
pFviou '?ffimativ€ D.fonse X" which was slricken or or about May 4, 2006. The

addiriolal pd.snph adds nothing to ddry $e affimarive defe$e.

25. Amnative Defese XI is *acdy tne sme 6 PlairtiFs pEvios

"AfEmative Defense XI" thnt ws slicken on or about May 4, 2006. ?laintiff this tine

added two exlibits of the 'tsuyes Cuide" she received. Ho@ver, ihese two exlibits

contain the sme infomatior pertaining io the wmmty. Tlere is no evidence of t1E thid

"blyes glide thar Plainlill ef€rs 1o, attached to the pleading, so Pluliff s facls ffi

wholly Dsupponed. This ammadve def€6e failed l[e pLeadine standard pEviously, md

$ercforc, nusi fail acain.

26. Afiimativc Defense XII comes to s€venl conclusioB of fact dd law,

stating "Buick and its musel m basicolly cortendhg lhey cm tow every cd on lhe

slieettoa'deale$hip,'then,collecltlorag€fe6,'..."Ilshafaheslal.nnlabout

Defender, lrot s affimativ€ defensb, Ilaintiff i{thd aserts, "in Defenddt\ olinion

md praoti€, th€ subject ce was sold 's is. "' PlaintiE is coning to factual conclnsions

abour Defendanfs beliefs dd opinios, which is wholly uameptable in o aFmative

defense. Once again, Plaintifr failed !o satisfy rnc pl€adine sland!.d in illinoh.

2?. AEiraliye Defese XIll asserts several conclusions of facl ed law.i

quoles seveol employees ofD€fend@r, with no basis. ft aho rfds to a Mmly that

wd supposedly checked "Wmsnty," yet lheE is no ex}ibit suploning Lhis concluior ot

fact. Wh@ rulinc on a scton 2-615 notio4 t]le coun nay only consider the pleadings

ed docunmk incorporared into r\e pladin9. Bubd-Colnan Co.. 236  . ApF, 3d at

1068. Any frcts Ned lo support an affimalive delense Eusi be eilher suplorl€d by


