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sign were correctly set_'forth end thaet the same were true in every

partioular, but that he_woﬁld not sign thecsame wiithout the ad-
dition of the paragraph above referred -to because the matter was
- going into the handJs of counsel for. the dgfense in this ocsase.

The affidavit présented to the above mentioned Dr.Harris
and which he was requested to sign under _oath, -ond whieh had been
prepared in accordance with the penciled n{emoraxldum méde by the ‘
said Dr. Harris énd the truth of which pe-admitted is hereto at~-
tached an'd marked Exhibit "A". o

EXHIBIT "A".

pe —

 "State of Georgie, ) Extraord inaxy Motion for MNew Trisal
V8. ( From Conviction of Murder,
Leo M. Frank. _ }——3InPulton Superior Court,March Term,1913.

Georgla, Fulton County.
. Personally came before the undersigned,

- H,FHarris, who upon oath says that he 1s a vracticing physician.
Affiant furthér says thet he performed the autopsy on the body of
Mary Phagan after it was exhumed and that under the directions
-of Solicitor Dorsey, he obtained some.of the girl's hair when
the body was exemined, to compare with the hair said to have been .

.- found on the lathe handle and which was given affiant by one of

"Mr. Dorsey's assistants. . :

Affiant states that the specimens of hair taken from the
. head of the girl, when compared with the specimens given him, ap-
_peored somewhat different in color and on microscopic examinat-
ion, and his impression was that the two specimens of hair were
not from -the head of the same person.
N Affient stetes that he reported the foregoing view to
the Solicitor General and that the latter told him there would be
no necessity for going any further with the hair investigation.
- Affiant Purther statcs that he never considered the
.matter in any way material end dismissed it from his mind. He
further states that he does not recall that he was asked about
the girl's hair when he was upon the witness stand and states
.. Further that the samples of hair, with the exception of several
* " mloroschpic sesctions, were turned back to the eforesaid assistant
“-of the Solieitor General. : i
- Affient further stetes that there was no purposc on ~

. _his part to conceal the feot that the hair given him appeared * ' -
,  different from the heir of Mary Phegen ‘end that he does not think
- anyone else had such & purpos e. -

; Affient states that he is quite positive in his assert-
© dons that the mieroscopic test was carvefully made. Le states
'+ thet the microscopkx will show the size and shape of hair and

.thet the hair of different persons differs in these particulars.
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- SWorn_to_snd Subsoribed befere me .
- this Srd day of April, 1914, ‘

~ Wotary Publ 1o, Ta lﬁon Oounty, Gas"
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¢ "Qtate of Georgla,  -) Extraordimery Motion for New . Trial

- VB 3 { From sonviction of murder - g3 5
Tieo M, Franke . In Fulten Superior Court, March Texm,1913, |

©

i Georgiea, Fwlton Gounty. -+ - - BT G- :
5 g © ' _Pergonally ceme before.the undersigned,
HeF Harris, who*upon oath seys that he i a practicing ‘Physician.
- Afflent further seys—theb—heplvformed ths sutopsy on the hody of
_ Mary Phagen, after it was exhumed .and that under the dirsctions
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