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rccord also inaludes the November 8, 2005, order granting defendad's motion to dismiss as to

counts 7 (negligent infliction of€motional distres, aDd 8{intentional infliction ofemotional

distress), and denying it as to the other counts. The order begins:

"This matter coming b€fore the Coud upon D€fendant's € 2-615 Motion to Stike

and Dismiss PlaintiFs Amended Complaint, U with all parties given due notice and

the Court fully advised in the premisesl.]"

There is no mention in the order ofan objection by plsintiffto hearing a motion that had

previously been disposed of, and there is no transcript ofany hearing that may have occuned on

this motion. In short, the record before us is piecemeal, the filings are out oforder, and this court

has spent undue energy unraveling the mess that is this record. It is the appellant's burden to

provide a complete record on appeal, and any doubt arising from the ilcompleteness ofthe recofd

is resolved against the appellant. Glmore v. Citv ofZion,231lll App.3d144'754 (1992)

Absent evidence to the contrary, we presume the trial coun acted according to the law. See

Gilmore,237ll l. App. 3d at 754.

Fraud Uoon the Tribunal

Nex1, plaintif contends that the court erred when it granted defendant's section 2-615

motion to strike and dismiss plaintif s claim for fraud upon a tribunal We disagree

In plaintiffs second amended complaint, she aileged that defendant Buick committed

Aaud upon the tribunal. Specifcally, plaintiff alleged,, inter alia:

"183. In Court proceedings and during arbitration, Defendart and its counsel

[Vorberg],willingly and knowingly, misstate the law in outrageous ways; they
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