
31. Affrmative Defense Xvlllleces a violaton of connor law iiald,

however ir does nol aniculale the elements of sucL case of aclion, nor does ir provide

erplicit evidcnce to supporl such a clain. Ii comes l,r several f&tual conciusio$, which

re msupporred by evidence, such as "delendaDt dolinilely lincv what the tees oflhe

$ndty tqeel when ihe subjecl car wd sold," and Buick intenliomliy plovided

m is leading ud deceptive skremenrs on all of lhese nalerial issles. , . " Tne se al legalios

do not constnlF an allldaiive defense.

32. Afiimaiive DefeNe Xvlil fails ro met the lllinois pieading standdd,

bEsed on the facl $at no elenenls of fie claitu a€ sel fort! or supponed. lt does not

asen a nes nafter shich def4ls lhe muterclain.

33. Afiinmtive Defense XIX acain fsils to satisff rhe pleading standad ir

Illinois. QuiF sinply, llainliffhas failed lo dserl sDJtrcient fads ro suppor. the

34. Accoidinsly, by virtue of tle faa thal each afmative defense is not only

inundated wilh legal conclusions, bur also fmnghr with aasue dd incooprehesible

verbiage, devoid of fdlal sulpon+d tlb1 each deiciehct lel alone all tosether,

violates lllinoG' pleading standad Defendmi .especltully iequests this Coun sdke

PlainliFs Re-Pleaded Afiimative Defetu*. {id Fejudjce, s a naft€r of law

CONCfUSION

WmREIORE, for fie abor stated Easons, Delendmt D'Andrea Buick, Inc.

(enoneoudy sued s Naplelon Buick, !rc.), prays lhrt dris Coun eder m order slritins

all iin€teen (t9) of Plainrilfs Re-Pleaded Afiimative Defe$es to Defendanfs


