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Halted States v* Internationa]
70%

5 tijgtore oc Fvldenœ (3d M.) 511 et seq 
20 American Jurisprudence i 1023 et aeq.

274 H. S* 693,

Xt la well settlcd thai, eve» obère, unlike the prêtent case, ttm 

document subedfcted under tàis exception le a proper retord kepi in ihe 

course of duty by sa authorixed official, It 1s not admissible to support 

the opinions or conclusions of the official*

Franklin v. O U  So*. l a  F, (2d) 56e, 572 (C.C.A. 10, 1944)
United States v. Indien Crcek k&rble Co*. UO F* Supp. 811, 816 

(f>* 0* JE.»* Terni. 1941;
Sew Tor» Life In*. So* y* Miller* 65 App* 0* C* 129 (1935) 

v* Hettlt* 21 P* 0« Hep. 209 (S. Ci» S* C* 1892)
Moore v* Lsngdap. 13 B* 0» Hep. 127 (S* Ct* E.C* 1882}
Heel, v. Jsteggft. U 5  P. (2d) 145, 150 {$. Ct*, lashlngtai, 1%1)

Xt is therefore plain that this letter, written to a member of the 

public by a government official and expressing an opinion, on a natter on 

which he does not claim and is not shorn to have any first-hand knowledge 

whatever. Is wholly inadmissible for any purpose.

B. In any event, the exhibit is irrelevant. Xt does not purport 

to state that all —  or any particular —  residents of Idle Lake renounced 

under duress. v Xt therefore cannot be shown to apply specifically to may 

subject of the present litigation* Indeed, it does not say specifically 

that any TUX# Lake resident renounced under duress. And if it did, such a 

statement would constitute nothing more than a conclusion of law even were 

it clear, ae it Is not, that the word “duress* was intended to be used In 

its technical legal sense, the only sense which can have any relevance here.

Xt Is therefore respectfully submitted that Exhibit ho. 2 to the 

•Supplement and Amendment to the Complaint* must be stricken*

United fjf&teaT Attorney 
Attorney for Respondent*

June t-/# , 2946
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