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SUMMARY

The Illinois Supreme Court held that amendments to the Consumer Fraud and Deceptive Business

Practices Act providing special procedural and remedial rules for claims against new and used vehicle

dealers violated the Illinois Constitution’s prohibition against special legislation. The court concluded

that the amendments favored vehicle dealers and created an arbitrary classification not rationally

related to a legitimate state interest. It affirmed the appellate court’s judgment invalidating the

amendments.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether amendments to section 10a of the Illinois Consumer Fraud and Deceptive Business Practices

Act, applicable only to new and used vehicle dealers, violated the Illinois Constitution's prohibition
against special legislation.

2. Whether the statutory classification favoring new and used vehicle dealers was rationally related to a

legitimate state interest and therefore constitutionally permissible.

3. Whether the challenged provisions, including the public-injury pleading requirement, punitive-damages
limitation, presuit notice requirement, and settlement and offer-of-judgment provisions, were adequately

connected to the legislative purpose of addressing alleged litigation abuses.

HOLDINGS

1. Public Acts 87-1140 and 89-144 constituted impermissible special legislation because they favored new
and used vehicle dealers over other similarly situated defendants and imposed additional burdens on
consumers pursuing consumer-fraud claims against those dealers without an adequate connection to the

legislation's purpose.

2. The parties were relegated to the rights they had before enactment of the invalid statutory amendments.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“The special legislation clause expressly prohibits the General Assembly from conferring a special privilege

or benefit upon a person or group of persons while excluding others similarly situated.” (208 Ill. 2d at 28)

“Here, however, the remedy chosen by the legislature, and the resulting classification, are not adequately

connected to the purpose of the statute. Indeed, the remedy turns the statute on its head.” (208 Ill. 2d at 39)

“Accordingly, we hold that Public Acts 87-1140 and 89-144 are void as impermissible special legislation.”
(208 111. 2d at 42)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

In April 1996, Charles Allen purchased a used vehicle from Woodfield Chevrolet. Allen alleged that the dealer
advertised one price but charged a different price for the same vehicle. He brought a claim under the Illinois
Consumer Fraud and Deceptive Business Practices Act and separately challenged amendments that imposed
vehicle-dealer-specific pleading, notice, settlement, offer-of-judgment, and punitive-damages provisions. Allen
acknowledged that he had not complied with the statutory 30-day presuit notice requirement.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Charles Allen sued Woodfield Chevrolet in the Circuit Court of Cook County after purchasing a used vehicle,
alleging that the dealer advertised one price and charged another. He challenged statutory amendments

governing consumer-fraud claims against vehicle dealers and admitted that he had not provided the required 30-



day presuit notice. The circuit court upheld the amendments and dismissed the consumer-fraud claim for lack of
notice. The Illinois Appellate Court reversed, holding that the amendments violated the special-legislation
clause. The Illinois Supreme Court allowed Woodfield Chevrolet's petition for leave to appeal and affirmed the

appellate court.
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