Rev. Willie Johnsen, #1270n9 F-Al-7
Kirkland Correctienal Institutien
4344 Bread River Read

Celumbia, S.C. 29210

The Henerable BPenald W. Beatty, Chief Justice
Supreme Ceurt of Seuth Carolina.

1231 Gervais. Street

Celunbia, S.C. 29201 ..

AUG 1.7 2018

- 'SC. ' '
RE: Rev. Willie Jehnsen v. State ef Seuth Carelina ' G SUPREME COURT

Appellate Case Neo. 2018-000401

Pear Chilef Justice Baetity:

Enclesed yeu will find original Retitien fer Rehearin te be ferward
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PETITION ‘POR REMEARING

The Petttioner Rev.Wiliie Johnsen Pre Se; pussuant te Rekle 221, SCACR,
meves ghe Conff fo Reeconstider Otder s Znd August, 2018 {n suppett of Che Petlft=
‘Yon, the Petitioner shew the fellewing in the Cewrt:

“This Coutt everlocked 2 mater¥s? Paed #i e Racoetd a Statufe @ deeiston
which is centrelling as autherty has erfsneceusly senstrued nisapplited a previsien
of law & centrelking astherity th ¢he feollewing respect

A. Vas the Pet’i't’i‘onef's Fortﬁeene‘h A-endnent Right's of the Uni:‘ed States
Comsti’tttiou and hfs R¥fght's of lte Pfotess viohé’ed by ¢he c.-res t-’ ‘ovéitosking
a materts) faet e’b;ﬂ sef ferth fn the Reeeord.

SUPPORTING FACTS AND ARGUMENT:

The Petitiener c¢entends it i's well established by the Seuth Carekina Suprexme
Court se¥ fe#th In, In Re Saith, 348 S.C.22,559 S.E.2d S84 (200Z;, Osr Supreme



Ceust’ held that Peb¥ie Reprinand was warranted fér Judgé's failure te per-
senally sign varisus Court Order, Hewever, just ss in In Re Smui'th Swpfa &
eidse tnvelving a very smfliar Seuth Carelina unsigned ceurt and detuments
decided twe years before the Pe¥itiener discevered 2004 his connitment ...
erder was net signed by the trial judge and Petitioner filted his petitien
within ene year after the date of acfua¥ dfscovefy of the fagts. Neie, the
en page 9-10 in FPiwaT Order of Dfsmibsqf'éhe-Euweifcciré'nfsconsérued»€he
Supreme Ceut RuEEfng in In Re Smi'th Sapra te be tnapplicale. In thi's ease,
the Supreme Ceurt of Supreme Ceurf Ruling i's binging autherity that a judge
persenally sign varieus [Ceurt Order) issued in his name, (Queting Lewer
Ceurt, the Supreme Ceurt of Seuth Carelina reprimanded a magistrate judge
fer knewingly al¥tewing his effice persenal te sign erders in his name.) As
fQueting Supiene‘CcurG of Seuth Carelina Ruking ﬂhaé”?ubﬁfe‘Reprihanl was
warranted for Judge's fai'lure Ye persenally sign varisus Ceurt Order issued
in hi's name. Here, Lewer Coutt cemnitted [Censtructive fraudl upen the Ceurt.
As & result, thi's Ceurt everleosked Lower Court Judicial Miseenduet,

The Pet'ivioner avers in Bean v. State, 388 S.C. 272, 095 S.E.2d 850
(201, the Ceurt feund (helding a eral preneuncement is medifiably by the judge
and the séntence i's enly final enee singéd by the judges and entered by the -
clerk., Thus, Supreme Ceurt ef Seuth Carelina precedent cases law has faraly
estab¥ished that a Ceurt Order must be signed, befere i¥ ceme te be final.
See ak¥se, Bewnman v. Richland Men' Hesp, 385 S.E, 88, 91 515 S.E.2d 259,209
(1998, Specificall¥, such preuncement i's net a final Ruling en the merits ner
is 1i¥ binding en the Petiviener until i¥ has been reduce e writing, signed
by rhe judge and delivered for recerdation. On the facts ef this cass, the case
present an dnpertant dssue anll was deciied by the Ceurt' ‘bellew iin = manner argu-
-ably at edds with ﬁrfit“deéfsfon of Supreme Ceurt of Seuth Carélina.

The fae¥ pertaining te this issue i3 fiken sub—~justiee frem the efficial
recerd. It is perspicusus that en March 8,2018, the Ceurt given the Pétitiener
peFnision te have Petition for Writ of Certierari and Appendix te be censider
for a Explanatien. Thus, the Petitienes argues that the Lewer Ceurt mentien
in their [@¢der] that [Appeal] weuld censider as a fExplanatien], the Lewer
Ceurt deisien was [IT IS THEREFORE ORBERED that fer the reasens set ferth herein-
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the Applicatien fer pest-tenvictien relieef i's hereby denied and dismissed
with prejudice.] Thevefore, thi's Ceurt medified the Lewer Cour¥, te Rule 243
(e¢), SCACR. Sectilen (¢) i's inappkicable te this case. Here, the Cour¥ did
net addwess Petitien fer Writ Certierasi within their (Order, dated August
2,2018, But te reiterate a eritical peint, the Pet'itiener send the Chief
‘Justice, back of the le¥tér dated March 8,2018, te substantiate that the
Ceurt given pevmissien ge ferth as a [Explanatien). In this case, the Ceurt
everlesked the material fact in the Petitiener Petitien fer Writ of Cert-
jerari and Appendix. Obvieusly, the let€ter that Petitiener sent te Chief
Justice was intepcept ts prevent his effice frem receiving this let'ter.

This legal frameferm and feundatien being firmly in place, The Ceurt
is cempelled te Leek at the facts in regard te ﬁﬁﬂé'eése*sub=jus£iﬁe because
the law arises frem facts (Ex Facte Oritur Jus). The Lewéf Ceurt dflbges-
on page 9 that the trial judge handwritten signature appeais in the indictment
‘and verdict ferm. Here, the Supreme Ceurt of Seuth Carelina hild in State v.
‘Gentry, 303 S.C. 93, 018 S.E.2d avs (20605, the indictaent is a "netice dec-
ument™ but being being a "netice decument" i's enly ene of the many puFpeses
and functiens it was created for the [Henerable Judge Pleceniss preceeding
in questien beleng and enact it's Subject Matter Judiciary pewers placing these
pewers in eperatien is an indictment. Futher, thelegi'slature er Supreme Ceurt
of Seuth Carelina has net made previsiens in Statutery er cas law given the
Ceurt’s autherizatien te utilze a indictment as Ceurt Order. Further, Lewer Ceurt
sheuld ceunduct a Hearing te see whether the signature en face of the indictment
was the trial trial. Once again, this Ceurt everleeked theése material fact in
thi's case., As set ferth, the Ceurt is arbitrary and eaprihfora;'cause“unréason-
able harm and hardship; and in vielatien ef the Ferteenth Amendment.

With respect, Lewer Ceurt and ethers Ceurtls is net a Judicial System, it's
circus. These ceurt's, flatly refuse refuse te ebey the Yaw. ALT Seuth Carelina
Ceurt Order sheuld be declared veid as leng as Lewer Ceurt refuse te ebey their
‘own rules. A litisant has a right, under the lath Amendment te a Ceurt Order, and
sheuldn't have te guess as te whether er net it's preperly signed.” Further, eur
President claim he is abeve the law, that is fer frem the truth. As zvresﬁfﬁ; The
Gevernment' i's a gevernment ef laws, net ef men. Ne ene is abeve the law. Ne efficer
of the Gevernment can use autherity unless the Censtitutilen er the law permits.
Hew leng the highest ceurts in the State geing te allew this f[Circus) te eperate
in eur Judicial System in Seuth Carelina? It i's time te take pelifice eut of .....
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Judicial System and place the Justice back inte eur Judicial System.

In the case eof Elkins Et Al. v. United States, 3va U.S. 20b, 80 S.Ct.
1437, 4.L. Ed 24 1009 the United States Supreme Ceurt, speaking abeut she
imperrative of judical intlegrity stated:

® "ih a ;orernment of law", said Mr.Justice Brandeis, "existence ef
the gevernment will be ilmperiled if it fails te ebserve the law
scrupleusly. Our Gevernment is the petent, the emnipresent teac-
her. Fer geed or for ill, it teaches the whele peeple by its ex—
ample, Crime is contagious. If the Gevernment becemes a lawbrea-
ker, it breeds centempt fer law; it invites every man te beceme a
law unte himself; it' invites anarcghy."

B. Did the Seuth Carelina Supreme Ceurt abuse their di'scretienary pewer
and in such, everleeked the centrelling autherity that is binding

precedent by United states Supreme Ceurt?

The Petitiener humbly quetes that which i's stated in the United States
Supreme Ceurt it is well established in Life & Fire Ins.Ce. of New Yerk v. Wilsen's
Herrs, 33 U.S. 291 8 Pet 291 1834 WL 3789; Thempsen v. Telmie, 27 U.S. 157 Z Pet
157 1829 WL 3177 7 L.Ed. 351, 'by a pesitive law of State of Leuisiana, all jud-
gments rendered, if net set aside fer legal case within a given numver days must
be signed by the judge befere them; in ether werds, the judgments are net cemplete,
er rather are ne judgment' at all, this State expressly requires the signature of
the judge, befere the judgment can be carried inte effect; fer there may arise ...
sufficient reasens between the renditien ef a judgment pre ferm, and the time allewed
fer signing it, te induce the judge te withheld hi's signature, that such reasens
did fer it i's a legal presumptien that public functienaries perferm there duty when
required; and altheugh it' i's net expected that the judge's signature te a erder
being, by sur law, an essential part ef it, inassuch as it is a dead letter with-

eut it, witheut the signature ef the judge, cannet be enferced.

"Teaching ef chercase is' that the Statute (cemmenly called the practice act,
which by the act ef Cengress eof Zoth May 1824, adepting the practice ef the States
Ceurt's regulates the practice of the United States Ceurts in Leuisians, cantains
the previsien requires judgments te be signed, is ef the 10th April 1805 (5 Martin's
Digest los,; and i's net te be feund in Mercau's Digest. The Code ef practice has

changed the ceurse of preceeding in the State Courts; signing virtually autheries-
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an executien was wanted, inadvertunty emitted as it was, still the applicatien
fer this fermal act te be dene, weuld seem te be in full time, when executien
was necessary, and the Petitioner has beceme entitled to it.

Both due precess and commen sense dictate that State of Leuisianan is
Seuth Carelina (sister, State, and their laws are applicable in this State, As
set ferth, this Ceurt beund by United States Supreme Ceurt precedent. Here,
the South Carolina Supreme Court, like any other State or Federal Ceurt is

bound by the U.S. Supreme Ceurt's interpretation eof Federal law.

Void judgments veid forever. The passing of time does net covert a veid
judgment inte a valid judgment. In Rufus Rhine V.M.E. Montgemery, Magistrate
Judge of Scett County, Missouri, 422 S.W.2d ool, it was decided that any kind

of preceeding to cacel a veid judgement is proper..

C. Did the Seuth Carelina Supreme Court and Lower Court misconstrued the
applicable law ef the Constitutien and was sustained by Statute?

SUPPORTING AND FACTS AND ARGUMENT

Rev.Willie asserts the matter are constitutienal issues ef statewide impert-
ance by State and Federal Statute because unless the Seuth Carolina Supreme Ceurt
meets all of his demands set ferth in statute belew [Rev.Jehnsen) will be denied
hi's [Due Process] and this will cast deubt upen the fairness and integrity of
the criminal justice system and [Contrelling Autherity] set ferth in the Statute,
There i's te suggest that this Ceurt will centinuse te denied Rev.Jehnsen ef his
[Due Precess] because eof shaded dealing geing en in this case, due te pelitical
pressure te derailed the justice in [Rev.Johnsen] case. Here, this case is similar,
te Pilate. While Pilate was hesitating as te what he sheuld de, a messenger pressed
through the crewd, and handed hin the letter frem his wife which read: "Have theu
nething te do with that just man, for I have suffered many things this day in a
dream because of him." Pilate did not want te deliver Jesus. But he saw that' he
ceuld net de thi's and yet retain his ewn pesition and jenor. Rather than leese.
hi's worldly pewer, he chese te sacrifice an innecent life. How many, te escape
lese er suffering, in like manner sacrifice principle. Censcience and duty peint
one way, and self-interest peints anether. The curreat sets strengly in the wreng
direction, and he who cempremises with evil is swept away inte the thick darkness
of guilt, Pilate yielded to the demands of tha mob rather than risk losing his-—
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position. He delivered Jesus up te be crucified. But in spite of hi's pre-
curation, the very thing he dreaded afterward cam upon him, hi's honor were
stripped from him. He was cast down from his high office, and stung by re-
merse, and wounded pride. So all who comprise with injustice will gain....
sorrew and ruin. As a result, this Ceurt rather yielded to the demands of
the [Lower Court)] and [Politican] than risk losing their pesitien. It is
time te snatch the blindfold off injustice in the State of Seuth Carolina.

Additionally, there is an argument to be made that the Statute iS....
centrollinf [Authority]. Here, this Court has a duty to apply State Law, and
accordingly has no discrition to ignore the jurisdictioned dictates of the
- door closing Statute. The highlighted language appears in Rule (d,, SCRCP:

® Sec. (d) The judgment must be signed by the judge and sent to clerk
of court for filing.

Moreover, the language of Rule 77 (d,, SCRCP, clearly an applicable Rule
that' set’ forth a trial judge must signed the Court Order. Thi's Court failed
to comply with this Rule that was set forth by legislature.

In the case at bar, the Federal Statute corroborate with Rule 77 (d,,SCRCP.
Pursuant to 18 U.S.C.A. Rule 32 (1,(b,, which provide:

® The judgment must be signed by the judge and sent to Clerk of Court.

Specifically, the Rule and Statute create a [Binding Authority] upon this

Court.-

The legislature has made a provision in the [Uniform Comercial] Code the
standard for documents and Court Order to be signed. Pursuant to S.C.Code Ann, §

38-4=401., Sec. (1, Signature.

® Sec. (1, No persen is liable on an instrument unless his signature appears
thereon.

In fact, when the Courts type or write out a proposed judgment or order
that is exactly what it is until it is signed: PROPOSED. A judgment or order does

not take on any Official meaning to someone with the proper authority put their-



"JOHN HANCOCK™ on it. These facts are controlling authority.

The requirement for Official signature are nore regid, 80 C.J.S Siznature
§ 9.

Spacifically, 18 C.S.C.A. § 505. Seals of Court: ngnature of judge or
Court Officier.

This principle was reilerate again in 18 U.S.C.A. § 3ozl:

® Sec. (c) Delivery of order commLtment. When a prisoner, pursuant to a
Court Order, is place in the custody of a person in charge
of a penal or correctional facility a copy of the Order shall
ba delivered to such person as evidence of this authority to
hold the prisoner, and the original Order, with the return
enorsed thereon, shall ba returned to Court that issue it.

Quite plainly, therefore, this Statute are standard procédure for a individ-

ual enter into a Correctional Facility.

Analysis of this case shows that the Courts overlooked the material fact and

Statute within this case.

In the instant case, this Court mistrued the applicable law of the Constit-
ution and was sustainead in doing so, it deprived the Patitioner of his Due Process.
Further, neglecting to have adequate factual bais for signed paper constitutes
violation of Rule 11, see also Walker v. Walker, 554 F.Supp. 1443.Thus, a typewritten
name on a Court Order is not a "signature™ under Rule 11, SCRCP.

D. The South Carolina Supreme Court overlooked SCDC Policies which is binding

ggthoritz.

SUPPORTING FACTS AND ARGUMENT

The Petitioner contends it i's well established by SCDC Policies. Here,
Director promulgated in his Policy and Procedures on enters SCDC, pursuant to

OP-21.04., Inmate Classification Plan, which provide:
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® Sec. 4.2 Each inmate's commitment papers will be reviewed by
the receiving person and delivered to the appropriated
R & E records person for processing. The R & E Record
Staff will review the comaitment papers to ensure that
inmate has a valid South Carolina sentence. Inmates
who do not have valid commitment paper or a valid
South Carolina sentence will not be accepted by the SCDC.
Moreover, SCDC Policy is Binding authority. Here, SCDC Official failed to
abide by their own Policy-Procedures. Pursuant to S.C.Code Ann.§ 24-1-90
Director autherized to make rule and regulations.
® The director shall have autthority to make and promulgate rules and
regulations necessary for the proper performance of the department's

AX'})

functions.

This is a case where the Director, Lower Court and this Court "personally

had a job to do, and they did not do it,™ and their failure to do their job was"
so likely to result in the violation of [Rev.Johnson]' constitutional rights as
to establish a clear due process vviblation.

In this case, there can be no doubt, that this Court overlooked the
mandatory language in SCDC Policies. In this context, "shall™ is mandatory.
See Robinson v. Shell 0il Company, 117 S.Ct. 843,840 (1997, IN SCDC Policies
utilizes the words, ™Shall™ & "Will", which is mandatory.

The fact's clearly demonstrate that agency must rereivadia:signed-commitinent erde:

before agency would accept an individual into SCDC. Thus.'SCDC Official was well

\PY)

aware of the Petitioner unsigned Court Order. As set forth, the Petitioner falely

imprisonment on unsigned Court Order.

Ta fact, SCDC Director proaulgated another Policy set forth OP-12.09, "Inmate

Record Plan":

® Sec. b.3.1 Review each commitment oreder for offense dates, sentences,
signatures, indictment and warrant number by the Court. In
addition, a ckeck for a previous SCDC number(s, will be
complete. If a previous SCDC number(s, is ideatified, the
old and new inmate records will be combined.

Nevertheless, no procedural priaciple is more familiar. to the Court than that
1 constitutional right is overlooked in criminal cases as well as civi cases by

failure to make timely assertion of the right befoe a tribunal having jurisdict-
ion to hear ir and determine it. Nonetheless, the Court's ability and authority

to correct forfeited errors are guaranteed by Federal Rules of Criminal Procedures,
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Rufe '§3 0h). A’.Ifhale alse in this Pbﬁition. Thus. fo net btihg inte acceun¥
"and cettect the ercers sutiine in this case ‘would be a deep datk sihin en the
labtic of judicial fairness and integrity and fnjnsiice that' has been play

eut before this Ceurt. See United States v. Cedelie, 89 F.3d 181 ‘(ath Cix 1990,,

hggljhe‘Coutﬁifs sreseading uﬁdétfmﬂéégiéiil'ibﬁ;
'SUPPGRTING FACTS AND_ARGUMENT

The Petitxonen contends that upsn exanlnaﬂfon.cf éhe teco:d ‘that he was
bnought undex wtong 'PCR Statute. As set. fotﬁh the Petftionet !iled hi's PCR ...
Applicatfon unde: umbtefla of S.C.Code Ann.S 17-27-20 (a;(S;. whi ch provfdes
fot a pest-cenvictlen relief actien te be breught by ene claining thal ™eeeoes
he fsroﬁﬁééﬁiﬁe unfawfully held ih custody 6: ether restraint.”

The Souéh Ca:olina Suptgne Ceuct. should deﬁb:mxne uheéhez a. ueiflihn for
;nst-eonvictiqn :elief 1s- éihaly. iho CQBrt sheuld look e, ﬁhe statutc in effeci
at the tipe of cha:sc of canviction. flere, there is ne Probaffve fzcéé that Seuth.
Catolina Leguslaure considerel whether the Uniferm Pest-Cenvictien Preacedure Act.
§.C.Cade Ann.S 17-27-10 t.,§ 17=27-100 ﬁo be ceasidered reétospectfvely. the ...
‘language make cYear that "ACT" enly alnlled n?ospectﬂvely. and net retroacﬂively.
"ITlhe first rule of cons:ruction i's that legislatien must be censidered as ...
'addtessed to €he fntute not éhe vast. ceee fAY restrospecé!ve eperatien right's
Wi'Il net be. gzyen te a statute which intbrfets ‘with anfecedent right's ... unless
" such be 'the unequfvocal amd fnfexfble terns, and the manifest intention ef the
YegisTation® Uien 'Pacitic R. Ce.. v. Larinie Sﬁock Yard Co.. 231 U.S. 199.199
'35 4,80, 181, ‘and stated: nnnui’hstan‘ing ‘the ’t.visinns ‘of thils sectien 17-27-

10.§ 17-27-100 applies zetreactively and prespecyively: And. is being unafufnl!y
.apnlte!. Hete. ehi's’ Suatute did net' exist when Peéfdioner was sentenced. ‘As set.
forth, the enle '§tatute was in exist ef Iaw 17-27—zﬂkanl Legi'slaure has net repeal
thi's Stafufe. See Al-Shabasa v. State, 527 S.E.2d 7az (S.C.2000,.

In fact. Lower Couzﬁ ialiveratgly msade a nistake of law in thiss case. Hete,

" 'the Leier. Court alleges fn "the Court Order on na:e o fThe South Carolina Supreme
‘Ceurt has held that the 'Statute of lxnxeatxon shall a’ply te all apylxcatlon filed
aftez July. 1.1995.] Thus, is a clear. mistake of law. This Ceurt everloeked these
material fact in the recerd.
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‘With thi's legal framewerk in place the Petitiener further centeads,
thi's Ceurt made a Ruling in Pelequin v. State Sunta.fThe Seuth Carelina
Suprene Court has held that the Statute ef lili atien shall annlz te all.
application filed after July 1, 199.1 Here, Lewer Court! misapplied a
nnovxsion of law and centreliing autherity. In Ehis iastanﬂ case, this
Ceurt only applied Ehe;t Ruling prespectively, and et retroact;vely.

But' te reiterate a critical peint, the Lever C-urt a!llibd thi's
Ceuct Rulung E-<sbﬂpul¢eo ret:oactﬂvely. Specifically. on pa:e o.prplf
cant was therefers required P file thils. apztfcai&on o or befere July
1.199b1. Here, Lower Coutt mi'saselied a previsien eof Yaw. Thezefere,
material factls in the recerd was net ad;ndica:ed en the merits. See
United States v. Igwfn. 127 U.S. 125, 8 S, Ct. 1033. 32 L.Ed. 99, Thus,
that is exactl;‘uhat this Counc_have done, allew. Lower Couzt ‘te "Dect~.
ared” up PCR A:nlica:10n° te saisfy teh hesilities of a few Pelitician
te be IP.11:1ca1 Pressure 65 satify Ebe [Pelifical Machine. in Souﬁh
‘Carelina thtegest :o derailed. Ehe 1us:ice~mn Rev.Jehasen case. In ether
‘wotds,Aaﬁ alY c-st. and ﬁhis Conzt sh.uld nst’ nrtmnte ﬂﬂ

F. ﬁbédﬁucﬁfqn of Juséféé.ﬁnihlédfél of Precedural Bue Piecess by
failure of Lewer Ceurt Judges te Recuse themself,

SUPPORTING FACTS AND ARGUMENT

The facts iértifhﬂniito-ﬂhxs issne faken sub-iustzce frem the.
efficial reeard. The anet,Couzt was very avare 1h was i cenflict of nter-
est £Q:.Judge Jefferson and Juize Dennts e urésidei aeAPetftioner S ever
his current PCR Ap)lxcabicn. Here, both Judzes was familar with the i'ssue
st hand, and was very bias 1n their decisxcn ﬂhaﬁ was _hand dewn. As set ...
ferth, just cause exists for disquallfgcatlnn due te. a.conflxc: of interest
because both Judges vas famxlar se: forEh in the PCK Ap)lication. AS @cees
result, the Petitisner was net given srier Judicial Netice) of the [®fder
.ofukecnsal” by the Clerk of Court.

Moreover. “the epiginal blank proposed erder was nndxfy by the Ceurt
witheut ngen the Petitiener a Judxcial Noﬂice. As such. ‘Rev.Jehnsen was
denied hi's due p:ccess witheut .a. E’ue Neticel.. Hexe. the. Cnurﬂ ‘the one Ehat
filed "™etien for Recusal”, the Petitiener was net aware of this "Metien"-
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Here, the Ceurt sheuld have cenducted a tﬂearfnzﬁ,;n the [Metien).

Further, Judge Jeffersen, appeinted Judge Dennis te ezcute the
Final Order Ffer Dlsmissal. As set ferth, the erifginal Judge had
directed ceunsel fer the Stafe re draft prepesed. See Chrisey v.Chr-
isty, 347 S.C. 503, 550 S.E.2d 781, the Findi 'nd and Cenclusiens in
prepesed erder were nexéher sxgned ner. filed. befere. origxnal re-
meving frem the case. Here, Judge Jeffersen already signed Condxtxonal
Ocder of Mismissal she was admitfed to the case..

%inaitv,'Ehe'Peeief;héé'dfi net censent fe allew successer Judge
td make finding ef fact and. conclusxons of law based en ne trial €ians-
cnip:. As a result. absenﬂ consent of the Petxtxonez, a successer Judge
cannet manke c:odfbilxby. Thus. this is clear vielatien of Rule 63, SCRC.

2. The Material fact, Statute and decxsion ovenlooked requesnes a
dmffetent iecision ove:lookel requlres a dxffg:ent decisien frem shat ren—~
dered by the Lewer Ceurt er Suprene Courd.

G. Was the Petitiener's Fifth, Sixth and. Fourtgenéh Amandment Right's
of the United States ConsEftuEion ‘and his Rights ef Due Preces
vielated by the trial judge failed to,sxgned the Ceurt Order?

SUPPORTING FACTS AND ARGUMENT

Thxs Iegal framework and fonndation being . firmly. in. nlace, the. Couzﬁ

is compellel te 1ook at the facts in rezard te this case sub-]ustlce )ecausef

the law arises frem facts [Ex Facte Oritur Jus.) In S$tate v. Adams, 227 S.C.
115, 183 S E. 24 ssz (1981, Gur Susreme Ceurt emacxaﬁb ‘the "Practical Eye

Test™. Ic 13 perspicueus that wxfh the Lawer Court has place a whele let a
bunps in ﬁhe read te derailed the 1usuice in dhis case. As such, when thi's
Ceurt leek at material fact presented abeve with "Practial Eye" this. Ceurt
will redered a dffferent decisien. Bue te unsigned Ceuxt the Petitiener's

Fifth, Sixth and Feurteenth Amendment RLghES of the United States Censtitut-
ien and hi's Right ef lue Process were violated anj such also aids te dep:xve
the Petitiener of Equal Pretactisn ef the Laws agaihst unjust ‘presecutien

10.



Specifically, sreater aspect eof evil related te such acufon‘by the
unsigned Count Ordex, far and extremely ouﬂwexgh the gtean aspect of
geed that it seught’ te estiablish related therets. The great asmect of...
goed that fall by the way side by injustice,

As a prilary, Pavis v. Sanders. 48.5S.C. 5!7. 19 S.E. 138 (189,
that centrels thi's case. lhvis was decided nven.one hupdzed years age,
very szmilar ‘thi's case. The lav;s requirement’ that' a warrant must be .
signedmby Ehe“issuinz Judxcxal efficer in erder fe beucomplehe is a
cemmen law decisien predicated en public pelicy censidera¥iens. With-
eut the signature, it i's aeraly aa "unffnfshed paper.” But it has been
decided [in Davis] that, when an efficex is necfi:dfng.ﬁhe.miﬁfsﬁbnﬁar
duty of. Lssufng a saper on compliance with cendaxn cenditilens inéSérfbei
by law, his. signahuﬂe at the feet of the paper. he intended te sign is
necessaty,to its validity".. See alse DuBese v. luBose, %9 S.C. 87, 72
72 S.E. 045 (1911, these cases are centrelling autherity. The Lewer
Ceurt decisien are conflzcﬁlng leadfng case in sunnozn of Ehe srepesiting,
and which has influenced ether deciszons advancxna sxmllar vileds. ...

Finally, the Lewer Ceurt’ miscenstrued these leading cases te inamp-
licable te this case. The Lewer Ceurt misapplied ‘the 1aw.
The de;ibﬂ,n‘ﬁhaé sheuld have been rendered s fer Rev. Willie Jehnsen
as a matter of law.

WHEREF!RE. The Pebxtxoner :espectfully :equescs the Ceurt te reconside:
its Order 2nd. August, 2018 opxnxon and rule in faver ef the Petitiener.

" Rev. Will{e Johnsen, #147»9
Kirkland Correc:;onal Institutien

N I R 4344 Bread River Read . .
Celumbia, Seuth Carelina _ Celumbia, Ssuth Carolina 28718

August 14,2618
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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA
IN THE SUPREME COURT

RECEIVES

APPEAL FRGM CHARLESTON COUNTY 6172018

COURT GF. COMMON PLEASE & . SUPFE
R.MARKELY DENNTS, JR. CIRCUIT GOURT JUBGE > S Fioti COURT

APPELLATE .CASE NO. 20618-860401

Rev.Willie Johnsen, #127809 cccececccacecessrccescsccscscercocs Petitiener.

Ve

State of South CareliNa cececcsesceccsscccccseessssasascoccocan Ressendent

CERTTFICATE OF. SERVICE

I hereby ceifffy that I caused a Erde_aﬁi.acéuﬁéékncqpy.of the. folleving

Perition fer Rehearing te be mailed te:

Megan Harrigzan Jamesen,
Agsistant Atternay.feneral
P.0. Bex 11549

Celumbia, S-ueh Ca:éffna 29211

RggiiéﬂﬁlfevJoﬁﬁsqn. M27009
Xirkland Cerrectienal Institutien
4344 Bread River Read

Aususd 1“,2018 C.Iumbi‘a. S.c" 29210
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