Affidavits which are offered to prove the truth of the statements contained in
them are hearsay. Therefore, as a general rule, affidavits are only admissible
as substantive evidence when they fall within one of the standard hearsay
exceptions.1 For example, a party’s admission, made in an affidavit, may be
admissible.

Moreover, affidavits intended to be used as evidence should be based upon
personal knowledge.2 Those based upon “information and belief” are
generally insufficient unless authorized by statute.3 Affidavits should also
state specific facts as opposed to opinions or conclusions.4

And further, affidavits which are not specifically authorized by statute will
be excludable at the request of the opposition.5 And even if an affidavit is
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authorized by statute, the court may still limit its use.6 Generally, affidavits
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