
18. Affimative Defense IV states in pan. "Buick llled a brief m$er wlnch

was legally dd factuaUy insullicjent. nrere is noNhele to be fouM with a counterclaim

i. lhc Ansver." Aside fron being a conclusion of fact md lawi &c affimativc defcsc is

rnholly incompehensible, and alnosrexactlt ile sa6e as Plainliffs ptvio6

'Affimadle DeFnse lv" *hich ws slrjcken on or about May4,2006.

I 9 ,\fnmadve Defeme V is $bolly unsuploned by facls. Tno facls

constituting an ammalive defense nusr be llainlt sd fonh in the an$ler or ieply. ?35

ll-CS 52-613. HeF. it is uncLear whal afinadve defense is even being a$erled. let

alone what facls seport il. Fmhemore- $is cout h substdlially simil4to?lainlifi's

previous 'Aifrrmative Defense V 'which was slricken od or about May 4, 2006.

20. Alnmaive Defense VI cones 10 a conclsion of facl slaling, "Buick md

irs coutuel fte qing lo cxlract an bseanled senlemcDt by fiiing fie inslet

coureiclain. ' This slalenenl is wholly msuppo ed by ey cvidence. PlaintiffEles10 a

Iencr. but n is nol attaohed lo lie lleading. larls onst eilher be supponed by afiidavit or

be atrachcd ro ihc pleading. Aal,a.208111.2d at43l. The facls alleged h€re m

supported by neither. lu henor, n is substdtially $e sme os Plainiifs p.evious

'r\fiimarivc Defense Vl" rhat vas stricken on or about May 4, 2006.

21. Afiimalive DeGse VI is rife wilh conclsioB of law and fad. Plaintiff

states, In noE lne o.e year of CoM pioceedines, defenddt and its cou$l knovingly

md willtully, nisinterpeted the law iD monrraceous say... Plainlif also sllles,

"defendanl dd ih counsel iolale Supene Coud Rnlos,local rules ofthe CircDil Coun,

and lllinois Codes of Civil PDcedure. .." TheF is no evidencc presenlcd to support these

starenen$, rDrrhemoie, Plaintifs clain does not constiule a lalid alfimadvo dcfensc.


