






violationofthedueprocessrequirements....,,@,345Ga.App.554,555(20l8)

(citing Alford v. State, 293 Ga. App. 512, 514-515 (2008).

Indeed, the Government may not suppress favorable evidence that is material to the

credibility of one of its witnesses. Giglio v. United States,405 U.S. 150 (1972). "[P]rosecutorial

suppression of an agreement with or promise to a material witness in exchange for that witness'

testimony violates a criminal defendant's due process rights." Smith v. Kemp,715 F.2d 1459,

1463 (llth Cir. 1983), see also, Drake v. Francis ,727 F.2dgg0,gg5(l lth Cir. DSg;Moore v.

Lant,722F.2d640,649 (11th Cir. 1983); Ross v. Hopper,716F.2d 1528, 1535 (llth Cir. 1983).

Mr. Floyd's "cross-examination of a witness in matters pertinent to his credibility ought

to be given the largest possible scope." United States v. Partin, 493 F .2d. 7 50,763 (5th Cir.

1974), quoting McConnell v. United. States ,393 F.2d 404, 406 (5th Cir. 1968). This is especially

true where a prosecution witness has had prior dealings with the prosecution or with other law

enforcement officials, so that the possibility exists that his testimony was motivated by a desire

to please the prosecution in exchange for the prosecutor's actions in having some or all of the

charges against this witness dropped. United States v. Myer , 556 F .2d 245, 248-249 (5th Cir.

re77).

Thus, in addition to the basic questions regarding the bargain, Mr. Floyd seeks to have

the government disclose discussions with government witnesses concerning deals, regardless of

whether the potential benefits to those witnesses were ultimately agreed upon and reduced to a

bargain. It is also requested that the Government reveal any prior deal that a witness has had with

and state or federal agency, in any other case. These matters are particularly relevant to the

witness's bias as it reflects his willingness, desire, and experience in cooperating with the

Government.
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Mr. Floyd believes that plea arrangements and "bargains" have been already reached

between various co-defendants in this case and agents and officers of both state and federal

government. Due to the overly expansive nature of the allegations contained in the Indictment

and the number of persons involved in this case, it is vitally important that Mr. Floyd's due

process rights be protected through the complete disclosure of all deals, understandings and

arrangements between the Govemment and persons connected with this case.

WHEREFORE, Defendant respectfully moves the Court to grant the relief sought in this

motion.

Respectfully submitted this the I lft day of September 2023.

HARDING LAW FIRM, LLC

Ga. Bar No.: 101562
Attorney for Harrison Floyd

Ilarding Law Firm, LLC
Attomey at Law
I l3 E. Solomon Street

Criffin, Georgia 30223
(770) 2294s78
(7 7 0) 228 -9 I I 1 facsimile
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IN THE SUPERIOR COURT OF FULTON COUNTY
STATE OF GEORGIA

STATE OF GEORGIA,

vs.

HARRISON FLOYD, et al

DEFENDANT.

Case No. 23SC188947

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I hereby certifr that on this day I have served counsel of record with the foregoing

DEFENDANT HARRISON FLOYD'S MOTION TO REVEAL THE DEAL filed by

electronic transmission addressed to the following:

Fani T. Willis, DA
136 Pryor Street, SW
3rd Floor
Atlanta, Georgia 30303

Respectfully submitted this the 11th day of September 2023.

HARDING LAW FIRM, LLC

Ga. Bar No.: 101562
Attorney for Harrison Floyd

Harding Law Firm, LLC
Attomeys at Law
I l3 E. Solomon Street
Griffin, Georgia 30223
(770)2294s78
(7 7 0) 228 -9 | 1 1 facsimile

'odd A. Harding, For the Firm
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