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SUMMARY

The Illinois Supreme Court reversed a circuit court judgment awarding former legislators
compensation withheld under laws suspending legislative salary increases and requiring furlough days.
The court held that the former legislators asserted private claims for payment and that their
unreasonable delay, together with the circumstances involving public funds, supported the affirmative
defense of laches. Because laches barred the claims, the court declined to decide whether the salary-
reduction laws violated the Illinois Constitution.
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PROCEDURAL POSTURE Former legislators brought an action for declaratory and mandamus
relief challenging laws that reduced or suspended legislators'
compensation. The circuit court granted plaintiffs partial summary
judgment and ordered payment of withheld salaries. The Comptroller
took a direct appeal, and plaintiffs cross-appealed the denial of relief
for nonparty legislators.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether laches barred former legislators' individual mandamus claims seeking recovery of salary
reductions enacted and accepted during their prior terms of office.

2. Whether a former public official's claim for payment of allegedly underpaid compensation from public
funds constitutes a private right subject to laches.

3. Whether the court needed to decide the constitutionality of the Salary Reduction Laws after concluding
that laches barred the claims.

4. Whether plaintiffs could obtain mandamus relief on behalf of nonparty legislators.

HOLDINGS

1. Laches barred plaintiffs' mandamus claims because they unreasonably delayed asserting their individual
claims and the Comptroller was prejudiced by the delay.

2. Because plaintiffs sued in their individual capacities for payment of public funds to themselves, they
asserted private rights rather than a public right held collectively by the people of Illinois.

3. The court declined to decide whether the Salary Reduction Laws violated the Illinois Constitution
because laches independently disposed of plaintiffs' claims.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Two elements are necessary for the application of laches: (1) “ ‘lack of due diligence by the party asserting
the claim’ ” and (2) “ ‘prejudice to the opposing party.’ ”” (¶ 32)

“Because laches bars plaintiffs’ mandamus counts, we do not need to reach the circuit court’s findings that
the affirmative defenses of waiver and statute of limitations lacked merit or that plaintiffs’ request for cross-
relief on behalf of the nonparty legislators lacked merit.” (¶ 57)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Illinois laws enacted beginning in 2009 eliminated cost-of-living adjustments for General Assembly members
and required legislators to forfeit specified days of compensation. Noland, who served in the Illinois Senate from
2007 through 2017, and Clayborne participated in supporting and voting for the salary-reduction laws and
accepted the reduced compensation. Several months after leaving office, Noland sued, and the plaintiffs sought
recovery of salary reductions accumulated over approximately eight years.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Noland initially sued in his asserted official capacity, but the circuit court ruled that he could not sue in that
capacity after leaving office. Noland amended the complaint to sue individually and added Clayborne. The



circuit court ultimately held the Salary Reduction Laws facially unconstitutional, rejected laches, waiver, and
statute-of-limitations defenses, and entered judgment requiring payment to plaintiffs. The Illinois Supreme Court
reversed in part and vacated in part, holding that laches barred the mandamus claims and declining to reach the
constitutional question or the cross-relief issue.

DISPOSITION

reversed_and_remanded

REMAND INSTRUCTIONS

The opinion states that judgment is entered for the defendant and that the circuit court judgment is reversed in
part and vacated in part. It does not provide additional substantive remand instructions.
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