COMPLAINT AGAINST ATTORNEY TIMOTHY BUSH
New Hampshire Attorney Discipline Office

Complainant: Laurie Ortolano, 41 Berkeley St., Nashua, NH 03064

Respondent: Attorney Timothy Bush, Chair, Nashua Ethics Review Committee (ERC);
bush@wbdklaw.com

Date: May 6, 2026

I. INTRODUCTION AND RULE VIOLATIONS ALLEGED

This complaint alleges that Attorney Timothy Bush, in his capacity as Chairman of the Nashua
Ethics Review Committee (ERC), has engaged in professional misconduct by:

1. Applying the ERC's procedural requirements in a materially discriminatory manner based on
the sex of the complainants, in violation of NH Rule of Professional Conduct 8.4(g) (adopted
July 2019), which provides that it is professional misconduct for a lawyer to take any action,
while acting as a lawyer in any context, if the lawyer knows or it is obvious that the action has
the primary purpose to embarrass, harass or burden another person, including conduct motivated
by animus against that person based upon that person's sex.

2. Engaging in conduct prejudicial to the administration of justice in violation of NH Rule of
Professional Conduct 8.4(d), by failing to apply the ERC's statutory 30-day hearing
requirement uniformly, to the material detriment of female complainants.

3. Using gendered, demeaning language to characterize the advocacy of female complainants
while applying neutral, professional language to describe identical advocacy by a male
complainant, in further violation of Rule 8.4(g) and Rule 8.4(c¢) (conduct involving
misrepresentation).

II. THE STATUTORY FRAMEWORK: NRO ARTICLE IX, SECTION 12-33

Nashua Revised Ordinance (NRO) Article IX, Section 12-33 governs the ERC complaint
process. It requires that a hearing be held within 30 days of the ERC's receipt of a complaint.
This is a mandatory statutory window, not a guideline. Attorney Bush, as ERC Chairman, bears
direct responsibility for ensuring compliance with this requirement as to all complainants,
without regard to the sex, identity, or prior litigation history of those complainants.

ITII. THE PROCEDURAL TIMELINE — EVIDENCE OF DISCRIMINATORY
TREATMENT



The following timeline demonstrates a pattern of materially inconsistent application of Section
12-33's hearing requirement, consistently to the detriment of female complainants. Blue rows
represent male complainants; red rows represent female complainants.

Complainant(s)

Sex

Complaint

Filed

Screening/Hearing

Held

Days

Tom Prieto

Tom Prieto
(Mayor)

Fred Teeboom

Ortolano &
Colquhoun
(Mayor, 2023)

Ortolano (Attys
Bolton &
Leonard)

Colquhoun &
Ortolano (Mayor,
2024)

Ortolano
(Current
Complaint)

Male

Male

Male

Female

Female

Female

Female

April 11,
2017
(McKay)

May 26,
2017
(Donchess)

~April 25,
2025

April 12,
2023

June 15-16,
2023

Dec. 23,
2024

Sept. 14,
2025

May 17, 2017

Addressed

contemporaneously

May 15, 2025

May 24, 2023
(screening)

October 26, 2023

Screening: Jan. 30,

2025; Hearing: Mar.

13, 2025

NONE as of March

1,2026

~35 days

~Within
window

~14 days

~42 days

~130
days

~80 days
to
hearing

215+
days

Within

window v/

v

Within
window v/

Dismissed at
screening

No direct
notice given

NO
HEARING
— Deadline
expired

The pattern is unmistakable: every male complainant received a screening meeting or hearing
within or close to the 30-day statutory window. Every female complainant experienced delays
ranging from 42 to over 215 days, with the most recent complaint receiving no hearing
whatsoever despite the 30-day mandate having elapsed more than seven times over.

Notably, Fred Teeboom, a male complainant with an extensively documented adversarial history
with both the City of Nashua and with respondent's co-counsel (Attorney Bolton physically
confronted Mr. Teeboom in the aldermanic chamber in 2000, resulting in a police incident
report), received a combined screening and hearing within approximately 14 daysfast, er than



any other complainant in the documented record, and faster than any female complainant has
ever received even a screening meeting alone. If a complainant with documented antagonism
toward the City's legal team can receive expedited process, there is no neutral procedural
justification for the repeated, systemic delay experienced by female complainants.

No continuance for good cause has been issued with respect to the current pending Ortolano
complaint. No hearing has been scheduled. No explanation has been provided. The 30-day
statutory deadline of October 14, 2025 has long since passed.

Chairman Bush and the City have compounded the procedural violations described above by
conducting proceedings in non-public session and sealing records in a manner inconsistent with
New Hampshire's Right-to-Know Law. The City has further failed to post ERC meetings and
hearings on its official website as required under RSA 91-A, which mandates proper public
notice and posting of governmental proceedings. The absence of such postings is not merely an
administrative oversight; it has the effect of shielding the ERC's selective scheduling practices
from public scrutiny.

The dates provided for the 2017 Prieto complaints were furnished by Mrs. Prieto, who maintains
meticulous personal records. The 2017 complaint materials cannot be located on the City's
website, consistent with the broader pattern of inadequate public notice. To address this
evidentiary gap, Complainant has submitted a Right-to-Know request to the City's legal
department seeking all ERC complaints filed and noticed since 2017. A response remains
outstanding. Given the City's demonstrated history of delay in responding to Right-to-Know
requests, Complainant anticipates that production will not be forthcoming without further legal
process.

Attorney Bush, as ERC Chairman, has access to the complete docket of complaints and hearing
records and is therefore in a position to confirm or correct the dates set forth in the timeline table
above. The ERC meetings that have been noticed on the City's website, an incomplete record,
can be found at the following link:

https://www.nashuanh.gov/AgendaCenter

https://nashuanh.portal.civicclerk.com

The City switched to a new Portal meeting notice and minutes software system in early 2025.
Meetings prior to this date can be located in the Agenda Center.

IV. GENDERED LANGUAGE IN BUSH'S WRITTEN FILINGS — EVIDENCE OF
ANIMUS

In the Response to Complaint filed by Attorney Bush in the above-referenced ERC matter,
Attorney Bush characterized the communications of the female complainants and a male



complainant regarding the identical subject matter, the ERC's subpoena power, using strikingly
different language:

Describing Complainant Ortolano (female):

"Mrs. Ortolano also repeatedly implored the ERC to allow subpoena power."
(Response to Complaint, p. 1)

Describing Fred Teeboom (male):

"Mr. Teeboom wanted to know the status of subpoena power." (Response to
Complaint, p. 1)

The attached Exhibit 2 to Bush's own Response confirms that Complainant's actual
communication was a formal written request to change the ERC's procedural rules to permit
subpoenas, substantively the same request Teeboom made in his emails (Exhibit 1). Both
complainants were asking the ERC to adopt subpoena authority.

The word "implored" carries a connotation of emotional pleading, supplication, and
desperation. It characterizes the female complainant as uncontrolled and emotionally driven. In
contrast, "wanted to know" characterizes the male complainant as rational, curious, and
procedurally engaged. Attorney Bush made this linguistic choice in a formal legal filing, acting
in his capacity as an attorney and ERC Chairman. This is not an inadvertent word choice; it
reflects the manner in which Attorney Bush perceives and portrays female advocates before his
tribunal differently from male advocates raising identical issues.

This use of disparaging, diminishing language directed at a female party before a tribunal he
controls, while neutrally characterizing a male party raising the same substantive point,
constitutes evidence of sex-based animus under Rule 8.4(g).

V. RULE 8.4(g) — ANALYSIS
New Hampshire Rule of Professional Conduct 8.4(g) (effective July 2019) provides:

1t is professional misconduct for a lawyer to take any action, while acting as a
lawyer in any context, if the lawyer knows or it is obvious that the action has the
primary purpose to embarrass, harass or burden another person, including
conduct motivated by animus against the other person based upon the other
person's sex.

Attorney Bush at all relevant times was acting as a lawyer, specifically as legal chairman of a
quasi-judicial municipal body conducting formal ethics proceedings under NRO Article IX. His
actions in that capacity are squarely within the rule.



The evidence presented establishes that female complainants have been systematically burdened,
through delay, failure to provide notice, and outright refusal to schedule hearings, in a manner
not applied to male complainants. The use of demeaning language in formal filings further
supports that this burden was imposed with awareness of, and at least in part due to, the
complainants' sex.

VI. RULE 8.4(d) — CONDUCT PREJUDICIAL TO THE ADMINISTRATION OF
JUSTICE

Rule 8.4(d) prohibits conduct that is prejudicial to the administration of justice. A municipal
tribunal exercising adjudicatory authority over ethics complaints must apply its procedural rules
uniformly. The 30-day hearing mandate of NRO Section 12-33 exists to protect all complainants
rights to timely resolution, without regard to the identity or sex of the complainant. Attorney
Bush's pattern of timely compliance with that mandate for male complainants and systematic
non-compliance for female complainants, including the complete failure to hold any hearing on

'

the current Ortolano complaint for over 215 days, constitutes conduct materially prejudicial to
the fair administration of justice.

VII. RELIEF REQUESTED

Complainant respectfully requests that the Attorney Discipline Office:

Open a formal investigation into the above allegations against Attorney Timothy Bush;

2. Examine the complete docket of ERC complaints filed during Attorney Bush's tenure as
Chairman and compile the filing dates, screening dates, and hearing dates for all
complainants, disaggregated by sex;

3. Consider whether Attorney Bush's continued service as ERC Chairman during any
investigation is appropriate given the pending, unheard complaint;

4. Take such disciplinary action as the evidence warrants under Rules 8.4(g) and 8.4(d).

Respectfully submitted,

/s/Laurie Ortolano
Laurie Ortolano
41 Berkeley St., Nashua, NH 03064

I, Laurie Ortolano, swear that the statements presented in this Compliant represent truthful and
accurate account to the best of my ability.

/s/Laurie Ortolano

Laurie Ortolano




RESPONSE TO COMPLAINT

L INTRODUCTION:

Based on the parenthetical synopsis applied by the complainant, it appears that she
accused the respondent of violating 8.4 (c) by “Knowingly using inaccurate court records in
a public forum.” She also cites Rule 3.5 (b) (for seeking negative records from city Counsel
for use against a private citizen). These complaints appear to arise out of a May 15, 2025,
City of Nashua Ethics Review Committee (ERC) meeting. The complainant also cites 8.4 (d)
(for abuse of process, encouraging litigation, and facilitating unequal access to information),
as well as 3.5 (d) (for hostile and threatening language). These two allegations appear to rise
out of a December 4, 2025, ERC hearing. The respondent will address each in turn.

II. PROCEDURAL HISTORY: May 15, 2025 (claim)

Fred Teeboom, a Nashua Resident, filed a complaint against a city official prior to
Mey 15, 2025. Mr. Teeboom sent a number of emails to the respondent and others seeking
clarification of some of the same procedural issues that Mrs. Ortolano had criticized the
committee for. For example, Mr. Teeboom wanted to know the status of subpoena power
(see Exhibit 1, Paragraph 3) which had been an issue that the complainant had raised. Mrs.
Ortolano also repeatedly implored the ERC to allow subpoena power. (see Exhibit 2 and 2b)
This led me to believe that Laurie Ortolano may have been advising Mr. Teeboom.

In her complaint to the ADO, Mrs. Ortolano indicates that she did not write or assist
in writing Mr. Teeboom’s complaint. However, he sent an email (See attached as Exhibit 3),
requesting that he have a non-lawyer represent him at the meeting. I reviewed an order

where Judge Colburn had expressly warned Mrs. Ortolano that she could not represent & pro



se litigants at a hearing (see attached as Exhibit 4). Judge Colburn also strongly suggests that
Mrs. Ortolano had prepared the pro se litigant’s pleadings. I was similarly concerned that
Mrs. Ortolano was assisting Mr. Teeboom in drafting his emails. I requested a copy of
Judge Colburn’s order from the city so I could remind Mrs. Ortolano at the May 15, 2025,
hearing that she could not represent Mr. Teeboom. Mr. Teeboom had further clarified what
he wanted, “a non-attorney co-counsel to assist him,” (see Exhibit 5). I strongly believed that
this person was Laurie Ortolano. This belief was proven accurate.

During the hearing on May 15, 2025, Mrs. Ortolano was assisting Mr. Teeboom at the
hearing so I reminded her of Judge Colburn’s admonition.! However, Mrs. Ortolano misses
the main point. The purpose of submitting the order was not to “embarrass” her but to show
she could not represent Mr. Teeboom and that she should know she cannot represent him
because of Judge Colburn’s order, which Mrs. Ortolano clearly knew about.

My conduct in seeking a copy of Judge Colburn’s opinion did not violate any of the
rules of professional conduct. As chairman of the committee, I wanted to make sure that
Mrs. Ortolano and Mr. Teeboom were aware that Mrs. Ortolano could not represent Mr.
Teeboom and I had statutory authority and Judge Colburn’s order advising Mrs. Ortolano of
same.

III. PROCEDURAL HISTORY: December 4, 2025 (claim)

The other claims Rule 8.4 (d) Misconduct — conduct prejudicial to the Administration

of Justice (For abuse of process, encouraging litigation and facilitating unequal access to

! Ms. Ortolano later produced a pleading that indicated that Judge Colburn had accepted Ms. Ortolano’s
representation that she had not been advising Mrs. Muccioli at the hearing, but that someone else had been advising
Mrs, Muccioli. I was not aware of that subsequent ruling on May 15, 2025. Regardless the main point, as stated
above, is that Mrs. Ortolano had been informed that she could not provide legal advice as a non-lawyer.

2



information) and 3.5 (a) Impartiality and Decorum of Tribunal (for hostile and threatening
language) arise out of a December 4, 2025 hearing.

Mrs. Ortolano filed a complaint with the ERC against a sitting alderman, Derek
Thibault. I do not know Derek Thibault. I have not had any prior conversations with Derek
Thibault. The ERC has five (5) standing members and an alternate. The alternate member
resigned from the Committee well in advance of December 4, 2025. Another member
recused themselves from the matter. We were thus down to four (4) members.

On or about December 2, 2025, ERC members received notification from another
member that they would be unable to attend because of a death in the family. We were now
down to three (3) members. I was also informed by Gary Perrin, Administrator for the ERC,
on either December 2nd or December 3", that Alderman Thibault informed a city official that
one of the ERC members may have a conflict of interest. This member of the committee had
either placed a sign on their lawn supporting Alderman Thibault or contributed to the
alderman or perhaps both.

I scheduled a legal meeting with counsel, Bob Sullivan at 6 pm on December 4, 2025,
to discuss the conflict. The member decided at that time they had the appearance of a
conflict which precluded them from hearing the matter. This decision was made at
approximately 6:25 p.m., on December 4, 2025.

Attorney Bob Sullivan, ERC member Mike Tabasco, and I went to city hall to explain
to Mrs. Ortolano that we did not have a quorum. Mrs. Ortolano wanted to know which
member had a conflict and which member had a death in the family. I did not want to

indicate who had a death in the family out of respect for the privacy of that member. I do not



believe that I indicated that the person had died that day. It is not imperative whether they
died that day or two days before, the key is that the member was unavailable.

Mrs. Ortolano did not have any less access to the decision making of the
committee than the other party in her complaint, Derek Thibault. Mr. Thibault did bring the
potential issue of a conflict to city officials who appropriately brought it to my attention. I
brought the issue of a potential conflict to the attention of counsel for the committee and to
the individual themselves. I believe the member made the appropriate decision to recuse
themselves. This conduct does not violate the Rules of Professional Conduct.

Mrs. Ortolano' is léss t'hanlforthcoming regarding her own conduct at the hearing. At
the hearing, Mrs. Ortolano mentions RSA 91- A as a recourse to get the information she
deserves. Given Mrs. Ortolano’s extensive litigation history, it is somewhat of an irony in the
suggestion that I am encouraging her to file litigation. There were no threats made to Mrs.
Ortolano, during the ERC process. Mrs. Ortolano will hear form me, by way of an order as
chairman of the ERC, just as she heard from Judge Temple, (see Exhibit 6) at the appropriate
legal time and in the appropriate legal setting. My conduct at the December 4, 2025, hearing

did not violate the Rules of Professional Conduct.

CONCLUSION

I did not violate any of the Rules of Professional Conduct on either May 15, 2025 or

December 4, 2025.
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bush@wbdklaw.com -

F:om;
Sent:

To: .

el

—

Fred Teeboom <fredtee@comcast.net>

'Monday, May 05; 2025 541 PM

“Tim Bush* . -+ .
‘Deputy Cify Attomey Dory Clarke" 'Robert P Sulluvan" ‘Pe}‘nn Gary

'Subjoc’é : Questions oh the Hearing on my Conduct Violations Corplaint angt BoA Fre5|dfent

Lori Wilshire

Atty, Bush:

1.

Exactly what is the purpose of the ‘initial hearing.” I read from NRO 12-33 that there is
only one hearing, and that is to be held within 30 days of the ERC’s receipt of the
Complaint, not 30 days from some later date.

What does “if your complaint is screened-in” mean? There is no “initial screening
review” in NRO par 12-33,

. About Subpoena Power, the committee can adopt that as a rule under NRO 12-31. How

can you hold a hearing if no witnesses are compelled to appear, other than the defendant
(whose appearance is also optional)? For example, I may want to question city atty.
Bolton, since he seems to have a lot to do with the circumstances leading to the
Complaint against Wilshire (Read the Feb 25 minutes attached to my Complaint).

. Furthermore, I expect

Gary Perrin is a R-t-K coordinator, not a member of the ERC. I thought the rules in NRO
12-31 would be the rules followed, unless the ERC committee adapted substitute of
additional rules such as: rules for Subpoenas, for Interrogatories, for brief (e.g. 3 to

5 minutes) Oral Opening and Oral Closing Statements, for pre-Hearing and post -
Hearing “Memoranda of Facts ”

Who is Robert Sullivan? The. ERC S attomey, dnvmg in pro-bono from: Portsmouth
NH? How many attomeys do you need for The ERC’s NRO 12 34 “adv1sory” functlon?.

'Fred Teeboom

.-T,'.:iFormer Aldei‘manvab-Large .

Fromf Tlm Bush‘ [majlto bush@Wbdklavmom]"‘:
Sent Monday. May 5, 2025 1 57‘PM '
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Attorney Bush,

Pethaps at the November 30 meeting, your Board can change the rules to permit subpoenas to be
served by the Complaints, Your Board has the power to implement this.change and vote to amend the
rules. Consider bringing due. process into the Ethics. Committee Complaint process, rewrite
confidentiality rules and estable a ttibunal ‘that is not a kangaroo coutt.

Sincerely,

Laurie Ortolano

On Thu, Nov 23, 2023 at 7:42 PM Laurie Ortolano <laurieortolano@gmail.com> wrote:

Attomney Bush,

I will resubmit my complaints when my schedule permits. I will first be filing the PCC complaints
against the three attorneys and then I will wotk on submitting the complaint. There ate several others
I am looking to bting to the committee as well. So, I will attend your November 30 meeting but my
complaint won't be submitted by then.

Please inform me who to deliver the complaint to since the City is not handling these complaints.

Sincetely,
Lautie Otrtolano

On Wed, Nov 22, 2023 at 12:51 PM Laurie 6rtolan_o <Iaq_rieortola"no@gmail.com> wrote:.
Attorney Bush,

It is-astonishing and beyond unprofessional that I learned on Nov 22, 2023 that my _]une 2023
complairit was not accepted because I forgot to notatize it. In July, I informed you that I wanted to
move forward on the complaints, you simply ignored my request.

2
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Ethics Complaint - Mayor James Donchess
for authorizing payment of legal fees for a personal matter of an Aldermen

F. Pursue a course of conduct wh1ch will raise suspmmn among the pubhc that he is
]Jkely to be engaged in' acts that are 1'n v101at10n of h1s trust Coe

Mayor Donchess should not'have autho'nzed-thé use of taxpayer funds to cover the
personal legal expenses of someone being sued in their personal capacity, as this is
not protected under the immunity statute. His actions undermine public trust and
transparency. Furthermore, the Mayor did not discuss this unique legal issue with
the Board of Aldermen.

We are requesting the Ethics Committee grant subpoena power to call witnesses.
The Complainants object to the sealing of the complaint, per NRO 12-23 (B) (C). These

complaints, similar to a Petition, should be open records for public inspection. The
complaint is not subject to confidentiality.

Very truly yours,

/8/Laura Colquhoun /8/Laurie Ortolano
Laura Colquhoun Laurie Ortolano

30 Greenwood Dr. 41 Berkeley St.
Nashua, NH 03060 Nashua, NH 03064
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bush@w'bdklaw.cgm

a——— =]
From: Fred Teeboom <fredtee@comcast.net>
Sent: Tuesday, May 06, 2025 2:44 PM -
To: ‘Robert P. Sullivan'; ‘Tim Bush" -, ' ,
Subject: = .. Questions on'the Heiifing on fny Conduct Violations Coriplaint aginst BoA Presidfent °
Lori Wilshire-

Atty. Bush and/or Atty. Sullivan:

Of six active members on the ERC listed on the Nashua website, at least three are currently licensed
attorneys (Bush, Tencza and Robinson). Furthermore, I expect Nashua city atty. Bolton to provide
counsel to Wilshire.

With yourself serving as “special counsel” to the ERC driving in from Portsmouth, NH (I understand
you serve “pro-bono” but expect you're reimbursed for mileage), | may be facing five (5) attorneys.

Am | entitled to bring my own “special counsel” who happens not to be an attorney-at-law?

Thanks,

Fred Tesboom

From: Robert P. Sullivan [mailto:rpsulliv@portsmouthnh.gov]

Sent: Tuesday, May 6, 2025 12:30 PM

To: Fred Teeboom; "Tim Bush'

Cc: 'Deputy City Attorney Dory Clarke'; 'Perrin, Gary'

Subject: RE: Typo corrections: Questions on the Hearlng on my Conduct Violations Complaint aginst BoA Presidfent Lorl
Wilshire v

Mr Tesboom,

I note that by email you have asked Attorney Bush, Chair of the Nashua Ethics Review Committes, “Who is Robert
Sullivan?”. Please be advised that | am & retired City Attorney from Portsmouth who currently works part time for
that City. By longstanding prior arrangement.between the City Attorney of the City of Portsmouth and the
Corporation Counsel of the City of Nashua'l have been advising the ERC as a special counsel. Assuch Itis my
expectation that | will be advising the ERC yvith respect to your complaint against President of the Board of.
Alderman, Lori Wilshire. .- S Eam

RPS

- /Gify of Portsmouth . -
“1 Junkins Avenue .
I?ort'sjmqu,t,h, NH 03801

" Rebert P. Sullivan, Of Counsel = :‘".' St

(603)-610-7204 (Direct Dial)
(603)-427-1577 (Fax)



rpsullivan@cityofportsmouth.com

City Hali Hours: Monday, 8:00 a.m. - 6:00 p.m.; Tuesday ~ Thursday, 8:00 a.m. - 4:30 p.m, and Friday, 8:00 a.m. 1:00 p:m. (NOTE: ‘If
a holiday falls on a Monday, Clty Hall will be open unlll 6:00 p.m.-on Tuesday).

From: Fred Teeboom <fredtee @comcast.net>
Sent: Monday, May 5, 2025 5:57 PM
To 'Tim Bush' <push@wbdklaw.com>
Cc: 'Deputy City Attorney Dory Clarke' <clarked@nashuanh.org>; Robert P. Sullivan <rpsulliv ortsmouthnh. ov>;
'Perrin, Gary' <perring@nashuanh.gov>
Subject: Questions on the Hearing on my Conduct Violations Cdmplaint aginst BoA Presidfent Lori Wilshire

Atty. Bush:

1. Exactly what is the purpose of the ‘initial hearing.” I read from NRO 12-33 that there is
only one hearing, and that is to be held within 30 days of the ERC’s receipt of the
Complaint, not 30 days from some later date.

2. What does “if your complaint is screened-in” mean? There is no “initial screening
review” in NRO par 12-33.

3. About Subpoena Power. the committee can adopt that as a rule under NRO 12-31. How
can you hold a hearing if no witnesses are compelled to appear, other than the defendant
(whose appearance is not a requirement under NRO 12-31 (10)? For example, I may
want to question city atty. Bolton, since he seems to have a lot to do with the
circumstances leading to the Complaint against Wilshire (Read the Feb 25 minutes
attached to my Complaint).

4. Gary Perrin is a R-t-K coordinator, not a member of the ERC. I thought the rules in NRO
12-31 would be the rules followed, unless the ERC committee adapted substitute or
additional rules such as: rules for Subpoenas, for Interrogatories, for bnef brief (e.g. 3 to

5 mmutes) meg Qd Oral Closmg Statements, for pre-H g and post -
H 8.

5. -Who is Robert Sullivan? The ERC s attomey, dnvmg in pro-bono from PortSmOuth
NH? How many attomeys dq you need for the ERC’s NRO 12 34 “admsory ftmctlon? _

: 'Fted Teebebm
: Plaintiff . I N
"Former Alderman-at-Large A




From: Tim Bush [mailto:bush@wbdklaw.com]
Sent: Monday, May 5, 2025 n57PM

To: 'Fred Teeboom'
Cc: 'Deputy City Attorney Dory Clarke'; 'Robert P. Sullivan'; 'Perrin, Gary'
. Subject: RE: Hearing on my Conduct Vlolations Complaint aginst BoA Presudfent Lori Wilshire

.,HerTeeboom, e C :

It looks like your |n|t|al sc:eenmg wlll occur on May 15"‘ Exact tlme and locat]on are not yet known as it. appears Clty Hall
rooms are otherwlse occupied.

Gary Perrin is on this e mail and he will notify you of the details once it is ironed out.

The Committee has no subpoena power. This is not an Issue for you at the initial hearing. Sometimes the Committee will
have questions for the comiplainant at the initial hearing and sometimes there will be no questions.

* If your complaint is “ screened in” then Alderman Wilshire will be notified to appear at a further hearing. This hearing.is
also usually within 30 days after May 15%,

If you would like the specific rules under which the Committee operates | am sure either Gary or me will send them to
you.

Tim

From: Fred Teeboom <fredtee@comcast.net>
Sent: Monday, May 05, 2025 1:07 PM
To: bush@wbdklaw.com

Cc: Deputy City Attorney Dory Clarke <clarked @nashuanh.org>
Subject: Hearing on my Conduct Violations Complaint aginst BoA Presidfent Lori Wilshire

Atty. Tim Bush
President of the Nashua Ethics Review Committee

Hi Atty. Bush:

Atty. Dory Clarke forwarded you my Conduct Violations Complaint against Lori Wilshire,
President of the Board of Aldermen, on Wednesday 30 April.

I presume that starts the 30-day clock to a hearing before the Ethics Review Committee (ERC),
per Nashua Revised Ordinance (NRO) 12-32-A.

Please contact me by phone or, ema11 (fredtee@comcast.net) ASAP so I can be apprised of the
,.heanng date and time, - :

‘Please also advise on your procedure for subpoenas' so I can call witnesses to the hearing for
cross-examination. -

:,Fred Teeboom
(603) 889-2316 (Landline) (pref ).
(603) 233-8886 (text)

fredtee(w.comeast.net (preferred)
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J

THE STATE.OF NEW HAM’g'stE

- . HikL.SBOROVGH; SS. Ll G ‘SUPERIOR .COURT .

SOUTHERN DISTRICT No. 2023-CV-00168
Denise Muccioli
v. .
City of Nashua

ORDER ON PETITIONER’S MOTION TO RECONSIDER AND MOTION FOR
SANCTIONS AGAINST ATTORNEY BOLTON

The petitioner, Denise Muccioli, attempted to bring this Right-to-Know action
against the City of Nashua (the “City”). However, the petitioner did not name the City as
a party in her pro se complaint. Rather, she identified the defendant as “Steven A
Bolton, ESQ.” (Compl. {2.) As a result, the Court did not Is§ue a summons naming the
City, nor did the petitioner ever request one. Instead, the Court only issued a summons
for Attorney Bolton. That summons indicated that a final hearing would be held on May
8, 2023. The Court then heid a hearing on that date, and Attorney Bolton appeared.

At the beginning of the hearing, the petitioner clarified that she had intended to
name the City as the only respondent, and the Court issued an oral ruling changing the

caption of the case to reflect that. Nonetheless, the fact remained that the Court had

_hever issued a summons requiring the City’s appearance, and therefore the Court

lacked personal jurisdiction over the City. in this matter at the time of the hearing See.

generally Johnson v. Clntas Cgrg 9 811 N.W.2d 756, 768 (Wis. 2012) (explaining

- that “a summons that does not name the party mtended to be sued fa!ls as a matter of

~ "; j.'law, to-give hotice to that pal‘ty that an actidn has been oommenced agamst lt'), Qggy

z Ngwgort Boll‘ng AMill Qg_ 161 S.W. 528 529'(Ky. Ct. App: 1913) ('We have unlformly



held that the issuing of the summons is the commencement of the action, and that a
' summons. o be val[d must name the defendants tobe 3ummoned ) Because the
petitioner had not properiy served a summons upon 1he Clty namlng the City asa party.
and she did not move for a continuance to do so, the Court dismissed the case by way
of an oral ruling made at the hearing.

The petitioner now moves for reconsideration of that decision, arguing that “[tjhe
lawsuit was properly served under RSA 510:10 directly to the Mayor and the City
Clerk[.]” (Pet'r's Mot. {] 3.) . The petitioner misunderstands the basis for the dismissal of
this case. Even if the City was served with a summons in this case, the summons
issued by the Court did not name the City as a defendant, nor did the summons require
the City to attend the hearing. In other words, the defect was in the summons itself, not
the sheriff's service of that summons. The Court therefore does not find that it “has
overiooked or misapprehended” any “points of law or fact® when It dismissed this case
on the basis that it lacked personal jurisdiction over the City. Super. Ct. R. 12(e). The
petitioner's motion to reconsider is accordingly DENIED. TFo the extent the pétitioner
asks the Court to sanction Attorney Bolton, that request is likewise DENIED. As the
petitioner herself conceded at the hearing, Attorney Bolton is not the proper party to this
-action and there Is no basis for the Court to issue sanctions against a non-party.’

So ordered.

.Date; July 6, 2023

| Hon. Jacalyn A. Culburn, '
Presiding-Justice -
1The-Court strongly suspeets that Laurie OrbIano. a non-party to this actlon, is draﬂ:mg the petitioner's

“.4*5.o -0 1 filings In this case, lncludmgme fnstant ‘motion:as, well as Ihe pe’tltlon (See Caurt Doc. 3,) .In fact; the. .
- e om - CouRt 'observed Ms. Oftolang communicating with-the petifioner during the heating in: fhls matter.. The -

" Court reminds Ms. OrtOIano that she Is not an aftorney-and it Is, .generally unlawfuj for nén.mmeyg to .

B ~englge In the praciice of law, which Includes drafting legal filings on behalf of others. Seg RSA'311:7:

State v. Seftle, 124 N.H. 832, 837 (1984) (interpreting RSA 311:7 to prohiblit non-attorneys from preparing
and ﬂllng documents in the court system on behalf of others). :
Clerk's Notice of Decision
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ggsh@wbdklaw.com

e — e e e
From: Fred Teeboom <fredtee@comcast; net>.
-~ Sentt Thursday, May 08, 2025 6: 12 PM
To: ‘Tim Bush'
Ce. . ' 2 - "Robert P. Sulfivar? PR
Subject: Tou-are mlsreading my message o
Tim:

You wrote May 7, 2025 (copied below):

“You should be prepared to represent yourself'in this thatter.”
You are misreading my message of May 6, 2025 (copied below).

| fully intend to represent myself; but | request bringing a non-attorney co-counsel to assist
me.

Earlier today | made this request part of my proposed additions to the Rules of Procedure
(NRO §12-31), and expect to address this request during the Committee’s “first meeting” on
15 May, 2025

From: Tim Bush [mallto:bush@wbdklaw.com]

Sent: Wednesday, May 7, 2025 8:16 AM

To: Fred Teeboom; 'Robert P. Sullivan'

Subject: RE: Questions on the Hearing on my Conduct Violations Complaint aginst BoA Presidfent Lori Wilshire

Fred

You should be prepared to represent yourself in this matter.

We need to look at whether or not a non attorney can represent you.
"That is an issue that should probably decided by the entire board.

I will see you on the 15th

Tim -

a s . ! * .
I AT st teamrina &

s
e

'From: Fred Teeboom <fredtee@comcast.net> -
Sent; Tuesday, May 6, 2025 2:43: 30PM .
. To: Robert P. Sullivan'< gsulllv@_gortsmouthnh EOV>; "I'lm Bush' <bush@wbdklaw .com>
".-lStlb]QCt: Questlons on the Hearing on my Conduct Vlolatlons Complalnt aglnst BoA Presldfent Lorl Wilshire




Atty. Bush and/or Atty. Sullivan:

Of six active members on the ERC listed on thie Nashua website, at lesst three-are currently licensed
attorneys (Bush; Tencza and Robinson). Furthermore, | expect Nashua city atty. Boltor to provide
counsel to Wilshire. - B R ' -

‘A H

“With yourself servirig as *special Gounsel"to the ERC driving iri from Portsmouth, NiH.{f understand .-

you serve "pro-tiono” but expéct you're reimbursed for mileage), I may be facing five (5) attorneys. -

Am | entitled to bring my own "special counsel” for assistance,who happens not to be an éttoméy-atQ
law? '

Thanks,

Fred Teeboom
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THE STATE OF NEW HAMPSHIRE

HILLSBOROUGH, SS. " SUPERIOR COURT
SOUTHERN DISTRICT S No. 2021-CV-00354.

Laurle A. Ortolano

vl

City of Nashua
RD N P TIFF'S MOT 0] THE RECORD FOR THE
/C] 25, 2024 STA ONF AND T TO RENOV! TORN

BOLTON FROM ALL ORTOLANO CASE
The plaintiff, Laurie Ortolano, has brought this Right-to-Know action against the

defendant, the City of Nashua (the "City™). The Court held a status conference in this
matter on March 25, 2024. Ms. Ortolano now moves to “correct the record” from that
hearing and further moves to have the City's lawyer, Attorney Steven Bolton, removed
from this case and any other cases Involving her. (See Court Doc. §6.) After the City
filed an objection, (see Court Doc. 61), Ms. Ortolano flled a response, (seg Court Doc.
62), followed by a motion to amend her response, (sge Court Doc. 63). Ms. Ortolano
also filed an exhiblt with her motion to amend. (Sge Court Doc. 64.) For the reasons
stated in this order, Ms. Ortolano’s motion will be stricken by the Court.
Discussion
Ms. Ortolano Initiated this case In 2021, seeking e-malls and other records from
the Cﬂy"s assessing departmerit pursuant to RSA chapter 91-A. Following & bench trial,
‘the Court ruled that the City had failed to conduct an adequate search for the requested
fecords, Includlng falling to seanch the Clty‘s back-up oomputer tapes The Court thus
ordered the City to. conduct a search of lts tapes and to pmduce any responslve
‘records. The City then unsucoessfully appealed that decision. See Ortolano v. City of

This Is a Services Document For Case: 226-2021-CV-00354
Hilisborough Superior Court Southem District
5/23/2024 9:32 AM



Nashua, 176 N.H. 175 (2023) Aﬁer thrs matter was remanded from the supreme court,
Ms. Ortolano declded that she no Ionger wanbd any further nelref in the case, so the
matter was closed. However on February 21 2024, she ﬁled a motron to reopen this
case. (See Court Doc. 43.) The gist of her position was that this Court and the
supreme court ruled in her favor, and that the City was not properly producing the
records to which she was entitled pursuant to the courts’ orders. The Court granted the
motion to reopen the case and scheduled a status conference for March 25, 2024.
During the status conference, the Court sua sponte raised the issue of mediation
conceming the issues raised in Ms. Ortolano’s post-remand filings. After encouraging
an expedited medlation sesslon, the Court asked the parties directly as to whether they
would agree to mediate this on-going Right-to-Know dispute. In response to this
straightforward and routine inquiry, Ms. Ortolano ‘and Attomey Bolton provided what can
only be characterized as non-responsive rants conceming their opponents. These
responses exemplified the unending discord between the City and Ms. Ortolano, and
were par for the course in thelr distrustful, bliter, and unprofessional relationship. As
this Court has observed, “[t]he purpose of an expedited mediation Is to encourage
communication tempered with both collaboration and compromise in an attempt to
resolve this Right to Know Ittlgation in a prompt manner.” (Apr. 18, 2024 Court Order.)
Needless.to say, the parties' respective diatribes and confrontational remarks In
reeponse fo the Court’s simple inquinr frustrated this purpose and were certainly not
appnecrated by the Court nor did such responses advanoe the baII |n thls case
Followmg the status conferenoe. Ms Ortolano ﬂled the instent motton, in which
she seeks to “correct the record" fmm the status conferenoe At its core. the motton to

Ortolano v. City of Nashua
226-2021-CV-00354
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- correct the record and amended response filed by Ms. Ortolano are expansive replies to
‘the statements made by Attomey Belton at the status conference With one narrow
exception found in Paragraph 4, much of Ms Ortolano s motion, as well as her -
amended response, are rooted in factual disputes conceming a variety of circumstances
that occurred outside of the Court's presence and have little to no relevance to the
limited issues presented at the status conference. The Court declines Ms. Ortolano’s
invitation to “correct the record” to include her take on this series of events given their
lack of relevance. Rather, in the Court's view, the record Is already sufficiently littered
with enough information about the parties’ acrimonious dealings. As such, there Is no
need for the record to be “corrected” to include additional irrelevant information.

Ordinarily, the Court would simply deny the motion to correct the record for the
reasons stated above. Here, however, the Court is extremely troubled by some of the
assertions in the motion and finds that these remarks warrant special attention. Of
particular note, Ms. Ortolano's motion contains the following language:

At a [June 23, 2023 hearing in case No. 226-2022-CV-00308] Ortolano

stated [to the Court], “I fucking suck at this”. rt qui dmonished
rtolano aking the rules of d Yet, when five Attomeys would

not respond to Ortolano’s efforts to coordinate the court-ordered maediation,
the Court remained silent on the conduct. Instead, the Court backed the
Attomey 8 refusal to communicate, which is why we are in ﬂns entire mess.

ourt is not impe al The ourt is c::- and favors privileged, high-

(Court Doc. 55 at 1-2, n:1'(emphases added) ) The emp‘hasized comments above from
Ms Ortolano 8 motton to conect racord are pan of a dlsturblng trand In her recent
pleadlng practlce More importanﬂy they are not at all aecurate .~ C .

F'rst Ms Ortoiano s penceptnon of the June 23 2023 heanng stlanns ail credullty
Despnte Ms. Ortolano’s use of profane language during that hearing, the Court did not

Ortolano v. City of Nashua
226-2021-CV-00354
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*quickly admonish® her from the bench as she claims. Instead, the record reflects that
the Court had a patient ang -oatm:;raeahctioo .-toj;M's;;O_rtot:‘ano‘s' self-assessment of her legal
capabliiies. The Court genﬂ} reminded Ms. Ortolano of her effective and respectful
pressntation while being self-represented In multiple other cases and simply instructed
her to maintain the respect and dignity associated with court proceedings. indeed, Ms.
Ortolano conveniently omits the fact that she apologized to the Court following that
hearing. Specifically, she admitted that she “disrespected and offended the Court out of
frustration that center on her own deficiencles.” Ortolano v. Clty of Nashua, No. 226-
2022-CV-00308, Court Doc. 95, at 1 (June 23, 2023). Ms. Ortolano also acknowledged
in that filing that she “failed to conducted {sic] herself with the grace and composure
expected of herseif and the Court.” |d. The Court accepted Ms. Ortolano's apology in
an order dated July 7, 2023. Thus, contrary to Ms. Ortolano’s representation of the
tenor and substance of the Court's reaction in this footnote, the record reflects that the
Court was patient and forgiving with Ms. Ortolano during a moment of frustration. This
misrepresentation reflects quite poorly on the quality of her motion practice.

Second, and more troubling, the language Ms. Ortolano used regarding the
alleged partiality and gender bias of the Court is blatantly false, offensive, and
defamatory. Assertions of gender bias that are premised on references to male
genltalia are childish, irrational, ignorant, disrespectful, and vexatious. These
groundless, consplratorial character assassinations of the Court have no place in this
proceeding. Unfortunately. they constitute the Immaterlal rambllngs of a litigant who
'loses all sense of reality when she hldee behlnd the keys of her computer—what Is "

commonly referred toasa "keyboard warnor This footnote repreeents a malicious

Ortolano v. City of Nashua
226-2021-CV-00354
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“accusation aimed at the Court without any ]ggalzbr.factyal.baéis. it is truly unfortunate
‘fo-watch Ms. Ortolano’s pleading practice enter such a.downward spiral. It is sad that
the current state of her advocacy résts.on-a foundation of hyperbolic dishonesty; |
divorced from any sense of reality, which borders on hate.!

- To be clear, the Court has always been impartial and has tried its best to foster
an environment of civility, humiiity, and integrity in Courtroom 3. Ms. Ortolano’s
repeated allegations that the Court has some type of alliance with the City or is
otherwise in the City’s "pocket” is at best perplexing and at worst delusional. Indeed, in
making these accusations, Ms. Ortolano seemingly ignores (or conveniently forgets) the
fact that the Court ruled in her favor on the merits in this very case (as it has in many
other cases). To be fair, her absent-mindedness could be because she has filed so
many actions that she has lost track of the ones that she has won. Or, perhaps it could
be because her object Is never about actually winning or even gaining access to public
records—it is instead about the thrill of confronting her percelved enemies in forums that
she believes have no choice but to entertain her attacks.?

As to the Court's ruling on this specific motion, the Court finds that the motion to
correct the record directly violates Superior Court Rule 7(e). Specifically, there were no
plausible legal or factual grounds to support her untruthful allegations of bias and

unfairness on the Court's part. In addition, Ms. Ortolano’s use of coarse fanguage

1|t Is. somewhat ironic that Ms. Ortolano -accuses the Court of being discriminatory, when it Is In fact Ms.
Orto!ano who has made repeated atmcks on the age. ol' the court .

"éThIS ease Is @ primé example,’ As pari of its morlfa order, tho Court ihdiceted that It woiild require tho
" "Ctty to undergo- Right-to-Know training to help - mifiimize or eliminaite future:Right-to-Know violations. -
Howaver, on remand, Ms. Ortolano decided that she no longer wanted such relief and moved to. withdraw
that.relief. One could therefore easily draw an.inference that Ms. Orfolano enjoys fighting with the- City
and its employees more than ensuring cofrpliance with the Right-to-Know law.

Ortolano v. Clty of Nashua
226-2021 -CV-00364
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directed at the Court Is hlghly lnappropnats Therefore the Court finds that the proper
remedy is to stiike the' motlon o carrect the record 3 i\ addition, the quoted passage
above Is a prime example ofa v'exatioi:s, frivolous‘. and unreasonable motion which
justifies the imposition of an award of attorney’s fees pursuant Superior Court Rule 1(c).
Accordingly, the Court will reduire Ms. Ortolano to pay the City’s attorney’s fees it
incurred responding to this utterly ridiculous motion.4 Going forward, Ms. Ortolano's
pleading practice must change immediately. Any further motions in this case or any
other case that are filed with similar types of baseless accusations and/or crude
language will likewise be summarlly stricken from the record without a ruling. Simply
put, if Ms. Ortolano wants the Court to consider her arguments, she must make them in
a respectful manner.

By now, it should be abundantly clear that this Court has run out of patience with
Ms. Ortolano's repeated hostility and personal attacks towards witnesses, court staff,
opposing parties, attomeys, and the Court itself throughout the course of her seif-
represented cases. As suggested above, Ms. Ortolano seems to believa that this Court
has no choice but to endure this behavior. However, on that point, she is wrong. [f this
type of behavior continues, Ms. Ortolano is on notice that the Court will exercise any
and all authority it has under the Superior Court Rules, the case law, any applicable
statutes, and its contempt powers to bﬁrig such .b'r'éctlce to a swift end. This could”

result in a range of consequences, including monetary sanct'idns. the initiation.of

31 iddltion, the Gourt notes that Ma Ortolano con‘hnusd io. pmmylga’te hsr fajse nafrative about the,.

Court i the amended response. (See Court Doc.83). Agaln, this pelsonal turads dld not address aHy Of N

the prooedurai detarmlnntlons mads at the status. oonfsrence

4 'Fhe City shall ﬂle an afﬁdavlt of attomsy s feas rslated 16 this motlon wuhln tan days of the clerk's notk:s'
of decision.

Ortolano V. CIty of NsshUa
226-2021-CV-00364
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criminal contempt proceedings, and e..man.incamara'tion.‘5 Ms. Ortolano is also wamed

that the Court s seriouisly: cgns_'id.eting‘ila'b'é{ihg.her a vexatious litigant, which will limit

ter ability to file any further actions without an attomney in the future. Enough Is enough.

Ms. Ortolano can and must do better.
So ordered.

Date: May 22, 2024

Hon. Charles 8. Temple,
Presiding Justice

Clerk's Notice of Decision

Document Sent to Parties
on 05/23/2024

% “The elements of criminal contempt are threefold: (1) that a valid court order covering the defendant
exists; (2) that the defendant had notice of that order; and (3) that the defenidant intentionally committed
_acts in violation of that order.” State v, Stewart, 142 N.H. 610, 611 (1998). in light of those elements, the

" Court wanis to ensure that Ms. Ortolano has clésr riotice of & tourt order that covers her. Specifically, the
. ‘Gourt ORDERS Ms. Ortolano to address the Court in.a respactful manner at all times, to refrain from the

... ue@ of profanity in her filings and duringhearings; to gease making baseless accusations of corruption,
~'*+ and 1o etherwise act in  civilized and fespectfut manner fowards Witrieases, opposing courisel, andcourt
..staff. The requirements of this order shall apply in this case and arly other case filed In the southern -
“judictal district of Hillsborough County Superior Court, and shall apply regardiess of the specific-superior -
-'court juistice presiding over the case. .Ms. Orolanp is expficitly put on natice that any violations of this
.order. mdy serve as the basis for a civil or criminal contempt proceeding. : .

Ortolano v. City of Nashua
226-2021-CV-00354
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