
itlclucle n'hether plaintifi''s pleaclings are legally sutficient to state a claim tln Counts

VII, Vill iitrcl X, ancl lvhctlter the Dealcr's Novcrnber 28, 2005 Ansr.r,er was A nullitv

ancl/or u,hether it u,as tirnell'filed or propel'I1, :;erved.

ISSUES PRBSENTED FOR REVIEW

I . Whether the clollar figurcs of plaintiff's clairn ancl the I)ealer's

colll.Iterclairtr exceedecl the jurisclictional lirnit of tite trial court;

2. Whether orders issuecl iu November of 2005 shail be voicl which were

entered atter plaintiflf'subrnitted a rnotion tbr substitution of .judge as of right;

3. Whether the Dealer should be allowecl to proceecl after it clict not tile ir

tirnely Ansu,er or dicl not properly serve it upon plaintiff in 2005;

4. Whether the Dealer's Counterrclaim is a non-meritorious filing; antl

whether satrcticltt shoulcl be irnposecl uncler Illinois Suprente Court Rule 137;

.5. Whcthcr thc Dealcr'r; trial coitusel. Ms. Vorbcrg had stancling to adriress

the cottrt on ancl atter August l, 2006, iifter tailing to file a substitution appearance

lornr;

6. Whether the trial court errecl irt permitting the Dealer's collnsel to presenr

four letters of her own as tr"ial e xhibits, rvhether those letters contain inadrnissible

hearsay ancl deliberate false statemcnt. aucl whether the Dcalei'' s colrnscl hail engagecl

itt "court order shopping" or "judge shopping" activities:

7 . Whether the trial court errecl in cleferring the ruling of plaintiff's m<ltions,

which raisecl issues ott the court's jurisclictional lirnit, validity of sorne orclers:


