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| than did ¥ro Frank the day when he talked to the witness Lee at
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- evidence, over-such objectiors, and in doing 80 erred, because

T Axnoldv one of Frenk's attcrneyb, Fﬁc“*ﬂviinterVIQvBu‘%ﬂﬁ

(A¥ENDED ¥WOTION.)
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GEORGIA, FULTON comNTy.

—

State of Georgia,

Vs. _ Fulton Superior Court.
Leo M. Frank., July Term, 1913,

A}

“And now comee the defendant in the above stated ceuse, Leo

¥. Frank, and amende:his motion for new trial heretofore filed in

this case, and says:

That the verdict in the above stated case should be set aside
and a new trial granted for the foliowing reasons, tO-witj;

| 1. Because the Court erred in permitting the solicitor to prove

by the Witneas, Lee, that the detective Black talked to him, the'

witness, longer and asked him more questions at the police station :

twelve (18)/9'clock at night on April 29th.

At the fequeat,of Black and Scott, the detectives, Frank
was induced to have an .interview with Lee, the witness, for the.
purpose of eliciting.information from him. The aolicitor contended
that Frank made no effect to find out anything from Lee, and to
| that end, sought to show and was permitted to prove by Lee that
Elack talked longer to him than did Frank at the time stated.
The defendant, then and there at the trlal, objected to such |

evidence upon ‘the greund &hat—it was irrelevant, immaterial, and |

was a mere conclusion of "the witness. ‘The Court admitted the

aaid evidenge waa unwarranted, immaterial and a mere conclusion

of the witness and injuriots to the defendant.

: e ﬁeoauee the Court erred in permitting, over-objeotions'thé'
witnese Lee to testify that Frank on lpril 89th, when alone wit
him at the—st&t%en~house, talked to him a shorter time thah did

witneés JustAbc£ora the trial.

. The detootivee had induced Frank to talk "to Lee alone on
April 89th at the station houae zor the. purpose of 1nduoing Loe 9. -
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