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We note that this case was tried b€fore the bencb and therefore enjoys a presumption that

the tdaljudge knew the law and followed it accordingly. See!449y,368 Ill. App.3dat 386.

Defendant has failed to direct us to any evidence in the record to overcome the presumptior that

the trialjudge followed the law and disregarded any possible hearsay evidence. We have

thoroughly reviewed the record, and find that it is unclear for what purpose these lette$ were

entered into evidence. Plaintiffs proposed bystarder's report gives no indication why the patties

offered them as evidence, nor why the coutt allowed them into evidence. Absent evidence to the

contrary, we presume the trial court acted according to the law. See Gilmore, 237 Ill App 3d at

754 On this record, therefore, we 6nd no abuse ofdiscretion by the trial coutt. JuI4, 352 Ill

App. 3d at 1085

The Odometer Act

Next, plaintiffcontends that the trial court applied the incorrect legal standard with respect

to plaintifls claim unde. the "Odometer Act." Specifically, both panies agree that the tnal court

included the element of"intent to defraud" in rendering its verdict in favor ofdefendant

However, plaintiff disputes that this element was the correct legal standard

Under the Illinois Odometer Act, a transferor who makes inaccurate or unt.uthful

statements with regard to the odometer mileage upon title transfer with the intent to defraud may

be subject to liability for damages to the transferee. 625 ILCS5/3-112 1(e) (W€st 2004); see also

Jim M'Ladv Olds. Inc. v. Secretarv ofState oflllinois, 162 Ill. App. 3d 959, 963 (1987).

. Whethe. the tdal court applied the co ect legal standard is a question of law which we review de

l?ovo. A.C.&S. v. Industrial Commissior\ 304 L App. 3d 875,879 (1999)
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