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Plaintiffs,
ve: Case No: 13- MR - 50
COUNTY OF EDGAR

and

CHRIS PATRICK, individually and in

his official capacity as Edgar County
Board Chairman

and

BEN JENNESS, MIKE HELTSLEY,
DAN BRUNER, KARL FARNHAM, JR.,
ALAN ZUBER, JEFF VOIGT, each
individually and in official capacities

as Edgar County Board Members
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Defendants.

RESPONSE TO DEFENDANTS’
MOTION TO DISMISS

All defendants, appearing by the Edgar County State’s Attorney, moved to

dismiss the Complaint pursuant to both 735 ILCS 5/2-619 and 735 ILCS 5/2-615.

Although the Complaint was pled in two Counts, defendants’ motion

requests dismissal of Count I (2-619), Count II (2-615) and Count III (2-615).



otion to dismiss Count III under 2-615 ig textually identical to the motion

to dismiss Count I under 2-619.

AUTHORITY - MOTIONS TO DISMISS

In deciding a moti iSmi
& @ motion to dismiss, ]| well-pleaded facts are taken as true
and all rea i
sonable inferences from those facts are drawn in favor of the plaintiff.

Perona v. Volkswagen of Americaq, Inc., 292 Ill.App.3d 59, 67, 684 N.E.2d 859

(1997). The court must determine Wwhether the allegations in the complaint, when
viewed in the light most favorable to the plaintiff, are sufficient to state a cause of
action upon which relief can be granted. Connick v, Suzuki Motor Co., 174 1ll.2d
482, 490, 675 N.E.2d 584 (1996). Dismissal is improper “unless it clearly
appears that no set of facts can be proved under the pleadings which will entitle
the complainant to recover.” Peter J. Hartmann Co. v. Capital Bank & Trust Co.,
296 I1l.App.3d 593, 600, 694 N.E.2d 1108 (1998). At this stage, the court is not
called upon to decide the likelihood of plaintiff proving his case but only that he is
entitled to relief upon proving the facts alleged. Oliveira v. Amoco Oil Co., 311
111.App.3d 886, 895, 726 N.E.2d 51, 59 (4™ Dist. 2000). A motion to dismiss
should be denied where a cause of action is stated, even if it is not the cause of
action intended by the plaintiff. Boyd v. Travelers Insurance Company, 166
I1l.2d 188, 194, 652 N.E.2d 267, 270 (1995).

Section 2-619.1 of the Code permits a defendant to file a combined motion
to dismiss pursuant to sections 2-615 and 2-619 of the Code. Thurmanv.
Champaign Park District, 2011 IL App (4™) 101024, 960 N.E.2d 18, 21, 355

Ill.Dec. 575, 578 (4™ Dist. 2011).



A sectiop 2-67 5#5 motion to dismiss tests the legal sufficiency of the
complaj . .
Plaint While a Sectjon 2-619 motion admits the legal sufficiency of the

COmplajnt but asserts affirmative matter outside the complaint that defeats the
Cause of actiop Id.
I. Morioy TO prsmiss count 111 SHOULD BE STRICKEN

First, thig Portion of the motion requests impossible relief - to dismiss a
Count - Count 117 - that does not exist.

Second, the motion to dismiss Count III is an impermissible hybrid
motion in that jt burports to seek relief under 2-615 but, at the same time,
burports to Tequest the court to consider other matter outside of the Complaint
(Exhibits 1, 2 ang 3), which is only proper in a motion under 2-619. A section 2-
615(a) motion to dismiss tests the legal sufficiency of the complaint while a
section 2-619 motion admits the legal sufficiency of the complaint but asserts
affirmative matter outside the complaint that defeats the cause of action.
Thurman v. Champaign Park District, 2011 IL App (4™) 101024, 960 N.E.2d 18,

21, 355 Ill.Dec. 575, 578 (4™ Dist. 2011). Thus, in this hybrid motion, defendants

both admit the legal sufficiency of the Complaint (2-619) and tests the legal

sufficiency of the Complaint (2-615).

735 ILCS 5/2-619.1 states:

Combined motions. Motions with respect to plead.ings under Sef:tion 2-
615, motions for involuntary dismissal or other relief under Sect‘tl)or;“1 ?-319,
d’ motions for summary judgment under Section 2-1005 may be 11le

- any combination. A combined motion,

h part shall be limited to and shall specify

together as a single motion in
or 2-1005. Each part

wever, shall be in parts. Each |
?}?at it is ’made under one of Sections 2-615, 2-619,



upon wh; Clear]y show the points or grounds relied upon under the sector,
1Ch it is based.

PI‘OVid:O;:;S brought under the different section.s (2-615, :2'619’ 2-1005) eac.h
Tent method for reaching the defect in a pleading and the court is
Tequired ¢ consider each of the statutory sections under the respective burdens
that the Movant mygt meet. Where the different sections of the Code are not
Specified and/or the parts of motion are not limited to the parameters of a
Specific section of the Code, the motion has been termed a “hybrid motion”.
“This ‘hybrid motion’ has been consistently criticized. ‘Reviewing courts have
long disapproved of this slipshod practice as it causes unnecessary complication
and confusion.” McNellis . O’Connor, 266 I1l.App.3d 1063, 1068-69, 640 N.E.2d
1354, 1358 (1* Dist. 1994).

In Jenkins v. Concorde Acceptance Corp., 345 Ill.App.3d 669, 674, 802
N.E.2d 1270, 1276 (1% Dist. 2003), the court stated: “Section 2-619.1 of the Code
allows a litigant to combine a section 2-615 motion to dismiss and a section 2-619
motion for involuntary dismissal in one pleading. 735 ILCS 5/2-619.1 However,
this statute does not authorize hybrid motion practice. Storm & Associates, Ltd.
v. Cuculich, 298 T1l.App.3d 1040, 1046, 233 Ill.Dec. 101, 700 N.E.2d 202, 206

(1998). The failure to specifically designate whether a motion to dismiss is

brought pursuant to section 2-615 or section 2-619 is not always fatal, but

eversal is required if prejudice results to the nonmovant. Illinois Graphics Co. v.
T

1.2d 469, 484, 203 Ill.Dec. 463, 639 N.E.2d 1282, 1289 (1994).”

Nickum,159 11
bined motion shall be limited

Clearly, the statute requires that each part of a com
b
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el Speley that it is made under one of Sections 2-615, 2-619, or 2-1005,
A 2-61 s :
9-1 motjgy Which does not properly specify the section and which

intermi . . ’
ngles the Various requirements is an unauthorized hybrid motion.

Plaintiffs Object to the hybrid motion to dismiss Count ITI. Defendants
have imper missibly incorporated 2-619 elements into a 2-615 motion. Section 2-
619.1 Tequires that “gach part shall also clearly show the points or grounds relied
Uupon under the Section upon which it is based.” The hybrid motion filed in this

case is ncomprehensible, under the requirements of the Code of Civil Procedure

and should be stricken.

The motion to dismiss Count III was filed under 2-615 which does not
allow exhibits or extraneous matters to be considered. Therefore, Exhibits 1,2

and 3 should be stricken.

II. MOTION TO DISMISS COUNT I MUST BE STRICKEN AN D/OR
DENIED BECAUSE ATTORNEY MARK ISAF HAS AN
IMPERMISSIBLE CONFLICT OF INTEREST AS TO CHRIS PATRICK

Mark Isaf, State’s Attorney for the County of Edgar, purports to represent
Chris Patrick, by filing a motion to dismiss on behalf of all defendants,
specifically including a motion to dismiss Count I which names only Chris Patrick

as the defendant in Count I. Mr. Isaf has an impermissible conflict of interest.

On June 5, 2013, when the Complaint was filed, Chris Patrick was a

ber of the Edgar County Board. Chris Patrick resigned his position on the
member

dear County Board on June 26, 2013, Filed on June 28, 2013. As alleged, Chris
E gar ou




s L P v—
gar and, therefore, to the Edgar County Board.
N The Complajng alleges that Chris Patrick had and has financial/economic
Ed o direCtly adverse to the financial/economic interests of the County of
N 1:gar. Afact of which the Court can take judicial notice is that Chris Patrick is
i an Edgar County official, but a private individual. The motion to dismiss
ount I was filed op September 16, 2013, well after the date that defendant Chris

Patri .
atrick resigned from the Edgar County Board.

Count I names Chris Patrick as the sole defendant and alleges fraudulent
conduct done by him prior to his election to the Edgar County Board, in violation
of the Illinois Governmental Ethics Act. 5 ILCS 420/4A-101. Defendant Patrick
was required to file a Disclosure of Economic Interests. He is alleged to have
failed to disclose his financial interests in Zimmerly Ready Mix, a corporation in
which he is alleged to have financial interests which must be reported. This
allegedly fraudulent conduct adversely affected contracts entered into by the

County of Edgar during defendant Patrick’s tenure as County Board member.

Pursuant to the Public Officers Prohibited Activities Act, an elected county board

member may not be called upon to vote on any contract in which the elected

nancially interested, either directly in his own

official may, in any manner, be fi

name of any other person or
s Act is void. 50 ILCS 105/3

‘ corporation. And any
name or indirectly in the

contract made and procured in violation of thi







