
 

 
 

rEmarks Data for June 3, 2025 Village Council Meeting 
 
Agenda Section & Item: Comments of a General Nature 
Commenter: Concerned Citizens of DG 
Comment: Call for Censure: Commissioners Sadowski-Fugitt and Gilmartin’s Conduct 
at Village Council Meeting 
 
The recent Village Council meeting exposed Commissioners Leslie Sadowski-Fugitt and 
Christopher Gilmartin’s disrespectful and self-serving behavior toward Mayor Bob 
Barnett and Commissioner Martin Tully. Their actions warrant censure due to their 
baseless attacks, undermining of the Mayor’s authority, and prioritization of personal 
agendas over the community’s interests. 
 
Undermining the Mayor’s Authority 
Commissioners Sadowski-Fugitt and Gilmartin opposed Mayor Barnett’s nomination of 
Commissioner Tully for Mayor Pro Tem. Instead of offering constructive critique, they 
launched a coordinated attack on both the Mayor and Tully, cloaking their objections as 
concerns for the community. Their true intent appears to be seizing power for 
themselves. 
 
Their criticisms of Tully are a thinly veiled assault on Mayor Barnett’s leadership style. 
Both commissioners repeatedly emphasized their desire for a Mayor Pro Tem who 
would operate differently from Barnett, with statements like: 
 
- Sadowski-Fugitt: “It is inappropriate to have the mayor select someone who represents 
his views.” 
- Gilmartin: “Leslie and I are looking to change the way information flows” and “We have 
an opportunity to bring a new perspective into this role.” 
 
These remarks reveal their goal: to undermine the sitting Mayor’s governance while he 
remains in office. The Mayor, elected by the people, has both the right and the 
obligation to appoint a Mayor Pro Tem who aligns with his vision. Their suggestion that 
this process is improper is disingenuous and disrespectful. 



 

 
Misleading and Insulting Rhetoric 
The commissioners’ use of phrases like “good ole boy” to describe the Mayor’s 
nomination process is inflammatory and misleading. The selection of the Mayor Pro 
Tem by the Mayor is a long-standing tradition in Downers Grove, consistent with 
historical practice. To imply a “backhanded plot” by Barnett is dishonest, especially 
given their prepared speeches, which suggest they anticipated and orchestrated this 
confrontation. 
 
Further evidence of their coordinated effort emerged when Gilmartin revealed he had a 
phone call with Mayor Barnett, informing him that he would not receive support for his 
resolution. This admission suggests Gilmartin attempted to intimidate and pressure the 
Mayor, effectively bullying him over his rightful nomination. Additionally, Gilmartin and 
Sadowski-Fugitt appear to have lobbied the two new council members in advance, 
securing their votes in what seems like a backroom deal. The new members’ silence 
during the meeting—offering no statements of their own and simply voting in lockstep 
with Gilmartin and Sadowski-Fugitt—raises concerns about their independence. 
Ironically, their actions mirror the very “good ole boy” network they accuse Barnett of 
perpetuating, exposing their hypocrisy and coordinated campaign to control the council. 
 
Sadowski-Fugitt’s claim, “If you scratch my back, I’ll scratch yours,” ironically reflects her 
own lobbying for the Mayor Pro Tem role. Her assertion that “it is critical that the 
community is adequately and ethically represented” lacks any evidence that Tully is 
unqualified. Instead, it’s a veiled attempt to challenge Barnett’s leadership. 
 
Prioritizing Personal Agendas 
Both commissioners framed their opposition as serving the community, but their 
arguments focus on changing council operations to suit their preferences, not the needs 
of Downers Grove residents. For example: 
 
- Gilmartin: “This is an important way to improve the way the council operates.” 
- Sadowski-Fugitt: “We have an opportunity for a fresh start and change.” 
 
These statements prioritize their vision over the Mayor’s, disregarding the democratic 
mandate given to Barnett. Sadowski-Fugitt’s critique of past fiscal restraint under 
Barnett and Tully—claiming it led to the loss of 71 full-time employees from 2008 to 
2021—implies a preference for higher taxes and expanded government, which may not 
align with the broader community’s values. 
 
Martin Tully: The Most Qualified Candidate 



 

Commissioner Tully is unequivocally the most qualified candidate for Mayor Pro Tem. 
His credentials include: 
 
- Two terms as Mayor and two terms as a Village Commissioner. 
- Leadership roles, such as President of the DuPage Mayors and Managers Conference 
and representative on the DuPage County Stormwater Management Committee. 
- A strong attendance record, missing only 8 of over 80 meetings in three years, while 
also serving on the joint ad hoc committee, which requires additional time. 
 
Tully’s experience, neutrality, and representation of all village factions make him 
uniquely suited to handle emergencies and maintain stability. Claims that he misses 
meetings excessively are exaggerated and misleading. Unlike others, Tully has avoided 
partisan endorsements, demonstrating his commitment to impartial governance. 
 
A Dangerous Precedent 
For the first time in Downers Grove’s history, the Village Council rejected the Mayor’s 
recommendation for Mayor Pro Tem. Sadowski-Fugitt and Gilmartin’s coordinated effort 
to fabricate issues and challenge the Mayor’s nomination sets a dangerous precedent. 
Their actions resemble a calculated attempt to destabilize leadership for personal gain, 
not a genuine effort to serve the community. 
 
Conclusion 
Commissioners Sadowski-Fugitt and Gilmartin’s conduct at the Village Council meeting 
was disrespectful, self-serving, and divisive. Their baseless attacks on Mayor Barnett 
and Commissioner Tully, coupled with their attempt to undermine established 
processes, demand accountability. I urge the Village Council to censure both 
commissioners for their behavior and reaffirm support for Mayor Barnett’s nomination of 
Martin Tully as Mayor Pro Tem, a proven leader who prioritizes the community’s 
interests. 
 
Agenda Section & Item: Active - MOT 2025-10789 C. Motion: Directing Staff to 
Release an RFP for Solid Waste Collection and Disposal Services 
Commenter: Ken Lerner 
Comment: I appreciate that the draft trash collection RFP has been adjusted to further 
address sustainability and recycling, and that staff is planning to include the ECC in the 
review of proposals received. However, I still am puzzled as to why it includes only one 
option that allows for sticker-only collection, and two that do not. This seems to disfavor 
the sticker option, which is low-cost and the only option that incentivizes reducing your 
trash output. Once the homeowner has a bin and a monthly bill, there is no incentive to 
minimize what goes in the bin. And I still don't understand why options such as a senior 



 

discount, year-round yard waste/compost collection and electronics collection are NOT 
compatible with the sticker option. 
 
Agenda Section & Item: Active - MOT 2025-10783 A. Motion: Approve a Contract with 
Chicagoland Paving of Lake Zurich, IL for the Jefferson Avenue Reconstruction / 
Thornwood Intersection Improvements Project 
Commenter: Lisa Arnett Swantek 
Comment: I commented at the last meeting on behalf of Hillcrest parents and asked the 
council to please oppose the shared use path along Jefferson through our school yard. 
Seeing as it looks likely to be approved, my focus as a parent has shifted to: If this is 
happening, how can we be sure it’s as safe as possible for our kids?  
 
I'm happy to see the latest updated report that "walk your bike" signage will be permitted 
on the path during drop-off and pick-up. If this signage is on a fold-up barricade or traffic 
cone, I think it would be harder for kids riding their bikes to ignore, but still allow room 
for walkers to pass easily around it. I came out of the last meeting not knowing whether 
this was a possibility and I appreciate that it's been clearly stated. 
 
With that said, I have questions about two other things that I’m hoping you can discuss 
with the board during the meeting. I'm unfortunately not able to attend to comment in 
person, but I wanted to pass along via email: 
 
First, path width. I remember hearing from Scott Vasko at a Guiding DG open house 
that the path here would be 8 feet wide. I think I recall seeing in the ATP that shared use 
paths should be 10 feet wide where possible and 8 feet at minimum.   
 
While reading about the Big Creek Parkway in Leslie’s hometown, I found the Ohio 
Department of Transportation’s report on shared use paths, and this is what it had to 
say about path width: “People traveling want the ability to have conversations with 
companions, thus they will walk and bicycle side-by-side regardless of the width 
provided. Paths less than 11 feet in width do not provide space for people to travel side 
by side and be passed by other users approaching from the opposite direction without 
increasing the potential for conflicts. Failure to account for normal human social 
behavior and the mix of operating speeds will result in user conflicts on shared use 
paths … In some cases, the presence of frequent conflicts can result in some people 
avoiding the facility altogether. To mitigate safety and discomfort issues between 
wheeled users and people walking, it may be appropriate to consider paths wider than 
minimum widths.”  
 
All to say: Are we sure 8 feet is the safest option or is it just what the site will allow? 



 

 
Second, electric scooters and e-bikes. This was brought up at the last meeting and I 
think we all know that it’s a big concern that we will have to reckon with as these 
vehicles get more and more popular. In the tween and young teen age bracket, let’s say 
10 to 14 years old, electric scooters were one of the most popular gifts for birthdays and 
Christmas and Hanukkah this year. So many kids in town have them, and those who 
haven’t gotten one yet have them at the top of their wish lists this year. The preferred 
model that's popular with 8th graders right now goes up to 50 miles per hour. I 
understand that these types of vehicles won’t technically be allowed on the shared use 
path but I’d like to know how the village plans to enforce that. When our quaint bumpy 
sidewalk on Jefferson is replaced with a wide path of smooth asphalt, that will look like a 
drag strip for electric scooters to every tween with a not-yet-fully developed prefrontal 
cortex.   


