Connie Fults’ Comments
City Council Meeting
6.19.17
With Fact Checking

Connie Fults: “Good evening. My
comments tonight regarding the
release of my emails. Releasing the
emails was not the issue. But did you
not, you did not go through and
redact the personal information.
Also the released emails of other
people that were part of the Sunshine
were not part of the Sunshine request
were released. Curtis's farewell to the
Council--how is that relevant to the
request that was made?”

Fact: If it is on the
City’s server, it is not
personal, including
Prosecutor
Engelmeyer’s email
when he “interviewed”
for City Attorney job,
your work phone
number (314-9964753) and cell phone
number (636-5790701).

Fact: The Sunshine Request was
for all emails, and would have
included the farewell.

Connie Fults: “I believe two
attorney generals and the City
Attorney advised you and yet you
still voted to release. You acted
negligently and violated my privacy
and yet you've still denied me access
to the account.”

Fact: Attorneys General
did not advise anything.
The vote was to release
the emails—that were
never client/attorney
protected in the first
place. Nothing on the
City’s server is private.

Fact: No negligence, no privacy violation. If
Connie Fults is talking about being denied access
to her email account, why would she need it
and why would she even think she should have
access? Access is shut down when you are no
longer on City Council.

Connie Fults: “Of the so-called
67 pages of emails between
myself and the city prosecutor
58 of the 67 pages were
duplicates or part of email
chains leaving only 8 emails
with nothing that was done
that was improper and I
believe the City Attorney had
told you that before the vote.”

Fact: There was a lot in those
emails between Connie Fults and
the Prosecutor—more than
enough to give the appearance of
his lack of independence. Connie
Fults and the Prosecutor
exchanged emails before/after
several of Mrs. Dull’s 4 court
appearances. Connie Fults and the
Prosecutor had phone calls.
Connie Fults was kept up to date
on the proceedings and advised
him on emailing the full Council.
The Prosecutor consulted with
Connie Fults on his “interview” for
City Attorney.
Who thinks any of that is proper?
Plus, the Prosecutor did not have
client/attorney privilege in the first
place. The emails never should
have been withheld.

Connie Fults: “Just another dead end in Mrs.
Dull’s 3 year quest to elude the city code.”

Fact: Mrs. Dull was prosecuted for 9 months, 4 court
appearances. On the date of the Summons, 5
neighbors came to testify as witnesses, but there was
no judge, no court. Neither Citation was authorized.
The Summons was not in compliance with MO
Supreme Court Rule 37.09. The Chief of Police’s email
(12/23/15 email included) confirmed the citation was
based on the address, not the street the house faced-which is the Code. This email, containing exculpatory
evidence, was denied to Mrs. Dull several times under
Sunshine requests . The prosecutor and City Attorney
O’Rourke knew it.
Mrs. Dull eluded nothing and was NEVER in violation of
the City’s written Code. She apparently violated
Connie’s Code.

Fact: Case was
dismissed by the
Prosecutor—after 9
months of
prosecuting—and
the Prosecutor even
emailed that to
Connie Fults.

Connie Fults: “She has numerous
Sunshine request for materials,
accusations against the police, the
chief, the planning department, the
code enforcer, the courts and only if
she had my emails against with Tim
she would be absolved. Well she got
‘em, she's not and the question is how
much longer is this Council and City
going to play her game”?

Fact: If the positive
outcome would be that no
one else would be
subjected to this type of
injustice and bullying, the
City can only address the
issues if they are made
aware of them.

There is no game. The City withheld these
emails for 9 months with the excuse that they
were client/attorney privilege—when that
relationship did not exist. There are issues the
City has yet to address—holding people
accountable and reimbursing Mrs. Dull attorney
fees—because she was only guilty of breaking
Connie’s Code, not the City’s.

“Connie Fults: “I did file
the complaint at the
request of her
neighbors because they
felt she was unstable
and if they filed a
complaint she would
retaliate against them.”

Fact: Connie Fults knows that Mrs.
Dull is not unstable and should know
better than to make such a
slanderous statement.

Fact: There was no retaliation on Mrs. Dull’s part. In
fact, Connie Fults was at the homeowners’ meeting
when Mrs. Dull was instrumental in unseating one
Trustee/complainer (?) and pointed out that the other
Trustee/complainer (?) was ineligible to be a Trustee in
the first place. Acting as Trustees, they were mistaken
in assuming they had authority to commit the
subdivision’s Common Ground to a deer hunt. Turning
in Mrs. Dull was retaliation on their part. No other
complaints were filed. In fact, Connie prided herself on
filing numerous “anonymous” complaints for her
constituents. This was just another one.

Connie Fults: “The issue has
never been a trash can. The
issue has been 9 trash cans on
her driveway two 24 hours a
day 7 days a week 365 days a
year and her neighbors plural
are forced to look at them and
feel they devalue their
property.”

Fact: The issue is not the
number of trash cans. The Code
stated trash cans must be in
sufficient quantity to hold waste
between the time it is generated
and the time it is picked up. The
Code also says trash cans cannot
be visible from the street the
residential structure faces. Mrs.
Dull’s have always been in
compliance with the City’s
written Code.
Fact: The trash cans are at the street
one day a week for pick up.

Fact: Mrs. Dull’s trash cans were in the exact same
place for 28 years –way before these alleged
complainers bought their houses. If they were
worried about the impact on the value of their
property, wouldn’t they complain about the
violators near their house instead of someone on a
different street? No one else was turned in.

“Connie Fults: “I have
never understood why a
woman who lives alone
needs 9 trash cans. I
thought perhaps she
was a hoarder or
bringing trash from a
business.”

Trash pickup day.

Fact: Connie Fults has been to Mrs.
Dull’s house, saw the lot, and was
told that it exceeds 1 acre, that it is
landscaped with over 70 trees and
200 shrubs. That takes a lot of trash
cans. Is it really that hard to
understand?

Fact: Connie Fults has been inside Mrs.
Dull’s house and should be able to tell it is
not the home of a hoarder. She should
know better than to spread such
untruths. She asked Mrs. Dull if she was
bringing in trash from work or sharing
trash cans with neighbors so they didn’t
have to pay. She knows the truth.

Connie Fults: “Frankly I
didn't care. I filed the
complaint on bequest of
the residents. Now, any
other person getting a
complaint would feel bad
that they have
inconvenienced their
neighbors, move them into
one of her 3 car garages.”

Fact: The Code didn’t say
Mrs. Dull needed to store
trash cans in her garage.
What about the rest of the
clear violators?

Facts: Did somebody die? There is no
evidence of any neighbor complaints
produced through numerous Sunshine
requests. No neighbors showed up in
opposition at any court appearances.
Facts: Mrs. Dull was never told who the
alleged complaining neighbors were. The
complaint was “anonymous”--in Connie
Fults’ name. Connie Fults’ name was
apparently enough to unleash the power
of the Police against Mrs. Dull and
Citations and a Summons were issued.
Mrs. Dull was merely standing up for her
rights—as were her 5 neighbors who
came to testify on her behalf. Even
though no evidence exists of any neighbor
complaints (that could have been
fabricated), Mrs. Dull was still
prosecuted—for 9 months.

Connie Fults: “Instead Mrs.
Dull started driving the city
going house-to-house on the
basis of everyone else is in
violation. I understand to date
she's turned in 162 violations.
But are they Apples to
Apples?”

Fact: One trash
can visible from
the street the
residential
structure faces
was a violation.
No restriction on
quantities of
trash cans.

Fact:
Actually,
152 to
date.

Fact: Curtis, the enforcer, told Mrs.
Dull that turning in more people with
trash can violations would actually
help her in that the Council would
listen and review the Code.
Fact: There are hundreds and
hundreds of trash can ordinance
violators. The City only enforces
complaints. There is no
proactive enforcement. Instead
of being critical, Connie Fults
should be appreciative.

Fact: The Chief of Police refused to even
investigate the complaints Mrs. Dull
turned in prior to the trial. The Code
says the Police “shall” investigate. Was
the refusal to investigate because
Connie Fults didn’t want her next door
neighbor turned in?

Connie Fults: “Quite
frankly, what a waste of
time driving the city looking
for these houses. How
many of them have 9 trash
cans in violation?”

Facts: Turning in trash can violators
is cleaning up the City and probably
should be a function of the City,
instead of relying on residents to
complain. Earlier Connie Fults said
visible trash cans impact property
value. Is it only considered a waste
of time because Connie Fults didn’t
turn in the complaint?

Facts: It only takes 1 trash can visible
from the street the residential structure
faces to be a violation. The Code states
you must have sufficient quantity of
trash cans to hold the debris generated
between pickups. The number of trash
cans is a non-issue.

“Connie Fults: “So to follow this
we're rewriting an ordinance,
releasing the emails who are
going to show something for
Mrs. Dull all because a
campaign contributor wants to
avoid the City's laws smacks of
cronyism and I believe
politically-motivated and the
motive here is important.”

Facts: Mrs. Dull wanted the emails
between the Prosecutor and
Connie Fults to show that his
prosecution was influenced by
Connie Fults. The Prosecutor told
Mrs. Dull that he had to talk to
Connie Fults first and at another
court date he said that he needed
the Judge to rule so he had
something to tell Connie. The
emails between the Prosecutor
and Connie Fults confirm this.

Facts: Cronyism has to do with
political appointments. Who
received a political appointment?

Connie Fults:
“Council needs to
put a stop to this.
Give her 7 days and
start fining her.
Enough is enough.”

Fact: Connie Fults
knows that the
Prosecutor dismissed
the case. Perhaps she
needs to read the
emails the Prosecutor
sent her. Why is she
still bullying Mrs.
Dull?

Facts: This is exactly how Connie
Fults unleashed her minions on
Mrs. Dull in the first place—and a
big issue that needs to be
addressed by the City. Connie
Fults was apparently used to
making up the law and getting it
enforced, through bullying –even
through the extent of abusing the
power of the Police and
Prosecutor. Whatever it took! Did
Connie Fults forget she is no longer
in power? Isn’t Connie Fults the
person who tried to impeach the
Mayor for an unimpeachable
offense? Is this a pattern?

“Connie Fults: “If you
plan to send out those
violations need to make
sure that Lynn Dull 1807
Parsonage Drive is the
one who turned them
in.”

Facts: If they are breaking the law,
they need to comply. If they are not
breaking the law and are being
forced to comply with someone
else’s day to day and varying
interpretation of the law, then they
need to stand up for their rights—
and we need to support them.
No Chesterfield resident should be
subjected to this abuse of power.

Connie Fults: “Secondly, based
on my Sunshine request
between Mr. DeCampi and Mrs.
Dull’s emails, again looking for
motive, City has some serious
issues with City information and
State Statutes violations. Six of
them.”

Fact: The motive for getting
the emails between Connie
Fults and the Prosecutor
was always very clear--to
show that the Prosecutor
was being influenced by an
elected official. What
happened to separation of
power and the Prosecutor’s
independence? Apparently,
not a problem in
Chesterfield’s Municipal
Court—but it should be.

Connie Fults:
“Emailing the entire
City Council and
discussing City
business by email with
no posted meeting, no
public access is a
violation of the
Sunshine Law.”

Fact: A constituent can email
all or any Council Member
without it being a violation of
any law, including the Sunshine
Law.

Mayor Nation: “Ms. Fults, are you
about finished?”
Connie Fults: “I have 5 other
violations.”
Mayor Nation: “How much more time
do you need? Your 3 minutes is up.”
Connie Fults: “One more minute.”
Mayor Nation: “Go ahead.”

Connie Fults has given no
violations during the first 3
minutes.

Fact: The gavel should
have silenced Connie
Fults 2 ½ minutes ago
for her inappropriate
and untrue comments.

Connie Fults: “Mr. DeCampi
wanting the emails so that he
might find something to use
against the repoint the
reappointment of the
prosecutor. Again, is that the
motive of the release of these?
City Council holding votes and
timing the meetings so certain
members can be present.”

Fact: We already went over
that. The motive was to show
how Connie Fults influenced
the Prosecutor . Many of these
emails should have been
produced prior to the trial—
while Connie Fults was still a
Council Member, representing
Mrs. Dull. They were evidence
and covered in several
Sunshine requests. So, what
was the City’s motive in
withholding them?

Do not understand this
“violation”. Shouldn’t we
expect Council Members to
be present at every meeting?

Connie Fults: “Having a
resident who is the
violator of the ordinance
tell the Council Members
how to rewrite the
ordinance. It’s like
having speeders decide
the speed limit.”

Fact: After being falsely charged and
prosecuted for 9 months, could it be
possible that the resident knew
something about the ordinance? Mrs.
Dull only violated Connie’s Code, not
the City’s Code. The Prosecutor
emailed Connie Fults to inform her
that the case was being dismissed and
provided her with a copy of the nolle
pros document. Any further
amendments of the ordinance do not
apply to her. Perhaps Connie Fults
needs to read her emails with the
Prosecutor.

Fact: The resident was NEVER in violation of
the City’s written ordinance—only Connie’s
version and apparently, that’s all that counts—
all the way through the Municipal Court, until
the Prosecutor dismissed it 9 months later.

Connie Fults: “What bothers me
the most was the email from Mr.
Campi (?) telling her that he's going
to ask Mr. DeGrille (?) to see if he
can see the emails so that he can
give them to her. Knowing that it
was going to need a Council vote he
was back dooring the law and the
City Council to release these
documents without Council
consent.”

Fact: If Connie Fults had
access to an email, so does
every other Council Member.
And, if they weren’t privileged
communication, which they
weren’t, they should have
been provided in 3 days, not 9
months. (Sunshine Law
violation)

Fact: Connie Fults and Bruce
DeGroot gave Mrs. Dull an
email she was denied (a
Sunshine Law violation by the
City)—but only after the trial,
not when she requested it. It
contained exculpatory
evidence. Harry O’Rourke and
Tim Engelmeyer were aware it
was not produced.

Connie Fults: “I think this is the
second time in two meetings
there's been accusations of this
Council improperly handing doc
properly in handling documents.”

Facts: Don’t understand
the “violation” or
allegation as to what was
improper. Just because
Connie Fults makes an
accusation, it certainly
doesn’t mean it is
improper.

Connie Fults: “Mr.
DeGrille (?), I think
you need an
investigation and I
think you need to
audit these email
accounts. That’s all.”

Fact: Don’t understand the
“violation” or allegation or what to
audit in whose email accounts.

Fact: But, it’s not!

Mayor Nation: “Okay. Thank you. Does
anybody have any comments or questions
of Mrs. Fults?”
Next exchange
Council Member DeCampi: “Mr. Mayor.”
Mayor Nation: “Yes. Go ahead.”
Council Member DeCampi: “I wanted to
make a comment. First of all, I wanted to
thank Mrs. Fults for pointing out that I
had communicated with Ms. Dull through
City email and in the spirit of
transparency. So I completely have no
trouble with anybody looking at those
communications.”

Council Member DeCampi: “Secondly, I did want
her to know that I worked with Mr. Graville every
step of the way as to what would be proper,
appropriate and legal and took his advice. My
former ward mate Council Member DeGroot,
when he was here, I know he released a couple
of emails between you and Mr. Engelmeyer to
Ms. Dull and he went through Mr. Haug, the IT
Director to get those. I was advised on
numerous occasions by Mr. Graville, that the
proper, appropriate way to do this would be for a
vote of the entire Council--which is the path that
I took and I'm only one person but there was a
vote taken and the Mayor broke the vote, the
tiebreaker. So it was done appropriately,
transparently and according to law. So thank
you for pointing out some of those things, Mrs.
Fults.”

Mayor Nation: “All right. Thank you.”
Council Member McGuinness: “Well, she wanted to
respond. Can’t she respond? No?”
Mayor Nation: “You know.”
Council Member McGuinness: “I don’t know.”
Mayor Nation: “You know, I think this is really kind of …Mrs.
Fults, do you have a burning desire to say anything else?”
Connie Fults: “You know I do Mayor. I absolutely do.”
Mayor Nation: “Then please approach the podium.”

Connie Fults: “The issue here
is that you did not redact
them. There was personal
information in there and you’ll
I’ve consulted with an
attorney.”

Fact: Repeat. The
emails are on the City’s
server. They are open
and public. No
redacting necessary as
nothing is personal—it
is all City business.

Connie Fults: “You have violated
my privacy and since this Council
acted against the advice of your
City Attorney it’s a personal thing
between those who voted in favor
of releasing them. You did not take
ordinary umm care of those
documents.”

Facts: Nothing on the
City’s server is private so
there was no violation of
privacy. The City Attorney
advised a vote of Council to
release the emails.
Nothing personal. Only
City business. How can
anyone say ordinary care
wasn’t taken with those
documents when they
were “closed” for 9 months
under the guise of
attorney/client privilege?
That’s well beyond
ordinary care. In fact, it
may be considered to be
extraordinary. So, why
would the City exert
themselves to that
standard of care?

Connie Fults: “There was things
released that were not part of the
Sunshine request. There was
personal information that you did
not have a right to release. That is
the issue.
That was not legally acting and
again I think it goes to motive--why
you were so hot to get those emails.
There was nothing there and you
knew that Mr. Graville had told you
that.”

Facts: Repeat. Sunshine
request applied to all
emails provided. Nothing
is considered personal in
emails residing on the
City’s server.
Facts: Repeat.
Motive was to provide
Mrs. Dull with the
Sunshine request of
emails supporting the
influence of Connie
Fults on the
Prosecutor. There
was a lot in those
emails that supported
influence by Connie
Fults.

Connie Fults: “Again, I think it was
politically motivated and (chuckle)
for the life of me I just don’t
understand and while you might
say transparent, again, there is a
lot in there and that was just the
request between you and one
resident that is not legal. And it’s
not transparent.”

Facts: Repeat. Emails
between a resident and
Council Member or
Members are legal. They
are transparent as they are
subject to Sunshine
requests. That’s how
Connie Fults got them.

Council Member DeCampi: “Let me be
clear…”
People over talking each other
Mayor Nation: (Gavels twice.) “Ok. Hold
it. This is in my opinion and with all due
respect to both of you a complete waste of
time. So let’s just move on and and move
on to something else. If two of you want to
have a communication outside you’re a
Council Member you’re a constituent you
can have a conversation.”

FINALLY!

Connie Fults: “Sir I’m directing this to you
and your legal attorney. I, I think there
was a problem with your council/counsel
(?) actions.”
Mayor Nation: “Your time is up. Please sit
down Mrs. Fults.”
Connie Fults: “I will. Thank you.
Transparent, right…”

Facts: Unclear as to
whose actions are
the problem or what
the problem is.

First Unauthorized Citation
Code: “…the
containers shall
be stored in a
place not visible
from the street
which the
residential
structure faces.”
“The” is a
definite article
and refers to a
specific street—
one street.

Instructions:
relocate so
they are not
visible from
the street.
But, that
would mean
relocating
them to the
street the
residential
structure
does face.

First Email to Fults—which should
have ended it all….
(1 of 2)

Enforcer
wanted it to
end. But his
boss wouldn’t
let him—
because of
who turned
Mrs. Dull in—
Connie. It was
“too big”.

First Email to Fults—which should
have ended it all…
(2 of 2)

Second Unauthorized Citation
Even after Mrs.
Dull phoned the
enforcer and
followed up an
email explaining
that the house
faced Wilson
Manor Dr. and not
Parsonage Dr., the
2nd Unauthorized
Citation was sent.

Planning Dept knows “the street the
residential structure faces”
Repeated Sunshine requests
for criterial the Police use for
determining “the street the
residential structure faces”
have provided nothing. Yet,
this email, with Aimee Nassif
confirming Mrs. Dull’s house
faced Wilson Manor Dr. (not
Parsonage Dr. as was cited),
was ignored by the
enforcement group. Why?

Summons did not comply with MO
Supreme Court Rule 37.09
“Multiple waste containers
stored in front of garage
door visible from Parsonage
Dr.”
But, the house doesn’t face
that street—and they know
it!

Date of last Citation was 5/6/15.
Summons was issued 5/13/15.
Three additional days should
have been allowed for mail.
Violation of 37.09.

Chapter and section providing penalty or punishment not
included. Violation of 37.09.

Exculpatory Evidence Withheld
Sunshine Law Violation
(1 of 2)

The Code says: “from
the street which the
residential structure
faces”. In this case, it is
NOT the street of the
residential address. The
Citation was written
from the wrong street.
This email was
requested 1/4/16 , prior
to Mrs. Dull’s trial and
numerous times after
that. 7 months later, and
after the trial and after
she settled with the City,
it was produced on
8/11/16.

Exculpatory Evidence Withheld
Sunshine Law Violation
(2 of 2)

Request for
criteria used
for
determining
“the street
the
residential
structure
faces” never
provided,
even after
additional
Sunshine
requests.

Stipulation of Facts—agreed to by the Prosecutor

City’s Code

Stipulation of Facts—agreed to by the Prosecutor
“not visible
from Wilson
Manor”

“only visible
from
Parsonage
Drive…”
Engineer concludes
residence faces Wilson
Manor Drive. Trash cans
are not visible from that
street.

Stipulation of Facts—agreed to by the Prosecutor

Stipulation of Facts—agreed to by the Prosecutor
Zillow—clearer picture

Trash cans

Front door

“THE” street the residential structure faces

Stipulation of Facts—agreed to by the Prosecutor

A civil engineer
determined the
residence faces
Wilson Manor Dr.

It’s not over
• This is not about trash cans.
• It is all about bullying, abuse of power and
disregard for the laws of the land—on the part
of the City of Chesterfield.
• Facts don’t lie.
• But, when will the City address the issues?

