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Supreme Court of Illinois.  

SANGAMON COUNTY SHERIFF'S DEPART- 
MENT, Appellee,  

v.  
The ILLINOIS HUMAN RIGHTS COMMISSION 

et al., Appellants.  
Nos. 105517, 105518.  

 
April 16, 2009.  

 
Background: Employee filed sexual harassment
claim against employer and co-worker. The Illinois
Human Rights Commission determined that em-
ployer was strictly liable for co-worker's harass-
ment, and employer appealed. The Appellate Court,
Knecht, J., 375 Ill.App.3d 834, 314 Ill.Dec. 631,
875 N.E.2d 10, reversed, and parties sought leave
to appeal.  
 
Holding: The Supreme Court, Burke, J., held that
employer was strictly liable for co-worker's harass-
ment.  
 
Reversed.  
 
 
Karmeier, J., joined by Garman, J., filed dissenting
opinion.  
 

West Headnotes  
 
[1] Administrative Law and Procedure 15A 
683  
 
15A Administrative Law and Procedure  
     15AV Judicial Review of Administrative De-
cisions  
          15AV(A) In General  
               15Ak681 Further Review  
                    15Ak683 k. Scope. Most Cited Cases  
In an administrative review action, the Supreme
Court reviews the decision of the administrative
agency, not the decision of the appellate court.  
 

[2] Administrative Law and Procedure 15A
796  
 
15A Administrative Law and Procedure  
     15AV Judicial Review of Administrative De-
cisions  
          15AV(E) Particular Questions, Review of  
               15Ak796 k. Law questions in general.
Most Cited Cases  
An administrative agency's decision on a question
of law is reviewed de novo.  
 
[3] Statutes 361 219(1)  
 
361 Statutes  
     361VI Construction and Operation  
          361VI(A) General Rules of Construction  
               361k213 Extrinsic Aids to Construction  
                    361k219 Executive Construction  
                         361k219(1) k. In general. Most
Cited Cases  
Interpretation of a statute by involved administrat-
ive bodies constitutes an informed source for guid-
ance when seeking to ascertain the legislature's in-
tention when the statute was enacted.  
 
[4] Statutes 361 181(1)  
 
361 Statutes  
     361VI Construction and Operation  
          361VI(A) General Rules of Construction  
               361k180 Intention of Legislature  
                    361k181 In General  
                         361k181(1) k. In general. Most
Cited Cases  
Cardinal rule of statutory construction is to ascer-
tain and give effect to the intent of the legislature.  
 
[5] Statutes 361 188  
 
361 Statutes  
     361VI Construction and Operation  
          361VI(A) General Rules of Construction  
               361k187 Meaning of Language  
                     361k188 k. In general. Most Cited
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Cases  
In interpreting a statute, the best indication of the
legislature's intent is the language of the statute,
which must be given its plain and ordinary mean-
ing.  
 
[6] Statutes 361 190  
 
361 Statutes  
     361VI Construction and Operation  
          361VI(A) General Rules of Construction  
               361k187 Meaning of Language  
                     361k190 k. Existence of ambiguity.
Most Cited Cases  
Where statutory language is clear and unambigu-
ous, it is unnecessary to turn to other tools of con-
struction in interpreting the statute.  
 
[7] Statutes 361 190  
 
361 Statutes  
     361VI Construction and Operation  
          361VI(A) General Rules of Construction  
               361k187 Meaning of Language  
                     361k190 k. Existence of ambiguity.
Most Cited Cases  
A statute is ambiguous when it is capable of being
understood by reasonably well-informed persons in
two or more different senses.  
 
[8] Civil Rights 78 1189  
 
78 Civil Rights  
     78II Employment Practices  
           78k1181 Sexual Harassment; Work Environ-
ment  
               78k1189 k. Knowledge or notice; prevent-
ive or remedial measures. Most Cited Cases  
 
Civil Rights 78 1736  
 
78 Civil Rights  
     78V State and Local Remedies  
           78k1734 Persons Protected, Persons Liable,
and Parties  
               78k1736 k. Employment practices. Most
Cited Cases  
 

 

Employer was strictly liable under Human Rights
Act for co-worker's sexual harassment of employee
regardless of whether it was aware of harassment or
took measures to correct it, although co-worker was
not employee's supervisor, where co-worker was a
supervisor for employer. S.H.A. 775 ILCS 5/2-102
(D).  
 
[9] Civil Rights 78 1528  
 
78 Civil Rights  
     78IV Remedies Under Federal Employment Dis-
crimination Statutes  
          78k1526 Persons Liable  
               78k1528 k. Vicarious liability; respondeat
superior. Most Cited Cases  
Under Title VII, an employer's liability for hostile
environment sexual harassment depends on the har-
asser's status relative to the victim. Civil Rights Act
of 1964, § 701, 42 U.S.C.A. § 2000e et seq.  
 
[10] Civil Rights 78 1189  
 
78 Civil Rights  
     78II Employment Practices  
           78k1181 Sexual Harassment; Work Environ-
ment  
               78k1189 k. Knowledge or notice; prevent-
ive or remedial measures. Most Cited Cases  
 
Civil Rights 78 1736  
 
78 Civil Rights  
     78V State and Local Remedies  
           78k1734 Persons Protected, Persons Liable,
and Parties  
               78k1736 k. Employment practices. Most
Cited Cases  
Where an employee has been sexually harassed by
supervisory personnel, the Human Rights Act im-
poses strict liability on the employer, regardless of
whether the employer knew of the offending con-
duct. S.H.A. 775 ILCS 5/2-102(D).  
 
[11] Civil Rights 78 1736  
 
78 Civil Rights  
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     78V State and Local Remedies  
           78k1734 Persons Protected, Persons Liable,
and Parties  
               78k1736 k. Employment practices. Most
Cited Cases  
A supervisor's sexual harassment is imputed to the
employer under the Human Rights Act on the basis
that a supervisor is empowered to act on the em-
ployer's behalf. S.H.A. 775 ILCS 5/2-102(D).  
 
[12] Civil Rights 78 1708  
 
78 Civil Rights  
     78V State and Local Remedies  
           78k1705 State or Local Administrative
Agencies and Proceedings  
               78k1708 k. Time for proceedings; limita-
tions. Most Cited Cases  
Compliance with the 180-day filing requirement of
the Human Rights Act is required to vest the Hu-
man Rights Commission with subject matter juris-
diction over a charge. S.H.A. 775 ILCS 5/7A-102
(A)(1).  
 
[13] Civil Rights 78 1708  
 
78 Civil Rights  
     78V State and Local Remedies  
           78k1705 State or Local Administrative
Agencies and Proceedings  
               78k1708 k. Time for proceedings; limita-
tions. Most Cited Cases  
A sexual harassment claim based on a hostile work
environment is timely under the Human Rights Act
as long as it is filed within 180 days of any act that
is part of the hostile work environment. S.H.A. 775
ILCS 5/2-102(D), 5/7A-102(A)(1).  
 
[14] Civil Rights 78 1708  
 
78 Civil Rights  
     78V State and Local Remedies  
           78k1705 State or Local Administrative
Agencies and Proceedings  
               78k1708 k. Time for proceedings; limita-
tions. Most Cited Cases  
 

 

Provided that an act contributing to a sexual harass-
ment claim under the Human Rights Act based on a
hostile work environment occurs within 180 days of
the filing date, a fact finder may consider all of the
conduct that makes up the hostile environment
claim. S.H.A. 775 ILCS 5/2-102(D), 5/7A-102
(A)(1).  
 
[15] Civil Rights 78 1710  
 
78 Civil Rights  
     78V State and Local Remedies  
           78k1705 State or Local Administrative
Agencies and Proceedings  
               78k1710 k. Evidence. Most Cited Cases  
Human Rights Commission's determination that co-
worker committed sexually harassing acts against
employee that cumulatively constituted hostile
work environment was not against manifest weight
of evidence; co-worker prepared letter on employ-
er's letterhead telling employee that she had con-
tracted a sexually transmitted disease, and co-
worker's conduct promoted sexual atmosphere that
affected employee's work life. S.H.A. 775 ILCS
5/2-101(E), 5/2-102(D).  
 
[16] Civil Rights 78 1712  
 
78 Civil Rights  
     78V State and Local Remedies  
           78k1705 State or Local Administrative
Agencies and Proceedings  
               78k1712 k. Judicial review and enforce-
ment of administrative decisions. Most Cited Cases  
Supreme Court's review of a Human Rights Com-
mission's decision is limited to determining whether
it was against the manifest weight of the evidence;
if the record contains any evidence supporting the
Commission's decision, the Court must sustain the
decision on review.  
**40 Lisa Madigan, Attorney General, Springfield (
Michael A. Scodro, Solicitor General, and Jan E.
Hughes, Assistant Attorney General, Chicago, of
counsel), for appellant Illinois Human Rights Com-
mission.  
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Mary Lee Leahy, Springfield, for appellant Donna
Feleccia.  
 
William P. Hardy, D. Bradley Blodgett and J. Wil-
liam Roberts, of Hinshaw & Culbertson LLP,
Springfield, for appellee.  
 
Randall D. Schmidt, Chicago, and John A. Cise,
law student, for amicus curiae Employment Dis-
crimination Project of the University of Chicago
Law School's Edwin F. Mandel Legal Aid Clinic.  
 
Roger Huebner, Brian Day, Springfield, for amicus
curiae Illinois Municipal League.  
 
Clifford G. Kosoff, Edie P. Steinberg, of
O'Halloran Kosoff Geitner & Cook, LLC, North-
brook, for amicus curiae Illinois Counties Risk
Management Trust.  
 
 
 

*129 ***188 OPINION  
 
Justice BURKE delivered the judgment of the
court, with opinion:  
 
Donna Feleccia, a records clerk with the Sangamon
County sheriff's department (Sheriff's Department),
filed a charge of ***189 **41 sexual harassment
and retaliation against the Sheriff's Department and
Ron Yanor, a sergeant. Yanor was a supervisor in
the Sheriff's Department but was not Feleccia's su-
pervisor.  
 
Following a hearing, an administrative law judge
(ALJ) concluded that Feleccia failed to establish
her claims and recommended that the claims be dis-
missed with prejudice. The Illinois Human Rights
Commission (Commission) adopted the ALJ's re-
commendation to dismiss the retaliation charge but
found that Feleccia *130 established sexual harass-
ment based on a hostile work environment. The
Commission found as a matter of law that the Sher-
iff's Department was strictly liable for Yanor's har-
assment of Feleccia because he was a supervisory
employee. 775 ILCS 5/2-102(D) (West 1998).  
 

The appellate court reversed, finding that Yanor
was a coemployee of Feleccia. 375 Ill.App.3d 834,
847, 314 Ill.Dec. 631, 875 N.E.2d 10. As such, the
Sheriff's Department was not liable for Yanor's har-
assment of Feleccia because it took reasonable cor-
rective measures upon learning of the harassment.
375 Ill.App.3d at 847-48, 314 Ill.Dec. 631, 875
N.E.2d 10.  
 
We granted the petitions for leave to appeal filed by
Feleccia and the Commission, pursuant to Supreme
Court Rule 315 (210 Ill.2d R. 315). The actions
were consolidated for purposes of review. We find
that the Sheriff's Department is strictly liable for
Yanor's harassment based on his status as a super-
visory employee and accordingly reverse the appel-
late court's judgment reversing the Commission's
order.  
 
 

BACKGROUND  
 
Under section 2-102(D) of the Illinois Human
Rights Act (Act):  
 

“It is a civil rights violation: * * * [f]or any
employer, employee, agent of any employer, em-
ployment agency or labor organization to engage
in sexual harassment; provided, that an employer
shall be responsible for sexual harassment of the
employer's employees by nonemployees or non-
managerial and nonsupervisory employees only if
the employer becomes aware of the conduct and
fails to take reasonable corrective measures.” 775
ILCS 5/2-102(D) (West 1998).  

 
In her charge, filed June 15, 1999, Feleccia alleged
three counts: (1) that Yanor had retaliated against
her because she refused to engage in sexual activity
with him; (2) that Yanor's actions, and the Sheriff's
Department's response, created a hostile, embar-
rassing, and intimidating work environment; and
(3) that she experienced*131 different terms and
conditions of employment following her report of
the sexual harassment.  
 
The Illinois Department of Human Rights issued a
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notice of substantial evidence as to counts I and II
and a notice of dismissal of count III for lack of
substantial evidence and lack of jurisdiction over
Yanor. It filed a complaint with the Commission on
Feleccia's behalf, alleging sexual harassment and
retaliation against the Sheriff's Department and
Yanor. Yanor subsequently was dismissed from the
case after settling the claims against him.  
 
The parties proceeded to an administrative hearing
on January 9, 2003. Feleccia testified that she
began working as a records clerk on June 4, 1992.
In 1998 and 1999, her job duties involved entering
warrants and orders of protection into the computer
system and taking orders of protection to the squad
room to be served by the deputies. Feleccia worked
on the first shift from 9 a.m. to 5:30 p.m. At that
time, Yanor was a patrol division sergeant working
on the second shift from 2:30 p.m. ***190 **42 to
11:30 p.m. Yanor was a supervisor but had no su-
pervisory authority over Feleccia, who worked in a
separate division of the Sheriff's Department.  
 
On February 5, 1999, Feleccia received a letter in
her office mail, dated January 29, 1999, that ap-
peared to be on Illinois Department of Public
Health letterhead. It read, in part:  
 

“Dear Ms. Feleccia: This is to inform you that
you may have recently been exposed to a commu-
nicable or sexually transmitted disease. A confid-
ential source who has tested positive has brought
this matter to our attention.  

 
To insure privacy, your file has been assigned a

control number of # A23759. Please refer to this
in future correspondence.  

 
It is important that you schedule a screening

within the next 7 days. Please contact your local
public health office for an appointment. This ser-
vice is provided at no cost to you.  

 
*132 Yours truly,  

 
Julie A. Chelani, MSW Patient Advocate.”  

 

 

When Feleccia read the letter, she became very up-
set and started shaking. She brought the letter to her
supervisor, Lieutenant Sandra Hinsey. Feleccia was
crying and unable to speak. Hinsey escorted Felec-
cia to the office of the Illinois Department of Public
Health, which confirmed that the letter was a for-
gery. When they returned to the office, Hinsey gave
the letter to her supervisor, Chief Deputy Tony
Sacco.  
 
Hinsey told Feleccia to “act normal,” and told her
not to say anything until the investigation was com-
plete. Feleccia testified that other people in the de-
partment heard about the forged letter. A sheriff's
deputy called her to say that he had heard her
“affair with Yanor” went wrong. She told him that
his information was incorrect, but that she could
not discuss it. On the same day, another deputy told
Feleccia's coworker that he had heard Feleccia had
a disease.  
 
Sacco ordered the internal affairs division to invest-
igate the matter. The Illinois State Police submitted
a report indicating that Yanor's fingerprints were
found on the letter. On April 22, 1999, Yanor ad-
mitted in an interview that he had typed the letter
on a typewriter in the squad room, using old sta-
tionery from the Illinois Department of Public
Health. Yanor said he had intended the letter as a
practical joke. Yanor was advised not to have any
contact with Feleccia.  
 
On May 18, 1999, Yanor received a disciplinary
memorandum from Sheriff Neil Williamson, which
stated, in part:  
 

“Based on the outcome of a Professional Stand-
ards internal investigation sustaining the fact you
admitted to violating the Sheriff's Office Sexual
Harassment Policy, I am hereby suspending you
for four (4) days without pay to be served consec-
utively by June 11, 1999.  

 
I cannot express enough my disappointment in

you, *133 especially representing me and this of-
fice in your capacity as a supervisor. Your ac-
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tions were reckless and showed lack of judge-
ment.  

 
Any further actions of this magnitude will res-

ult in a substantially harsher suspension and pos-
sible demotion or termination.” (Emphasis in ori-
ginal.)  

 
When Feleccia asked Sheriff Williamson about the
discipline imposed on Yanor, Williamson told her
that he “gave [Yanor] as many days as he could
without the merit board finding out.” Williamson
told Feleccia not to file sexual harassment charges,
not to go to the media, and not to go near Yanor.
He informed her that the ***191 **43 Illinois De-
partment of Public Health had opted not to press
criminal charges.  
 
Feleccia said she felt “degraded,” “insignificant[,]
and not important” because nothing more was done.
She was upset that the department accepted the let-
ter as a joke. Feleccia had been seeing a psychiatrist
for anxiety and “work stress” since 1996. After the
incident with the forged letter, she began seeing her
doctor more frequently, the dosage of her medica-
tion was doubled, and she lost sleep and missed
work days.  
 
On June 10, 1999, Feleccia met with Chief Deputy
Sacco and Mike Walton, director of support ser-
vices for the Sheriff's Department. Feleccia told
them that she was unhappy with the way the matter
was handled because other employees were talking
about the incident. Feleccia informed Sacco and
Walton about prior incidents of sexual harassment
by Yanor. Sacco told Feleccia that she should have
come forward at the time of the incidents so that ac-
tions could have been taken to stop the behavior.
He told her to document the incidents in writing
and to send them to him. Sacco testified that he
never received the requested documentation.  
 
In Walton's June 15, 1999, memorandum, he noted
that Feleccia saw her doctor on June 14, and that
the doctor advised her to take off work until at least
June *134 21, due to problems she was having over
                               
  

 

the “ ‘Yanor’ incident.”  
 
Feleccia testified about several incidents of sexual
harassment by Yanor that took place in November
and December 1998. In November 1998, Yanor
called Feleccia at home after an annual “cigar din-
ner” attended by sheriff's deputies and asked her to
go to Chantilly Lace, a local bar. He told her that
everyone from the party would be at the bar. Felec-
cia agreed to go to the bar with Yanor. She assumed
Yanor's wife would be with him, but Yanor was
alone when he came to pick up Feleccia. When they
arrived at the bar, Feleccia saw only one other per-
son from the cigar dinner. She felt uncomfortable
and asked Yanor to take her home. As Feleccia was
exiting the car, Yanor grabbed her arm and asked
for a kiss. Feleccia refused, telling Yanor that he
was married and that they were just friends. When
he would not release her arm, Feleccia kissed him.
She said she felt threatened because Yanor would
not let go until she kissed him.  
 
In December 1998, Yanor came to Feleccia's house
unexpectedly to give her a Christmas cup filled
with candies. She told him he did not have to do
that. Yanor left when Feleccia's ex-husband arrived
to drop off one of her children.  
 
Later that month, Feleccia attended a party with her
friend MerriEllen King. After the party, they went
to a bar, where Feleccia saw Yanor. Both Feleccia
and King testified that Yanor was glaring at Felec-
cia while the women were dancing. He asked her if
she wanted to dance with him, and she said no.
After about 45 minutes, Feleccia told King she
wanted to leave because she felt uncomfortable.  
 
On another occasion in December 1998, Feleccia
was working alone in the records office after 5
p.m., when Yanor approached and asked her if she
would like to go with him to a motel for the night.
She told him “no,” *135 that he was married, and
that they would always be “just friends.”  
 
Following the hearing, the ALJ recommended that
the Commission dismiss the complaint with preju-
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dice because Feleccia failed to establish a prima
facie case of sexual harassment or retaliation.  
 
The Commission adopted the ALJ's recommenda-
tion regarding the retaliation charge because there
was no evidence that the Sheriff's Department pun-
ished Feleccia***192 **44 for complaining about
Yanor. On the sexual harassment charge, the Com-
mission concluded that Feleccia established “that
Yanor committed a variety of sexually harassing
acts that cumulatively constitute[d] a hostile work
environment,” and that the Sheriff's Department
was liable for the harassment because Yanor was a
supervisor. The Commission awarded Feleccia
$10,000 in damages and approximately $13,400 in
fees and costs.  
 
The Sheriff's Department filed a petition for review
in the appellate court. The appellate court reversed
the Commission, finding that the Sheriff's Depart-
ment could not be strictly liable for Yanor's conduct
because he was not Feleccia's supervisor. 375
Ill.App.3d at 847, 314 Ill.Dec. 631, 875 N.E.2d 10.
The court held that the evidence showed the Sher-
iff's Department took reasonable corrective meas-
ures upon learning of Yanor's harassment by sus-
pending him for four days without pay and issuing
a letter of reprimand. 375 Ill.App.3d at 847-48, 314
Ill.Dec. 631, 875 N.E.2d 10.  
 
We granted the petitions for leave to appeal filed by
Feleccia and the Commission (210 Ill.2d R. 315),
and consolidated the petitions for purposes of re-
view. We granted leave for the Employment Dis-
crimination Project at the University of Chicago
Law School's Edwin F. Mandel Legal Aid Clinic to
file an amicus curiae brief in support of Feleccia,
and for the Illinois Counties Risk Management
Trust and the Illinois Municipal League to file
amicus curiae briefs in support of the Sheriff's De-
partment. 20 Ill.2d R. 345.  
 
 

*136 ANALYSIS  
 
 

I. Strict Liability  
 
 

 

[1][2][3] In an administrative review action, we re-
view the decision of the administrative agency, not
the appellate court. Marconi v. Chicago Heights
Police Pension Board, 225 Ill.2d 497, 539, 312
Ill.Dec. 208, 870 N.E.2d 273 (2006). This case in-
volves the construction of a statute, a question of
law. Wade v. City of North Chicago Police Pension
Board, 226 Ill.2d 485, 510-11, 315 Ill.Dec. 772,
877 N.E.2d 1101 (2007). An administrative
agency's decision on a question of law is reviewed
de novo. Cinkus v. Village of Stickney Municipal
Officers Electoral Board, 228 Ill.2d 200, 211, 319
Ill.Dec. 887, 886 N.E.2d 1011 (2008).
“Nevertheless, the interpretation of a statute by in-
volved administrative bodies constitutes ‘an in-
formed source for guidance when seeking to ascer-
tain the legislature's intention when the statute was
enacted.’ ” Andrews v. Kowa Printing Corp., 217
Ill.2d 101, 116, 298 Ill.Dec. 1, 838 N.E.2d 894
(2005), citing Johnson v. Marshall Field & Co., 57
Ill.2d 272, 278, 312 N.E.2d 271 (1974).  
 
[4][5][6][7] The cardinal rule of statutory construc-
tion is to ascertain and give effect to the intent of
the legislature. Wade, 226 Ill.2d at 509-10, 315
Ill.Dec. 772, 877 N.E.2d 1101. The best indication
of the legislature's intent is the language of the stat-
ute, which must be given its plain and ordinary
meaning. Cinkus, 228 Ill.2d at 216, 319 Ill.Dec.
887, 886 N.E.2d 1011. Where the statutory lan-
guage is clear and unambiguous, it is unnecessary
to turn to other tools of construction. Cinkus, 228
Ill.2d at 217, 319 Ill.Dec. 887, 886 N.E.2d 1011. “
‘A statute is ambiguous when it is capable of being
understood by reasonably well-informed persons in
two or more different senses.’ ” Wade, 226 Ill.2d at
511, 315 Ill.Dec. 772, 877 N.E.2d 1101, quoting
People v. Jameson, 162 Ill.2d 282, 288, 205 Ill.Dec.
90, 642 N.E.2d 1207 (1994).  
 
Illinois courts have interpreted section 2-102(D) as
imposing strict liability on an employer for the
sexual harassment of an employee by the employ-
ee's direct supervisor.***193 **45 See Geise v.
Phoenix Co. of Chicago, Inc., 159 Ill.2d 507, 518,
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203 Ill.Dec. 454, 639 N.E.2d 1273 (1994); Webb v.
Lustig, 298 Ill.App.3d 695, 705, 233 Ill.Dec. 119,
700 N.E.2d 220 (1998); *137Board of Directors,
Green Hills Country Club v. Human Rights
Comm'n, 162 Ill.App.3d 216, 220-21, 113 Ill.Dec.
216, 514 N.E.2d 1227 (1987). In other words, the
employer is liable for the sexual harassment regard-
less of whether the employer knew of the offending
conduct (Geise, 159 Ill.2d at 518, 203 Ill.Dec. 454,
639 N.E.2d 1273) and regardless of whether the
conduct is quid pro quo sexual harassment or
“hostile environment” sexual harassment. green
hills, 162 ill.app.3d at 220, 113 ill.dec. 216, 514
N.E.2d 1227.  
 
[8] The issue in this case is whether an employer is
strictly liable under section 2-102(D) for the
“hostile environment” sexual harassment of its su-
pervisory employee, where the supervisor has no
authority to affect the terms and conditions of the
complainant's employment. The answer is yes.  
 
Section 2-102(D) is unambiguous. Under the plain
language of the statute, an employer is liable for the
sexual harassment of its employees. Where the of-
fending employee is either a “nonemployee” or
“nonmanagerial or nonsupervisory employee,” an
employer is responsible for the harassment only if it
was aware of the conduct and failed to take reason-
able corrective measures. The facts of this case do
not fall within the limitation in the second clause of
section 2-102(D). Yanor is neither a
“nonemployee” nor a “nonmanagerial or nonsuper-
visory employee.” Therefore, under the statute, the
Sheriff's Department is liable for Yanor's sexual
harassment of Feleccia regardless of whether it was
aware of the harassment or took measures to correct
the harassment.  
 
The Sheriff's Department contends that we should
look to the dictionary definition of “supervisor” to
ascertain the plain meaning of the term. We find it
unnecessary to do so, where there is no dispute that
Yanor is a supervisory employee of the Sheriff's
Department. Whether Yanor had direct supervisory
authority over Feleccia's working conditions is ir-
                               
  

relevant under the plain language of section 2-102
(D). There is no language in the Act that limits the
employer's liability based on *138 the harasser's re-
lationship to the victim. Where the statutory lan-
guage is clear, we may not read into it limitations
that the legislature did not express. Elementary
School District 159 v. Schiller, 221 Ill.2d 130, 144,
302 Ill.Dec. 557, 849 N.E.2d 349 (2006).  
 
[9] The Sheriff's Department contends that this
court should follow federal law interpreting Title
VII of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 (42 U.S.C. §
2000e et seq.), based on the similarities between
Title VII regulations and the Act. Under Title VII,
an employer's liability for “hostile environment”
sexual harassment depends on the harasser's status
relative to the victim. See, e.g., Burlington Indus-
tries, Inc. v. Ellerth, 524 U.S. 742, 765, 118 S.Ct.
2257, 2270, 141 L.Ed.2d 633, 655 (1998); Faragh-
er v. City of Boca Raton, 524 U.S. 775, 807, 118
S.Ct. 2275, 2292-93, 141 L.Ed.2d 662, 689 (1998)
(“An employer is subject to vicarious liability to a
victimized employee for an actionable hostile en-
vironment created by a supervisor with immediate
(or successively higher) authority over the employ-
ee”); Hall v. Bodine Electric Co., 276 F.3d 345,
355 (7th Cir.2002) (to impute liability to the em-
ployer under Title VII, “[a] n individual is not a su-
pervisor unless he possesses the authority to dir-
ectly affect the terms and conditions of a victim's
employment” (emphasis in original)).  
 
Although in other instances Illinois courts have
found it appropriate to examine***194 **46 federal
decisions when construing the Act (see, e.g., Za-
deraka v. Illinois Human Rights Comm'n, 131 Ill.2d
172, 178-79, 137 Ill.Dec. 31, 545 N.E.2d 684
(1989); Trayling v. Board of Fire & Police Com-
missioners, 273 Ill.App.3d 1, 11, 209 Ill.Dec. 846,
652 N.E.2d 386 (1995)), we find the federal case
law to be unhelpful in interpreting section 2-102 (D). 
 
[10] Under Title VII, “employers are not always
automatically liable for sexual harassment by their
supervisors where the misconduct has created an in-
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timidating, hostile or offensive work environment,”
and “[a]diction *139 grounds for employer liability
may be required.” Geise, 159 Ill.2d at 518, 203
Ill.Dec. 454, 639 N.E.2d 1273. By contrast, the Act
has no such requirement. Geise, 159 Ill.2d at 518,
203 Ill.Dec. 454, 639 N.E.2d 1273. “Where an em-
ployee has been sexually harassed by supervisory
personnel, * * * the Act imposes strict liability on
the employer, regardless of whether the employer
knew of the offending conduct.” Geise, 159 Ill.2d at
518, 203 Ill.Dec. 454, 639 N.E.2d 1273, citing
Green Hills, 162 Ill.App.3d at 221, 113 Ill.Dec.
216, 514 N.E.2d 1227; Webb, 298 Ill.App.3d at
705, 233 Ill.Dec. 119, 700 N.E.2d 220. On the issue
of employer liability in a sexual harassment claim,
we are bound by the language in the Act, not by de-
cisions of the federal courts.  
 
The Sheriff's Department and the amici contend
that, even if we accept the plain language of the
statute as applying to all supervisory employees,
this construction of the statute leads to bizarre and
unjust results unintended by the legislature. They
suggest that large employers such as multilayered
corporations and governmental entities would be
strictly liable any time a low-level supervisor, re-
gardless of ability to control the complainant's
working environment, sexually harasses any em-
ployee in any location. This argument carries little
weight. First, our holding as to the strict liability of
the employer does not obviate the necessity of es-
tablishing a prima facie case of sexual harassment.
For “hostile environment” sexual harassment, the
Act requires an employee to prove that the harasser
engaged in “unwelcome sexual advances or re-
quests for sexual favors or any conduct of a sexual
nature,” which “has the purpose or effect of sub-
stantially interfering with an individual's work per-
formance or creating an intimidating, hostile or of-
fensive working environment.” 775 ILCS 5/2-101
(E) (West 1998). The facts in the case at bar-the
close proximity of Feleccia's and Yanor's offices;
Yanor's access to Feleccia's desk and the office
mail system; his awareness of her working hours;
and their common acquaintances with other
                               
  

coworkers-contributed to Feleccia's ability*140 to
establish that Yanor created an intimidating, hos-
tile, or offensive working environment.  
 
[11] Second, it is not unfair to hold employers re-
sponsible for sexual harassment by supervisory em-
ployees. “[A] supervisor's sexual harassment is im-
puted to the employer on the basis that a supervisor
is empowered to act on the employer's behalf.” Pin-
nacle Ltd. Partnership v. Human Rights Comm'n,
354 Ill.App.3d 819, 829, 290 Ill.Dec. 139, 820
N.E.2d 1206 (2004), citing In re Forbes, Ill. Hum.
Rts. Comm'n Rep. 1993CF2987, slip op. at 6
(August 1, 1997) (noting that “managerial and su-
pervisory employees act on behalf of the employer,
and in that way[,] there is a certain identity of em-
ployer and managerial/supervisory employees”).
Not only are supervisors the “public face” of the
employer, but employers are in the best position to
train supervisors and make them aware of the law
prohibiting sexual harassment.  
 
Based on the identity of employer and managerial/
supervisory employees, the ***195 **47 employer
is presumed to have notice of sexual harassment
committed by managerial and supervisory employ-
ees. The Sheriff's Department recognized that Yan-
or was acting on its behalf when Sheriff William-
son stated in his disciplinary memorandum to Yan-
or: “I cannot express enough my disappointment in
you, especially representing me and this office in
your capacity as a supervisor.” Yanor's higher
status as a supervisor in the Sheriff's Department
afforded him greater power to harass a lower-level
employee such as Feleccia.  
 
Furthermore, as remedial legislation, the Act should
be construed liberally to achieve its purpose-the
prevention of sexual harassment in employment for
all individuals. 775 ILCS 5/1-102(A), (B) (West
1998); Board of Trustees of Community College
District No. 508 v. Human Rights Comm'n, 88 Ill.2d
22, 26, 57 Ill.Dec. 844, 429 N.E.2d 1207 (1981). A
liberal reading of section 2-102(D) ensures that vic-
tims have *141 full incentive to report harassment.
Even where a supervisor does not have direct au-
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thority over the employee's working conditions, an
employee may have a reasonable belief of retali-
ation if she reports the harassment. Supervisors are
often better connected and have greater job security
than the victims. An employee may fear that the su-
pervisor is more likely to be believed, thus putting
the employee's job at risk.  
 
Based on the plain language of section 2-102(D),
and the public policy reasons supporting employer
liability, we find that employers are strictly liable
for the sexual harassment of an employee by a su-
pervisory employee.  
 
 

II. Establishment of the Sexual Harassment Charge  
 
[12] The Sheriff's Department contends, alternat-
ively, that Feleccia failed to meet her burden of es-
tablishing sexual harassment. At the outset, the de-
partment argues that the Commission wrongly con-
sidered Yanor's acts that occurred prior to sending
the forged letter. Section 7A-102(A)(1) of the Act
provides that, “[w]ithin 180 days after the date that
a civil rights violation allegedly has been commit-
ted, a charge in writing under oath or affirmation
may be filed with the Department * * *.” 775 ILCS
5/7A-102(A)(1) (West 1998). The 180-day filing
requirement is mandatory in order to vest the Com-
mission with subject matter jurisdiction of the
charge. Allen v. Lieberman, 359 Ill.App.3d 1170,
1177, 296 Ill.Dec. 649, 836 N.E.2d 64 (2005);
Weatherly v. Human Rights Comm'n, 338
Ill.App.3d 433, 437, 273 Ill.Dec. 299, 788 N.E.2d
1175 (2003); Faulkner-King v. Department of Hu-
man Rights, 225 Ill.App.3d 784, 791, 167 Ill.Dec.
330, 587 N.E.2d 599 (1992). The Commission held
that because one act-the letter-contributed to the
hostile work environment within the 180-day peri-
od, all of Yanor's behavior should be considered in
determining liability.  
 
[13][14] A sexual harassment claim based on a hos-
tile work environment generally is made up of a
series of events *142 rather than a single event.
Such a charge is timely as long as it is filed within
                               
  

 

180 days of any act that is part of the hostile work
environment. Jenkins v. Lustig, 354 Ill.App.3d 193,
196-97, 290 Ill.Dec. 114, 820 N.E.2d 1181 (2004);
Gusciara v. Lustig, 346 Ill.App.3d 1012, 1019-20,
282 Ill.Dec. 449, 806 N.E.2d 746 (2004), citing 
National R.R. Passenger Corp. v. Morgan, 536 U.S.
101, 117, 122 S.Ct. 2061, 2074, 153 L.Ed.2d 106,
124 (2002) (“[a] hostile work environment claim is
composed of a series of separate acts that collect-
ively constitute one ‘unlawful employment prac-
tice’ ”), quoting 42 U.S.C. § 2000e-5(e)(1) (2000).
Provided that an act contributing to the claim oc-
curs within 180 days of the filing ***196 **48
date, a fact finder may consider all of the conduct
that makes up the hostile environment claim. Jen-
kins, 354 Ill.App.3d at 196-97, 290 Ill.Dec. 114,
820 N.E.2d 1181. We find that the Commission
properly considered all of the charged conduct by
Yanor because part of Feleccia's claim occurred
within 180 days of the date she filed her charge.  
 
[15][16] Turning to the merits of Feleccia's sexual
harassment claim, our review of the Commission's
decision is limited to determining whether it was
against the manifest weight of the evidence. Pin-
nacle, 354 Ill.App.3d at 828, 290 Ill.Dec. 139, 820
N.E.2d 1206; Trayling, 273 Ill.App.3d at 10, 209
Ill.Dec. 846, 652 N.E.2d 386. “If the record con-
tains any evidence supporting the Commission's de-
cision, we must sustain the decision on review.”
Pinnacle, 354 Ill.App.3d at 828, 290 Ill.Dec. 139,
820 N.E.2d 1206.  
 
The Act defines sexual harassment as:  
 

“any unwelcome sexual advances or requests
for sexual favors or any conduct of a sexual
nature when (1) submission to such conduct is
made either explicitly or implicitly a term or con-
dition of an individual's employment, (2) submis-
sion to or rejection of such conduct by an indi-
vidual is used as the basis for employment de-
cisions affecting such individual, or (3) such con-
duct has the purpose or effect of substantially in-
terfering with an individual's work performance
or creating an intimidating, hostile or offensive
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working environment. ” (Emphases added.) 775
ILCS 5/2-101(E) (West 1998).  

 
*143 The Commission's finding that Yanor com-
mitted a variety of sexually harassing acts that cu-
mulatively constituted a hostile work environment
was not against the manifest weight of the evid-
ence. With regard to the forged Department of Pub-
lic Health letter, the Commission found that Yan-
or's conduct promoted a sexual atmosphere at the
Sheriff's Department generally and in Feleccia's
work life particularly. It communicated a humiliat-
ing and false allegation of a sexual nature. See State
of Illinois v. Human Rights Comm'n, 178 Ill.App.3d
1033, 1048, 128 Ill.Dec. 141, 534 N.E.2d 161
(1989) (offensive terms and remarks describing
sexual acts, bodily functions, and parts of the fe-
male anatomy constituted “conduct of a sexual
nature”). The letter was prepared at the Sheriff's
Department on its equipment, delivered through
inter-office mail, and opened by Feleccia at the of-
fice. She and another employee stopped working in
order to deal with the letter. Sheriff Williamson dir-
ected department resources toward the investigation
and involved an independent law enforcement
agency.  
 
The Sheriff's Department contends that Feleccia
failed to show that Yanor's conduct substantially in-
terfered with her work performance because both
Feleccia and Hinsey testified that Feleccia contin-
ued to work throughout the alleged incidents with
Yanor, and that her working conditions did not
change even after she received the forged letter. To
the contrary, Feleccia testified that she missed work
days and sleep because of the incident with the let-
ter. The Sheriff's Department documented that
Feleccia missed at least one week of work due to
the incident. Moreover, the statute allows an em-
ployee to prove sexual harassment by showing
either that the conduct substantially interfered with
her work performance or that the conduct created
“an intimidating, hostile or offensive working en-
vironment.” 775 ILCS 5/2-101(E) (West 1992). The
evidence of the forged letter,*144 together with the
                               
  

other conduct proved by Feleccia, was sufficient to
establish a hostile working environment under the
Act.  
 
 

***197 **49 CONCLUSION  
 
In light of our decision that the Sheriff's Depart-
ment is strictly liable for sexual harassment by its
supervisory employee, we find it unnecessary to ad-
dress Feleccia's remaining contention that the Sher-
iff's Department failed to take reasonable corrective
measures after becoming aware of the sexual har-
assment.  
 
For the foregoing reasons, we find that the decision
of the Commission is supported by the record and is
not against the manifest weight of the evidence. Ac-
cordingly, the judgment of the appellate court is re-
versed and the decision of the Commission is con-
firmed.  
 
Appellate court judgment reversed; Illinois Human
Rights Commission decision confirmed.  
 
Chief Justice FITZGERALD and Justices
THOMAS and KILBRIDE concurred in the judg-
ment and opinion.  
Justice KARMEIER dissented, with opinion, joined
by Justice GARMAN.  
Justice FREEMAN took no part in the considera-
tion or decision of this case.  
Justice KARMEIER, dissenting:  
I agree with the majority that the Commission prop-
erly considered acts by Yanor which occurred prior
to sending the forged letter. I also support its con-
clusion that the Commission's finding regarding the
existence of a hostile work environment was not
against the manifest weight of the evidence. Where
I part company with my colleagues is on the ques-
tion of whether the Sheriff's Department should be
held vicariously liable for Yanor's misconduct.  
 
Contrary to the majority, I believe that the appellate
court was correct when it concluded that vicarious
liability cannot be imposed here because, with re-
spect to Feleccia, Yanor was merely a coemployee.
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He was not a manager or supervisor within the
meaning of *145section 2-102(D) of the Illinois
Human Rights Act (775 ILCS 5/2-102(D) (West
1998)). The Sheriff's Department could therefore
only be held liable for Yanor's harassment of Felec-
cia if it knew or should have known about the har-
assment and failed to take reasonable corrective
measures. Such was not the case. The evidence es-
tablished that upon learning of Yanor's harassment
of Feleccia, the Sheriff's Department launched an
investigation into who wrote the fictitious Depart-
ment of Public Health letter. When it discovered
that the author was Yanor, it suspended him for
four days without pay and issued him a letter of
reprimand. See Sangamon County Sheriff's Depart-
ment v. Illinois Human Rights Comm'n, 375
Ill.App.3d 834, 848, 314 Ill.Dec. 631, 875 N.E.2d
10 (2007).  
 
In construing section 2-102(D) of the Illinois Hu-
man Rights Act to impose strict liability under the
facts before us, the majority makes some entirely
valid points as to why supervisory status should be
defined broadly enough to include employees such
as Yanor who have no actual authority to affect the
terms and conditions of their victim's employment.
The problem with the majority's analysis, in my
view, is that it fails to acknowledge an important
factor. Sexual harassment of an employee by a su-
pervisor triggers vicarious liability on the part of an
employer not simply because the employer is as-
sumed to have greater knowledge of and control
over a supervisor's behavior, but also because such
harassment is qualitatively worse than such harass-
ment by nonsupervisory employees. The reason it is
qualitatively worse is that harassment by super-
visors involves an abuse of power. The potential for
such abuse is not present when, as here, the parties
involved have no authority over one another.  
 
**50 ***198 Federal law acknowledges this dis-
tinction by conditioning an employer's vicarious li-
ability on, among things, a determination that an of-
fending supervisor had *146 the authority to dir-
ectly affect the terms and conditions of a victim's
                               
  

 

employment. See, e.g., Burlington Industries, Inc.
v. Ellerth, 524 U.S. 742, 765, 118 S.Ct. 2257, 2270,
141 L.Ed.2d 633, 655 (1998). When analyzing
claims of discrimination under the Act, Illinois
courts have looked to the standards applicable to
analogous federal claims. See Wanless v. Human
Rights Comm'n, 296 Ill.App.3d 401, 404, 230
Ill.Dec. 1011, 695 N.E.2d 501 (1998). Unlike the
majority, I believe we should do so here as well.
There is no indication that the General Assembly
intended to make Illinois law more expansive than
its federal counterpart. I note, moreover, that by ad-
opting the construction it does, the majority not
only goes beyond the principles governing sexual
harassment claims under federal law, it imposes a
standard of liability which appears to be without
precedent in any jurisdiction of the United States.  
 
For the foregoing reasons, I respectfully dissent.  
 
Justice GARMAN joins in this dissent.  
Ill.,2009.  
Sangamon County Sheriff's Department v. Illinois
Human Rights Com'n  
233 Ill.2d 125, 908 N.E.2d 39, 330 Ill.Dec. 187,
106 Fair Empl.Prac.Cas. (BNA) 24, 92 Empl. Prac.
Dec. P 43,538  
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