
It does nohise to the pleading steddd in Illinojs. lr docs not give color to Defendor's

clain ed thcn ascrt new malrcs by which thG risnt is defeatd. tt/alkt Agen.\, 121 Ill

App. 3d at 222. Ar affrnativc dcfcNc nust do norc than ofler evidcnce to renrt

prcperly pleaded facls in Defendanlt coulerclaim. Pryellel,282Ill. Apt. 3d at 90?,

Tbere arc no fac$ anrched lo Plajntifas pl@di.g rhat suppon Plainlifls afimative

delense of "lraud Upon Tribunal" ud lheEfoE dris is not a vaiid sfirnarive defe$e.

22. dnmative Defens€ vlll fails 10 reach ihc proper pleading sLnddd in

lllinois, and is wholly conclusory in natuc. Plainlifla$eas, No parrt shau ask for

conpensalion for violating Illinon SupEne Coln Rul€s. Plainliff does nol a$ed a

cause of aclion here. She ncrely oncs lo a conclusion of iaq md lhen sccses

Def€ndant ofviolating supEne coun Rule 201(k) which is not cited aL all in ln

afiihative defense. lunhemoF, this is subslrntiauy lbe sme s Plaintiffs pevious

''AffmaLive Defe6€ Vlll" which was st icken on or about Mat 4, 2006.

23. Aflimarile Defens€ Ia coms to sevcral conolusions of law md fact, Nith

no suppo'1ing evidence. Plainlif clains lhere was spoliatlon of cvidence, yet she does

not provid€ my subslmliye evidence to suppo this. sno iefes to'fiaudulent

sratemenB" nade hy Defendml, yet does no1 descib. what thosc reE. s}e neEly

altenpls lo retule properly pled fads rhat were in Defendbfs @uierclain, witlout

sulporlirg evidence, sbich is pohibjted. IDryel,f, 282 [1. App. 3d at 907.

24. Affimative Defehse X does not plead a caue of aclion. li is entitled

'Lachet' yet il in no *ay pleads lhe elenents of a cause of action for L&hes. Th.

armative dcfeBe is exactly the sme, exceF fo! one addilional palaEBph, * Plaintilfs


