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STATE OF NEW HAMPSHIRE 
 
ROCKINGHAM, SS        SUPERIOR COURT 
 

Mr. Shaun Mulholland 
4 Chesterfield Lane 

Londonderry, NH 03053 
 

v. 
 

Town of Londonderry, NH 
268B Mammoth Road 

Londonderry, NH 03053 
 

COMPLAINT 
(Jury Trial Requested) 

 
 NOW COMES the plaintiff Shaun Mulholland, by and through his attorneys Douglas, 

Leonard & Garvey, P.C., and respectfully submits the within Complaint, stating as follows: 

I. Introduction 

 1. Mr. Mulholland grieves the Town of Londonderry’s September 21, 2026, 

termination of his employment as Town Manager in violation of the enforceable contract pursuant 

to which the Town employed Mr. Mulholland, in violation of his constitutional due process rights 

as a public employee with a property interest in his employment conferred by his employment 

contract as well as by the Londonderry Town Charter (the Charter), and in violation of his rights 

under Section 3.02 of the Charter—a provision of the Charter that RSA 49-D:2, II(c) authorizes 

and does not preempt. 

2. The Town purported to remove Mr. Mulholland without the required number of 

Town Councilors voting in favor of removing him, under both his employment contract and the 

Charter.  Mr. Mulholland’s contract and the Charter provide that the Town Council (the Council) 

may only remove him from office “by the affirmative vote of at least four (4) members of the 
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Council.”  In breach of this requirement, the Council purported to remove Mr. Mulholland with 

only three (3) councilors voting to remove him. 

3. The Town further denied Mr. Mulholland procedural due process to which not only 

his contract and the Charter entitle him, but the United States Constitution entitles him as well, 

given his status as a public employee with a property interest in his employment.  Both Mr. 

Mulholland’s contract and Section 3.02 of the Charter provide that, before the Council may remove 

him from office as Town Manager, “the Council shall adopt a resolution stating its intention 

to…remove him, the reasons therefor, and an effective date,” doing so “[a]t least thirty (30) days 

before the proposed…removal of the Manager.”  The Council failed to adopt any such resolution 

before removing Mr. Mulholland from office.  Mr. Mulholland’s contract and Section 3.02 of the 

Charter also guarantee him the right to a public hearing before the Council can remove him, but 

the Council improperly removed Mr. Mulholland without giving him the required opportunity for 

a public hearing.  Mr. Mulholland’s contract and the Charter, by giving him job security in the 

absence of specified conditions being met, gave Mr. Mulholland a property interest in his 

employment and an associated constitutional right as a public employee to procedural due process 

before termination, pursuant to Cleveland Bd. of Education v. Loudermill, 470 U.S. 582 (1985).  

The defendant denied Mr. Mulholland his constitutional procedural due process rights. 

4. The Council also wrongly held the vote on removing Mr. Mulholland in violation 

of Section 2.12 of the Charter, which provides that the vote on a question first presented to the 

Council “shall” be postponed until the next regular meeting if any councilor objects to the vote.  

Notwithstanding that Councilors Bouchard and Paul objected to the holding of the September 21, 

2026, vote to terminate Mr. Mulholland, the Council improperly held the vote. 
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 5. Moreover, the Council purported to remove Mr. Mulholland in violation of his 

rights under Section 3.02 of the Charter, wrongly claiming that Section 3.02 is somehow 

preempted, notwithstanding that the Charter provision does not expressly contradict the applicable 

statute (RSA 49-D:2, II(c)), is in fact authorized by RSA 49-D:2, II(c), and is therefore not 

preempted. 

6. Mr. Mulholland seeks a declaration from this Court that the Council’s purported 

removal of him as the defendant’s Town Manager is invalid, void and unenforceable, due to its 

execution in violation of his contractual, constitutional and Town Charter rights.  Mr. Mulholland 

further seeks Section 1983 remedies for the Town’s violations of his procedural due process rights 

as well as for breach of contract. 

II. Parties 

 7. The plaintiff Shaun Mulholland, the defendant’s former Town Manager, resides at 

4 Chesterfield Lane in Londonderry, New Hampshire. 

 8. The defendant Town of Londonderry is a body politic organized and existing 

pursuant to RSA 31:1, with a principal place of business at 268B Mammoth Road in Londonderry, 

New Hampshire. 

III. Jurisdiction and Venue 

 9. The Court has subject matter jurisdiction over Mr. Mulholland’s State law claims 

pursuant to RSA 491:22 and RSA 491:7.  The Court has concurrent jurisdiction over Mr. 

Mulholland’s 42 U.S.C. § 1983 claim.  Nat’l Private Truck Council, Inc. v. Okla Tax Comm’n, 515 

U.S. 582, 588-89 (1995).  The Court has personal jurisdiction over the defendant because it is a 

resident of New Hampshire. 
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 10. Venue is proper pursuant to RSA 507:9 because both the plaintiff and the defendant 

reside in Rockingham County.  In addition, the Employment Agreement at issue in the instant 

action states that, “The exclusive jurisdiction and venue for enforcement of, or any claim related 

to, this Agreement shall be the Rockingham County Superior Court.”  Exhibit B at p. 6. 

IV. Facts 

A. The Relevant Londonderry Town Charter Provisions Pertaining to the Town 
Manager Position Derive from Authority Conferred by RSA 49-D:2, II(c). 

 
 11. “RSA chapter 49-B provides the statutory framework through which cities and 

towns may amend their actual forms of government, and grants them the power necessary to carry 

out such changes.”  Forsberg v. Kearsarge Regional Sch. Dist., 160 N.H. 264, 267 (2010) 

(quotations omitted).  Pursuant to RSA 49-B:2, III, a city may amend its form of government 

through a charter “prepared pursuant to RSA 49-C.”  A town such as Londonderry may amend its 

form of government through a charter “prepared pursuant to RSA 49-D.”  RSA 49-B:2, II.  “The 

statutory scheme…, by its very nature, authorizes additional municipal regulation.”  Forsberg, 

160 N.H. at 269 (emphasis supplied). 

 12. At the annual Town Meeting occurring March 12, 1996, the voters of the Town of 

Londonderry approved a Charter pursuant to RSA 49-D creating a Town Council/Town 

Manager/budgetary town meeting form of government.  This form of government authorized by 

RSA 49-D continues to exist in Londonderry today and has existed at all times relevant to this 

action. 

 13. RSA 49-D:2, II(c) states that a charter for a town government such as 

Londonderry’s town government shall “[p]rovide for the appointment by the town council of a 

chief administrative officer to be called a town manager or similar title.”  As RSA 49:2, II(c) further 

states, “This position shall head the administrative services of the town and shall be selected on 
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the same basis, possess the same qualifications, be vested with the same authority, be charged 

with the responsibility and enjoy similar job security as town managers under RSA 37.”  Emphasis 

supplied. 

 14. Londonderry’s Town Charter contains such provisions as those required by RSA 

49:D:2, II(c). 

 15. Pursuant to the requirements of RSA 49:D-2, II(c), the Town of Londonderry 

adopted Section 3.011 of the Charter pertaining to the selection of a Town Manager.  Exhibit A.  

Section 3.01 of the Charter sets forth the same requirements for selecting the Town Manager as 

RSA chapter 37 prescribes but also adds others.  Section 3.01 states that the Council shall appoint 

the Town Manager, just as RSA 37:2 states that the selectmen shall do.  Id. at p. 8.  Section 3.01 

adds selection requirements not contained in RSA 37:2, however.  Section 3.01 states as an 

additional requirement for the Town Manager’s selection that, “The Council shall appoint a 

person…who receives the votes of at least four (4) of the Council, to be Manager.”  Id. 

 16. Furthermore, pursuant to RSA 49-D:2, II(c), the Town of Londonderry adopted 

Section 3.01 of the Town Charter pertaining to the Town Manager’s qualifications.  Section 3.01 

of the Charter sets forth the same qualifications for Town Manager as RSA 37:3 prescribes but also 

adds others.  Section 3.01 of the Charter states that the Council shall appoint the Town Manager 

“with special reference to education, training and…experience,” just as RSA 37:3 states.  Id.  

Section 3.01 states as additional qualifications for the Town Manager that the Town Manager reside 

in town during his/her period of office unless approved to reside outside of Town by four (4) 

Council members, that the Town Manager devote full time to the office and not hold other office, 

 
1 The provisions of Section 3.01 of the Town Charter were contained at Section 4.1 of the Charter when the parties 
entered an Employment Agreement effective March 7, 2025, for Mr. Mulholland to begin serving as Town Manager 
on July 1, 2025.  An “Amendment to Charter Taxonomy” took effect on July 1, 2026, after receiving approval at Town 
Meeting on March 10, 2026, resulting in Charter provisions being reorganized. 
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and that the Town Manager “no(t) engage in any other business or occupation unless with the 

approval of the majority of the Council.”  Id. 

 17. In addition, pursuant to RSA 49-D:2, II(c), the Town of Londonderry adopted 

Section 3.04 of the Town Charter, describing the Town Manager’s authority.  Section 3.04(k) 

incorporates those Town Manager duties enumerated in RSA chapter 37 at RSA 37:6, stating that 

the Town Manager shall have such powers and duties imposed by State law, but the Town Charter 

adds several duties not expressly listed in RSA 37:6.  Id. at pp. 9-11.  RSA 37:6, IX, specifically 

authorizes towns to assign such duties to their town managers beyond those expressly enumerated 

in RSA 37:6, stating that the Town Manager shall “perform such other duties consistent with his 

office, as may be required of him by vote of the selectmen.”  Emphasis supplied.  For example, 

RSA 37:6 contains no provision specifically authorizing the Town Manager to rent Town facilities, 

but Section 3.04(f) of the Town Charter vests the Town Manager with “full jurisdiction over the 

rental and use of all Town facilities under the Manager’s control.”  Id. at p. 10. 

 18. Significantly, RSA 49-D: 2, II(c), states only that a town charter must afford town 

managers “similar job security as town managers under RSA 37,” in contrast to the RSA 49-D:2, 

II(c) requirements that a town manager under a town charter “be selected on the same basis, 

possess the same qualifications, [and] be vested with the same authority…as town managers under 

RSA 37.” 

B. The Parties’ Contract Relating to Mr. Mulholland’s Employment Gave Him 
Procedural Protections Against Removal that the Council Failed to Honor. 

 
 19. The parties entered a contract titled “Londonderry Town Manager’s Employment 

Agreement” (the Employment Agreement) in March of 2025.  Exhibit B.  All members of the 

Council at the time signed the Employment Agreement on March 6, 2025.  Id. at p. 7.  Mr. 
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Mulholland signed the Employment Agreement on March 7, 2025.  Id.  The Employment 

Agreement was “entered into as of” March 7, 2025.  Id. at pp. 1, 7. 

 20. “The Town shall employ Mulholland as Londonderry Town Manager,” the 

Employment Agreement states, for a “term” “begin(ning) as of June 1, 2025 and unless 

terminated earlier pursuant to section 4..[that] shall continue for a period of three (3) years until 

May 31, 2028.”  Id. at p. 1 (emphasis supplied). 

 21. Mr. Mulholland began his employment as Londonderry’s Town Manager on June 

1, 2025, at an annual salary of $178,000.00, pursuant to the Employment Agreement.  Id. 

 22. Mr. Mulholland served continuously as Town Manager until September 21, 2026, 

when the Council purported to remove him. 

 23. Section 4 of Mr. Mulholland’s Employment Agreement governs the Town’s ability 

to remove Mr. Mulholland from office before the expiration of his 3-year term of employment set 

by the Employment Agreement.  Id. at p. 4. 

 24. Section 4 of the Employment Agreement incorporates by reference Section 4.4 of 

the Town Charter as it existed in March of 2025, conferring on Mr. Mulholland a contractual right 

to the protections provided by said Section 4.4.2  Id. 

 25. Section 4.4 of the Town Charter on March 7, 2025, when the parties entered into 

the Employment Agreement, stated as follows: “The Manager may be reprimanded or removed by 

the affirmative vote of at least four (4) members of the Council as herein provided.  At least thirty 

(30) days before the proposed reprimand or removal of the Manager, the Council shall adopt a 

resolution stating its intention to reprimand or remove him, the reasons therefor, and an effective 

 
2 The language of Section 4.4 of the Town Charter as of March 7, 2025 (when the parties entered the Employment 
Agreement) is now contained at Section 3.02 of the Charter, pursuant to the “Amendment to Charter Taxonomy” 
referenced at fn. 1, supra. 



8 

date.  A copy of the resolution shall be served forthwith on the Manager, who may, within ten (10) 

days, demand a public hearing, in which event the Manager shall not be reprimanded or removed 

until such public hearing has been held.”  Exhibit C. 

26. The Council voted 3-2 to remove Mr. Mulholland “for cause” at its September 21, 

2026, meeting.  Town Council Chair Ron Dunn, Vice Chair Shaun Faber and Councilor Ted 

Combes voted for Mr. Mulholland’s removal, while Councilors Dan Bouchard and Deb Paul voted 

against it.  According to the September 23, 2026, edition of the Union Leader, “[Chair] Dunn said 

the Town Council can remove the manager by a simple majority of three votes at any time under 

state law,” ignoring Mr. Mulholland’s contractual rights.  Exhibit D. 

27. The Council failed to adopt a resolution stating an intent to remove Mr. Mulholland 

at any time on or before September 21, 2026.  Indeed, Councilor Paul told the Union Leader she 

had not known that the Council would be voting to remove Mr. Mulholland until 5:30 p.m. on 

September 21, 2026, immediately before the Council meeting at which the vote occurred.  Id. 

28. The Council failed to give Mr. Mulholland any opportunity for a public hearing 

relating to the Council’s intent to remove him. 

29. Councilors Bouchard and Paul each objected to voting on the question of 

terminating Mr. Mulholland’s employment at the September 21, 2026, meeting, meaning that the 

Council should have postponed the question until the Council’s next regular meeting pursuant to 

Section 2.12(f) of the Town Charter, which provides that a councilor may object to a question on 

the first occasion that the question is presented to the Council, necessitating the postponement of 

the question until the Council’s next regular meeting.  Exhibit E.  The Council failed to do so, 

defying Section 2.12(f). 
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COUNT I 

(Petition for Declaratory Judgment as to Plaintiff’s Enforceable Contractual Rights in 
Employment, Enforceable Loudermill Rights, and Enforceable Rights under the 

Londonderry Town Charter) 
 
 30. The allegations of the preceding paragraphs are realleged and incorporated herein 

by reference. 

 31. Pursuant to RSA 491:22, “[a]ny person claiming a present legal or equitable right 

or title may maintain a petition against any person claiming adversely to such right or title to 

determine the question as between the parties, and the court’s judgment or decree thereon shall be 

conclusive.” 

 32. Mr. Mulholland claims a present legal right to employment by the defendant as its 

Town Manager.  The defendant claims adversely to Mr. Mulholland’s right. 

A. The Council’s Purported Removal of Mr. Mulholland from the Town Manager 
Office Violated Mr. Mulholland’s Enforceable Contract Rights under his 
Employment Agreement with the Town. 

 
 33. Mr. Mulholland seeks a declaration from this Court that the Council’s purported 

removal of him from office as Londonderry Town Manager is invalid, void and unenforceable 

because the Council failed to comply with Section 4 of Mr. Mulholland’s Employment Agreement.  

Specifically, Mr. Mulholland asks this Court to declare that the Council’s September 21, 2026, 3-

2 vote purporting to remove Mr. Mulholland is invalid, void and unenforceable because the 

Council failed to satisfy the contractual requirements for removal as follows: a.) the Council failed 

to muster votes from four (4) Council members to remove Mr. Mulholland, as contractually 

required; b.) the Council failed to issue the contractually required resolution stating its intention to 

remove Mr. Mulholland at least thirty (30) days before the proposed removal; and c.) the Council 

failed to afford Mr. Mulholland the contractually required opportunity for a public hearing. 
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B. The Council Violated Mr. Mulholland’s Loudermill Rights by Purporting to 
Remove Him from Office Without Notice or an Opportunity to be Heard. 

 
 34. Mr. Mulholland further seeks a declaration from this Court that he had a property 

interest in his public employment as Town Manager for the Town of Londonderry triggering 

Loudermill rights that the defendant wrongfully failed to afford him, particularly where the 

defendant sought to terminate Mr. Mulholland for cause as the defendant did here.3  

35. “Property interests exist when an employer’s discretion is clearly limited so that the 

employee cannot be denied employment unless specific conditions are met.”  Clukey v. Town of 

Camden, 717 F.3d 52, 56 (1st Cir. 2013) (quotations omitted).  A property interest in employment 

may derive from “a specific provision of contract, or other rule or understanding….”  Appeal of 

Alexander, 163 N.H. 397, 407-08 (2012) (citing Intern. Union Local 737 v. Auto Glass Emp. Cr. 

Union, 72 F.3d 1243, 1250-51 (6th Cir. 1996)). 

36. Section 4 of Mr. Mulholland’s Employment Agreement gave him a property interest 

in his employment, as did Section 3.02 of the Town Charter, limiting the circumstances under 

which the Town could terminate him.  “Under Loudermill, a public employee with a property 

interest in continued employment is entitled to notice of the charges against him and an opportunity 

to be heard before termination.”  City of Portsmouth, NH Police Comm’n v. Portsmouth Ranking 

Officers Ass’n,, 176 N.H. 14, 21 (2023).  “The function of this Loudermill process is to provide 

an opportunity to test the evidence supporting a proposed termination and thereby prevent 

wrongful termination.”  Id. 

37. The Court should declare that Mr. Mulholland had a property interest in his 

employment as Town Manager, that he therefore had Loudermill rights, and that the defendant 

wrongfully denied Mr. Mulholland his Loudermill rights by failing to provide him notice of the 

 
3 Cleveland Bd. of Education v. Loudermill, 470 U.S. 582 (1985). 
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charges against him—and by failing to provide him any opportunity to be heard—before 

termination. 

C. The Council Purported to Remove Mr. Mulholland in Violation of the Town 
Charter, Erroneously Alleging that State Law Preempts the Charter When 
RSA 49-D:2, II(c) Does Not Expressly Contradict the Town Charter and 
Therefore Does Not Preempt It. 

 
38. Mr. Mulholland’s contractual rights in his employment and his Loudermill rights 

aside, Mr. Mulholland seeks a declaration that State law does not preempt the Londonderry Town 

Charter provisions as to Town Manager job security and that the Council’s purported removal of 

him from office as Londonderry Town Manager is therefore invalid, void and unenforceable, where 

the Council purported to remove him in violation of the Charter. 

39. “Preemption is essentially a matter of statutory interpretation and construction.”  

Prolerized New England Co. v. City of Manchester, 166 N.H. 617, 622 (2014).  “[P]reemption will 

occur when local legislation either expressly contradicts a statute or otherwise runs counter to the 

legislative intent underlying a statutory scheme.”  Forsberg, 160 N.H. at 269 (quotations omitted).  

“That the State has created a comprehensive statutory scheme does not automatically result in 

preemption, however, because it could nonetheless authorize additional municipal regulation.”  Id. 

(emphasis supplied).  “The statutory scheme relative to home rule, by its very nature, authorizes 

additional municipal regulation.”  Id. (emphasis supplied). 

 40. The Court should declare that preemption does not apply to this case because the 

Charter provisions applicable to this case do not expressly contradict RSA 49-D:2, II(c), nor do 

such provisions run counter to the legislative intent underlying RSA 49-D to authorize additional 

municipal regulation. 

41. Mr. Mulholland’s case implicates Section 3.02 of the Charter regarding Town 

Manager job security.  Section 3.02 states that a Town Manager can only be removed “by the 
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affirmative vote of at least four (4) members of the Council,” after the Council issues a resolution 

stating the Council’s intention to remove the Town Manager at least thirty (30) days before the 

proposed removal and provides the Town Manager the opportunity for a public hearing before 

removal. 

42. RSA 49-D:2, II(c) authorizes the Londonderry’s Town Charter to provide its Town 

Manager “similar job security as town managers under RSA 37,” as contrasted with the statute’s 

requirements that the Town Manager in a Town such as Londonderry “be selected on the same 

basis, possess the same qualifications, [and] be vested with the same authority…as town managers 

under RSA 37.”  Emphasis supplied. 

 43. “The legislature is presumed to know the meaning of words, and to have used the 

words of a statute advisedly.”  Guildhall Sand & Gravel v. Town of Goshen, 155 N.H. 762, 765 

(2007) (quotations omitted). 

 44. “[W]here [the] legislature uses two different words, it generally means two different 

things.”  Id. (citing Fischer v. Hooper, 143 N.H. 585, 588 (1999)). 

 45. “’Similar’ does not mean ‘identical….’”  United States v. Melendez, 301 F.3d 27, 

35 (1st Cir. 2002) (emphasis supplied). 

 46. Preemption therefore does not apply.  Section 3.02 provides the Town Manager job 

security, as RSA 49-D:2, II(c) requires it to do.  RSA 49-D:2, II(c) does not require the job security 

afforded the Londonderry Town Manager by the Charter to be identical to the job security that 

RSA 37:3 provides town managers.  RSA 49-D:2, II(c) therefore does not preempt Section 3.02 of 

the Charter because no express contradiction exists between the provisions and because RSA 49-

D authorizes the additional municipal regulation that Section 3.02 contains. 
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 47. The Court should declare that the Council’s September 21, 2026, actions 

purportedly removing Mr. Mulholland from his Town Manager office are invalid, void and 

unenforceable, given that the Council failed to follow the procedural requirements of Section 3.02 

of the Charter, and given that Section 3.02 is not preempted. 

48. The Court should further declare that the Council’s September 21, 2026, actions 

purportedly removing Mr. Mulholland from his Town Manager office are invalid, void and 

unenforceable because the Council conducted the vote to remove Mr. Mulholland the first time the 

question was presented to the Council notwithstanding that two (2) councilors objected to holding 

the vote, violating Section 2.12 of the Town Charter. 

COUNT II 

(Violation of 42 U.S.C. § 1983) 

 49. The allegations of the preceding paragraphs are realleged and incorporated herein 

by reference. 

 50. Mr. Mulholland had a constitutionally protected property interest in continued 

employment based on Section 4 of his Employment Contract and based on Section 3.02 of the 

Town Charter. 

 51. “It is well established that in every case where a protected property interest is at 

stake, the Constitution requires, at a minimum, some kind of notice and some kind of opportunity 

to be heard.”  Clukey, 717 F.3d at 59. 

 52. Here, as was true in Clukey, the Town failed to give Mr. Mulholland any advance 

notice whatsoever of his September 21, 2026, termination, violating his procedural due process 

rights.  Id. at 60. 
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 53. As a direct and proximate result of the defendant’s violations of Mr. Mulholland’s 

procedural due process rights, Mr. Mulholland has suffered and continues to suffer damages, 

including but not limited to lost wages, lost employment benefits, compensatory damages, nominal 

damages and reasonable attorney’s fees and costs. 

COUNT III 

(Breach of Contract) 

 54. The allegations of the preceding paragraphs are realleged and incorporated herein 

by reference. 

 55. Mr. Mulholland’s Employment Agreement constitutes an enforceable contract, 

supported by offer, acceptance, consideration and a meeting of the minds.  Chisholm v. Ultima 

Nashua Indus. Corp., 150 N.H. 141, 144-45 (2003).  The defendant’s promise to provide Mr. 

Mulholland the benefits described in his Employment Agreement constituted an offer.  Id. at 145.  

Mr. Mulholland accepted the offer and provided consideration by serving as the defendant’s Town 

Manager from June 1, 2025, until September 21, 2026.  Id.  Finally, all Council members and Mr. 

Mulholland signed the Employment Agreement, demonstrating a meeting of the minds.  Id. 

 56. “Parties generally are bound by the terms of an agreement freely and openly entered 

into, and courts cannot make better agreements than the parties themselves have entered into or 

rewrite contracts….”  Mills v. Nashua Fed. Savings & Loan Ass’n, 121 N.H. 722, 726 (1981). 

 57. The defendant materially breached Mr. Mulholland’s enforceable Employment 

Agreement, purporting to remove him in disregard of the requirements imposed by Section 4 of 

the Employment Agreement setting forth the procedures that the Council was required to follow 

in order to terminate the Agreement in advance of the Agreement’s May 31, 2028, expiration. 
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 58. As a direct and proximate result of the defendant’s breach of Mr. Mulholland’s 

enforceable Employment Agreement, Mr. Mulholland has suffered and will continue to suffer 

damages, including but not limited to lost wages, lost employment benefits and other consequential 

damages proximately caused by the defendant’s breach. 

REQUEST FOR RELIEF: 

 WHEREFORE, the plaintiff Shaun Mulholland respectfully prays this Honorable Court: 

 A. Schedule this matter for trial, and after trial; 

 B. Declare invalid, void and unenforceable the defendant’s September 21, 2026, 

actions purporting to remove Mr. Mulholland from office as the defendant’s Town Manager; 

 C. Declare that the defendant’s September 21, 2026, actions purporting to remove Mr. 

Mulholland from office as the defendant’s Town Manager violated the job security protections 

afforded him under Section 4 of his Employment Agreement; 

 D. Declare that Mr. Mulholland had a property interest in his employment deriving 

from his Employment Agreement and from Section 3.02 of the Londonderry Town Charter; 

 E. Declare that the defendant’s September 21, 2026, actions purporting to remove Mr. 

Mulholland from office as the defendant’s Town Manager violated Mr. Mulholland’s Loudermill 

rights; 

 F. Declare that Section 3.02 of the Londonderry Town Charter (and its predecessor, 

the former Section 4.4 of the Londonderry Town Charter as the Charter existed when the Town 

hired Mr. Mulholland) are not preempted; 

 G. Declare that the defendant purported to remove Mr. Mulholland from office as the 

defendant’s Town Manager in violation of Section 3.02 of the Londonderry Town Charter; 
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 H. Find the defendant liable pursuant to 42 U.S.C. § 1983 for violation of Mr. 

Mulholland’s procedural due process rights; 

 I. Find the defendant liable for breach of contract; 

 J. Award Mr. Mulholland damages for lost wages, lost employment benefits and other 

consequential damages proximately caused by the defendant’s breach; 

 K. Award Mr. Mulholland special damages, general damages and/or nominal damages 

pursuant to 42 U.S.C. § 1983; 

 L. Award Mr. Mulholland his reasonable attorney’s fees, plus interest and costs; and 

 M. Grant such other and further relief as is just and equitable. 

Respectfully submitted, 
SHAUN MULHOLLAND 
By his attorneys, 
DOUGLAS, LEONARD & GARVEY, P.C. 

 
 
Date:  October 14, 2026   By: /s/ Benjamin T. King     

Benjamin T. King, NH Bar #12888 
14 South Street, Suite 5 
Concord, NH 03301 
(603) 224-1988 
benjamin@nhlawoffice.com 

mailto:benjamin@nhlawoffice.com



















































