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For one illustration of such a etatement on the part of

Frank's attorney aforesaid, Eﬁﬂm—mm

- Fer-another-illuatratiocn, see pe 2984 of the report, where

the witness,f¥r the defendant, Miss Corinthia Hall, wes asked:
"Now, I will ask you a question that I am asking every lady who
— ————workson the fourth Tloor., Did you ever meét Mr.Frank at the

For another illustration, see Pe 2986 where the witness,
Miss Ida Hayes, was asked by Mr. Ras®®r, "Now I am going to ask
you a question that I am asking every lady on the fourth floor,
Did you ever at any time or place meet lMr. Frank for any immoral

purpose whatever, down in that office or anywhere else?
. .

The State submits, in view of the fact-that Barrett was the

State's witness and Grace Hicks was the State's witness, and both
had testified earlier in the case and before the defendant intro-
:duced his evidence with reference to hair, and inasmuch as it
is Baown in Ground 2 of the extraordinary motion for a new trial .
that the witness Miss Jimmie Mayfield was an employee of the
National Pencil Company at that tine, that the defendent, and his

- counsel, show an absolute lack of diligence in not making inquiry
of Miss Jimmie Mayfield and all other emplgyees.in that factory.

—  with ¥ reference to this hair, and the Stats,insiats —thot-had this — =

beenra very material question involyed, that said counsel would

‘have made diligent inguiry, Counsel. for defendant Frank, were
. - put upon notice, when they sought to show by Barrett that the
hair was identified by a wiznoaa, viz, Mlsa Magnolia lennedy,
1ntroducad by theAgatendant—E?&nkAvas—to‘whEt‘fha “Btate expeoted
to shows The diligence of ocounsel for the defendant 1n reference

to-this-hair-is well 1llustrated—by-the faot “Eh'at , N0 twithsta.nd-

1ng this evidence of Barrett, ﬁﬁz teatified in behalf oftho _




