of Solicitor Dorsey, he obitained some of the girl's heir when the
body was examined, to compare with the hair said to have been
found on the lathe handle and which was given affiant by one of
lr.Dorsey's assistants. ' il 4

: Affiant states that the speocimens of hair taken from
the head of the girl, when compared with the gpecimens giver him
appeared somewhat different as “to color and on microscopic ex-
amination, and his impression was that the two specimens of hair
were not from thé same person.

: Afflant states that he reported the foregoing views to
the Sollgitor General and that the latter told him there would be
no necessity for going any further with the hair investigation,

Affiant further states thet he never considered the
mtter in any way materiel end dismissed it from his mind. He
further states that he does not recall that he was asked aboup
the girl'shair-whenhe was upon the witness stand and ststes
further thet the samples of heir, with the exception of several
of the microscopic sectiions, were turned back to the sforesaid
assistant of the Solieitor Genmeral.

Affiant further states that there was no purposeon his
part to conceal fthe faet that the he ir given him appesred differ=~
ent from that of Mary Phagen's and that he does not think anyone
elge had such & purposes :

Affiant ftates thet he is quite positive in his asser-
tions that the microscopic. test was carefully made. ,He states

- that the miocroscope will show the size and shape of ir, and
the t the hair of different persons differs in these pragficulars,

. Affiant further says. the two specimens vere /mich alike
that it was impossible for him to form any definite and absolute
opinign as to whether they were from the head of the same person
or not. . . )

Sworn to and subsoribed before me.
this April 2nd,1914,

. Notary Rublic, Fulton County,Ga,"

B. Ao Ko SLEVENS, Sworn for the Movent. He accompan ied

.J. Pe Fyi'fe‘to.the office of Dr.H.F.Hoarris in the City of
Atlents, Ga. on April 2nd,1914; that the said Fyffe presented to
the said Harris a typewritten sheet'd‘cﬁmining certain statements
in connection with thd case; ?hat ‘the said Dr.Harrié declined to
sign the same but*'wif;h & lead pencil made certain alterations at

~ the conclusion of which he /stat'ed that if the matter was _prepafed
in that. form, he would sign the same; thet he afterwards sdded
thereto an additional paragraph in lead pencil ;ﬁhioh he said was a

T S

— — ——conolustonwilch he desized Lo 6dd tohis affidavits —

_ - Witness was 15resent_ again on April 3rd when the matter
was presented. to Dr, Har_i'i;a, with the péragraph last above referr-.
ed to pmitted; i:hat the said Dr.Harris 'statgd that the .affidavit -
prepexred end submitted for his ,s‘ignat'ura' stoted the truth*b{z;

" that he desired tha_..i; tﬁe'@d’ditdonal peregreph referred to above be.

added, and refused to sign the seme in its -then oohdit_ion. “And

When‘a_qkod why‘ h; wou ld ;'16_1:_515:.1 thae a,ffi'gldawt' in 'Hs_s xistin L

)




