
aftdavn or athched to ihe pleading. ,,Jrr",208 Il1. 2d at 431. EeE, tlaintiffho done

23. ln Affimadve Defenso xIV Plainlifassel1s thai because Deferda h

!*uing thaf inpLied wamnly ofthe subFcl cat wN dhclaincd at dre time of plonase,

Delendmi is expEssly violadng $o inFliod and $iten wsa.iy uder |ne Mduson_

Mo$ Act. An altrnarile defense Dst do dorc thm otrer evidence ro reluF lroponv

pleaded facls in a conplaint. P44,e/ler,282 IIl. -dtP. 3d al907 Here,thellainliffis

sinply retuling properly pleaded facls, wilhout otreing any eviderce in support $eEol:

This affimadle defense n substantillly |ne sme s Plainlilis pFvious "AjEmalive

Dcfcnse Xlll" which ss slrickcn by tlis Coud on or about May 4, 2006

29. Afimaiilc Defense Fr' h alnosl e{actly the s@e as Plaintiffs

pEaiously plead "Afimative Defensc XIV" which ws slricken oD or aboul Mav 4,

2006. liainrifi hd added an additional ldagralh tnal mcrcly Ffli€s properlv pleadod

fasts lhal appeded in DefeDd;nt's counlerclain. This is not a valid afimalive dcfehse

l.l. Afnmallc Dcfcnse XVI fails to ne€rtne conectplcadins slddard in

lllinoh. Illinois staturory and annon law rcquircs not only that a plaintiil articulalc a

plain and concise slatcncnt of facts to suppod ils affimative defcnses, but sho $at thet

bc either suppoied by affidalit or attached 10 ltre plcading. aaJta,208 lll 2d at'131

UaintifflefcB io websnes, which are nol,nached. Plai iflalsoconcsloaconclusionof

facr reCardins a clain rhat Defendet supposedty nlde to Plainlif. tgarding rhe

odometer, but tbere is no basis for Uaindlfs accusalion. Tne facls consliluhng anv

alfrnnative defense nBt be plainly sel fodh in lne Mswer or Eply, so Plaintifs

afiimative defese faih the lllinois plcading st$dad. ?15 [cs 512-613.


