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IPJESTIONS PRESENTED

Did the PCR Judg2 arrad in his ruling thatr the Patitionar unsiza=d

Court Order froam Trial Court to bhe without Merit?

Did the PCR Judzz arred in his ruling that Raspondent failinz to
answar Patitiona2r PCR Application within thirty {30, days to be

~

without Merit?

Did the PCR Judg= arred in his ruling that th2 Respondant failed

to addrass merits in PCR Application they ignorad the [Probativa:

facts] in the case and PCR Judgze allow the Raspondent to chang=[{d]
the caption ia the cas2 aad Patitionar initially fil:z under

Rav, Willie Joanson v. 3ryan Strilinz, Director of South Carolina

Dapartaasnt of Corrections?

Did the PCR Judz2 2rred in deayinz tha Petition for Post-Conviction

L]

Relief without first holdinz an "Evidentiary *2arinz"?
The Patitioaer challenges to Tnifora Post—Conviction Procedure Act.
pursuant to 3.C. Tode Ana.S 17-27-10 to S 17-27-160 {"Tha Act"; to

ha Unconstitutional.

Did th2 origiaal PCR Judz2 erred by rafusiag to racus2 herself from

tha cas=2 and appointinz another judge?
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STATEMENT

dn Aoril 13,

to prior of “iis Life

by tha South Caroliana Suprem Court,

Sup.Ct.Order fil=d Dac.8,1980,. Somz tiaa in 2004 Rev.Johnson discovarasd hhat

rha rrial judze failed to actually sign th2 coanitasns ordar to tha South far-

olina Dapartaent of Corractions.

Paritionar thena brouzit tais actioa s22%ing post—coaviction raliaf ia

March 8,201o. He allzzad:

1. "Ma trial judg: failad to actually si"n the C rt Ordsr to the South
Carolina Dapartment of Corractions to Tvalid 1 th2 coaviction and-
sentenca,"

2. "Raspondant Coadirional Orler of Nisaissal is moor'because rhe Ra2sbon-—

dent failad t5 Aaswer Sumaoas within thirty (39, days"

3. "2aspoadzat file1 thair Coadirional Ordar Dismissal prﬁmaturely, bafore

th2 Court Tadjudicat=] the Motion for Dafaulr Judzameat.

s "Apglitnif arzuss that Respondeat failurs to plaa an Affiraative D2fansa

wyaivaes the Jdafens2.”
5. " nazyoadaat failad to address merits in PCR Apd ylicacion, they ignore
tha "Probvative ¥ cEs in the cas2 and Respondant changa[d] rhe capr101
in the case and Applicaat unitial file under Rev.YWillie Joqnoan v. Rryan-—
Srirliny, Diractor of South Carotiina Dapartaeat of Corractions.,”

0. "aspoadent has a0 JUFLoJLCLLOﬂ ovz2r th2 Applicant baiaz illzzally data-
ined Dy 3CDC., s a rasuls, the Court Order, darnd April 22,1985 bear
only a ty[pJlewrittea name of fhz rrial judge. Tt apparls] _Jar 3042002
3izaad th2 trial judz27"s] aanz oa the fac2 of tha inlicthent.

7. "Ressondaat violared the °r0c4dura1 Duz Proz2s3 by tH’ failur2 to follow

rha Supreas Court Ruliny in In Rz Saith, 559 S.E.zd 584 {2002,."
3. "Rasponlent comaitted Tan] nbstruction of justice and conspiracy to coanit
official aisconconduct and pzriury. "
PCR Judze was aot faithful co tha lag aal denizl tha \pplication on Qziober
15,2017, and a Norics of App2al was sz2rvad on Novaahar 3,2017. ?-tLtLonﬁr novy saak
2 TIrit of Certiorari to raview this danial.

F THE CAS

{mprisonment oa Direct Appeal,

'ad of murdar and was sentenced

“i5 conviction was Affiras

Sratas v. Johnson, OP.Vo.B80-M0-455 (S.C.



ARGUMENT
GROUND A, Did the PCR Judze erred in ruling that the petitioazr unsigned

court order from trial court to be without merit?
SUPPORTING FACTS:

The Petitionzr coatands it is w2ll established that the trial judz:

actually failed to sign the Court Order to South Carolina Dapartment of Corr-

action ("SCDC",. Here, it render ("SCDC", lacked of subject mattar jurisd-

iction and without a judze signature on the Court Order and Jhezr=2 a void Ordar
L

cas2; th2 2fFfact 135 the san2 as if

133 h22a 2anterad ta A criaina no oardar
at all has Hez2a wade, and the cas2 azxcassarity rzaaias s2ading hafor2 Court of
saa2ral Sassioas but batag uasigazd Court Ordar, and therefors such Court Order

was void.

1

4l

Thus, Pa2titionsr like to ta%2 a paz2 out Ffroa the 3port world to share soa2

insizht of tha facts in this case. As such, a zood story comes to mind, and that

is the story of th2 great Hank Aaron, someonz askad Mr,Aaron, "How do you hit

so many home runs" Mr,.Aaron's reply was, "T keep my eyes on the ball." That is

what the Patitionar is asking the Chief Justice and Justice of Supreme Court to

do in thes2 proc=adings, and that is to look dirzctly at the facts sarrouniing

=

q9is cas2, Tha Paritioasr further raga2st that 2ach "lzabers of Suprza2 Court doa't

cr
57
W

llow tn2 oriziaal PCR Julz2 aiscoacaption in h2r Order on Recusal to divert this

o

Tonorabla Court attantion from what is itaportant; it is not how th2 watar is aud-—

ddad, Tarz, the Patitionar "1as presanted to ths Supreme Court a prima facie case

to support the material facts in this case.

Patitioner can 2stablish that conduct of both PCR Judges, was dalibherately

W

> ia £his case,. This cas2 i3 controlled by

O

to iaterfare with the wheal of justi

Tn Re Samith, 348 3.C. 222, 559 S.E.2d 584 (2000,; in which Supr=m2 Court Rulad

a judge must parsonally signsd his on Court Order. However, just as ia In Re Saith,

Supra, a case involving a very similar to Supreme Court Ruling in_Smith. As’set

forth, on page 9 of tha Final Order of Dismissal PCR Judge alleges the case of

In Re Smith, Supra was meritless and inapplicable. In this casz, PCR Judge dalib-

1.



Ia instant cas2, Suprema Court Rulz, public rzprimand was warrantad for
Judge's failure to persoanally sign various Jourt Ordars issued in his name
and for his failure to d2siznate any factual basis to support the issuance
of thos2 ordars. Aopellats Court 531 Cods of Judicial Conduct Cannon 1-3,
Jara, PCR Judge misqouted tha Supreaz TJour uling to aoply ‘th2 Susrau2
Tourt of Routh Caroslina repfinaniei 3 ”agistrat? Judge for knowinzly allow-—
iny 7is Nffic2 parsoan2l to sizn ordars in his name.) Tharzfors, tha PR
Judze failed £o he Faithful ts th2 law, pursuant to Rule 501 Code of Judicial

Conduct Cannon 3 (R,{2,(5,.

In the case at har, whila both Davis v. Sanders and DuBose v. Dubose, is

axactly on point to the cass at bar, thas32 cas2s ara analogus and the Court's

9]

laazuaze is unequivocal. Ta both casas, tha South Carolina Supramz Court has
“ aztahblishad all court Aocumencs must sizned by a Judze, rezardlass it is s2arch
warrant or ~ourt orders, these court dscument must he signad by a [Juds gal. In

Davis v. Sanders, 40 S.C. 597, 19 S.E, 138 (1894,, "MOur Suprema! Court ha2ld

£hat th2 warrant was not 'issued' as rajuirad by law, and coafarrad no authority
on the Shariff to wake tha arres hacause the nazistrate did not s3izn at the
foor as he intendad to 4o, aad Hacause he did not intend the indorseament 9a the
hack as his signature of tha warrant." As a rasult, Suprems Court has astahlishad
since [1894) that all documeats must signed by a Judze. DuBosz2 v. DuBose, 20 S.C.
37, 90, 72 S.E. 645, o4o (1911,., Further, 2 warrant is not issued until signad

by an appropriatz Magistrate, Municipal Judicial Officer, or Judzs of a Court

of Record. Se=a 77-370 S.C. OP.Att'y Gen.295 (1977,(stating a warrant is properly

issued only when signed by the magistrate and only upon a sworn affidavit., Thus,

he Court Ordar in this cise was unsignad becauss there was no 2videance that the

T

trial judge sihn2d the Court Nedar hafora Patitionar was comaitted in Custody
of T"™SCDC™). Tn T1911) the Supreme Court reestablish their Ruling that was made

in 718941 these are Landmark cases, that a Judzs must signad all court documents

that the trial judge preside over. In both cases, the PCR Judge alleges on page

9 fFinal Order of Dismissal] set forth that Davis v. Sanders and DuBosz v. DuBose,
Fare not dispositive of the issue prasently bafore this

was TMeritless]. Also,
Court because thase cases d{SPU““ rhe requ r nent qgn rnlnv Jud1‘tal signatures
on warrant appllcatlon ] TAs setwf &h,mbothsPPR Jud°°~Rn111g"Ls a--slapzin: the
face of our TChief Justice] and T]u;t1c=37 that seat on South Carolina highest Court.
Further, both PCR Judge place thamszlves above tha law. Specifically, th2 Government
s a government of laws, not of men, no one is above the law. No Officer of the Govern-

ment can use authority unless the Constitution or the law permits.
Z.



Morzovar, both PCR Judg2 has no authority tn ovarrula a Supren: Sourt
Ruling. A3 set forth, hoth PAR Judz2 suppos2 to iaplaameat law as it is writtan

and carry out tha Supram2 Tourt,

4

Ta th2 cas2 at bar, "the trial judg2 4id aot sizn at ta=2 foor of tha
ha2

v

Court Order as

on the face of th: {adictam=at."” Tn State v. Geatry, 312 S.C. 931, 610 S.E.zd 494

sunppos2 to 1o, and it appeared the trial court 2ndorsad on tha

(2005,. In the Gentry casa, the Supraa2 Oourt Rulad that an indtictmant is aneraly

1 "not'ice documant,"

For a primary exampl=; for instant, a individual walks into
1 convenience store with a typewritten chack, intent to cash tha check. Tha2 Clerk

refus2 to cash the check because it was unsigned. Thus, Judge must execute a Court

~Order is to sign it, and make it valid and to executz an obligation creatasd by the

Court Order is to carry it out or perform it. EBxecuted means completad, signed,

donz, etec.

Riaply put, tha2 trial judze faila2d to si3n tha Court Nrdar ko give T7SCDC")

jurisdiction over thz Petitionzr., “22 Payne v, Madigan, 274 F.2d 702 (1960,, 3 court

ordar must b2 sign hy 1 juldz2, Thus, a void Court Ordar is an Order that naver really
2zistad and is voil foraver., Tt doasa't bacom2 uavoid with the »assaz2 of time or
iniction of the litizants., A voil ordzr has no powar to hind or protact anyon=2. As

a rasult, Wh2n you type or writa2 out a proposad judgment or order that is exactly
what it is until it is signed: PROPNSED. A judgmeat or ardar doas not taka on any
official meaning until somesona with the propar authority put thair "John Hancock"

on it. Thus, in 30 naany words hoth PCR Judz>, saying a Etfaﬁ.juagé:ﬁg«nogﬁ;éqgiged

£o sign an Ordar froa tha Zourt.

As sa=t forth, this is th2 ordar that follows th2 Paritisaer turoughout his
stay in prisoa and upon which prison authoritizs, parola board, and the Patitionar
hiasa2lf zg2a2rally rely,

'Haz;e_,;?_seg , the Jomguape of $.@. Code Ann.§ 393330 ... - An.Order .

musit st
be sizned By the Jiustica ‘or Judge making it and service of a copy thereof, with an
endorsement by the Attoraey General, signed by him, to the effect that the person
named therein is required to appear ‘and be examinad at the time and place a;d before

the Justice, Circuit Judge . . .

The requirements for Official signatures are more rigid. 80 C.J.S. Signatures

s 9.
3.



Furthermore, the law regarding these Courts have produced documents
that were unsigned Court Order for decades. In this case the trial judge
actually failed to sign the commitment order to the Department of Corrections.
See In Re Smith, 559 S.E.2d 584, in this Case the Supreme Court ruled that
the judge must personally sign their own Court Orders. Here, Judge Smith,....
failed to personally sign various Court Orders issued in Judge Smith's name.
Judge Smith, knowingly allowed his Office personnel to sign his name to the
Orders. Judge Smith, admits allowing his Office personnel to sign his name to
the Orders, but asserts that he was unaware this practice was improper. Judge
Smith, acknowledges that he should have been aware that this practice was
contrary to the published orders, opinions, and guidelines of the South Carolina
Supreme Court and South Carolina Administration, "which requires”" that judges
personally sign their own Court Order. As a result, Judge Smith are smiliar to
the Applicant case, as it appear on the Court Order, the judge name appear .....
typewritten on the Court Order.

Specifically, the typewritten name on the Court Order is not [signature)
under Rule 11, SCRCP and Fed.Rules Civ.Proc. 28 U.S.C.A., the signature constitutes

a certication that a Court Order is valid.

B. Due Process
As a matter of law, it is well established by South Carolina Supreme Court,
Ruled in Boan v. South Carolina, Supra, also see, Bradley v. State, 864 P.2d 1212 )
(Nev. 1993,(holding an oral pronouncement is modifiable by Judge, and the sentence
is only final once signed by the judge and entéréd by the Clerk,. Specifically,
neglecting to have adequate factual basis for signed paper(s, constitutes violation
of Rule 11, SCRCP. See Walker v. Walker, 834 F.Supp. 1413, Thus, a void judgment
is a judgment that never really existed and is void forever. It doesn't become unvoid

with the passage of time or inaction-



of the litigants. A void judgment has no power to bind or protect
anyone.

Simply put, without a personal signature on these Court Orders it
will merely be just a piece of paper that can not be inter—locked and or
in these matters. It nullifies the subject matter judiciary action. They
are distinct from one another the same way the inner-making of a unsigned
Court Order is distict from the bread of the "sandwich", but both make the
man. The Criminal Court can have Subject Jurisdiction all day long, but
without the judge's signature the conviction and sentence would be-be just
like a blank piece of paper. Tpat power is useless. Thereof does effect
their ability and or power to hear the cases of this general class to which
the proceedings in question belong. To determine otherwise is an error law.
In comparison, you can have a "sandwich™. Being a unsigned Court Order that
never existed.

The ligislature has made a provision in the [Uniform Commercial Code
the atandard for documents and Court Order to be signed.]) Pursuant to S.C.Code
Ann.§§ 36~3-401. Siganture.

° Sec, (1, No person is liable on an instrument unless and wntil he has suged:ui

The Chief Application of the rule has haaxiht:ﬁgslxﬂdﬁm;thatzaprih—
cipal whose name does not appear on an instrument’ signed by his agent

isrtxflhﬂﬂetxxtheinsdumanfewalthmth;he;nma:knaauhaxituas

issued that it was intended d)bethecbluathxlofcnehhotﬁdlmt:sﬁgh
Here the facts and evidence will establish by the [Chamber Exhibit A}
will prove beyond a reasonable doubt, that the Respondent failed execute their
[Ministerial Duty] as set forth in their Policy and Statutory Laws. Pursuant
to S.C. Code Ann.§§ 39-330,... Order must be signed by the Justice or JudgeA
making it and service of a copy thereof, with an endorsement by the Attorney
General, signed by him, to the effect that the person named therein is required
to appear and be examined at the time and place and before the Justice, Circuit

Judge...

5.
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The requirement for official signature are more regid. 88 C.J.S.
Signature § 9. Specifically, under 18 U.S.C.A. § $05. Seals of Court:
signatures of judges or court officers. The [Chamber Exhibits A) will
prove beyond a reasonable deubt there was no signatuse on the Court Ovder.

Applicant’ begin with the framework established by 18 U.S.C.A. §
3621

Sec. (¢, Delivesy of Osder of Commitment. When a prisensr, pursuant

to a Court Order, is placed in the Custedy of a persen in
chazge of a penal or cersectional facilisy a cepy ef the
Order shall be delivered te such persen as evidence of thts
autherity to liold ‘the prisener, and the eriginal Order,
with the return endered thereon, shall be returned te Ceurt
that issued it.

Here, this issue is net a "isolated™ subject matter. In the present case,
the Respondent failed to abide by its own ?eliby. Statutory Laws, and State
Constitution. As set forth, a agency must follow its regulatien as well as Stat-
utory mandates. See Cross v. United States, 512 F.2d 1212. There is no except-
ien to the well established Policy and Laws hereinabove stated have led the
Applicant to the conclusion that the interests of justice, in the lights of un—
signed Court order. As set forth, it was [Director Stirling, primary respensibi-
lity] 8o bring this subject matter te the Court attentien. As a result, Director
Stirling, is a Officer of the Ceurt, the Respendent did Obstruct the Due Admin-
stration of Justice, bi the failure te execute his {Ministerial Duty)] as set forth
in his Policy. The Applicant being held in SCDC as a [Political Prisener) under
unsigned [Court Order) fer thrity—one (3.

The Applicant like to take out a page out of the sport world, just suppose
a football team step out on the field without the football, they can not play
the game without the football. And that is the same with a unsigned Ceurt Order,
a unsigned  order is a order that never really existed and is void forever. It doesn't
become unvoid with the passed of time or inaction of the Ifffiants. A unsigned Court

Order has no power to bind or protect anyone.

6.



On tha ona hand, it is well establishad by procadures on =zatries in {"SCDC",

pursuaat to OP-21,04, Inmate Classification Plan, "Januray 1,2005".

action Two: Reception and Evaluation (R&E) Center.

Saction 4.2 Each inmata's commitment papers will be reviewed by the rece-

iving person and deliverad to the appropriate R&E Records

person for processing. The

R&E Record Staff will review the

commitment papers to easure that the inmate has a valid South

Carolina sentenca. Inmates

who do not have valid commitment

papar or a valid South Carolina sentencz will not be accepted

by SCDC. -

Here, Director Stirling, promulgated another Policy that set’ forth that the

Court Order [must] be signed by the trial judgze, pursuant to OP-21.09, "inmate Record

Plaan":

Section 6.3.1. Review each commitment order for offense dates, senteace,

signaturas, indictment and warraat numbers, and any special

condition indicated by the Court. In addition, a chack for a

previous SCDC number(s, will be completz. If a previous SCDC

aunber(s, is identifiad,

be combined.

Moraovar, SCDNC must follow its razulation
tes, S2e also, Cross v. Unitad States, 512 F.2d
ceeding to cancel a void Court Order is proper.
declare the Order void as a matter of law. This

court to validity conviction and sentence,

the old and new inmate records will

anl Polizy as well as Statutory wanda=
1212. As set forth, any kind of pro-—
And it is the duty of this Court to

Order wasn't even signed by the trial

Specifically, SCDC has no jurisdiction over [Rev.Johason] and he is being

illegally detained. As a rasult, thz Court Order, datad April 22,1985, bare only a

tyewritt=n name of th2 trial judge. Further, the typewritten nams on the Court Order

is not [signature] under Ruls 11, SCRCP and Fed.Rules Civ.Proc.28 7.5.C.A., the

signatus coastitutas a certication that a Court

F.Supp. 1413,
7.

Order is valid. Walksr v. Walker, 834




The purpose of Rule 32, (1,(B,, 18 U.S.C.A., the judgment shall be signed
by the judge and antered by the Clerk of Court, and Rule 77 (d,, SCRCP, the judg-
@ent must be sizned by the judge and sent to the Clerk of Court for filing. Under
Tad. Rules REvid. Rule 902 (4,, 28 U.3.C.A.; signature on a Court Order was to be
given weight equivalent to a signature for the purpose of establishing autheati-

cation of document (901, section 114.

Spacifically, nzzlacting to hava adagquate factual basis for signad paper

constitutas violation of Rule 11, se2 Walker v. Valker, 834 F.Supp. 1413, that a

trial jud32 must executz2 all paparwor< haforz the Court. Tara,

the sigznatura2 con-
SEicutas a cartification rthat a Court Order is valid. Thuas, both PCR Judge s2rio—

=3
usly unlerained thz Statutz and Constitution. Rut to reiterats a critical point,
a typewrittea name on [Rev.Johnson] Court Order is aot "siganatura" for Rule 11

~

Civ. Proc. Rule, see also, Gizbelhaus v. Spindrift, 933

—

usoses, uander S.C. Ru
& ’

.24 902,

2

Vi

Potn due srocess and codaon s2ase dictatz that th2 plain and unambiguous laang-

nage of S 35-3-330 plaialy applies to an Order aust be signed by trial judge. {words
£ Py et . E -1 3 NES ey B IR - -3 . ps 1 o -
of a stauta snould be accordad their plain and ordinary a2aning without resorting

Thara is

to subtl2 or forcad coastruction to liait or agpand statute's operationy.
siaply ao language in th2 statute which impliz2s it 2xzclud23 an typewrittea signatura.

Tf the Legislature had intendad a typewritiza naae, it could hava iaclad=d such lan-
4az2 in the statuta, { Tf La2zislatur2 intzaiad statuts Lo iaclud2 a typawritten naae
of a signatur2, it could aave Jdon2 30 by iancludiaz such lanzuazz2y. Jarz, tae Petitut-—
ioner find no parsuasiva arguseats as £o way ] 30-3-330 should b2 construsd to apply
to a typewrittan aai2 a3 a sizaatur2 24 Court Orlar.

Ta this case, Patitioan2r allezed that Yot PCR Judze had failad to ba faithful
to th2 law, pursaaat to Rule 501. Judicial Conduct Cannon 3 (B)(Z; A Judge shall bz

faithfully to th2 law and maintain professional competence in it. A Judge shall not

[
W

swayed by partisan interests, public clamor or fzar of criticism. Here, the record

clear that both PCR Judge conspired with several other State Judicial parsonnel

o)
w

:-

2 ordar to stop the wh2el justics in [Rev.Johason] case. As sat forth, the Petitioner

nas shown beyond a reasonable doubt that there is a "conspiracy" against [Rav.Johnson]

cleérly both PCR Judge have forgotten what the purpose of law is. The feelings of
othars nave nothing to do with function of judicial systenm, whgther our judicial system
is basis on justice not feelings. Such presumptions of both PCR Judge in this case
astroy the very matal of the shiz1ld of protection placad around American citizeary

and ibolishes the very core integrity of the Due Process Clause, our Coastitutional -

8.



forefathers hava died and shad their best blood to establish and preserve.
Heras, our forefathers never basis the Constitutional on fe=lings or unbiased

it is basis on Equal Protectioan of Laws.

GROUND B. Did the PCR Judge erred ia his ruling that Respoadent failing to
answer Petitioner PCR Application within thirth (30, days to be

without Merit?

SUPPORTING FACTS:

3

J

he Petitioner contead that the PCR Judge failed to eaforce Rule 12 (A,,

SCRCP, rejuires that the State file its return within thirty (30, days after
the docketing of the PCR Application. Patitionesr contends that he is entitlad

IS

to relief becausa tha return was tiamely fielad by Respondent,

Morsover, PCR Judie, deprived Patitioner of his du2 proce5s by its failura
to bz faitnful to the law and enoforce Respondent to come in compliance with
Statuta by make thaa filed thair raturn withain [30] days that liait prescribed
by Statute providing that within [30] days after docketing of application for
post—conviction ralief, or within any further time tha Court aay fix, the State
saall respond by answar or by Motion is discretionary with trial court rather

than mandatory. See Guinyard v. State, 260 S.C. 220, 195 S.E.2d 392 (1973,. s

set forth, Attorney General's Office has r=gular Policy to rajuast extensions of
tige to file return in order to requast and receive trial or plea transcript of
relevaat proceadinis. Here, Raspondant did not requast for a [extensions of time]
as prescribe by Attorney General's Office. Tn the instant case, Respondent [12]

month delay, depriveld the Patitionar of ais "procedural due process".

Spacifically, Respondent lack subject matter juirisdiction to remove the

Petitioaer from Richland County, Clerk of Court to Charleston County, Clerk of

Court. Further, the Supreme Court has hzld that 817-27-80 do=s not ra2juirz that

aearing ba in Court of coaviction, but bafore a judze who nas jurisdiction to

pass upon mattar rising withia Soutn Carolina. Buchanan v. State, 276 S.C. 127,

276 S.E.2d 302 (1981,. [Circuit wide terms of post-conviction hearing are the pre-
liminary motions are reviewad by the Administrative Judge of the Circuit]. As a
result, the Court deprived the Petitioner of his due process by removing the case

to Charleston County, Clerk of Court and deniad an Hearing.

9.



GROUND C. Did the PCR Judge erred in ruling that the "Respondent failed to
address merits in PCR Application they ignor the [lprobative facts]
in the case and PCR Judwe allow the Reopondent to chanoefd] tha
Joﬁnson v. Bryan Strlllng, Dlrector of South Carolina Deparument
of "CorracEions?

SUPPORTING FACTS:
The Petitionar contaad that th2 PCR Judz2 nas failad to pra2sent aany coapet-

ent evidenca to disclaia the Petitioner un;xgned Court Order issue froa whica a
raasonabla iafaranc2 could be drawn that ther2 was a "total failure auw” obstru-
cting and iapedingz the adainistration of justice. izre, both 2CR Judze that was

apart of this case, their Official Misconduct is so serious and blatant that ia-

t2grity of the judicial process aas bz2en coaproaisz, Sae Qﬁi;:i;ﬁ?ﬂik?i’ 631
1485.

Ta th2 at bar, the Petitioner bezia with th2 fraasworlc established by the
Unites States Supreme Court in Life § Fire Ins. Co. of New York v. Wllso1 s Herra,
33 U.S. 291 8 PCT. 291 1834 WL 3789, "™ By a positive law of the State of LOdlbl‘

ana all judgazant readsr, if not set asidz for legal casuz within a ziven nuabar

of days, wust b2 sigaad by the julze bafora exacutioa can b2 takan out upon tnem;

in otnar worls, tie judgae2ats at all, until they are so signed. A law of this state

[>4

exprassly requires the siznatura of the judge, ba2fore the judzaeat can he carriad

affizient re2asons hatg2an tae readition of a jud=

L-
7"‘1

iaco 2fFfact; for thzre aay arisa
guent Pro foraa, and thz tias allowad for sigaing it, to induce the judz2 to with-
qold 1is sigaatur2. That such reasons did arise ian this case, may b2 presuan=d; for
for it is a legal prasuaption, that public functionaris perfora their duty wien
rajuired; aad although it iz not 2xpactad that a judge will call for and sign judz-
420t3, without b2inz so rejquired; yat it is strange, that a party so much iaterested,
should not have made apolicatioa to thz juds2 in the covers of tw years to sign
this judgazat; aal it i3 also reaarkable, that hoth PCR Judzz would turn a deoaf
2ar aad sidescz) th2 juadicial process that tae Constitutional amachinery provided
in the law and Constitutioa.

Specifically, tne judza's siznaturz t£o a judzment baing, by our law, aa 2335-

sntial part of it, iaasaach as it is a dzal lettar without it, it follows, that

a2 W0 31235 it ais owa Court Oriler.

10.



The evidence presentad thus far shows the statute, { commonly called the
practice act, which by the act of congress of 26th May 1824, adopting the
practice of the State Courts, regulates the practice of tha Unitad States Courts
in Louisiana, which coatains the provision rajuiring julgments to b2 signed, is
of tha> 10th April 1805 ( 5 Martin's Digest 1647,; and is not be found in Morcu's
Digest. The Cod= of practice has changed the course of proceeding in the State
Courts; but that Cod of practice has changed the course of proceeding in the State
Courts, but that Code is not observed in tha district court of the United States:
Tt was enacted on the 2d October 1825, siace thz act of Congress ragulating the
oratica of the United States Courts in Louisians. The inquiry, then, is to be dir-
ectad to the laws in force previous to the adontion of the Code of Practice.

Way sign an Court Order before? signing uiltually authorisas an execution
to be issue. The signature constitutas a certification that a Court Order is valid.
Under 18 U.S5.C.A. § 505. Seals of Courts; signatures of Judges or Court Officers.
[Under this section word "forges" included photocopying genuine signatures of judge
and deputy clerk and using such photocopied signatures to authenticate false order
for fraudulent purposes. U.S. v. 714 F.2d 1558 {1983,. Here, both PCR Judgs has
used cthe face of indictment to be order of trial judgas. As set fort, on page 9 [the
Court finds the Order committing the Applicant to tha SCDC to be valid, and thareby
concludes that the Applicant is lawfully detainaed by SCBC.] Both PCR Judge has ...
violatad their Oaths by failure to bz faithful to the law. PCR Judge statement was
with fraudulent intent. The purpose of the signaturs is to hold the "trial judge to
strict accountability."”" Pusuant to 5 Wright § Miller, Frederal Pratice and purpose
and effect of signature. Here, PCR Judges committed tObstbucfien of Justice] by

Ruling a unsigned Court Order is valid [Order].

Jior2over, State of Loaisiaaa laws ar2 ap)slicablz to South Carolina and this

"State™ is South Carolina [Sister] State.

Specifically, PCR Judzes in this case, has violated Rule 501 under Code of
Judicial Conduct, Cannom 3 (B,{Z,, SCACR, by failure to be faithful to the law and
it should be notad rhat the Code of Judicial Conduct, Cannoa 2 (A,, states, "A
judse shall respect and comply with the law, and shall act at all times in a manner

that promotes public confidence in the intigrity and impartiality of the judiciary."

11.



oubc that PCR

=

Furthermore, ta2 racord will prova hayonl a reasoaabdla

Judges 1as showa Littl: ar2 ao raspact for the law or Supraae Courk Ruling in
t

State v. Covert, Davis v. Sanders, and DuBose v. DuBose, PCR Judges state

thess casas is inapplicable in this case.

In addition, this misconduct by PCR Judges i3 2a 1ssauli on rha intae-

~h

or is parpatrated by

syst2

i
-

JEfis of th

20

W
)

(]

arity of thz judicial prozess, which lafiles tha Court itszl
y

Court ia sich a .ana2r that the Laparcial i of justice f£ails

iy

to funection. \s 32t Forth, all persons are equal befors the law; and anyone, rich
As

or poor, can dsmand the protection of the law in the exarcise of his rights
such,, the unsigned court order issue was never adjudicated by a trier ol fact, in

3rate Court or Federal Court.

GROUND D. Did the PCR Judge erred in danying the petition for post-conviction

reliaf without first holding an "Evidentiary Hearing?
SUPPORTIN FACTS:

The Patitionar coatzals thap tha PCR Juilzzs dzpri ivead Rev,Johason of accas
to ta2 Court by failur: to nold an MMyidantiary Teariazl. Tazre was aplding aade in

Sanders v. State, Supra, the South Carolina Supreme Court azld that the PCR Court

should not have disaissed Sandars petition without an "Evidentiary Tearing'. 'lowever,

juist as in Sanders v. State, Supra a causa involviaz a vary siamilar to Petitionar.

\s 33t forth, Rev.Johnson i3 eatitlad to an "Hearing" on the unsizn2d court order

Spacifically, thz Jnitz] States Quprens Court has statad in Bounds v. Smith,
430 U.S. 817, 821, 97 S.Ct. 1491 (1977,, "T¢ is established beyond a reasonable doubt’

that Patirionar aava a Constitutional Rigat of Accass to the Courts. Hera, PCR Judge

infrings upon ta2 Pztitioasr Coastitutional Rizits by deaying Rev.Johnson of an r

v

ntiary ‘T2ariaz].

-

Ia th2 ca

~

& at bar, the rigat acc2ss to ta2 Court is iistinct frowm the rizht

9]

of iadizent persons to aave lawyars appointad for thsa under the Sixth Amendment zanid
rhe Due Process Clause. This rizat to appointa2l counsel is liaitad to criainal trial

sellats Proceadings, 322 Muarry v. Giarrateno, 492 U.S. at 7. As such, PCR Jud-

AD
gas deprived ths Petitioner of hi's Constitutional Rights to appointment of counsel.

12.
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GROUND E. The Petitioner challeng2s to Uniform Post-Conviction Procedure
Act. pursuant to 5.C.Code Aan.S 17-27-10 to § 17-27-140 ("The Act™,

to be Uncoastitutional,

SUPPORTING FACTS:

The Petitioner contends that the Uniform Post-Coanviction Act. are in-

1

constitutional, this Procadure Act. place limit on individual access to the

W
S
=
[}
~
(]

Court. "ara, it is well 2s3tablishad by Taicad S 3 aa2 Tourt and En2

e

as r2atadly afficaed thar oa2 of tha fualanzatal rizhts within the du2 jrozass

claas2 of tha Fourtesnth Amandment ifaclalzs k£hs riz 322283 o th2 zourt

ag32ntinaal to th2 coazept oF Jua procass of law is thz law is the riznts of a

tadividual to hava "aa opportuaity zraacz2d a azaainzfal tiaw2 aad ia a a2aningful

n"

aanazr,” for Tal hzariaz apoyropriate to the natur2 of th2 case." Armstrong v.

Manzo, 85 S.Ct. 1187 (1965,. Here, Petitioner has a fundamental requirement of
due process and the opvortunity to be heard; it is an opportunity which must be
granted at a ameaningful time in a meaningzful manner.

Ta the cas2 at bar, South Tarolina Uaiform Post—Conviction ZProcadurz ict.,
takke away th2 rizitc by limitiaz a lalividual to a on: year window to file a PCR

~

Application pursuant to 17-27-10 § to 17-27-160. Turthar, the Jaitad Statzs oc State
Constitution doasa't place a limit when an individual could fil=s a PCR Application
with tha Court for Ralief.

Moreover, it is clesar that the Lizislatur2a has violated the coammands laws

wiich directly deny an individual of ais due oroc . Here, there is a conflict be-

w
Ui

rwa2n [Sratute] and United States Constitution and state Constitution overridas ....

Statute. See Anton v. South Carolina Coastal Couacil, 469 S.E.2d 604 (S.C. 1995,.

Specificall, the Constitution laws of the United Statzs made "in pursuance
of" the Constitution and treaties nade under authority of the Unitad States, Judgas
throughout the Country are bound by theam, ragardless of anything in s2parate State
Constitution or laus.

However, Section 17-27-10 to § 17-27-160 are inapplicable to this case, due
to [Rav.Jonason] unsisnad Court Order, and coaviction aad sentencz was n2ver validity
and one year Statute of Liaitations are inapplicable. In addition, this uaconstitut-

ional [Statute] was not effect at timz [Rev.Johnson's] received his unsignad Court

Order froa the Court



Tn order to aake a findinz answering this ju2stion, the PCR Judges needs to hear

and judze unsignad court ordar to be given at trial. A finding on this poiat is

r
nacassary to dany a petition for post—conviction ralief, and PCR Judges =arred in
aaiziag this sort of judgaent without first hearing the evidence. Here, PCR Judges

T,

was not faitnful tb the law, and "morally and ethically bound to act to see that

justice was done." In other words, the State se2as to belisve that Patitionar con-
victad before subsaction 17-27-10 to § 17-27-160 went into 2ffact should have ...

faver rigl“s and heaviar burdens than thnose convicted latar, that proposition is

siaply unfair, in2juitables, and unjust, and this [Court] should not promote ik,

'a)

Moreovar, the South Carolina Supreas Court has hild that the Statute of

L'l
P
&l
~

itations shall apply to all application filed aft>r July 1, 1885, tha™ tas new
Statut2 would apply oaly to Lndividﬁal convicted after July 1, 1985,

The rulas of Arastronz v. Manzo, Supra, arguably applies to United States
Suprama Court, which did no:t place a liamitations on rigant to the access to the court,
and Fourtesnth Amendaent includes the rigat of access to the courts. Here, South

Carolina Legislatura n2y statute i3 uncoastitutional.

. REV, JOWNSOV CHALLFGFS UNCONSTITUTIONAL SAME SEX-MARRIAGE IN STATE OF
SQUTH CAROLIHA

1

Both Du2 Process and Comaoa Sense Dictate, Judicial Dfficial in Statz of
South Carolina for decadas has sidestzp th2 Constitutional mabh1n=ry provided in

South Carolina Constitutina aand Statutory Laws,

Horzover, sane sex—aarriags was a big issue in this State, aftar United

¥}
[92]

Stat2s Suprame Court Ruling on saa2 sax-marriage. As set.forth; Uaited States Sup-—
raae Court Ruliaz ara inapplicable to tha State of South Carolina. Way? bacause

"Tha Genaral Asseably has made a provision within South Carolina Statutory and Con-
stirution azainst saa: sex—marriage in State of South Carolina. TnﬁrnFo--, san2 sex-—

arriaze in Stata of South Carolina is uncoastitutioaal.

-

E

Hare tha facts and evidencz sill establish that 3South Carolina's

and Constitution] provision prohibiting same sax—sarriage. Pursuant to 5.Z. Coast.

Art. XVII § Sec.15 [A amarriaze between one wan and on2 woman is the only lawful

domestic union that shall bz valid or racozaized in this Stata.
dowavar, Our Statutory Laws, such as S.C. Code Ann.$ 20-1-15. Prohibition

of sane s2z-marriaz:. T4 Marciyge batwesn persons of the saaee sex is void ab inition

and aginst the pubdblic policy of this Stare,
~ - - -



o

In zen2ral, South Carolina Statutory and Constitutional provisioa, nro-
v

nibit the marriazez of saas sex~ couples, vhich is funconstifﬂtibnal and it is
unthical and Biblical imasoral of tis Word of God, it was said in Leviticus 29
13 Tf 2 awan also liz with mankind, as he lieth wirh a woaan, »noth of thaa have
coaaitted as aboaination: they shall suraley ba put to death; their blood shall
be upon thaam,

Jader S.C. Const, Art, YJIT S 3ec.15 {Toaes2xuals]) is unconstitur tional
in State of Sourh Carolina. Tler>, ™iarriaza" is defined as "Ehe status or relation

e ”

a man or a woman wio aava 3ally United as husband and Wife." 52 AM.Jur.

2d Marriags, S 1. Our Supreaz Court has repearad, recoznized thar it os the Public

Palicy of South Caroliaa to "fostar and protécf aarriaze.”
Thus, thz State of South Carolins tutory and Constitution does not recog-—
aizad 3342 s2g-aarriaze and 5o0d does aot rzcozaized samez 32x asarriazz either.

11}
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Law, definad "aarriaze" only as a lezal union betwezn
2 man and a woman and "spous2" oaly as a parson of npposite s2x who was a hushand or
, 133 8,08, 2875, 1ar L.Ed. 24 808, 1.S.C.A. Coast

3
§ 7 Dafinition of "marriage"

and "spouse" Rffactive:
Marriage Act., A critical analysis of its Constitution-
ality uander th2 full faith and credit clausa, H2ather Yamilton, 47 Dapaul L. Rav., 943
{1998, ... Hom2s2xzual l:zfivity is not a fundamenfal rizat juarantesd under the Con-

stitution. Bowars v. Hardwick, 478 11.S. 186 (1985, ao right of privacy guarante=d undesr

du= process claus2 of the Fourtaanth Amendment to eagaze in consensual Homosaxual Con-

=1

As stated in South Carolina Constitution Art. T 8§ 7. Suspension of Laws. Tha
powar to suspead th2 laws shall b2 exercise oaly by the Gensral Asse2ably or by its
authority in particular cases expressly providad for by it. Specifikally, Unit2d
States Supreme Court has no authority to suspand laws or Stat> Constitution in South
Caroliﬁa. As set forth, tha

§ 15 or S.C. Cod2 of Laws § 20~-1-15. But to reitératé a critical point, there is ao

)
oy

Equal protection of laws for som2o0ne that enzaze in THomos=zxzual Activity]l in Sout
Carolina and to 2llow such pra: ~t'ice it will infrinae upon [Statuktory and Constitution
in Stats of South Carolina. Were, Public Official ara afraid to attack this issus,

i
becaus2 their Public Office. Thus, "Every Public Dfficer is bound to perform the ....

“\
'
-
o
v
4]
*h

nis :D nf¥E 23 Fen i = R . \ . vty et
Ats or aer ofrice honzstly, Faithfully, and to the best of his ability."

See United Stakas_y. Thomas, 15 Wall.(U5, 337, 21 L.Ed 82; tha Public Official in rhis-

15.



cas2 and their [Political Ambusa2] toward the peopl2 of State of South Carolina
' fo

by admitting samz sex-marriage in South Carolina. As sat forth, "An officer acts

curruptly in submittinz te parseoasl influemce in daciding Uﬁat'il“,actibn ia a

public matter shall bes, with knowledze of tha facts and purpose." See Kaufman

v. Catzen, 81 W.Val 1, 94 SE 338, LRA 1218B; "An officar's or Public employse’
duty of 1oya1ty to the public and to his superiors is similar to that of an agent
of a private pr11c1pa1.iTHby is bound to impart material information which they

has ... receivad in tnew:;urse of their employment and is derelict in their duty
when they knowingly allows others to profit by their 81119nce. Se2 Coos County v.

@E{gg, 125 Or 409, 267 P,530; Political Official was intimidated by [LGBT)] commun-
"ity to sidestep the Statutory and Constitution in State of South Carolina, the
Politician and Judges was more concern about they Policial Offi ice, then being faith-
ful to people that place them in Office. Therefore, Political Official has slap the
people in South Carolina the face and this State being the [Bible] belt and it is
not the people Politician and Judges going answer too, it is God they will answer

too.

Thus, VIT powers of Genzsral Assembly S5. Constitutional Powsr to Enact Statutes

The South Carolina Coastitution grants the General Asseably 235 powers to
enact Statutes d=aling with various and specific subjects. The Ligislathre power of
this State is vested in two distinct branches, the House of Representatives and the
Senate, and together thay form the General Asszably has exclusive Legislative power
in the.StaEe government. the power to Legislate cannot be delegated to private per-
sons or corporations, nor to any other body. Ses S.C. Const. Art. I, § 1.

Typically, Judicial Official, Politican and Judges has sidestep South Carolina
[Statutory and Constitution] for decades. Hers, Respondeat and PCR Judges utilize "fel
ostconviction Proceedings as fishing expedition to denied Petitiomer of his due pro-
cess and deprived him of his access to the Court. Further, the Petitioner opinion a
PCR Application should be heard in thz Court of General Sessions, because it is a cria-
inal manner not a Civil manner. When a Petiitioner applies for postconviction relief,
[Rev.Johnson] claims For relief should include an [Hearing] to developad a record to
b2 h=ard Ln Supreme Court. The PCR Judges Orders has place [Rev.Johnson] at a signifi-
cant disadvantage in litigating his case, [Rav.Johnson] has establish budren proof to
an [Evidentiary Hearing].

Simply put, Rev.Johnson filed a {Motion for After-Newly Discovared Evidenca]
within Charleston County, Clerk of Court in Ninth Judicial Circuit in the Court of Gen-
aral Sassions. Here, Ninth Judicial Circuit Solicitor Scarlet +' Wilson, refuse to answer

tha Miotion". As sat forth, Solicitor Wilson, committed Obstruction of Justice and Con-

16.



spiracy to Comait Official Misconduct. Further, misconduct in Office occurs
when persons in Public Office fail to prooerly and faithfully dischacge duty
imposad by law. At common law, it is an offens2 to do any act which prevents,
obsttucté, impedas, or hinders the Adainistration of Justice. Ilere, Solicitor
Scarlatt Wilson has a hiétory of Official Misconduct and was suspendef for
misconduct.

Spectfically, beyond a ra2asonable doubt there is a [comspiracy] agaianst

[Rev,.Johnson] in Ninth Judicial Circuit, that was the purpose tne Petitioner

—

filed his PCR Application in Fifth Judicial Circuit, to seek justice.:

dara th2 facts and avidence will establish that’ Niath Judicial”Cchuiﬁ,
along with Attorney Genaral Office Eo'conspired wirh several other Stare Judi-
cial parsonnzl in order to cover-up uasigned [Court] Order to shielded the
trial judge from any repercussion that Supremz Court set forth in In Re Samith,
Supra. and tnere are eizht principal and standard that Solicitor, Attorney Gan-
eral Office and Judges; 1, taking personal responsibility to uphold what is pura,
right and trua. 2, Xeep a cl2ar conscisnce, when faced with a decision,.rdistarn
aad apply what is right to experience th2 frzedon of a clear conscience, 3, Take
personal respoansibility: Your relationship to th2 situation will determine your
specific responsibility, but your underlying dedication to moral principle must
not change. 4, Use the right method., Whatever tue cas2, always remain personally
Faithful to what is tru2 and rizat. 5; Fac2 it: Do not us2 authorities as a aean
to avoid coafronting yoﬁr responsibility. Invest your time and energy to face the
oroblem and corract it. b, Promote Reform—not revenge: When corre;fion is needed,
a just person looks beyond the surface problaa and identifies the underlying issue.
Remenber that tha zoal of corraction is reform, not revenze, 7; A personal commi
mant: Those with a strong seuse of justice feel personally accouatable to corract
what is wronz. And 8, A consistent stand: Do not let som2ona's poition or power
influenca your sense of justica take a stand to correct injustice whenever it is
found;.Here, the factor basis the PCR Judzes did not follow thes2 prihcipai in their

daciszion in this case

Specifically, the law applies to ever one in the same manner, the Gvoernment

: : H 1 < A : 1 D
is a governament of laws, not of m2n. No one is above the law. No officer of the Gov

arnaant can use authority unless tha Constitution or the law permits,

17.



As presanted above, instead of discharzing his responsibilities in
conforaity with State law the Ninth Judicial Circuit 3olicitor Wilsoa and

Attorn=y Genaral Wilsoun broke thair Oath of 0ffice by turninz a bliud ey

=

to injustica in Ninth Judicial Circuit aand State of South Carolina, thay

took a solean oath aad swore that th2 would uphold, and they ares "morally

W

cr,
v

and =thically bound to act to se2 that justice was done." Spacificall,

{

that is the purpose we have same sex—marriag2 in State of South Carolina

because Attoraey Senaral Wilson was mada awarz by Rev.Joanson, about the

Starutory and Coastitukbion that zovern azainst same sex—marriage. Hare, the

Attoraey General Wilson and Good Ol Boys are focus mor2 on th2ir Political

Career then injustice and corruption in State of South Carolina.

Thus, South Carolina Good Ol Boys are th2 one who us2 government ko
line their pockets at ths 2xpense of taxpayers. Thay value power over public
sarvice, and the place their own interests anzad of the iaterasts of South
Carolinians.

They're the elected officials, lobbyists, zovernment bureaucrate and
political "powar brokxars" wio for too loag have held our State back. It is

r

rine to sastch th2 blindfold off tha injustice in the State of South Carolina.

Individually, they wight not seesn like such bad people. Collectively,
howaver, they form a systa2a that has kept the State we love froa reaching our

s
i

3

1

full potantial and froa solving many of the probleas South Carolina face,

"30 along to gat alongz". Taey're the

Tare, Sood Ol' Boys represent the

. . . P iy Ve

ones wao oppos2 governaent refora, even wizn refora is clearly in the Stat2's
best inktarest.

54

They're satisfied, even happy, with the way things are— the stutus—quo
because they draw thair reform froa the curreat judicial systza. As set forth,
Politician and Judzes ia South Carolina are afraid to do what morrally right,

Politician and Judges are afraid to act azainst the spacial iaterest group and
[LGBT] comaunity tha2se are zroup that line their pockets and Re-elec ‘ion. Thus,

[
1232 Politician forzet about ths pzople who placa them in Public Difice.

Spacifically, majority of Judges has turn a d2af ear to inJustice in South

0y
£

-

5
Carolina. Rav. Johnsoa, cass is so blatant that the trial judgs failad to sizn
the Court Ordar. As set forth, it is 30 blatant Statutor and Constituti

sage sex—marciaze are unconstitutisaal in State of South Carolina.

18.



Here again, All Yembars of tha Unified Judicial Systea in this State
S , t, I -7 | .’ . y b
snall take th2 following oath of office: Pursuant to Rula 502.1, 3CRCR

® T do solzmaly swear (or affirm) that:

o . . , . . .
T am duly qualifiad, accordings to the Constitution of this State,
2xa2rcise the duties of ths Jffice to waich T hava b2en appointed,
and that T will presarve, arotact and daf2ad the Constitution of this
Stata and of tha Uaited Statas;
o 3 5 ., T . .t . . . .
I Pladza to upnold the intzgrity and indepzndence of judiciary;

o . . C. .
T Pledzez, in the discharge of amy duti=s, to treat all persons who enter
tha Courtrooa with Civility, fairness, and respect;
o ‘_. . . . . . . ‘e - . O
I Pledge to listen courteously, sit iapartially, act oromptly, and Rule

after car2ful and considerate dalibaration;

® T Pladge to sea2k justice, and justice alone;

[s0 halp we God. ]

fJudges] has a TAdjudicativa

Rl
r-l
O
bY)
(T,
W
o
T
)

Both Du2 Process and Coamon S2nse
Responsibilities] to uphold [Statutory and Coastitution] and be swayed by "Political
oressure" to derailed [Statutory and Coastitution] in State of South Carolina by
allowing sam2 sex—marriage in our Statz, 'lere, ?olitical pressure has derailed the
PCR Judzas decision in Rev.Johnson, case and it can be substantiatad that Judzes and
Splicitors knowiny thay ‘ars immuz froa Civil and Criainal charg2s from duties perfor-
wad as Judzes and Solicitors, thay %now thair action in violation of the State and

Fedaral Constitution all under pretext to linz their pockzts at th2 expease of tax-

payers. Their r=al wotiive is to pzrpetuate South Carolina's nuabar on2 induestry --

arison industry.

4

For a primary, waile Pilate was hesitatiaz as to what h2 should do, a mess-—
anger prassad through the crowd, and handad hia tha 1e§Eer froa his wife which read:
"Jaye thou nothing to do with that just aan, for I have sufferad many things this day
in a dreaa becaus2 of him," Pilata did not want to deliver Jesus. But he saw that he
could not do this and y2t rztain 1is owa position and honor. Rather than loos2 his
worldly powsr, 12 chos2 ko sacrific2 an innoceant life. How many, to escape los2 or suf-
Fariaz, ia like amanner sacrifice principle. Consciencz and duty point one way, and
salf-iaterest points another. Th2 currant sats stronzly ia the wron3 direction, and ae
comproais2s with evil i3 3w2pt away into th2 thick darkness of guilt, Pilate yielded
fo the daaands of the mob rather thaa risk losing his position. He deliverad Jesus up

to be crucified. But in spitz of his procuration, th2 vary thing a2 dreaded afterward

3

I"h

cage upon him, his honors were stripped froa hia. He was case dowa from ais offi
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and 3tuaz by ramorse, anl wounded pride. Vot'long aftar tha crucifixion, ha
ended his own life. Jesus said, all who compriss with injustice will zain sorrow

and ruia,

\U

Here, tha story of Pilat2 are siailar to action of Judzes and Political

Gfficial in State of Soath Carolina. Mers, thes only diffarent batyeen Pilate and

<

Judges, in our tim=, th2y have laws that zovern tham, As 3such, Judges and Political
Official was worry about their position and honor. Rather than loose their worldly
powar, th2y chos2 to turn a bliand =2y2 to iajustica in Sout) Tarolina. Why? Thay was
afraid of [L3BT] comaunity and othar Public NfFficial. Hers, U.S. Suprzaz Court do
not hava Judicial powar to ovartura Sou:h Carolina Statutory and Zonstiturion, their

Moot} in Stara of South Carolina.

dacision is

Neverth2less, the Judges and Policitical Official has operatad in our State
like "Lone Ranger" for decaded in South Carolina, it i's time for these Judges and Pol-
icitical Official to be lassoed in. Now, it i's the responsibility of this Honorable
Court enforce Statutory and Constitution. Here, it i's time to sth putting a [band-
Aid] on the injustice and Judicial corruption in South Caroli'na. On page 10-11 of Final
Order‘Diémissal, PCR Judgzes, alleges [the Court does not find the argument about the
injustice and corruption to be particularly relevant here]. Therefére, PCR Judses fai-
led to realize that Rev. Johnson, has a First Amendment Rights to his opinion. Thus,
if PCR Judges would have open thzir eyes to facts that there is injustice and corrupt-

ion in South Carolina.

Courts have no legislative powers, and in the interpretarion and construction
of Statute their sole punctidon is to determine the intention of the legislature; the
responsibility for the justice or wisdom of legislation rests with the legislatura,

and it is province of the Courts to construe not to make, the laws. B2lk v. Nationwide-

Mut. Ins. Co., (8.C,1978, 271 S.C. 24, 24 S.E.2d 744. But to reiterate a critical
point, the United States Supreme Court' Rulfng on same sex—marrage is inapplicable
Stata of South Carolina. Why? Article XVIT § Section 15 of the South Carolina Constit-
ution providas that"™ "A marriage betwaen one and one woman is the only lawful domastic
union that shall be valid or recognized in this State. This State and its political
subdivisions shall not' create a legal status, right, or claim respecting any other
domastic union, however denominated. This State and its political subdivisions .......
shall not rescognize or give =ffact to a legal status, right, or claim created by ano-

ther jurisdiction respecting any other domastic union, howaver denominated. Nothing-
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in this section shall impair any rizht or benefit extended by the State or its
political subdivisions other than a right or benefit arising from a domestic union

that' is not valid or racognizad in this State. As set forth, South Carolina's

Statutory and Constitutional provision prohibiting same sax—-marriage in this State.

Nowhera in the South Carolina Constitution does the the legislature provide
for the sama sex—-marriaza, Furthermor2, the South Carolina Code {20-1-15,. Prohib-
ition of same sex-marriage. Further, Unitad States Supreme Court Ruling is in con-
troversy with Statutory and Coastitution in South Carolina. See Speller v. Allen,

30 U.5. 83%, 71 S.Ct. 18, 95 I.Ed. 613 and Browa v. State, 341 U.S. 83, 71 5.Ct. 9937,

95 L.Ed 1309, the Unitad States Supreme Court has disregared the Constitition in
South Carolina and the Court never Rule that South Carolina Coastitution was uncon-—

stitutional,

As presentad abova, Rav.Johnson have a coastitutional right of access to the

Courts. See Rocaya v. Rocaya, {S.C. App. 2001, 347 S.C. 26, 552 3.%.2d 765. Hera, the

unconstitutional Uniform Post~Conviction Procadure Act, S.C. Code Ann.S 17-27-10 to
17-27-160 ("Tha Act",. Towaver, the Statute denied Rev.Johason right of access to

Courts.

Yhen the Suprane Court is called upon to interet the South Carolina Constitut-
ioa, it i3 zuidad by the ordimary aand popular meaniny of tha words used. Richardson-
v. Towa of Mount Pleasant (S.C. 2002, 350 5.C. 291, 566 S.E.z2d 523.

1

Article XVIT, § Section 4 of tha South Carolina Constitution provides: "The
Ganaral Ass=ably recognizad "Supramz Baing" which is "God" in South Carolina. Thus,
for all authority comes from God and thosz in positions of authority have bzaan place
there by God, for His purpose. Thus, sam2 sex—marriage i3 unacceptable in eyes of God.
Specifically, Judges and Policitical Official failed to follow God's moral standards,
Thereforz>, when "Jesus" return back to this earth, ever Politician, Judges and Public

"Supreae Being"

Official will answar to that
: , Lo . I o
Finally, Uniform Post—Conviction Procedure Act. ara a discriminatory Statute it
deprived Rev.Johnson, tha right of access to thz Courts, and Statute place a limit on

s a libarty interast, and if Du=2 Procass

—

access to the Courts. If a risht to a hesaring

accords that right to a hearinz, then one has iaterpreted the Fourt=eath Amendment to

@2an that' the Courts should not deprive a person of a hearing without providing him

with a h2aring. See Hill v. Jacksoa, H4 F.3d 163 (4th Cir. 1995). Reductio ad Absurdua.
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GROTND F. Did the orizinal PCR Judze errad by rafusing to racusz harszlf
f’

from the casa and 3h2 ajroiatiaz aaothar Jul

SUPPORTTY TANTS:

Th2 Patitioner contzals it is 2s5tablishad andar 2ula 53, 3IT2T2, advsear
coas2at 2f the Datitioazr, a succassor judze canndt aake cralibility daterainat—

tons. Tlera, Parition2r was azvar 3ivan a [Notica] of original PC2 Judze [Ordar

. A3 s2t fort, a Julz2 has ao powar 3Ff her owa acxre Miotioa" th amaka

L
v

P'n
i

an drdar ia a caas2 affacting tha righes of a parfx. Srat2 v, Parter, 7 S.2. 335,

1970 "L, 0852 ‘Supraaz Tourty;

24 512 (1986,, th> fact that without noric2 is suffiziant zround
for s2ttinz asidz, a5 a lir2ck violatioa of Statue r2quiriaz notic2 £5 b2 zivaa

c

for 4h0s2 hanafir it was a2i2 <Saa1dt yropzrly D2 passad without notize it i3 a
onz2ptioa of the propar liaits »f judicial

1aazerouas iaavation, sadvarsive of tha ¢

aathorisy aatartain2d by ouar laws, as thz id2a »f 1 2overnazat of laws 2unatiag
F

Froa a L2zislativa R2prasaantatioa distiact froa thz julizial dody has obtainzd cl2ar-
a233 anl forz2, a coacurraar t=adzasy has davalopal to sz2parte 2aktiraly thz fuactions
of th2 julze aad taos: >F th2 aldvosat2, “hataver aay hava he22n 2 pratice at oiass

wh2a 12 Liderly of £h2 suj2:f stood oa no hizher zround thaa a concassion, 2ither
volaatary or =ztortal, of tha dyuatic 1211 of zovarnuzntg, at this day £he juldicial

offic2 has b2aa 30 far siaiplifi2d and purifizd, ia th2ory at least, that th2 idea
of a2 juize initiating aay Drac2adiuy for th2 vialicatioa of any right, =2ither public

or oprivarz, is anosalous. Th2 case of Duaishasnt for actual conf2apt, =z3p2czially

that <oaaitt2d in the pras2az2 anld to iaitfiate aal apply a sumnaary raaedy, Tais
oowar, although liabla £5 ahus2, iz £he r2sulf of £h2 n2cassitias of the casa,
Tn th2 cas2 Ak Har, Ea2 original 272 Judze iaitiazed har owa of TOridar

r
Ra&. Johason wals Judza Jaffarsoa awar2 ia a cover laftar that she presidad over
1i3 ™lohtion for \fter-YNawly nn Januacy 9, 2292, sz sat Zorth,
Jeffarsoa was vary Faailiar with issu2 s2t forcth ia this casa. Therafore,
faila1 £ adjulicara1 the unsizazd Coars Jrdar issu2 by a trier

Tadar Asd. O, 2uls 591, Zo4: »f Jul. Toatuct Zaannon 372, a Judz2 should

N
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iampartiality deprivad tha Patitinazr of 1is due process, and Judge Jeffarson

coanitted Obstruction of Justica with Jonspiracy to Commitasn: OFfficial Miscon—
duct and Denial of Procedural Du2 Procass. As a result, Judge Ja2fferson muss

act with absolute iLapartiality in tha performance of Judicial Duti=s. Thus.

Judgz Jefferson, failad to parfora her judicial duti=s aand her [Bias] and per-
sonal [0 s] deai2d [R=2v.Johason] of his Ejual Protaction of Law.

Both Du2 Process and common s2ase dictate that Rev.Johnson filad a Obje-
ction to Respondant Conditional Order Dismissal on May 1o,2017. Jere, Judye Jaf-
ferson iznorad Rev.,Jonnson [Objection) on May 18,2017, Judge Jefferson mada a
frusty judzment in signing {Conditional Order of Dismissal on May 18,7D17. HMara,
Rev, Johnson was going through a very emotional pariod of his life, Rev.Johnson
was diagnose with TMyeloanal boas canzar, while in CT Infirmafy tha Petitioner
filed his TObjection). As set forth, Judge Jefferson was made awara that she pro-
sidad over a Motion for After-Newly Discovered Evidence of Rev.Johnson on Jan-

uary 9, 2002,

In the case at bar, Judge J=fferson raferrad tha [Final Order for Dismissal)
to Honorable R. Markley D2anis, Jr. for his Coasideration. Her=, Rev..Johnson huably
quotes that which allege in Judge Jefferson, [Order of Recusall.{The Court denies
any motion for Recusal. Howaver, out of an abundanca of caution tha Court has refer-
red the Final Order for Dismissal to Judge Dennis for consideration., On page 9 of

"Order of Recusal".

Simply put, Rev.Johnson, arguas PCR Judge errad in failing to order a New
Trial or void Uasigned Court Order and in signing the proposed order under Rule b3,
SCRCP. Rule 03 Provider:

If at any time after a trial or hearing has been commenczed, but bzfore the
Final Ordasr or Judgment has been issued, the judge is unable to proceeds a successor
judge faamiliarity with the record and dateraining that the proceadings may be coan-
plated without prejudice to the parties. In a hearing or a trial without a jury,
the succassor judze shall at’ the reguest of a party, recall any withess whos2 tasti-
mony is material and disputed and who is available to testify without undue burden.
A successor judge wmay also provide the racall of any witnassess.

Moreover, Judz2 Ja2ffarson, failure to coaply with th2 requirements of this
rule, thare was no "Hearin3g" conduct ia this cas2 and Judge Jeffarson was not unable
tb'contihue this proceedinz, Judge Jefferson was not sufferinz fron any "disability"

Under th2 z2neral operation of thaz Rule of Civil Procadure governing situations when™
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a judgz2 becoae disable, first, i
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a onsan
consent to bring in a successor judge, bacause Rav.Johnson was never given

Motice" of Judge Ja2ffar
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Ta the iastant case, Judzz J=ffarson did not wake a [Findings of
Fact or Coaclusina of Law] ia Patition2r uansizned Tourt Order is in disputa,
and thus Proposed Order that was simply sigsnad by successor judze, absaat
the parti23, a succassor Jldo, cannot mik2 cradi

Y
tions. Christy v. Cacisty, 347 §.C. 503, 556 3.%.24 701 {S.C.kpp. 2001

Lt

coasent o

I i

judze to based his Findinz of Fact and Coaclusions of Law. Pursuant to
Rule S01, SCACR, rejuiring a judz2 to recusa h2rse2lf when tazre is a parsonal
.

bias. Here, Jud3ze Joffarson, shown a parsonal dias in this case, by appointing

a succassor judze without consa2nt,

Hora important, succassor PCR Juldzz allow R2spondant to modify orizinal

]

Pronosad Ordar] respacting cusﬁody rafars nust, at rhe veary lz2ast, eadbraca taonse

[

pattars which are relatad to assuaranca that POR Applicant will appz2ar ia responsa

.

to aodify Proposad Order. Tharafor2, th2 Respondent azvaer s2at Rev.Johnson, a blank

copy of tha mdify Proposad Order, thz Peritionzr was da2niad ais du2 aotice.
Tirst and foramost, Rav.Johwmson has estadlished that ais coafinsment is ..

orasuaptivaly 2ntitlad to b2 releass iaaediakzly.

This lezal Fframework and foundat'ion bz2ing firaly in placz, a Statute aranting

a litigant the right to perauptorily challenze a judze guarantées a litigant tha
extraordinary rizht to disgualify a judze whza tia2ly and Droparly aade, and th2 judze
nas no discraction to da2ay the aotion dbut imazdiately losa2s jurisdiction aad aust

. . . PR M . _ . RN A
self-racusa. A party's rizat to 2xcusal of a judze without cause is a nrocedural rizat

AT,

asant ro 2ffactuate th» substantive right of a fair and iapartial tribunal recognized
by tha Statz and Fadaral Coastitution. A Statut2 aatnorizing a parsaptory challenge
of a judz: is to b2 libarally construad in favor of allowiny a paremptory challanze,
and challeage should bz deniad only if thae Statute absolut2ily forbids it.
Jith this lazal Framswor in place thz Patlitionzr further zsonteads, Judgz
Jaffsrson and Successor POR Judsa violat2d Code of Judizial Conduct Cannon that ra-
£

quirad judg2 to upholl iatagrity and indepandance of julicary, avoid iaproprizty and

appearance of iapropriety, y with £ha law, b2 faithful to tae law;




accord to avery parson who had a l@3al interest in a proce2dinz the righ

L

%2 heard accordiay to law; parsonmally obsarva hizh staadard of condu:

=5
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T
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gersistantly parforning Judisial Duti2s ia an iacomp2aten: or na

Aopallat> Court Rula 501, Cod= of Jud. Coaduct Cannon 1,14,2,2A,3B (24,7,, 7
1

~
"N

T2 Datitionar contzads that upon 2xaaination of t2 racord Jud32 Dennis
or2sidaed ovar a procz22ding involviag Rev. Johnson on May 21,2915 [Cas2 no. 2015-

CP-10-2001, Judz2 D2anis was vary faailiar with issu2 in this casa. As sat forth,

o=

A
M

-

1?2 COUurts.

T,

Judz2 Dennis, deniad Rev,Johnson of his constitutional rizht access to &

Fiaally, if Judize Jefferson would have cara2fully examia the record, Judge
Jaffarson would hava found in thz Racord that Judze Nannis was iavolve with Rev.-
Jonnson and Petitioner was denied access tro the Court by Judsze Dennis.

Yere agaia, the Supreme Jourt t by Order from the form Chief Justice Jean Joofar
Toal datad February 4,2011.

m™e Paritioner huably quotes tha: which is stated in the Order:
IT TS FIRTIRR ORDERED that when 2 {af Judsze for administrative purposes
has a conflict ia a matter or proceeding and fs thareby orevanted from performing these

duties in a matter or proceeding reservad to th > Chiaf Judza for adainistrative pur—

poses, the following procedures shall b2 followad.

Jaction B. In thos2 circuits with two Ch i{af adainistrative judzes, tha matter
or proceeding shall be raferred to rhe other Chiaof Administrative
judges. If other Chief administrative judgs is also disquali fied,
the matter or proceeding shall be referred ro the Chiaf Justice
for assignment to the chief administrative judge of an adjoining

circuit.
Section C. Should the chiaf adnl1lotraf1ve judge(sy in the circuit' and those

of an adjoining circuit bz dlsquaILFLDd the matter or proczeding
shall ba referred to the Chiaf Justice for assignament to a judge.
Jirh respect, Judge pr arson and Judie Dannis, was in TContempt]l of Court by
failura ro follow ths [Official Court Ordar] that was saet forth by fora Chief Justica
Jean Hoafer Toal of the Supreme Court, rmis was a [criminal contampt]. Here, both Judges

willful disobeying tha [Dfficial Court Order). ®ut to resiterate a critical point
F

ondifional Order
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Judge Jeffarson, should have disqualified herself b2|
of Dismissal] and when Judge Jeffarson was made awar2 by Rav.Johmnson, rhat she was in-
volved in his cas2 in Jaauary 9, 2009, Judgze Jefferson should have racuse nersalf

rizat then, aot wait until five aonth la rar.
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Tha Patitioner coatends it is wall establishad the Supreae Court has

nald that § 17-27-80 does not raquire that hearing b2 in county of coaviction,

o

ut before a judze who has jurisdiction tb pass upon watters rising witain

such county. Buchanan v, State, 2P S.C. 127, 276 S.E.2d 302 {1981,. Here,

the Honorables D2indrea 5. Banjaain, Chi=f Ada i

ial Circuit, deprived [Rev.Johason] of his [Procedural Due Process] by Tran-—
sFar his casa to Charleston Couaty, Clerk of Court. As sat 1, it should

ba obvious the amotive behald the [3tate] removing PCR Application to Earlesr01
County Clark of Court. Such is 1 substantive disadvaantaga and procadural dis~

advantage to the Paritioner ralatad to his Rizhts of Du2 Jroc2ss. Yara, thair
Jotivarion was to disaiss the case without a "learinz”. As such, Rav,Johason
rook the positina taaf "Order to Transfer Vemus" was pramature until Patitioner

s2re "ziven the opportunity to be hz2ard on Motion for Dafault Judzment. As a

P2

result, Judge Banjamia, graant of [Order to Transfer Venua" was pramatura bha-

caus2 Motion for Dafault Judgaent should have bezn exacutad before any action of

CONCLUSIN

.

For the reason statad, Petitionsr asks this Court to graat th2 Patition

For A %rit of Certiorari.

Rav. HWillie Johason, #127069 E—A1—7
Tirkland Forrecfioaal Tastitution
4344 Broad Rivaer Road

Coluabia, ooutn Carolina 28210

Fabruary 27, 2018

Coluambia, S.C. 29210

26

“*



R. MARYLRTY DINNTS JR2., CIRCIIT COURT JTYUQESUPREMEGOURT

Rav.Williz Johason, #127069 (... iiinenennnenunnn.. Patitionsar

el

State of Foutl Z22rolina vt Respoadant

I, Rev.illiz Johasoa, cartify that T have sacvad the Patifion for "ric of -
Certiosrari upon Rasn2eda Clavelaada, Assistaat Attorazy Zeneral by d=2positioas
a copy in tha Uaitad Statas “ail Postaz2 Prenaid, oa “March Z,2018, ar P.9.3ox

11548, Coluabia, South Zarolina 26211.

March 2, 2018.

Rev.Willi= Johnson, #127069
Tirklaad Correctional Institution
4344 Broad River Road

Coluanbia, South Carolina 29210
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