PUBLICATION OF REDACTED VERSION
OF THE OEIG FOR THE ILLINOIS SECRETARY OF STATE
INVESTIGATIVE REPORT
Case # 21-0076
Subject(s): Dwight Lee
Below is the redacted version of an investigative summary report from the Executive
Inspector General for the Secretary of State of Illinois. The General Assembly directed the
Executive Inspector General to deliver to the Executive Ethics Commission (Commission) a copy
of the investigation’s summary report and response from the ultimate jurisdictional authority or
agency head. 5 ILCS 430/20-50(c-5). The General Assembly also directed the Commission to
redact information from this report that may reveal the identity of witnesses, complainants, or
informants and “any other information it believes should not be made public.” 5 ILCS 430/2052(b). Furthermore, the General Assembly directed the Commission to make available to the
public the redacted investigative report and response. 5 ILCS 430/20-52(a) & (b). By publishing
the below redacted summary report, the Commission neither makes nor adopts any findings of fact
or conclusions of law for or against any individual or entity referenced therein.
The Commission exercises its publication responsibility with great caution and seeks to
balance the sometimes-competing interests of transparency and fairness to the accused and others
uninvolved. To balance these interests, the Commission may redact certain information contained
in this report and identify where said redactions have taken place. Additionally, the Commission
may redact certain information relating to unfounded allegations. Redactions of allegations against
a person who was found not to have committed a violation are made with the understanding that
the subject or subjects of the investigation have not had the opportunity to rebut the report’s factual
allegations or legal conclusions before the Commission because this publication is only the result
of the Executive Inspector General’s investigation and not the result of an adjudication before the
Commission
The Commission received this report and a response from the ultimate jurisdictional
authority and/or agency in this matter from the Secretary of State’s Office of Executive Inspector
General (“OEIG”). The Commission, pursuant to 5 ILCS 430/20-52, redacted the OEIG’s final
report and responses and mailed copies of the redacted version and responses to the Attorney
General, the Executive Inspector General for the Secretary of State, and the subject(s) last known
addresses.
The Commission reviewed all suggestions received and makes this document available
pursuant to 5 ILCS 430/20-52.
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INVESTIGATIVE REPORT

In Re:

Dwight Lee, Executive III

Case Number:

21-0076

Date of Report:

April 15, 2022

This investigation by the Office of the Executive Inspector General has resulted in a determination
that reasonable cause exists to believe that a violation has occurred, and this summary report is
issued in compliance with 5 ILCS 430/20-50(a).
I.

Allegations

On October 5, 2021, the Office of Executive Inspector General (OEIG) received
information that Vehicle Services Department (VSD) [identifying information redacted] [SOS
Employee 1] had complained that on September 23, 2021, VSD Executive Dwight Lee had made
inappropriate remarks to her while working near her in the Annex building at the Chicago West
facility. [SOS Employee 1] had initially submitted her complaint to [identifying information
redacted] [SOS Employee 2] on September 24, 2021. Immediately after receiving the complaint,
[SOS Employee 2] telephoned a facility supervisor to ensure Lee was assigned to work elsewhere.
On September 30, 2021, [SOS Employee 2] submitted the following email to her supervisors:
On Friday September 24th, 2021 I received a call at 8:00a.m. from [SOS Employee
1], she told me that she knows that I’m on vacation but she had to tell me something
that had happened the day before which was Thursday September 23rd, 2021, I
asked her what happened? She told me that while working at the Annex Dwight
Lee had mentioned to [SOS Employee 1] that he has never seen her in a dress, she
said that she just looked at him, then he said I have never seen you wear a dress so
tomorrow you should wear a dress and don’t wear anything underneath don’t wear
any panties wear a trench coat no one has to know. She said what the F… and she
told me that before they left he pointed at her and said remember tomorrow I want
to see you in a dress. [SOS Employee 1] to [sic] told me that she doesn’t need
anyone working outside with her that she would be better off just by herself.
That’s why I called you after speaking with [SOS Employee 1] and told you what
had been said and to please have Dwight go back to the building away from the
Annex where [SOS Employee 1] was at.
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On October 5, 2021, VSD administration notified the Department of Personnel who
immediately forwarded the complaint to the OEIG.
II.

Investigation

On November 18, 2021, Inspector Raynor conducted a telephone interview with [SOS
Employee 2]. [SOS Employee 2] advised that she had no changes or additions to her email
reporting the incident. [SOS Employee 2] explained that when [SOS Employee 1] telephoned her
and described the incident to her, [SOS Employee 1]’s demeanor was calm but that she also
expressed fearful concern at the possibility of having to continue working with Lee alone in the
Annex building. [SOS Employee 2] said that due to this concern, she had telephoned a facility
supervisor on September 24, 2021, so that Lee could be reassigned to a different work area. On
September 30, 2021, [SOS Employee 2] then drafted the email documenting the initial
conversation with [SOS Employee 1].
Inspector Raynor conducted an interview with [SOS Employee 1] on October 28, 2021, at
the Chicago West facility. [SOS Employee 1] was advised of her duty to cooperate and provide
truthful answers and she acknowledged her compliance. [SOS Employee 1] had submitted a
written statement on October 12, 2021, at the request of VSD administration that documented her
recollection of the September 23rd incident. The written statement reads as follows:
On Thursday September 30th around 8:30 AM I walk in the Annex Building where
Dwight Lee was sitting. I heard him say “Hey [SOS Employee 1] do me a favor.”
I said “I don’t know it depends on what it is.” He walked out the door saying “I am
going to the men’s room.” He came back in and sayd “Do you own an Trench
coat.” I said “Yes.” Then he said “I want you to wear you dress under your trench
coat and come bare under the dress.” He said “You look sexy without trying to
look sexy, all the guys go crazy when you wear your dresses, your husband will
never know what your wearing, your losing weight so you can really wear your
dresses. He also said “I can look but I can’t touch.” Around 4:00PM I went down
stairs and Dwight was coming out the door and said “Don’t forget what I said.”
All errors in original.
[SOS Employee 1] recounted the events of September 23, 2021, to Inspector Raynor as
documented in her written statement. [SOS Employee 1] added that when Lee had said “I want
you to wear a dress under the trench coat tomorrow and come bare under the dress” that she had
just looked at Lee in disbelief. When Lee had then continued, stating, “You look sexy without
trying to look sexy and all the guys go crazy when you wear your dresses, and your husband will
never know what you’re wearing. You are losing weight, so you can really wear your dresses!”
[SOS Employee 1] said she finally responded with “What the fuck?” [SOS Employee 1] also
added that when Lee had then said “I can look, but I can’t touch” he had pointed his finger at her
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and smiled as he said it and exited the room. [SOS Employee 1] advised that there were no other
employees or customers in the Annex building to witness the conversations. [SOS Employee 1]
said she reported the incident to her supervisor the next morning. When asked why she had waited
until the next day to report the incident, [SOS Employee 1] said she was angry and embarrassed
after the incident and had wanted to report it when she was less emotional. [SOS Employee 1]
acknowledged that her written statement was a true account of the exchange that occurred between
her and Lee and that she had no other changes or additions to make other than that she had
incorrectly written the date of the incident as September 30th.
[SOS Employee 1] stated that Lee had never previously said anything inappropriate to her
and she had considered him merely an acquaintance that had on occasion engaged her in innocuous
casual conversation at work. [SOS Employee 1] stated that she and Lee had never interacted
outside the workplace. [SOS Employee 1] stated that on or about October 15, 2021, Lee
approached her in the facility and apologized for his remarks of September 23rd and stated that he
regretted having upset her. [SOS Employee 1] said she did not respond to his apology.
On November 9, 2021, Inspector Raynor and Inspector Corliss Maxam conducted an
interview with Lee at the OIG Oakbrook office. At the outset of the interview, Lee acknowledged
his duty to answer questions truthfully. Upon explanation of the allegations against him, Lee
admitted that he had made inappropriate remarks to [SOS Employee 1] on or about September
23rd, while working in the Annex building. When Inspector Raynor read aloud [SOS Employee
1]’s statement, Lee said [SOS Employee 1]’s claims were mostly factual, although he said he could
not recall telling her not to wear underclothing beneath her dress. Lee claimed he was joking
around with [SOS Employee 1] when he made the remarks, but he also recalled that he had
regretted his comments to her almost immediately. Lee said he believes [private medical
information], or the effects of his [private medical information] may have momentarily clouded
his judgment at the time of the incident. He also conjectured that [private medical information]
may have prompted him to attempt to “liven up the place” by making those comments to [SOS
Employee 1] in jest. Lee affirmed that he and [SOS Employee 1] do not have a personal
relationship and that they had only ever spoken during work hours. Lee said their past
conversations were mostly about music and the fact that [SOS Employee 1] is a singer. Lee said
his remarks in the Annex building were not intended to be salacious and he is very sorry for having
offended [SOS Employee 1]. Lee said he and [SOS Employee 1] were the only employees in the
Annex at the time of the incident and no customers were present either.
Lee had submitted a written statement on October 12, 2021, at the behest of VSD
administration that documented his recollection of the verbal exchange on September 23. In his
statement, Lee recounts:
On or about the day we were working together in the annex building I, Dwight Lee
did say to my co-worker [SOS Employee 1] that no female workers at the Chi West
facility dressed professional or wore dresses anymore. That she looked good when
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she wore dresses in the past and could she wear one again. I mentioned that the
men at the facility often remarked how good she looked in a dress. That was pretty
much the gist of the conversation. I immediately felt terrible at how my remarks
may have sounded to her and wished I had apologized for my words and asked her
forgiveness. Will/would gladly apologize if she would accept it. She is a good coworker and I am sorry for any suffering I caused her.
Inspector Raynor questioned Lee as to why his written statement conflicted in some
respects with what he had verbally admitted during the interview including that he had made
reference to the wearing of a trench coat, to keeping [SOS Employee 1]’s husband uninformed and
about her weight loss. In response to this line of questioning, Lee refused to provide an
explanation. Lee was given the opportunity to make changes to his written statement but declined.
Instead, Lee re-affirmed his original statement by signing and dating it once again. Lee, who has
an office at the Chicago West facility and works in VSD processing expedited titles and other
special services, said he is no longer working in the Annex building.
III.

[Determinations] & Recommendation

[The information in this paragraph is redacted because it relates to an allegation that the
OEIG determined that reasonable cause did not exist to believe a violation of law or policy had
occurred or that there had been fraud, waste, mismanagement, misconduct, nonfeasance,
misfeasance, or malfeasance. Therefore, the Commission exercises its discretion to redact this
subsection pursuant to 5 ILCS 430/20-52.] 1 2
[The information in this paragraph is redacted because it relates to an allegation that the
OEIG determined that reasonable cause did not exist to believe a violation of law or policy had
occurred or that there had been fraud, waste, mismanagement, misconduct, nonfeasance,
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[The information in this footnote is redacted because it relates to an allegation that the OEIG determined

that reasonable cause did not exist to believe a violation of law or policy had occurred. Therefore, the Commission
exercises its discretion to redact this paragraph pursuant to 5 ILCS 430/20- 52.]
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[The information in this footnote is redacted because it relates to an allegation that the OEIG determined

that reasonable cause did not exist to believe a violation of law or policy had occurred. Therefore, the Commission
exercises its discretion to redact this paragraph pursuant to 5 ILCS 430/20- 52.]
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misfeasance, or malfeasance. Therefore, the Commission exercises its discretion to redact this
subsection pursuant to 5 ILCS 430/20-52.] 3 4 5
However, this investigation has also resulted in a determination that reasonable cause exists
to believe that one or more violations has occurred. Lee’s [conduct implicates the] following SOS
policy manual provisions: Chapter 1, Number 1, Article 1::Courtesy, paragraph 1.1.1(a) by failing
to treat another employee with equal dignity; Chapter 1, Number 1, Article 5: Standards, paragraph
1.1.5(e)(1) by engaging in the disrespect and maltreatment of another employee; Chapter 1,
Number 1, Article 5: Standards, paragraph 1.1.5(e)(2) by engaging in the disrespect and
harassment of another employee of the office.
The OEIG recommends that the Secretary of State take whatever disciplinary action it
deems appropriate with respect to Lee. The OEIG also recommends that the Secretary of State
implement measures to help ensure that Lee does not continue to engage in such inappropriate
conduct and behavior in the workplace in the future. Finally, the OEIG recommends a copy of
this report be placed in Lee’s personnel file.
No further investigative action is warranted, and this case is considered closed.
Date: April 15, 2022
Office of Executive Inspector General for the Illinois
Secretary of State
324 W. Monroe St.
Springfield, Illinois 62704
Megan E. Morgan
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that reasonable cause did not exist to believe a violation of law or policy had occurred. Therefore, the Commission
exercises its discretion to redact this paragraph pursuant to 5 ILCS 430/20- 52.]
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that reasonable cause did not exist to believe a violation of law or policy had occurred. Therefore, the Commission
exercises its discretion to redact this paragraph pursuant to 5 ILCS 430/20- 52.]
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that reasonable cause did not exist to believe a violation of law or policy had occurred. Therefore, the Commission
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6

Acting Executive Inspector General
Tammy Raynor
Special Agent II
Forward to: Director Stephan Roth, Department of Personnel
Chief Deputy Director Ray Mikula, Department of Vehicle Services
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