of federal individual
income tax.   Therefore,  certain  federal  agents  conspired to get  Petitioner  and Mr.  Barringer
removed from representing  the  Pattersons.   When this  was successfully  completed,  the  new
attorneys traded Ms. Patterson's winning appeal for an immediate release from prison.

At the same time the government commenced an investigation of Petitioner, Jerrold Barringer,
and  Lindsey  Springer.   This  was  not  the  investigation  of  a  crime  believed  to  have  been
committed, but rather an effort to manufacture a basis for criminal charges against one or more
of these 3 individuals.

Petitioner  was made aware that Lindsey Springer was under criminal  investigation.   He was
made to believe that the pertinent question was whether or not Springer's gross receipts were
"income" or whether they were gifts or donations for which no income tax liability would attach.

In 2006, prior to April 15, Springer's home was raided.  The agents stole $2,000 out of a total of
$19,000 seized,  apparently a  theft  of  convenience.   All  of  Springer's  financial  records  were
seized. 

Springer offered to provide any further information necessary, to allow the IRS to assess any tax,
and to challenge the tax in civil proceedings.  The IRS declined.

Petitioner  was  given  no  information  to  the  effect  that  he  was  under  criminal  investigation.
However,  Petitioner  was  subpoenaed  to  a  grand  jury  to  give  information,  ostensibly  in  the
criminal investigation of Springer.  Petitioner appeared with the information and gave testimony.

The government was not satisfied and subpoenaed additional information.  Petitioner asked if he
was under criminal investigation.  In response Brian Shern said "not at this time."  Petitioner
took this statement at face value.

Scant weeks later Petitioner entered appearance on behalf of a defendant in a federal criminal
prosecution  in  Tulsa,  Oklahoma.   Kenneth  Snoke,  a  local  Assistant  US  Attorney  (AUSA)
objected in open court on grounds that Petitioner was under criminal investigation.  Petitioner
countered that he had just been told by Special Agent Brian Shern that he was not under criminal
investigation.

Petitioner  in  a  phone conversation asked Special  Agent  Shern which story was true.   Shern
responded that both stories were true.  Shern said that both stories were true because the term
"criminal investigation" had different meanings.  Apparently, the different meanings were based
solely on Shern's  subjective  intent.   Shern never  gave any explanation  whereby a person of
ordinary intelligence could discern which of the meanings of the term "criminal investigation"
was intended at a given time.
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Petitioner later got the paperwork.  One of the questions on the form used to obtain authorization
for a subpoena to get a witness to the grand jury was to the effect "Why didn't you simply make
an informal request."  The response to this question was to the effect that "The witness is under
criminal investigation."

In this way Petitioner was tricked and deceived into giving testimony against himself in a grand
jury proceeding in which he was the target.  

The government withdrew the subsequent subpoena.  Clearly the government knew that their
fraud would come front and center if they persisted with attempting to use compulsory process to
force a citizen to be a witness against himself in a criminal case.  Furthermore, attempting to
enforce the subpoena would open the door to questions about why they lied to a target, telling the
target that he wasn't under criminal investigation, when the opposite story was told on the forms
requesting authorization for a subpoena.

Petitioner  was  in  effect  a  "5th  wheel"  in  a  criminal  prosecution  of  Lindsey Springer.   The
indictment (which Petitioner has not laid eyes upon since going to jail on the last day of the
sentencing) claimed that Petitioner evaded SPRINGER'S taxes, at least in part by failing to make
a required tax return for Lindsey Springer.  Although Petitioner practiced federal tax law both
civil and criminal for many years, he has never heard of this novel theory of criminal liability
being used against any other person, either before or since his prosecution.

Of course the Paperwork Reduction Act issues were raised, both at trial and in Springer's appeal.
The 10th Circuit panel evaded this issue by saying that it is not necessary to file a Form 1040.
Rather,  they said words to the effect that "sufficient information from which the tax may be
assessed" CONSTITUTES a tax return.

If that is the truth, then Lindsey Kent Springer surely "made" his tax return for 2005, in a timely
fashion.  The IRS had already taken the financial information in a raid, along with $19,000, of
which only $17,000 would be returned.  Springer offered any further information needed for a
tax assessment, with respect to which Springer reserved the right to a proper civil challenge, as
authorized by law.  

Thus  the  government  possessed  BOTH all  the  information  they  could  possibly  need,  AND
Springer's money.  Petitioner was not entitled to Springer's personal tax information.  Petitioner
could  not  possibly  "make"  a  tax  return  for  Springer.   Petitioner  had  no  knowledge  of  the
financial  affairs  of Springer sufficient  to make an individual  income tax return for Springer,
whether a Form 1040 or merely "sufficient information" as contemplated by the 10th Circuit
panel opinion in Springer's appeal.  Furthermore, if the duty to make a tax return for a third party
exists, surely there would be some statutory grounds for it.  Petitioner was not indicted for the
failure to make any of the myriad 3rd party information returns promulgated by the IRS.

In fact Petitioner was included in the 2 counts of tax evasion on the theory that he had made
transfers from his IOLTA (Interest  on Lawyers  Trust Accounts) account,  upon request of 1)
Eddy Patterson and 2) Dr. Patrick Turner, a dentist.   Although minor transactions were also
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raised at trial, the transactions arising out of representing these individuals constitute the core of
the allegations against Petitioner.

Mr. Patterson in 2003 told Petitioner that he was making a donation of $90,000 on behalf of
Springer, who operated under the name "Bondage Breakers Ministries."  Arkansas ethical rules
for attorneys  require that attorneys  convey money to the "person entitled" to money,  without
delay.  Petitioner followed the rules and requirements of Arkansas attorney ethical rules which
required him to convey this money.  If Petitioner had not conveyed the money to the person
entitled, in addition to an ethical violation, he would have been liable both civilly and criminally
for conversion of the property of another.  Banks are routinely sued for conversion on similar
facts.  The government has never denied this or offered any means whereby that Petitioner would
not have been ethically, civilly, and criminally liable had he NOT performed the acts for which
he is now in prison.  In essence Petitioner had a choice of going to prison for a real crime or for a
pretended offense.  Faced with such a Hobson's choice, Petitioner will "commit" the pretended
offense every time.

The 2005 tax evasion arises out of a transfer of $250,000 to the IOLTA account of Petitioner by
Dr. Patrick Turner, who was under criminal investigation at the time.  Petitioner deemed this sum
to  be  reasonable  in  light  of  the  amounts  in  controversy.   Petitioner's  practice  involved
representation of persons under criminal investigation of alleged violations of federal tax laws.
Most of the time these investigations involved the preparation and filing of tax returns, and the
payment of taxes.   Often this was sufficient to derail any criminal charges. 

However, almost immediately after Petitioner's retention for criminal representation, the criminal
investigation  of  Dr.  Turner  was  terminated.   Dr.  Turner  for  whatever  reason  did  not  want
Petitioner to represent him in any civil tax matters with the IRS.  Dr. Turner informed Petitioner
that he had lent the money to Lindsey Springer.  Petitioner relied upon this representation and
made all necessary transfers to person entitled to the funds, promptly upon request.

Both Mr. Patterson and Dr. Turner testified at the trial of Petitioner.  Both of them stated that
they  had  authorized  the  transfers  in  question.   Neither  of  these  individuals  expressed  any
dissatisfaction with Petitioner's handling of their funds.  Dr. Turner was particularly distressed
that Petitioner's obedience to his directives had been assigned as a basis for criminal prosecution.

Springer  executed  security  interests  in  favor  of  Dr.  Turner,  to  be  filed  in  protection  of  Dr.
Turner's rights under the loan agreement.  Save and except for a severe decline in the value of a
particular item of collateral,  Dr. Patrick would not at any time have been undersecured,  and
would  not  have  suffered  any  economic  loss  at  all.   But  for  the  criminal  investigation  and
subsequent incarceration of Springer, it is virtually certain that all of the borrowed funds would
have been repaid anyway.

The jury was deadlocked, specifically as to Petitioner's guilt or innocence, until the Court gave
an  "Allen"  or  "dynamite"  instruction.   Furthermore,  the  government's  theory  of  prosecution
against Petitioner had repeatedly morphed during the trial.  Only after the conclusion of the trial
did Petitioner have enough information about the government's theories, to decisively debunk
them.
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Petitioner filed a consolidated motion for new trial or for judgment as a matter of law, on the last
day for filing such a pleading.  Springer filed separate motions for new trial and judgment as a
matter of law.  

Petitioner's  brief  was not,  standing alone,  overlength  under  any legal  theory.   However,  the
District Court, on its own motion, summarily declared that Petitioner's motion and brief were
really "all brief" and that the COMBINED page count rendered it overlength.  Springer's brief in
support of motion for judgment as a matter of law (the most critical  pleading)  was declared
overlength.   Thus  all  of  Petitioner's  arguments  and the  lion's  share  of  Springer's  arguments
received no consideration  on the merits.   The District  Court declared  that  neither  defendant
would have any opportunity to shorten the pleadings.  Nor would the District Court consider the
briefs up to the extent of any page limitation deemed applicable by the District Judge.

This  behavior  was  especially  egregious,  for  several  reasons.   One,  the  District  Court  had
previously disregarded a similar  argument  in a prior court  filing by the government,  leading
Petitioner and Springer to reasonably believe that length was not an issue.  Two, the "rule" the
District Court relied upon was NOT included in the Local Criminal Rules.  It was included only
in the Local Civil Rules.  The Local Criminal Rules did not incorporate ALL the Local Civil
Rules.  Rather, it included the Local Civil Rules "as appropriate," whether by this or by similar
language.  Being denied access to the pleadings on his district court criminal docket, Petitioner
cannot quote the arguments or authorities exactly.  

The District Court issued its order sua sponte (on its own motion).  This is a flagrant violation of
due process.  Petitioner was entitled to a "show cause" order, and opportunity to be heard in a
reasonable time and reasonable manner on the specific issues allegedly of concern to the District
Court.  This Petitioner was denied, both before and after the initial sua sponte order striking the
pleadings.  The "consideration" given to motions filed afterward was a farce.  The District Court
had already made up his mind, and was unwilling to give meaningful consideration of the errors
pervading his order.

The District Judge was not in fact a proper judge on the case.  He was appointed by the President
and approved by the Senate to be a District Judge in the WESTERN District of Oklahoma.  He
was not constitutionally approved to be a judge in the Northern District of Oklahoma. 

How did Stephen P. Friot come to be a judge on Petitioner's case in the Northern District of
Oklahoma?  That's a good question.  There is no good excuse for his presence on the case.  The
other judges in the Northern District of Oklahoma DID NOT all recuse themselves from hearing
the case.   Rather,  Chief Judge Claire V. Eagan arranged to bring Judge Friot onto the case,
despite  lawful  procedures  whereby another  constitutionally  authorized  judge of the Northern
District of Oklahoma could have been assigned to the case. 

Judge Friot was selected in order to commit the violation of due process condemned in McCuin
v. Texas Power and Light, 714 F.2d 1255 (5th Cir. 1983).  In that case the Court said:
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The business of a court having more than one judge is divided among the judges as provided 
by the rules and orders of the court.  28 USC 137  The local rules for the Eastern District of 
Texas contain no provision for the reassignment of cases in which a judge is disqualified.  
Section 137 provides that, in the absence of such rules and orders, it is the duty of the chief 
judge of the district to assign cases, but patently that judge has no authority to sign such an 
order, or any other judicial order, pertaining to a proceeding in which he is disqualified.  To
permit a disqualified chief judge to select the judge who will handle a case in which the chief
judge is disabled would violate the congressional command that the disqualified judge be 
removed from all participation in the case.  It might, in addition, create suspicion that the 
disqualified judge will select a successor whose views are consonant with his.  Congress 
intended the statutory antisepsis to be absolute in order to avoid any bacterium of 
impugnment. 

In fact it turns out that Judge Eagan had a practical (but totally unlawful) reason to select Judge
Stephen P. Friot.  Judge Friot presided over the trial in the case of US v. Farr, 536 F.3d 1174
(10th Cir. 2008).  In that case he complained that "...it rankles me to be having to scab over this
problem that could so easily have been avoided . . . [B]y giving this instruction, I'm pulling the
case out of the ditch for the government, and as I said, it rankles me to have to be doing that."
Farr @ 1197.
 
Thus Friot complained about being put in a position to commit a highly unethical act, highly
prejudicial to the administration of justice as well as the reputation of the bench and bar.  In
essence he acted in the capacity of a prosecutor in a black robe. He could have made an honest
call on the issues before him.  This he chose not to do, specifically for the purpose of allowing
federal  prosecutors  to  evade  the  constitutional  prohibition  on  double  jeopardy.    He  was
successful in setting up the government for another "bite at the apple" in which Ms. Farr was
convicted and sent to prison.   An HONEST ruling would have resulted in judgment as a matter
of law in favor of Ms. Farr, in the first trial.

Judge Eagan was either disqualified or she wasn't.  If she WASN'T disqualified she had a duty to
hear the case, assuming the case was assigned to her.  If she WAS disqualified, it was her duty to
recuse from the decision of the case and allow the case to be reassigned in conformity with law
and local procedure. 

This she did not do.  There is no evidence in the record of recusals by all the other judges within
the Northern District of Oklahoma.  Therefore, under standard protocols, the clerk of the court
should have made a random reassignment. Only if and when all Northern District of Oklahoma
judges recused themselves would the question of the assignment of an "out of district" judge
even arise. 

In fact it appears that Judge Eagan selected Judge Friot specifically because of his willingness
and ability to violate  law, rule,  ethics,  and local  customs in order to get  a conviction  of an
adversary of the Department of Justice, and impose a draconian sentence.  

Petitioner was a lawyer, admitted to the bar of the State of Arkansas in 1991.  During the nearly
5 years of "investigation" of Petitioner, the DOJ deliberately attacked the Petitioner's economic
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foundation.  The DOJ "tag teamed" with the Executive Director of the Arkansas Supreme Court
Committee on Professional Conduct to get Petitioner suspended pending disbarment in 2007, for
such nebulous "offenses" as "a general  tone of disrespect for the attorney code of ethics" or
words to that effect.  This wrecked Petitioner economically, placing him at a severe disadvantage
during trial and thereafter.

Petitioner was virtually destitute by the time of the trial.  Neither Petitioner nor Springer had
money for the transcript  of the trial.   Petitioner  moved the Court  for an order  directing  the
production of the transcript at public expense.  Judge Friot refused on the ground that Petitioner
had not yet  been sentenced.  It was plain to all  involved that Petitioner wished to prepare a
creditable appeal as to the issues of liability.  Issues of sentencing could be addressed later, but
Petitioner had the time and the motivation to prepare a brief on issues of criminal liability prior
to the sentencing.  However, the transcript was indispensable to that process.

Nothing was gained by delay in the production of the transcript, EXCEPT to prejudice the legal
rights of Petitioner and Springer.   The taxpayers saved not a cent.  Petitioner had produced a
complete set of his docket items, Ibico bound with cloth tabs for each docket item.  This set
amounted to about one paper box full of documents, or probably 8,000 or 9,000 impressions. 

The transcript was rendered virtually useless, because Petitioner never had the transcript and the
docket items at the same time.  Until sentencing Petitioner had the docket items.  Long after
sentencing Petitioner got the transcripts, but he never had access to both the transcripts and the
docket items at the same time.  This rendered an effective appeal an impossibility. 

At the sentencing it became apparent that Petitioner was going to be sent to jail the same day.
Petitioner protested that he would be denied access to his word processor, files, and the legal
authorities indispensable to a creditable  appeal.   Judge Friot said that  Petitioner  could file a
motion if that became an issue.  Later, when Petitioner filed just such a motion, Judge Friot
opined that Petitioner would have to exhaust administrative remedies with the DOJ-FBOP.

Petitioner  filed numerous  motions  with the 10th Circuit  Court  of Appeals,  seeking either  1)
access to his court file and other resources essential for an appeal, 2) an order commanding the
government to refrain from interference with Petitioner's access to and use of his own resources
for an appeal, or 3) other relief calculated to respect Petitioner's right of reasonable access to the
courts.  These facts are a matter of public record in the docket of 10th Circuit cases 10-5055 and
10-5057.  Ultimately the panel refused to grant any of this relief, and also refused to set forth any
means whereby Petitioner could vindicate his legal rights.  

Petitioner's wife attempted to send a complete set of the docket items to Petitioner at Forrest City
Low  federal  prison.   This  package  was  intercepted  and  returned  to  the  sender.   The  DOJ
supported this action,  saying that these papers amounted to an excessive amount of personal
property.

Petitioner  pursued  his  administrative  remedies  in  the  DOJ-FBOP.   However,  in  6  years  of
incarceration Petitioner has not been able to get a decision from National Offices of the DOJ-
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FBOP, on this issue.  The appeal was sent.  An appeal on another issue took nearly 2 years for
decision.  They have the administrative appeal - they just haven't ruled on it.  

This  is  not accidental  or  innocent.   In fact  this  is  proof  of an intention  to  prevent  inmates,
including but not limited to Petitioner, from getting the resources that they need for a competent
appeal.   Petitioner is at the present time attempting to get a PR 11 Complete Administrative
Record, amongst other things, in a case entitled Oscar Stilley v. United States et al,  2:15-cr-
00163 (EDAR).  The government opposes the request.  The government knows that the PR 11
contains evidence of their fraud, and they don't want that fraud exposed.

If Petitioner had access to PACER, he would make every document in the civil case available to
the Pardon Attorney for free, by placing the docket items on www.recapthelaw.org, and also in a
separate file with a link.  Thus both the Pardon Attorney and the world would have free and
convenient  access  to  this  information.   To the  extent  not  prohibited  by rules  of  the  Pardon
Attorney, Petitioner hereby incorporates the record of that case into this petition, as if set forth
word for word.  This material  IS public record, and it IS available to anyone with sufficient
interest to download it.

Why is that important?  Because the Petitioner has in that civil case made numerous allegations,
under  oath,  that  fundamentally  undermine  any  confidence  in  the  PROCESS  accorded  to
Petitioner,  in  his  criminal  case.   The  government  filed  a  motion  to  dismiss  the  complaint.
Petitioner in response filed extensive statements of material  facts.  The government does not
respond to these VERIFIED pleadings to admit or deny, choosing rather to remain silent.  

Petitioner  is not attempting an end run of the rule  prohibiting collateral  attack of a criminal
judgment set forth in Heck v. Humphrey, 517 US 477 (1994).   Rather, Petitioner is using the
process to which he has been relegated by the circumstances of his case and the obstructionism
of the government, seeking the one direct criminal appeal to which he is entitled by law.

Petitioner has been denied a final decision on his administrative appeal with respect to his right
of reasonable access to the courts, without just cause or excuse.  The DOJ-FBOP has obstructed
the  administrative  remedy  and  appeal  process,  with  the  purpose  and  effect  of  preventing
Petitioner from getting access to the resources indispensable to a creditable appeal in his case.
The government in Petitioner's civil case flatly states that an appeal at all levels of the DOJ-
FBOP (local warden, Regional Office, and National Office) along with a decisions from the
National Office of the DOJ-FBOP, is prerequisite to litigation.   In essence, the DOJ through
control of its subsidiary the DOJ-FBOP has reserved to itself a "pocket veto" of any litigation the
object of which would be to enable a litigant to competently pursue the one direct appeal to
which a criminal defendant is legally entitled.

Petitioner was a tax lawyer for many years, and knew that "tax loss" is the primary driver of
sentence  length  in  a  federal  criminal  tax case.   The government  was ill  inclined  to  provide
Petitioner  with  any information  from which  he  might  discern  the  penalty  to  which  he  was
exposed.  After repeated polite request, the government provided information from which one
could  conclude  that  the  Offense  Level  (without  enhancements)  would  be  16,  resulting  in  a
Guideline Sentence, in case of conviction, of 21-27 months.  
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The Probation Department upon completing the Presentence Report found an Offense Level of
25,  corresponding to  a  Guideline  sentence  would  of  57-71 months.   Petitioner  by objection
reduced that by one Offense Level, to 24, which correlates to 51-63 months.  This is of course
from memory only, since Petitioner no longer has access to the various versions of the PSR.

The government argued for an Offense Level of 32, correlating to a Guideline sentencing range
of 121-151 months.  Judge Friot "mixed and matched" but still came up with the Offense Level
proposed by the government.  Then Judge Friot imposed a sentence of 180 months, and said that
we deserved every day of it.  He called Petitioner a "thief with a law license," even though most
of the witnesses had stated that they were perfectly satisfied with Petitioner's performance of
services.  Judge Friot used this harsh rhetoric even though it is impossible, from the face of the
indictment, to discern any allegation justifying the District Court's characterization of the alleged
offense.

The only witnesses who were critical of Petitioner's legal performance were those who 1) were
promised benefits for testimony, and 2) who had nothing to do with the transactions in 2003 and
2005, which according to the government's emailed written statement formed the basis for the
charges  of  tax  evasion.   Even  those  hostile  witnesses  had  to  concede  that  Petitioner  had
performed  according  to  the  terms  of  the  attorney-client  agreement.   Petitioner  had  timely
provided detailed billings, and that those billings had not been timely challenged as required by
the contract.  Clients had a right to terminate representation at any time if they were dissatisfied
for any reason.

6. PRIOR CRIMINAL HISTORY: Petitioner has no criminal history.  Petitioner has never had
been arrested or charged or found guilty of any criminal offense other than the one for which he
is incarcerated.   Provided however, Petitioner was jailed twice for alleged contempt of court
arising out of his representation of a client in "illegal exaction" litigation in Arkansas state court.
Petitioner does not currently have access to the record in that case or citations to the relevant
decisions, since he is denied access to Arkansas case law.  To the best of Petitioner's recollection,
the  first  incarceration  was  originally  criminal  in  nature  but  somehow  morphed  to  "civil"
contempt in order to deny Petitioner relief on appeal, and the second was civil since Petitioner
was released after his friends supplied enough money to pay the amounts demanded.

7. REASONS FOR GRANTING CLEMENCY:

1) DENIAL OF THE RIGHT TO ONE DIRECT APPEAL

The most fundamental reason for clemency is the fact that Petitioner has been incarcerated for
more than 6 years, but has for that time been denied the one direct appeal to which he is legally
entitled.   Petitioner  should either  A) get  the direct  appeal,  with the full  use of  his  property
suitable for the prosecution of the appeal, or B) get a full pardon or at least clemency of some
sort.

Both FCC Forrest City Low and Oakdale-1, by their own admission, have had computers on
pallets  for  approximately  3  years,  bought  for  the  express  purpose  of  installing  them in  the
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housing units for the use of the inmates, for video telephone, education, legal work, etc.  These
computers have not been installed despite repeated polite request by Petitioner.

The most rational reason for refusing to install these computers is also an indictment of the legal,
moral, and ethical temperament of the DOJ and its subsidiary the DOJ-FBOP.  Clearly these
computers would be highly beneficial to inmates who wish to vindicate their legal rights.  There
is  AT MINIMUM a faction  within the DOJ that  is  opposed to  allowing inmates  reasonable
access to the courts.  Otherwise why would the inmates be denied the use of these computers?  

There is also presumably a faction without malice to the legal rights of the inmates.  Someone
had to order these computers, pay for them, and get them delivered to the prisons.  Presumably
this wasn't done for window dressing.  Therefore we can conclude that some persons within the
DOJ-FBOP believe that federal prisons should not be overcrowded bastions of despair, anger,
violence, and educational and correctional failure.  They just need a little help.

When Petitioner was on the street, he had a subscription to Lexis-Nexis, with 50 state libraries
and the main federal libraries. This was an outstanding legal research tool costing about $180 per
month at the time Petitioner went to prison.  He also had a laptop with WordPerfect,  Adobe
Acrobat, wireless internet access, and other software suitable for the effective prosecution of an
appeal.

The DOJ-FBOP maintains a "Lexis-Nexis Premium" which is so dysfunctional that it could not
be given away in the free world. It is incomplete.  The libraries (both district and circuit) are split
up into little "sublibraries" that cannot be combined for a complete search.  The program "hides"
key cases.  Often the hidden case is actually in the library - the inmate just has to know a work-
around to find it.  The case won't show up in a normal search.

Shepardization is so inefficient that it is for all practical purposes impossible to Shepardize the
cases in a brief of modest length.  The customary citation is not given - only the volume and the
page of the citation.  To read the case one must manually search for the case, get the citation, and
go to the case.  There are no hyperlinks to the cases.  Shepardization was deliberately engineered
to be worthless, while maintaining a thin veneer of functionality.

It is impossible to copy and paste text so as to create pages of research.  Printing costs 15 cents
per page.  It is impossible to aggregate text, print 4 pages per page, change the font or margins,
double side the printing, or do anything else to save money.  When marking to print, nothing
says how many pages will print.  Often the last page of a print job will have one line, or perhaps
no printing at all.  It is impossible to put the name of the case together with an excerpt taken
from the  case  -  ingenuity  is  required  to  manually  associate  the  case  citations  with  printed
excerpts.

This is nothing short of destructive, in a prison where most people don't have paying jobs at all,
and  of  those  who  do  have  jobs,  the  most  common  pay  rate,  as  required  by  the  Program
Statements (PS) is 12 cents per hour.  The pay scale for the regular workforce ranges from 12 to
40 cents per hour, with only a tiny fraction (about 5% according to PS recommendations) of the
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workforce getting 40 cents per hour.  Trulincs time costs 5 cents per minute.  Phone costs 21
cents per minute.  

The Trust Fund supervisors make a complete mockery of their duty to limit markups to those
markups allowed by the Program Statements.  At Oakdale-1 we pay $2.05 for a 3/4 size bar of
Dove Soap.  A full size (4.25 ounce) bar of Dove Soap is generally about a dollar in Wal-Mart or
Dollar General.  We can see the advertisements.  The max markup is supposed to be 30 cents for
goods bought at wholesale, 5% for goods bought retail (perhaps changed by a subsequent version
of the rule). PS 4500.11.  The common practice is completely fraudulent, but Petitioner cannot
even get the Trust Fund financial records necessary to see who is getting the loot, and how they
are doing it.   Petitioner  has been trying to information through the FOIA for literally years,
without success.

All  this  guarantees  that  the  average  inmate  won't  have  money  for  criminal  defense  or  for
litigation of violations of their civil rights, rights to reasonable health care, etc.  If they do file an
in forma pauperis (as a poor person) pro se lawsuit under BIVENS or the Federal Tort Claims
Act (FTCA), they will have to pay $350 over time, whether they win or lose.  They don't have
the money to litigate effectively, and the loss of $350 is a devastating blow to an inmate, who
usually is for all practical purposes destitute.  Their very poverty is used as a weapon against
them, and as intimidation against other inmates contemplating an effort to vindicate their legal
rights.  Petitioner was transferred from Forrest City Low in mid 2015 in retaliation for helping
other inmates prepare and file Tort Claims and Tort Claim lawsuits.  With no skilled assistance,
defeating the inmates and taking the $350 filing fee was like taking candy from a baby.

Internet access is indispensable both for legal work and educational competence.  Petitioner is
accused  of  violating  federal  tax  regulations  in  place  in  2003  and  2005.   The  ONLY  way
Petitioner could access these resources, even as a practicing attorney,  was through electronic
libraries maintained by certain universities.  Even if Petitioner could go to a law library on the
street, keeping up with the changes from year to year would be too difficult, using hard copy.
Only electronic versions would allow Petitioner to access the material, use the "compare" feature
to compare the various versions, copy and paste into legal documents, etc.   The DOJ-FBOP
version of Lexis-Nexis only has the current version of the regulations, which without concurrent
access to prior versions is worthless for preparing a creditable appeal brief.

Petitioner also needs the ethical rules and decisions from both the state of Arkansas and the state
of Oklahoma, for his direct appeal.  As far as Petitioner knows, these are impossible to get except
through  online  libraries.   It  is  certain  that  Petitioner  cannot  effectively  research  the  ethics
decisions  from  these  two  states  without  using  the  internet  to  access  these  resources
electronically.  Additionally, Petitioner may need to research the ethics decisions from the other
48 states as persuasive authority.  This capability is certainly dependent on internet access.

The Local Rules of the Northern District of Oklahoma involve multiple versions of both criminal
and civil  local  rules.   Petitioner  depends on the ability to find all  these resources online,  to
research  and compare  them,  and to  cite  the  relevant  portions  in  appeal  briefs.   It  is  utterly
impractical for Petitioner to get these critical resources any other way.  These resources are key
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to any effort to attack the denial of substantive consideration of Petitioner's combined motion for
judgment as a matter of law, and for new trial.

It is uncontested that Petitioner could have met the length requirements, under any theory that
might be raised, simply by dividing the motions into 1) a motion for new trial, and 2) a separate
motion for judgment as a matter of law, each with a separate supporting brief.  Petitioner could
have incorporated the contents of both motions and their respective briefs, each into the other.  In
other words, with a mere change of form, Petitioner could have made every argument  using
every word that he actually used, without exposing himself to the potential for complete and total
disregard of his arguments.

If Petitioner is not to get a pardon or commutation, how about a decision on the merits on his
administrative appeal to National?  Is it not possible to "light a fire" under the Acting Director of
the  DOJ-FBOP,  informing  him  that  deceitful  and  dishonest  tactics  are  inappropriate  and
intolerable?  Is it not his job to at least achieve educational competence?  Is it not his job to at
least get recidivism rates down to tolerable levels? 

How about simply changing the policies of the DOJ-FBOP to allow inmates access to whatever
resources they can afford, in order to prosecute their appeals?  This must include the right to
access legal resources via the internet.   There is no other way to respect due process, in the
internet age.

Some may say that the time has run for appeal.  Petitioner exhausted all available remedies at the
10th  Circuit,  and  informed  the  3  judge  panel  that  he  intended  to  pursue  the  administrative
remedies that THEY TOLD PETITIONER TO PURSUE, all while reserving his right to appeal
at the conclusion of that process.  Petitioner is willing to take the chance that they will not accept
an appeal brief at the present time.  Petitioner wants the chance to PREPARE a brief, in full
command of the basic resources that "street lawyers" take for granted.

Petitioner has many valid issues on appeal, including but not limited to:

A) The government already had all the tax return information allegedly owed by Springer, or
an offer of same.  They refused the offer and now have convicted and incarcerated Petitioner for
failing to offer this same information.  Why would they accept information amounting to a tax
return from Petitioner, but NOT from Springer?  This defies common sense.  Plus, there is no
procedure  for  providing  tax  return  information  on  a  third  party.   They  won't  accept  that
information as a tax return.  Petitioner was charged under the "defraud clause" which in light of
binding caselaw NECESSARILY means that Petitioner did not violate any of the federal statutes
requiring the filing of an information return.

B) Failure to perform the acts now assigned as a crime would have exposed Petitioner to
criminal charges, attorney ethics charges, and civil liability for the conversion of the property of
another.  Petitioner was effectively given the choice of committing a real crime or committing
the fictitious crime for which he stands convicted and imprisoned.
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C) Special Agent Shern admitted that they "looked at" Petitioner for tax evasion, but didn't
have  venue.   However,  they  failed  to  prove  any  facts  that  would  establish  venue  against
Petitioner for the 3 counts of conviction, in the Northern District of Oklahoma.

Petitioner  has repeatedly (both orally and in writing) offered to give the DOJ-FBOP various
items of equipment.  For example Petitioner offered to donate a Canon AR810 with document
handler, which prints or copies 81 pages per minute, double sides, staples, 3 hole punches, and
collates.  In addition Petitioner offered to supply all parts, labor, and supplies necessary to keep
this  machine  operating  in  top  condition.   This  machine  cost  over  $20,000  new.   The  only
condition is that the machine be used for the use and benefit of the inmates.

Petitioner has also offered to donate a Laserjet 5si under the same terms and conditions.  This
machine  prints  24  pages  per  minute,  collates,  etc.   Other  equipment  offered  includes  office
supplies and equipment, computers, and similar items.

This equipment is all dual purpose.  It is useful for preparing legal documents.  It is equally
useful for providing educational opportunities for the prison inmate population.  Why then does
the DOJ-FBOP deny inmates access to such resources, for literally YEARS at a time?  Other
prison systems install such equipment for their inmates, with good results.  Petitioner reads about
it in the newspapers.

The DOJ-FBOP has recidivism rates between 40% and 70%.  Other correctional programs get
their recidivism rates into single digits or low double digits.  Successful correctional programs
have certain things in common.  They treat inmates as human beings, provide real opportunity
for self improvement, and expect the best out of their inmates.

If the Petitioner is denied clemency, (certainly a real possibility) this fact will be "ordinarily" be
communicated  to  the  Warden  by  the  Office  of  the  Pardon  Attorney.   Program  Statement
1330.15(d).   This gives the Pardon Attorney the perfect opportunity to request certain changes in
Petitioner's  conditions  of  incarceration.   Petitioner  respectfully  asks  that  the  DOJ-FBOP be
directed (or at least requested) to:

A. Cease  its  invidious  interference  with  educational  opportunity  within  the  DOJ-FBOP.
This should involve the expeditious installation of computer equipment already purchased for
inmate use, educational software, etc., in the inmate housing units at Oakdale.  Inmates should
have access to internet websites of an educational nature.

B. Cease its invidious interference with access to legal information via the internet, pursuant
to those same computers.

Every inmate should have access to the tools needed to learn and to acquire  saleable skills.
Every inmate should have the tools necessary to draft and efficiently edit a legal pleading that
perfectly conforms to every rule or custom of the court in which the pleading is to be filed.
Every inmate should have the capability to collaborate with any lawyer or legal expert anywhere
in the world, via video telephony, and jointly review, discuss, and edit the document in real time,
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at a cost reasonably affordable in light of the economic prospects of federal inmates.   Such
software tools are available off the shelf at very modest costs.

2) THE FEDERAL PRISON SYSTEM FAILS TO PROVIDE REASONABLE MEDICAL 
AND DENTAL CARE

The list for dental care is approximately 4 years long.  Petitioner's upper right rear bicuspid (from
his perspective) broke off for the lack of dental examination and care.  He reported this broken
tooth about 18 months ago.  Just recently he has been told that it will be yet another year before
he actually gets an examination and a dental treatment plan.  He is told that the wait time for any
actual treatment will be ANOTHER 4 years from that date.  In other words, it will take Petitioner
over  6 years  to  get  the meager  treatment  that  the  DOJ-FBOP claims  to  be the "community
standard" of dental care.  

The reality is that the DOJ-FBOP stalls  for time as long as possible,  and then manufactures
excuses not to provide treatment that would normally be provided, to any private citizen.   The
Program  Statements  have  a  long  list  of  reasons  to  deny  treatment,  which  WOULD  NOT
ordinarily be a reason to deny treatment to a private citizen.  Despite a breathtaking array of
reasons to refuse to approve such basic treatment as fillings, crowns, and bridges, the dental care
list is still 4 years long.  One can only imagine how long it would be if an honest and realistic
community standard was used.

Petitioner sees an advertisement on TV in which a "dental monitor" examines a man's tooth, tells
him that it has a terrible cavity, and then announces that he and his assistant are off to lunch.  He
says that he isn't a dentist but rather a dental monitor.  A voice then asks "why monitor a problem
if you won't fix it?"   Yet the petitioner is faced with a broken tooth SPECIFICALLY caused by
failure to monitor his dental health, AND NOW faces some 2.5 ADDITIONAL years to get a
"dental monitor" TO EVEN LOOK IN HIS MOUTH AND RENDER AN ASSESSMENT FOR
A DENTAL TREATMENT PLAN!

Petitioner has asked if he could get permission to go to a dentist on the street, for a second (or
maybe just a first) opinion or for treatment not authorized in the DOJ-FBOP.  Petitioner is told
that this is NOT allowed.  The DOJ-FBOP denies dental care, and uses the power of custody to
prevent inmates from getting care elsewhere, whether or not they have the money to pay the cost.

It is virtually certain that Petitioner's tooth broke off because erosion of the tooth at gumline
deprived the tooth of structural integrity.  The dentist did informally look in Petitioner's mouth
and tell him that he is brushing his teeth wrong, thus causing damage.  The dentist told Petitioner
that he would ordinarily cut lines in the top and bottom of the eroded part of the tooth, and use a
composite filling to replace the missing tooth material.  That provides both a mechanical and an
adhesive bond.  He said the cost of a vial of permanent, non-toxic composite filling material is
about $30, and would probably be enough for more than one tooth.  Thus for the lack of $30
worth of composite, Petitioner now needs a bridge.  However, for Petitioner EVERYTHING is
free, but NOTHING is available.
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Petitioner  has  offered  to  donate  a  kidney.   Petitioner  has  posted  this  offer  to  his  blog  at
www.oastilley.wordpress.com.   The blog post  is  relatively short  and has relevant  documents
attached.  If this is not the most recent post, look at a prior post.  Petitioner does in fact to post
this Petition for Clemency on his blog, at a reasonable time.

Why would Petitioner offer to donate one of his kidneys?  Because Petitioner sees no other way
to get reasonable food and reasonable health care.  We have a "National Menu" that sets forth
what we are supposed to get to eat for each meal.  We are routinely denied the diet selected by
expert nutritionists.  For example, sweet potatoes are "cut" with Irish potatoes.  

Agriculture Secretary Tom Vilsack recently authorized the purchase of $20 million worth of
cheese to prop up sagging prices.  Yet we often get a cheap substitute, or simply nothing at all.
We can't even buy a brick of real, natural cheese on commissary.  The federal government has
confiscated as much as 40% of the raisin crop, for the purpose of propping up prices.  Yet we
don't even get raisins with our breakfast bran cereal. 

The essence of the offer is that Petitioner will donate a kidney if the inmates in DOJ-FBOP have
access to the resources and motivations to impel them to take care of the health of their kidneys
along with every other part of their body.  This is structured so that the taxpayers will actually
SAVE cash money,  at the same time the inmates get healthier food, healthier incentives, and
more resources for such purposes as cutting the dental care list down to reasonable levels.  You
can read the blog post and attachments thereto, for more details.

3) PRACTICAL CONSIDERATIONS

President Obama's approach to correctional reform is commendable if overdue.  There may be a
political price (along with a political advantage) for doing the right thing.  However, the political
price  will  be  roughly  the  same  whether  total  number  of  commutations  is  5,000  or  50,000.
Political opportunists will seize the perceived opportunity to gain advantage.  However, the total
number won't really affect the amount of ink devoted to the issue.  In truth, at least the latter
number is necessary to get prison populations down to the levels contemplated by Congress in 28
USC 994(g).

There is great merit to selecting a number that brings populations down to "design maximum" or
less.  Let the people know that Congress has already given its OFFICIAL voice in opposition to
overcrowding.  If they want longer sentences and more prisoners, Congress should feel free to
appropriate the money for the total number of prisoners that they choose to lock up - which of
course  calls  for  tax  increases  that  the  hard  right  "security"  crowd  is  unwilling  to  support.
Congress  has  no  right  to  complain,  having  sent  mixed  messages  about  whether  they  want
overcrowding and correctional  dysfunction.   The President  has every right  -  perhaps  even a
moral  duty  -  to  do  the  job  that  Congress  unsuccessfully  attempted  to  delegate  to  the  US
Sentencing Commission.

How about the following process?
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1) Assign every federal inmate a number corresponding to the offense level related to their
ACTUAL SENTENCE.  In other words, if they are sentenced to the minimum for Offense Level
32, assign the number 32.  If they have that sentence plus half the distance to the maximum,
assign the number  32.5.   Persons with a  life  sentence,  or  a  sentence  well  beyond their  life
expectancy, may  be treated as having a fixed sentence, perhaps 480 months, if the choice is
made to include them in sentence reductions.

2) Recalculate the sentences down, by an across the board reduction of Offense Level, to the
point that federal prisons (without consideration of space in contract prisons) are at about 85% of
capacity, or such other percentage of capacity as the President may choose.  If some inmates are
excluded,  attainment  of a  suitable  population  will  simply require  a greater  reduction  for  the
remaining population.  Grant clemencies on the basis of these calculations, staggered as may be
necessary for orderly inmate discharges.  Use clemency to terminate enough current terms of
supervised release, to ensure that the US Probation Office is not overwhelmed.

3) Explain to the public that the prisons are STILL at the maximum reasonable populations.
Prisons are  like  computer  hard drives.   They have to  have some "empty"  space in  order  to
function efficiently and effectively.   Cost savings can be used for such salutary purposes as
getting the dental care list whittled down from 4 years to a reasonable level.  

This will generate about the same amount of ink as any other substantial effort to inject sanity
into incarceration levels.   However,  it  has great value in that it  will  restore hope to inmates
sentenced to the highest levels.  Guideline Sentence ranges follow an exponential rather than a
geometric pattern.  Thus an "across the board" Offense Level based recalculation gives the most
help to those who need it the most.  This also benefits the public, since it has been clearly shown
that long sentences are no more effective than intermediate sentences at reducing recidivism.

If it is not yet my time to leave prison, tell me what I will be permitted to do to make federal
prisons a more productive and effective correctional environment.  As stated previously, what I
really want is a chance to make my legal arguments with my full faculties.  I want to make my
arguments  BOTH to  the  taxpayers  who pay for  my incarceration,  AND to  the  courts.   But
WHILE I do this  I  want to  help the mostly minority  and underprivileged inmate population
upgrade their skills and reduce the probability of present or future dependency on the public
purse, whether by recidivism or through some other mechanism.

Why does this petition focus on education and health?  Because that's where the money's  at.
Health care broadly defined consumes close to 20% of GDP.   Primary and secondary education
consumed about 70% of the Arkansas state budget when Petitioner was locked up.  The main
changes in that dynamic, at the present time, are 1) the prison budget is now approximately a half
billion dollars, up from $10 million in 1980, and 2) the health care crisis hits the state budget
even worse than it did in 2010, when Petitioner went to prison.

Part of the reason for this request for commutation is to set forth for friends and family a brief
statement of just a few of the reasons that Petitioner's incarceration is unjust and unwarranted, a
blight  and  a  stain  upon  the  federal  justice  system.  Petitioner  understands  just  how  rarely
clemency has  been granted  by past  presidents.   Petitioner  will  completely understand if  the
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President decides NOT to grant clemency to Petitioner at the present time.  That's ok - that's his
choice. 

But Petitioner does want to be heard and understood and treated as a human being.  Petitioner
has lost his liberty, which is the fundamental essence of a prison sentence.  But what explains the
fact that Petitioner is denied access to a word processor?  Is that an unchangeable fact of prison
life?  Part of the reason this is being sent to you as printoffs of Trulincs documents is to show
you, graphically, the wretched output for which desperately poor inmates have to pay 15 cents
per page, after spending 5 cents per minute for time spent drafting the document.  We have NO
OTHER WAY to write a document, sleep on it, and then edit.  

We can't select margins, pagination, font style or size, or anything else.  We cannot use bold,
underline,  or  italics.   We  have  a  13,000  character  limit,  but  we  can't  copy  text  from one
document and paste it into another to balance out the text in two Trulincs documents.  We just
get to type, with the print output selected by distant bureaucrats.  Even this limited right has been
taken  from  me,  twice  within  the  last  15  months.   Both  times  Petitioner  lost  all  his  draft
documents, for which he had spent scores of hours and hundreds of dollars.  Both times the
punishment was plainly retaliation for the respectful exercise of 1st Amendment rights.

Whether or not Petitioner gets any clemency for himself, Petitioner respectfully requests, from
the executive branch well as his friends on the street, a little help toward allowing him to make
his world a better place.  Like it or not, prison is Petitioner's world, and has been for more than 6
years.  Unless Petitioner is allowed reasonable access to the courts, or given executive clemency,
prison will be Petitioner's world for well over 6 more years.  Consider these brief facts about
conditions in Petitioner's place of confinement:

1) This prison has over 1,200 inmates in a prison designed for about 640.   Someone forced
this prison to quit using the dayrooms as overflow inmate housing.  Most of these rooms remain
locked and vacant, not used for their intended purpose.  The stated reason?  The DOJ-FBOP
might  need to  re-implement  the  use  of  these  rooms as  overflow housing when the  contract
prisons are shut down.

2) We can't have mini-libraries in the housing units, despite repeated polite request.  Printed
matter is tolerated only on a tiny shelf having approximately the area of a single newspaper.
Officialdom treats printed material as subversive, seizing and destroying it at every opportunity.

3) The library has inexorably reduced the space for inmates to read.   Only 28 seats are
provided for inmates to read or study in the library at a given time.  Chairs and tables have been
removed in order to make the library effectively smaller.  A roomful  of computers is  locked
except for GED testing, wasting valuable space. Inmates are threatened with a "shot" (formal
disciplinary incident report) if they remain in the library without a seat.  The library is locked up
when the compound is open.  The library is the only place where inmates can print labels or
documents  or use a copier.   Inmates are thus forced to remain in the library for at  least  30
minutes, often for an hour, for a print job no matter how small.  This prison uses every trick it
can think of to make it more difficult and perilous to print anything, or use the library for any
purpose.
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This political season is truly a "once in a lifetime" opportunity to effectuate real, meaningful
upgrades in our federal correctional systems and processes.  Petitioner most respectfully requests
an opportunity to be part of that, one way or another.

CERTIFICATION AND PERSONAL OATH

I hereby certify that all answers to the above questions and all statement contained herein are true
and  correct  to  the  best  of  my  knowledge,  information,  and  belief.   I  understand  that  any
intentional misstatements of material facts contained in this application may cause adverse action
on my petition for executive clemency and may subject me to criminal prosecution.

Respectfully submitted this 28th day of September, 2016.

)
)

By:____________________________________________
Oscar Stilley, Petitioner
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