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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

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[ ] is unpublished.

The opinion of the United States district court appears at Appendix to

the petition and is

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[ 1 is unpublished.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

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[ 1 is unpublished.

court

The opinion of the

appears at Appendix to the petition and is

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[ ] is unpublished.



JURISDICTION

E\// For cases from federal courts:

The date on which the United States Court of Appeals decided my case
was _Septemberd, 2023 _

D]/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

b/{ An extension of time to file the E)etition for a writ of certiorari was granted
to and including Novembey 4t 2923 (date) on (date)
in Application No. A .

The jurisdiction of this Court is invoked under 28 U. S. C. § 1254(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

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



CONSTITUTIONAL AND STATUTORY PROVISIONS INVOLVED

+ My onSTiutona] Rishis were vivlied... My Sisth Amendwent rioht
o Tontront and Cross-exapmiye the Goverments ,ormry Witnes s 2om1sd me,

a5 well as my yight 4 5 Faiv Trai), By not being 9iven the opprfun{1y o
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" MMent Witness 2o el | L ¢ »
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9004 Cith or )7074’ 7007),},}/) of the prosecatisy

BQNKS V. DY€+/(Q 540 (.S ‘
Hollingworth +g;+;mw;f 3%“3)671 L2004), Loujsimg Stete Polite Trooper C hrishpher
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~ MQ"I’CY‘; ' + ( i g P 1
fhere his been o reg. aby ;q eet%gz u9$511+ ov puNishment 3pplies evey when

Cquoting SKvickier v Gree d. Bawks v, Dretice , 5

« Green, 527 , €,290 1897690
Aours, V2T US, 97 (197,), P15 263,280 C1999) , Uinided Shotes v,
Ameﬁ&t‘ﬁf"g”t@“’ﬁ‘eﬁ:" ot ConstihutionaL Law heve is whether my Fif#h and s ixth
The (iS., Sth Cﬁ“w}} of AVtOIa!-}eA i iy Case 2 The gnswev o that Queston [ Clearly Vs |
Comstimons] Woulh € Wegg&asbg)ref[m its V‘M”Wﬁ' agoinst me. My Fifh apd Sixth /QW“ f
crucha| evidence i violdion o\f‘u ely violgte] Without d‘wbﬂ The .S, Govi Sy//ﬁa&/m}]
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verdict, Without Hhe Cviming) fes Fivon) oud £brioar ‘ Confidence in Hhe
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STATEMENT OF THE CASE
My Sixth Amendment Rights weve violited under vight +o confront and cross~examine
withess against me, as well 98 my right +o a fair Trial,
My Fifth Amendment Rights were violitef |Inder Due Process.

Fovrmer Stite Trooper Chyijs Hollinas wov-th 7L€57L/'1p/‘€4 i94aj1st me 2+ my ¢4 Mo#on to Syppress

Hedring and at my Tvial, By +he +ime my Suppression heiring commencef h Hollings worth
had already been actively engiged in a covrupt coven-up of his Criminal getions om
the Mmight Romld Gveene died. This cover-up continue] +hrough +he dite Ofmyd"”‘y Frial,
The Government defends the festimony of Hollings worth @ State Trooper i+ fnows wis Corrupd,
Tt does not deny (¥ principa| witness corruption, Instead i1 charicterizes his covvyption
35 gavden Variet impeschment evidence . The Governments vesponse is 4o urge the Court
o lonore the Corvuption becouse i+’ existence constitules meve impeichment evidence,
But the failure 4o provide the defense with the impeschment evidence deprived me of
two (2) fundamental Con st futional riohts at the “ Suppression Heiving" gnd “Trial?

There is Nev.//y D,’gcaveiregl Evidence in my case. I
The Suppression of evidence favovable o dn accused vpon Veguest violses Due Process where he

evidence s miderial either +o ouilt or to puwichment, I¥Yespective of the vood fitth ov
bad foith of the procecution. Banks v. DretKe, 540 U-S. 668, 691 C2004), Q
Lodisiong State Police Trooper Christopher Hollingsworth Festimony 34 my motion 4o Suprress heiring
on June 19,2019, and aoain testi€ying at my Trial Seviously aftected the foirness
inteority and Public Reputation of T udicial Proceedings, As Such, there is an extremely
Hioh Reasonable Probability that the outcome of my cise would have been different had

the eVidence agiinst me been Syppressed.
. crimina| ofticer who ployed 7 key vole

Trooper Christopher Hollingsworth was @ rogue, covrupted,

and invelvement in the Torfure and Murder of Blick Moforist Fonald Gre'ene on MdyiO*i'l, 2049,
Trooper Chyis Holligsworth made Filse Stotements and uncredible testimony under O0dth Jf my
" Motion to Suppress Hearing'! Thirty (30)days iFler Bedting Torturing ,dnd Murdering

Romild Greene . Trooper Hollingswovth’s involvement in Greene’s Desth occuved one Month beﬁm
My 6 Motion +o Suppress Hearing” and over six months prior fo his testimony oiven a1 MY
Tvy’wl on the meriis. I Tmmfgon Mack Pro Se was raciglly profiled and s%opﬂafvéy Fooper Hollingsworth,

1 imi ]
The Governor of Louisiang “John Bell Edwards” called the Troopers actions criminal i

went Surther +o describe them as ricist, |
Trooper Christopher Hollingsworth was 9 Tnhumane, Yacist Crimina] Who should not have been allowed o
give lies and Lalse teskimony at my Motion +o Suppress heaving ov my Trial. Hollipgs vorth’s False festimony

led 4o {rh§ rtvoduction of unlawfu| evidence which would have otherwise Been Suppressed had His Mis conduct
and Cvwminal Misdeeds peen exposed priov 4o him Testifying in Court against me,

The U.S.Govt. did not have 3 clear case 300) | |
el T. 9dinst me , 1+ Byt j b
I+s discretion 5 the facts clearly and concisely ;Jrove f,,"y"*-,{qyniniﬁgmgw wed



- REASONS FOR GRANTING THE PETITION

The Honorable Supreme Court Tustices of +he United States could Rioht”

4 fLWrongn by Granting Cevtiovari in my Ccase beciuse the Witness who testified
at my Suppression Hearing and Subsequent Tria] Trooper Christopher Hollingsworth" gave

False Testimony and lied under Oath a92inst me. He was actively being investiaated in
the Torture and Murder of BlacK Motovist Ronald Greene Refore He Festified asainst me

The U.S. Prosecutor Knew +hese facts and SHill withheld hat information from my
Attorrey and T, This is an ongoing Serious problem in +he United States of America and
it is indeed of National Importance, -

Racial PTO{:'&“V@ by officers who poutinely +avoet Black Motorists such as mysel¥ +hen
arvest and oive Fulse Testimony against them under Oath €nabling them to Be Wro'ngwcu!/)’
Convicted To Serve Years and Decades locked up in 3 prison cell Sepavated from theiy
Family and Leved ones. ' ) o ,
I Hhe fyud ollinosworths Criminal actons had been Known, the Key evidenoe @9aNsT me Which
wis seizjre‘:i Lmi/iigﬁnij;ofryﬂyilc”gsﬁp in my case would have been suppressed and Hveh;’ one not even y
dvailable as evidence aoainst me 3t my +ria| on the merits, Fuv%ke.vrnore,ﬂoo?e“ Hollings worth wou

have been exposed 35 2 liar and criminal with No Cvedibility. According to CID-Monroe, he
acHvely Souoht to obstruct justice in Hhe Greene case when He turned off his bod Y Camerd,
However, becduse of +he Cover-ug y Hollinosworth wis pev midted +o continue his empleyment With the
Louisiand State Police and testity o+ my motion to Suppress hedring in July ?f 2019 angl +h§ ensuing
dury +rial fyy Movember 2019, At both proceed ngs , he was clodked in +he veil of cvedibility
3forded +o [gw enforcement officers in oeneral ,and in parﬁcum,% the Louisiany Stite Police.
The W.S, Dishvict Cour Stheir, and The U-S, Appeall Court 5HCip. both viewed the wrong video, had they
both viewed +he “ W lter Caldwell  Video i+ would hive shown in pliin view that my lef+ furn sional
W:,;s wWorking ol the Officer Dish (4 m Video, T roapey Hollings werth ajm;}fﬂ{ oh the vecord thot the
Sional )ioht wys Working on +he % Walter Cald well \/idé’O",

Nwwe@ Caldwell asiced Troopet Hollingsworth what's thit 7 Trooper Hollimpsworth Styfed ..o OH] Mack

oht siowal 15 Functioning... Hollingsworth stated Luvther, “The vight Bligker is BlinKing.

Trooper Holli . T . .
i per Hollingsworth made. unbruthful fabvications and untrue testimony dowinst me under O o, and in

V:)/:awﬁjg;fdﬁ(zjl My lﬁ’s' Coustittiona| Rioht 4o 8 Fair Trial,
Hollinpsiorth sﬁkdaffihefﬁi;’fjﬁ““ livgs workh did ‘You give Mick 3 ¢i4etion Hjcket?
IhiHal fritfic shp. The vid:a clgfl;, fkjvlvd Mok 9ive him one. There wis no * Propable cause” forfhe
lo‘; " e ;hwf law 2t the Fime of te | ni%iq? mifﬁfdézf S that T Tmavreon Mick Pro Se wis not

Uafﬂ’“ i h . e ‘
ooer He :)ﬂwcvib:’/%‘iwe&kd me et the 50i) gnd came back +o oive me dnother chorge butshildid yot
Vo &t 1 l‘(j— ion, ‘The Law {5 very plegy Heve . .0 MO Cifafion , NO Case,
b icKet Was jssued o me gyud b'o+h of my tuvn Sional 1ights weve wovking,
p ¢ d;‘/"LE S*”’L“ifﬁfﬁ'/{ Court Sth ¢ iveuit is jn conflick with the decisions of Hhe United Stite
awﬂoeol’g ;::H“ 9™ Civedit, Tn +he U.S . Appeall Court of the S Cir. Black Minovities g Jm J%(Tr.'
Co%n ' ?4 ﬁv‘hongk!y uled Joaivst gnd denied theiw cases 3+ an aldrmingly His) /We/)[
er:iwe% f The W“Lﬁd States Appedl] Coury qth Circuit, L Imavreon Mack Pro Se wys

o ully convicked 3 1+houoh +he Ficks in my Case Clearly Prove my ippocepce |



CONCLUSION

The petition for a writ of certiorari should be granted.

Respectfully submitted,

Jmarreon Mack Pro Se

| Date: an“«?r}/ 3ot 202y




