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QUESTION(S) PRESENTED

WHEN MS. MANGUM ACTING UNDER CoLof
OF STATE L Aw DEPRIVED PETiTIONER
~ CONSTITUTioNAL RIGHT TO TRAVEL BY THE
FOURTEENTH AMENDMENT OF THE UNITED
_STATES CONSTITUTION. 18 U.S.C8Q 43, UNITED
STATES v. GuesT 383 U.8.T45(1966).  snp
VIOLATER FED. R.Civ. P. H(©)(3) ANNOUNCED
IN HoMe PoT RENTALS, INC. V. AUBEN, 957 F.

2d 126 M Cin, (\Ox%;) FAILURE To OTHER-
W\SE_DE’FEND

UNDER WHAT CiRCUMSTANCES Dokg THE
STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA DEPRIVATIONS
OF THE PETITIONER CONSTITUTIONAL RIGHT To -
TRAVEL AND FAJLURE TO OTHERWISE DEFEND
FROM THE VioLATioNS APPLY ?
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[ 1 All parties do not appear in the caption of the case on the cover page. A list of
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IN THE

SUPREME COURT OF THE UNITED STATES
PETITION FOR WRIT OF CERTIORARI

Petitioner respectfully prays that a writ of certiorari issue to review the judgment below.

OPINIONS BELOW

[V{For cases from federal courts:

The opinion of the United States court of appeals appears at Appendix _A_ to
the petition and is

[ 1 reported at ; or,
[ 1 has been designated for publication but is not yet reported; or,
[\/{1s unpublished.

The opinion of the United States district court appears at Appendix _A_ to
the petition and is

[ ] reported at ; Or,
[ ] has been designated for publlcatlon but is not yet reported; or,
[\/{ is unpublished.

[ 1 For cases from state courts:

The opinion of the highest state court to review the merits appears at '
Appendix to the petition and is

[ 1 reported at ; or,
[ 1 has been designated for publication but is not yet reported; or,
[ 1 is unpublished.

The opinion of the i court
appears at Appendix to the petition and is

[ ] reported at ; Or,
[ 1 has been designated for pubhcatlon but is not yet reported; or,
[ 1is unpubhshed




JURISDICTION

[\((For cases from federal courts:

The date on which the United States Court of Appeals decided my case
was ER &5, A.0I1%

N{No petition for rehearing was timely filed in my case.

[ 1 A timely petition for rehearing was denied by the United States Court of
Appeals on the following date: , and a copy of the
order denying rehearing appears at Appendix

[ 1 An extension of time to file the petition for a writ of certiorari was granted
to and including (date) on (date)
in Application No. A .

The jurisdietion of this Court is invoked under 28 U. S. C. § 1254(1).

[ 1 For cases from state courts:

The date on which the highest state court decided my case was
A copy of that decision appears at Appendix

[ 1 A timely petition for rehearing was thereafter denied on the following date:
, and a copy of the order denying rehearing

appears at Appendix

[ ] An extension of time to file the petition for a writ of certiorari was granted
to and including (date) on (date) in
Application No. A .

The jurisdiction of this Court is invoked under 28 U. S. C. § 1257(a).

L.



CONSTITUTIONAL AND STATUTORY PROVISIONS INVOLVED

UNiTeD STATES ConsTiTuTioNnAL AMENDMENT XTIV

ALL PERSONS Born OR NATURALIZED i THE UNITED
STATES AND SuBJECT To THE JuriSDICTION THEREOE

ARE CITIZENS OF THE UNITED STATES AND OF THE STATE
WHEREIN THEY RESIDE. NO STATE SHALL MAKE OR
ENFORCE ANY LAW WHICH SHALL ABRIDGE THE PRivi-
LEGES OR IMMUNITIES OF CITIZENS OF THE UNMED
STATES 5 NoR SHALL ANY STATE DEPRIVE ANY PERSON OF
L‘RFE, Ly BERTY, OR ?ROPERTY[ WITHOUT Due PROCESS

OF LAW; NoR DENY To ANY PERSON WITHIM 1TS

JURISDICTION THE EQUAL PROTECTION OF THE LAWS,

18U.8.C. ¢ A4 - DEPRIVATION OF RiGHTS UNDER

W\

COLOR, o\r AW . , WHOEVER UNDE® ColLLOR OF ANY
LAW WILLFULLY SUBJTECTS ANY PERSON IN ANY
STATE THE DEPRIVATION OF ANY RIGHTS, PRiv)LE-
GES, OR IMMUNITIES SECURED OR PRGTECTED BY
THE COr\LSTiTUT'\ON Ok LAWS OF THE UNITED

STATES ..



STATEMENT OF THE CASE

ON APRIL &0, 2014 PETITIONER BROUGHT

AN GRE YHOUND E’)UST!CKET FRoM COLUM%\A SC
TO WASH\NE:TOM DC. A?PEND!X A’ PoLice OFF\CE\%
REINOLD MARK ADAMS ARRESTED PET\T\ONER
WITHOUT PROBABLE CAUSE. A?PEND\X c.
PETITIONER UNAMBlGUOUSL‘( INVOKED His RiGHT
TO TRAVEL, WITH His BUS TICKET. NONETHE LESS,
PETITIONER WAS PLACED IN THE DENTENTION
CENTER FOR Two(Q) MONTHS UNTIL PETITIONER
WAS RELEASED IN His ownN RECOGNIZANCE .
WHEN RELEASED, PETITIONER WAS GIVEN BACK
His GREYHOUND BusTICKET.

Ms. JESSI&A MANGUM, ACTING UNDER GOLOR
OF STATE LAW DisMisSED ALL OF PETiTIONER

CHABGES THirTY(30)) MONTHS \.ATER ON OCTOBER
&7, &01b. APPENDix A, CASE 11803 GT,

THE DN)ER WITHOUT \SSU)\NCE AND SER\/\CE

OF PROCESS SHows PREJUDICE. APPEND\X C
SEE Fep. R.Civ. P%H—(C\(’:’ﬂ




PETITIONER FILED His SECOND COMPLANT ON
JULY 20, 4018 For VioLATioN oF Hig Civil. RiGHTS
To TRAVEL, MS.MANGUM ACTING UNDER COLOR OF
STATE LAW DEPRIVED PETITIONER H'is R\eHT To
TRAVEL FREELY BY FALSE REPORTS. APPENDIX C
ORDER. THiS CouRT Heln: TN THE COMPLAINT oF
STATE INVOLVEMENT IN THE PDEPRIVATION OF

ANY RIBHTS CHARGED UNDER 18USC.8a4 2 ig
SUFFICIENT TO CHARBE A VIOLATION OF RIGHTS
PROTECTED BY THE FourTEENTH AMENDMENT
UNITED STATES V. GUEST 383 11.5.753, APPENDIx
A, COMPLAINT. II. B.




REASONS FOR GRANTING THE PETITION

A.TO Avoip ERRONEOUS DEPRIVATIONS OF
THE BIGHT TO TRAVEL, THiS CouRT SHOULD
CLARIFY THE EQUAL PROTECTIoN CLAUSE. ,

WHEN MS. MANGUM ACTING UNDER COLOR
OF STATE LAW, VioLATED THE 4™ AMEND -

MENT APPLiES CONCERNING THE ARREST OF
PETITIONER BY MEANS OF FALSE REPORTS.

TN UniTeD STATES V. Guest, 383 U.S.‘TLFSQ%Q_,
THis CouRT ADOPTED A SET OF PROPHYLAGTIC
MEASURES TO PROTECT PETITIONER FoURTEENTH AMEND-
MENT RIGHTS TOTRAYEL. Id., AT T57. IN UNITED
STATES V. PRICE, PosT, p.383 1.6, 181, MAKES ABUND-

ANTLY CLEAR., PRICE INVOLVES RIGHTS UNDER

THE DUE PROCESS CLAUSE, WHEREAS TH1S CASE

m\/o\_VES RIGHTS UNDER THE E@UA\_ PROTECTI0N
CLAUSE . THE COURT MADE CLEAR m Bice THAT
WHEN 18 U.8.C.§ 943, SPEAKS OF  WHOEVER

UNDER COLOR OF ANY LAW WALLFULLY SURJECTS

ANY PERSON IN ANY STATE THE DEPR\VAT\ON OF
ANY RIGHTS,




P?\\\/H_EGES OR \MMUHF\'\ES SECURED
O PROTECTED BY THE CONSTIT UT\ON OR

LAWS OF THE UNKTED STATES, T MEANS
PRECISELY THAT.ConcluDing THAT §a4a
IF 1T PROTECTS FouRTEE NTH AMENDME NT
ASHTS -~ PROTECTS RIGHTS SECURED 8Y THE

ONE CLAUSE, BUT NOT THOSE SEGURED RY
THE OTHER,

INCLUS1ON OF FOURTEENTH AMENDMENT
RIGHTS WITHIN THE COMPASS OF |8 US.C.
£ 43, DOES NOT RENDER THE STATUTE
UNCONSTITUTIONALLY VAGUE, SINCE THE .
GRAVAMEN OF THE OFFENSE % 15 DEPRIVATIoN
OF THE RIGHT TO TRAVEL , THE REQUIREMENT
THAT THE OFFENDER MUST ACT WITH A

SPECIFiC \NTENT TO INTERFERE PAGE 383
V.S. T84 wiTH THE FEDERAL RIGHTS 1N
QUEST\ON 1S SAT\s’F\E:D

THE EQUAL PROTECTION GLAUSE SPEAKS
To THE. STATE OR To THOSE ACTING UNDER
THE ColoR OF TS AUTHORITY.




. .

" No STATE. SHALL ....DENY TO ANY

PERSON WITHIN iTS JURISDICTION THE
EQUAL PROTECTION OF THE LAWS

IN THIS CONNECT\ON THIS COVRT EV\P\-\AS\ZE

THAT Q44 BY 1T QLEAR LANGUAGE. INGORP—
ORATES NO MORE THAN THE EQUAL PROTEC-
TION CLAUSE ITSELF 3 THE STATUTE DOES
NOT PURPORT TO GiVE SUBSTANTIVE, AS
OPPOSED TO REMED\AL lMP\_EMENTAT\ON

To 383 U.5.7155 ANY R\GHT% SECURED BY

THAT CLAUSE.

PETITIONER AIGHTS ARE PROTECTED BY THE
EQUAL PROTECTION CLAUSE OF THE FOUR-
TEENTH AMENDMENT, THE DISTRICT COURT
HELD THIS CASE AS MOOT, AS A MATTER OF

STATUTORY CONSTRUCTION THAT |8 U.S.C.
5243 DOES NOT ENCOMPASS ANY FouR-
TEENTH AMENDMENT RIGHTS, AND FURTHER
HELD AS A MA‘ITER OF CONSTITUTIONAL
LAW THAT ™ ANY BROADER CONSTRUGTION
OF § &HA..+-.- WOULD RENDER iT VOID
For WOEFINITENESS % Q44 F.SuPP AT

H8b.




IN THIS COURT HOLDING, THE DISTRICT
COURT 1S IN ERRORS N UNITED STATES v,
PRICE, PosT, P, 383 U, S, TRT.

PETITIONER RiGHTS UNDER THE EQUAL
PROTECTION CLAUSE 1TSELF ARISE ONLY
WHERE THERE HAS BEEN INVOLVEMENT
OF THE STATE OR OF ONE ACTING UNDER
THE CoLOR OF ITS AUTHDR\TY THE EQUAL
PROTECTION CLAUSE " DOES NOTT. ...... ADD
ANYTHING TO THE RI6HTS WHICH ONE
CITIZEN HAS UNDER THE CONSTITION AGAINST

ANOTHER? UNITED STATES v CRU\KSHANK
%LU S, 5%’2. 92 U.8. 554,

The FOURTEENTH AMENDME NT PROTECTS THE
INDIVIDUAL AGAINST STATE AcToON NOT,
AGAINST WRONGS DONE BY \NDIV\DUALS
UNITED STATES v. WiLLIAMS 34| U S Jo, 34
U.5.9a (D\SSENT\NG oP\mo@ THIS HAS BEEN
THE VIEW OF THIS COURT FROM THE BEGINN-
ING. UNITED STATES V. CRU\KSHANK SUPRA 5 UNITED
STATES V. HARRIS 106 US. Laq; CuvuL RIGHTS CASES,

0 US.3; HODGES V. UNITED STATES Q.03 US.1 5
UNITED STATES V. POWELL LI UV.S. BLY, IT

REMAINS THis COLRTS VI EW TODAY .




SEE E. G:/ EVANS V. NEWTON 382.1.5, 3905
Uusz STATES V. PRICE, PosT P._383 U.5.787.
“THE \NVOLVEMENT OF THE STATE NEED BE
- EITHER EXCLLUSIVE OR DIRECT. IN A VARIETY
OF S\TUATIONS THE CouRT HAS FOUND STATE
ACTION OF A NATURE SUFFICIENT To CREATE
RIGHTS UNDER THE EQUAL PROTECTION CLAUSE
ENEN THOUGH THE PARTICI PATION OF THE STATE
WAS PERIPHERAL OR ITS ACTION WAS ONLY ONE
OF SEVERAL COOPERA‘T\VE PAGE 383 US. 756
FORCES LLEADING TO THE CONSTITUTIONAL
VIOLATION., SEE E. G., SHELLEY v, KRAEMER,
334-4.8.1+ PENNSYLVANtA V. BOAAD OF
TRLSTS, 353 U.5. 2305 BURTON . WiLkLMi—
NGTDN PARKING AUTHoPnTY 35 1.5.7153

PETERSON V. CITY OF GREEMV ILLE 373 U.5.
QMY LoMBARD v. LOUIS\ANA 373 V.S .AWLT;

GRIFFIN V- MARYLAND, 318 LLS 1305 ROBINSON

M.FLOP\lDA{,3'78 Us. |53 EVANS v. \\\EWTON/
SUPRA .

THis CASE, HowEVER, REQUIRES NO DETER-
MINATION O‘F THE THRESHOLD LEVE L THAT
STATE ACTION MUST ATTAIN IN ORDER TO

CREATE PUGHTS UNDER THE EQUAL PROTECT-
1oN CLAUSE.




BECAUSE, CONTRARY TO THE DigTRICT

CoURT ORDER DisMisSAL OF AAINTIFF CoMA-

ANT AND THE UNITED STATES CouRT OF APPEALS
FoRTHE FOURTH CiRCU IT DECtSION ., THE

PETITIONER COMPLAINT 1N FACT, CONTAINS AN
EXPRESS ALLEGATION OF STATE INVOLVEMENT
SUFFIGIENT ATLEAST TO REQUIRE THE DENiAL

OF A ORDER TO DisMisS PETITIONER COMPLAINT.
ONE OF THE MEANS OF ACCOMPLISHING THE
OBTECT OF THE DEPRIVATION OF PETITIONER

JRIGHTS, ACCORDING TOTHE COMPLATNT WAS
ey CAUSEING THE ARREST OF THE PETITIONER
BY MEANS OF FALSE REPORTS THAT PET\T\ONER
HAD CoMMITTED CRIMINAL ACTS . .s APP ‘A"

THE ALLEGATION 18 BROAD ENOUGH To

COVER A CHARGE OF ACTIVE CONNiVANCE
BY AGENT S OF THE STAT‘E. IN THE MAKING

OF THE FALSE REPORTS "OR OTHER CONDUGT
/\MOUMT\NG: PAGE 383 US 757 TO OFFIGIAL
DISCAIMMATION CLEARLY SUFFICIENT To

CONSTITUTE DENiAL OF RIGHTS PROTECTED
RY THE EQUAL PROTECTION CLAUSE.

THE CoNSTITUTIONAL RIGHT To TRAVEL
FROM ONE STATE To ANOTHER, AND NECESS—
ARILY TO USE THE H\GHWAYS AND OTHER




INSTRUMENTALITIES OF INTERSTATE
COMMERCE N DOING S0, OCCUPIES A

PoSiTiON FUNDAMENTAL To THE CONCEPT
OF OUR FEDERAL UNION.TT 15 A RIGHT THAT

HAS BEEN FiRMLY ESTABLISHED AND REPEAT-
EDLY RECOGNIZED. TN CRANDALL V. NEVADA

b WALL . 35, INVALIDATING _PAGE 383 U, 5758
A NEVADA TAX ON EVERY PERSON LEAVING
THE STATE BY COMMON CARBIER, THIS CouRT
TOOK AS ITS GUVDE THE STATEMENT OF CHiEF
JUSTICE TANEY IN THE PASSENGER CASES,T
How.4.83 48 U.8. 494 ¢ ’

* FoR ALL THE GREAT PURPOSES FOR WHICH
THE FEDERAL. GOVERNMENT WAS FORMED, WE
ARE ONE PEOPLE, WiTH ONE COMMON COUNTRY.
WE ARE ALL CITIiZENS OF THE UNITED STATES 3

AND, A8 MEMBERS OF THE SAME COMMUNITY,
MUST HAVE THE RIGHT To PASS AND REPASS

THROUGH EVERY PART OF iT WiTHOUT INTER-,
RUPTION, AS FREELY AS IN OUR OWN STATES,

SEE (> WALL . AT T3 U8.48-49.
IN ANY EVENT FREEDOM To TRAVEL THROUG-




~HOUT THE UNITED STATES HAS LonG

BEEN RECOGNIZED AS A BASIC RIGHT
UNDER THE CONSTITUTION . SEE WiLLiAMS
V. FEARS 1T 8. &0, 1T9U.3. 743

TW\N\NG v. NEw JERSE‘( A VLS. '78 AV
L1.5.97; EDWARDS . CALl FORNIA 3 U.S,
|0, 3H-U. 5. "T"ICC,ON(,UR%\NG OP\N\O\@B__L{'_

11.8. 1BICONCURRING OPINION) 5 NEW YORK v.
O'NEiLL, 359 10.8.4 359 U.5. -85 359108,

(-1l (Drssm'n NG Oano@

ALL HAVE AGREED THAT THE RiGHT EXISTS
17s EXPLIGT BECOGNITION AS ONE OF THE

FEOERAL RIGHTS PROTECTED BY WHAT is
NOW 18 U.5.C, § 849 GOES BACK (ATLEAST):
ASFAR AS QO UNITED STATES V. MOORE,

139 F. 630, 633. WE REAFFIAM |T NOW.

PAGE 383 U.S. 16,0
A-SPECIFIC INTENT TO INTERFERE
WITH THE FEDERAL RiGHT MUST BE
PROVED, THE PRE DOMINANT PURPOSE OF THE
STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA DEPRIVATION OF




PETITIONER s RiGHT To TRAVEL jMPEDED
AND PREVENTED THE PETITI ONER EXERCISE
OF THE RIGHT OF INTERSTATE TRAVEL, AND
OPPRESSED PETITIONER BeCcAMSE OF Hig
EXERCISE OF THAT RIGHT, THEN, WHETHER
OR NOT MOTIVATED RBY RACIAL DISCAIMIN-

- ATION, THE DEPRIVATION OF THAT AIGHT
1S A PROPER OBJECT OF THE FEDERAL LAW
UNDER 18U.8.C. % M. WHICH THE COM-

PU\\MT IN TH\S CASE 1S BROUGHT. SEE
A?PENDIXAJ..,CoM?LAmT 1.8,

ACCORDINGLY, 1T15 AN ERROR BY THE
FouRTH CIRCUIT CouRT OF APPEALS AND
THE Oi1STRICT CoURT To GRANT THE MOTIoN
TO DisMISS PETITIONER COMPLAINT ON
THIS BRANCH OF THE CoMPLAINT.

FoR THESE REAS ONS, THE JUDGMENT OF
THE DISTRICT COURT SHOU\_D BE REVERSED,
AND THE CASE SHOULD BE REMANDEDTO

THAT COURT FoR FURTHER PP\OCEEDlNGS
CONSISTENT WITH THIS OPINION.




|4

THis CASE FRESENT THis CouRT WITH AN OPPORTUNITY

To CLARIFY THE EQUAL PROTECTIoN CLAUSE, IN THE. FACE

OF THE STATE OF SoUTH CAROLINA AcTiong THAT VioLATED

1BU.S.C. § 342 STATUE AND THE UNITED STATES ConSTITUTIoNAL
_LAW OF THE FOURTEENTH MAMENDMENT.

ABSENT INTERVENTION BY THiS CourT THE FOURTH

CIRCUIT CounT OF APPEALS UNFUBLISHED ORiNioN wWiLL

WORK TO UNDERMINE THE CAREFULLY CRAFTED PROCEDURAL

SAFE GUARDS THAT THIS CouaT HAS Spent THE PAST 50

YEARS DEVELOPING.

CONCLUSION

The petition for a writ of certiorari should be granted.

Respectfully submitted,

Date:




