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THE STATE OF NEW HAMPSHIRE 

 

STRAFFORD, SS  SUPERIOR COURT  

  

219-2016-CR-00015 

 

State of New Hampshire 

 

v. 

 

John Madore 

 

PETITION TO UNSEAL COURT RECORDS 

 

 NOW COMES New Hampshire Public Radio (“NHPR”), a public media organization 

established under New Hampshire law, and pursuant to New Hampshire practice and common 

law, Part I, Articles 8 and 22 of the New Hampshire Constitution and the First Amendment to the 

United States Constitution, petitions the Court to unseal seven court records in this case that are 

set forth in paragraph (9) hereof. In support of this petition and as grounds therefor, NHPR 

represents: 

Introduction 

 (1) On November 17, 2023, John Madore (“Madore”) fatally shot a security officer at 

New Hampshire Hospital, Concord, New Hampshire. A responding New Hampshire State 

Trooper shot and killed Madore.  

 (2) This fatal incident has been widely reported in the press. See Exhibit 1 for a list of 

the some of the articles published between November 17 and December 1, 2023. NHPR 

published an article about the incident on December 1, 2023, headlined “Questions linger about 

intersection of guns, mental health policy in wake of NH Hospital shooting.” See Exhibit 2. 

NHPR raised several public issues concerning Madore’s involvement with the state’s criminal 

justice and mental health systems and “whether a patchwork system of gun regulations may have 

allowed him to obtain firearms.” See Id. at 2.  
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The Facts 

 (3) By way of background, Madore was arrested and charged with committing three 

offenses on January 11, 2016. The offenses were Simple Assault (placing his mother in a 

headlock); Second Degree Assault (applying pressure to his sister’s throat that impeded her 

breathing or blood circulation) and Reckless Conduct (placing Chief Scott Young in danger of 

serious bodily injury by possessing loaded firearms in locked room and indicating “the situation 

was going to ‘end badly’ or words to that effect”) . See Exhibit 3.1 On February 8, 2016, Madore 

filed a motion to determine his competency, which the Court sealed. The entry in the Case 

Summary states Charges 1, 2,3. See Exhibit 4, Case Summary, at Index #17. On March 2, 2016, 

the Court ordered a competency evaluation, which it sealed. See Id. at Index #18. On May 5, 

2016, after hearing, the Court approved a Bail Order that required the defendant to be transported 

to New Hampshire State Hospital for an Involuntary Emergency Admission and upon discharge 

to be transported to the Strafford County House of Corrections, and a bail hearing to be promptly 

held. The Bail Order further stated the defendant was to have no contact with his mother or 

sister, “shall refrain from possessing a firearm, destructive device, dangerous weapon or 

ammunition,” and shall refrain from any use of alcohol and controlled drugs. See Exhibit 5.2  

The Court again ordered a competency evaluation on July 14, 2016, and again sealed the order. 

See Exhibit 4. at Index #34. On October 26, 2016, the Court dismissed “without prejudice” the 

charge of simple assault “for lack of prosecution.” See Exhibit 6.3  Almost a year and one-half 

later, on September 8, 2017, a competency evaluation was filed with the court. It, too, is sealed. 

See Exhibit 4 at Index #44. On October 18, 2017, a status conference was held “re Restoration.” 

 
1 The records are accessible on line at https://www.courts.nh.gov/media/requested-

cases/criminal/state-new-hampshire-v-john-madore 
2 See footnote 1. 
3 See footnote 1. 

https://www.courts.nh.gov/media/requested-cases/criminal/state-new-hampshire-v-john-madore
https://www.courts.nh.gov/media/requested-cases/criminal/state-new-hampshire-v-john-madore
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That same day the State nolle prossed the charges of “2nd Degree Assault” and “Reckless 

Conduct.” The record states, in part: “For reasons placed on sealed record on 10/18/17.” See 

Exhibit 7.4 Among the issues raised by this brief synopsis are: 

(a) Why did the defendant move to determine his competency and why did the Court seal 

the motion? 

(b) What was the result of the competency evaluation? 

(c) What occurred at the status conference on October 18, 2017? 

(d) What were the reasons the State nolle prossed  the 2nd Degree Assault and Reckless 

Conduct? 

(e) As a result of the competency evaluation, did the Court make any findings whether 

the defendant was competent to stand trial?5  

  

 (4) On November 22, 2023, NHPR posted an article on its website, NHPR.org, 

written by Annmarie Timmins of the New Hampshire Bulletin, headlined “Police took Madore’s 

guns after 2016 assault and reckless conduct arrests.” See Exhibit 9 . The article reported the 

defendant underwent a competency evaluation at New Hampshire Hospital, and that “[t]he 

charges eventually were dropped for reasons not stated in the file.”  

 (5) The NHPR December 1, 2023 article mentioned in paragraph (2) hereof reported 

that: 

•  Arrest records from the 2016 case show that Madore was suffering from 

severe mental illness at that time and was involuntarily committed to 

psychiatric hospitals on multiple occasions in 2016 and 2017, including 

New Hampshire Hospital. 

• The federal Gun Control Act makes it illegal for anyone adjudicated 

mentally ill or committed to a mental institution to own or buy a gun. 

• The majority of states require notification to the federal NICS database 

following an involuntary commitment. 

 
4 See footnote 1. 
5 On November 27, 2023, Todd Bookman, a reporter for NHPR, brought to the attention of the Communication 

Manager/Public Information Officer for the Judicial Branch, RSA 135:17-c and asked whether Index 44 should be 

part of the public record” if the defendant was found to be incompetent. Mr. Bookman was told he needed to file a 

“motion to have the records unsealed.” See Exhibit 8. 

https://www.nhpr.org/nh-news/2023-11-20/court-records-show-nh-hospital-shooter-involved-in-2016-armed-standoff
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• New Hampshire is one of a few states that does not require notification 

when someone is adjudicated mentally ill.  

• In 2016,  the legislature inserted into a Medicaid expansion bill a sentence 

that was intended to address the issue of notification. But state officials 

did not agree on what the sentence required.  

• Although that sentence remains in effect, courts are not reporting all 

people who are involuntarily committed to the NICS system. 

 (6) Several members of the New Hampshire House believe state laws should be 

strengthened and have introduced in the current legislative session House Bill 1711, “The Chief 

Bradley Haas Mental Health Firearms Reporting Act.” See Exhibit 10. If enacted, among other 

requirements:  

I.  In compliance with the federal NICS Improvement Amendments Act of 2007, 

Public Law 110-180 and the Brady Handgun Violence Prevention Act of 1993, 

Public Law 103-159, the New Hampshire judicial branch and the department of 

safety are authorized to report to the National Instant Criminal Background Check 

System (NICS) records concerning persons who have been disqualified from 

possessing or receiving a firearm under 18 U.S.C. section 922(g)(4) because they 

have been: 

(a)  Adjudicated as not guilty of a crime by reason of insanity; 

(b) Adjudicated as incompetent to stand trial and found by the court to be a danger 

to themselves or others pursuant to RSA 171-B:2, 135-E:5 or 135:17-a; or 

(c)  Involuntarily committed to a mental health facility pursuant to RSA 135-C:34-

54. (emphasis added). 

   

(7) Assuming HB 1711 becomes law, the open questions are why the State, in 2017,   

nolle prossed the Second Degree Assault and Reckless Conduct charges and whether the rules 

and procedures concerning the Madore case should be revised to minimize a repeat incident. 

Unsealing the records set forth in paragraph (9) is the starting point to make that determination.  

(8) On December 4, 2023, undersigned counsel wrote the Clerk of Court to request 

information about several records listed in the Case Summary. See Exhibit 11. Later that day, 

General Counsel for the New Hampshire Judicial Branch responded, stating “we are unable to 
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provide information that is currently under seal in this case.” See Exhibit 12. On December 5, 

undersigned counsel asked whether General Counsel could state what the records at Indexes 27 

and 40 “relate[] to.” General Counsel replied, “Unfortunately we can’t provide information that 

is under seal administratively, without a court order. This, of course, something that can be 

addressed by adjudication.” See Exhibit 13.6 

Sealed Records and Transcript 

 (9) The court records NHPR requests the Court to unseal and make public are: 

• Index #17, 02/08/2016 Motion to Determine Competency, Filed by: 

Defendant Madore, John, SEALED 

 

• Index #18, 03/02/2016 Order for Competency Evaluation (Judicial Officer: 

Houran, Steven M), SEALED 

 

• Index #25, 04/21/2016  Correspondence from OFE, SEALED 

 

• Index #34, 07/14/2016 Order for Competency Evaluation (Judicial Officer: 

Houran, Steven M ), SEALED 

 

• Index #40, 01/09/2017 Sealed Document, Order (Under Seal) 

 

• Index #44, 09/08/2017 Competency Evaluation, *Sealed* 

 

• Transcript of the October 18, 2017 Status Conference 

The Law 

(10) In “a case of first impression,” the Supreme Court, in Thomson v. Cash, 117 N.H. 

653 (1977), held that, based on “New Hampshire practice and common law principles …[t]he 

courts of New Hampshire have always considered their records to be public, absent some 

overriding consideration or special circumstance.” Id. at 654. At issue was the deposition of a 

 
6 By way of explanation, at the December 14, 2023 meeting of the New Hampshire Committee on the Judiciary and 

the Media, the Strafford County Clerk of Court explained that case summaries identify court orders by the heading 

of the order. In responding to questions about what an order pertains to, the clerk is authorized to state only what 

appears in the case summary. Referring to Exhibit 4, compare Index #5, “Transportation Order,” with Index #18, 

Order for Competency Evaluation (Judicial Officer record: Houran, Steven M.) SEALED,” with Index #40, “Sealed 

Document, Order (Under Seal).” 
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sitting governor in a defamation case he brought. The deposition was filed with the court by the 

defendants in connection with a motion for summary judgment they planned to file. The court 

ruled the deposition was open to the public, stating that “absent special circumstances, those 

things which are filed in court in connection with a pending case are open to public inspection. 

This appears to be the almost universal rule dating from the earliest times.” (citation omitted). Id.  

(11) In Petition of Keene Sentinel, 136 N.H. 121 (1992), the paper, during the 1990 

political campaign of the incumbent congressman for the second congressional district, sought 

access to the sealed records from his 1979 and 1983 divorce cases based on the state and federal 

constitutions. The trial court denied access, in part, because “‘the petitioner's motive appears to 

be to promote public scandal by exposing the most private aspects of the divorce litigants' 

marital lives.’” Id. at 124. On appeal, the Supreme Court reaffirmed its rulings in Thomson v. 

Cash, but grounded its decision on Part I, Article 8 of the New Hampshire Constitution: 

We hold that under the constitutional and decisional law of this State, there is a 

presumption that court records are public and the burden of proof rests with the 

party seeking closure or nondisclosure of court records to demonstrate with 

specificity that there is some overriding consideration or special circumstance, 

that is, a sufficiently compelling interest, which outweighs the public's right of 

access to those records. (emphasis added). 

 

Id. at 128. 

 

In an effort to meet their burden of proof, the respondents “assert[ed] a general privacy 

interest.” The court ruled that was insufficient; any privacy interest must be stated “with 

specificity.” Continuing, it stated:  

the trial judge must review each document to which access is sought and for 

which a specific right of privacy is claimed to determine if there is a sufficiently 

compelling reason that would justify preventing public access to that document, 

with the burden of proof resting on the party seeking nondisclosure. Before a 

document is ordered sealed, the trial judge must determine that no reasonable 

alternative to nondisclosure exists. In addition, the trial judge must use the least 

restrictive means available to accomplish the purposes sought to be achieved.  
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Id. at 129-130. The court concluded its decision by “set[ting] forth the procedures and standards” 

a trial court is to use when a party seeks access to sealed court records, including: 

• The court shall determine if there is some overriding consideration or special 

circumstance, that is, a sufficiently compelling interest, that would justify 

preventing public access to the records. Thomson v. Cash, 117 N.H. 653, 377 

A.2d 135. The party seeking closure or nondisclosure bears the burden of proof 

under the standard set forth above. There is a presumption that court records are 

public. The court must determine that no reasonable alternative to nondisclosure 

exists and must use the least restrictive means necessary to effectuate the purposes 

sought to be achieved. For example, instead of sealing an entire document 

because it has been determined that parts of it should not be accessible to the 

public, the court should consider if redaction of those parts is the appropriate least 

restrictive means. 

• The court shall determine if there is some overriding consideration or special 

circumstance, that is, a sufficiently compelling interest, that would justify 

preventing public access to the records. Thomson v. Cash, 117 N.H. 653, 377 

A.2d 135. The party seeking closure or nondisclosure bears the burden of proof 

under the standard set forth above. There is a presumption that court records are 

public. The court must determine that no reasonable alternative to nondisclosure 

exists and must use the least restrictive means necessary to effectuate the purposes 

sought to be achieved. For example, instead of sealing an entire document 

because it has been determined that parts of it should not be accessible to the 

public, the court should consider if redaction of those parts is the appropriate least 

restrictive means. 

• The court shall determine if there is some overriding consideration or special 

circumstance, that is, a sufficiently compelling interest, that would justify 

preventing public access to the records. Thomson v. Cash, 117 N.H. 653, 377 

A.2d 135. The party seeking closure or nondisclosure bears the burden of proof 

under the standard set forth above. There is a presumption that court records are 

public. The court must determine that no reasonable alternative to nondisclosure 

exists and must use the least restrictive means necessary to effectuate the purposes 

sought to be achieved. For example, instead of sealing an entire document 

because it has been determined that parts of it should not be accessible to the 

public, the court should consider if redaction of those parts is the appropriate least 

restrictive means. 

 

Id. at 130-131 

 

(12) The most recent case to apply Part I, Article 8’s presumption of open judicial 

proceedings and records is State v. Kibby, 170 N.H. 255 (2017). At issue were letters the 

defendant had sent to the trial court concerning his counsel, which the court sealed, and ex parte 

court hearings. After the defendant pled guilty to seven counts and was sentenced, the trial court, 

https://1.next.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?findType=Y&serNum=1977120392&pubNum=162&originatingDoc=Ic242f265350b11d9abe5ec754599669c&refType=RP&originationContext=document&transitionType=DocumentItem&ppcid=d5854ab79158440aa7cda91b1b253693&contextData=(sc.Keycite)
https://1.next.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?findType=Y&serNum=1977120392&pubNum=162&originatingDoc=Ic242f265350b11d9abe5ec754599669c&refType=RP&originationContext=document&transitionType=DocumentItem&ppcid=d5854ab79158440aa7cda91b1b253693&contextData=(sc.Keycite)
https://1.next.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?findType=Y&serNum=1977120392&pubNum=162&originatingDoc=Ic242f265350b11d9abe5ec754599669c&refType=RP&originationContext=document&transitionType=DocumentItem&ppcid=d5854ab79158440aa7cda91b1b253693&contextData=(sc.Keycite)
https://1.next.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?findType=Y&serNum=1977120392&pubNum=162&originatingDoc=Ic242f265350b11d9abe5ec754599669c&refType=RP&originationContext=document&transitionType=DocumentItem&ppcid=d5854ab79158440aa7cda91b1b253693&contextData=(sc.Keycite)
https://1.next.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?findType=Y&serNum=1977120392&pubNum=162&originatingDoc=Ic242f265350b11d9abe5ec754599669c&refType=RP&originationContext=document&transitionType=DocumentItem&ppcid=d5854ab79158440aa7cda91b1b253693&contextData=(sc.Keycite)
https://1.next.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?findType=Y&serNum=1977120392&pubNum=162&originatingDoc=Ic242f265350b11d9abe5ec754599669c&refType=RP&originationContext=document&transitionType=DocumentItem&ppcid=d5854ab79158440aa7cda91b1b253693&contextData=(sc.Keycite)
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sua sponte, issued an order stating that “the record, all pleadings filed, the defendant's 

correspondence with the court, and all orders issued involving defense counsel's motion to 

withdraw shall be UNSEALED ….” State v. Kibby, 170 N.H. at 257. The defendant objected to 

the proposed unsealing based on the attorney-client privilege. As for the sealed pleadings and ex 

parte hearings, the defendant argued that even if they “‘do not include privileged statements, 

they include content that is so closely associated as to be privileged.’” Id. at 258. 

 The Supreme Court began its analysis by citing Petition of Keene Sentinel and Petition of 

Union Leader Corp.:7 

“The courts of New Hampshire have always considered their records to be public, 

absent some overriding consideration or special circumstance.” Petition of Keene 

Sentinel, 136 N.H. 121, 126, 612 A.2d 911 (1992) (quotation and brackets 

omitted). “Such access is critical to ensure that court proceedings are conducted 

fairly and impartially, and that the judicial process is open and 

accountable.” Petition of Union Leader Corp., 147 N.H. 603, 604, 809 A.2d 752 

(2002) (citations omitted). 

 

“[T]here is a presumption that court records are public and the burden of proof 

rests with the party seeking closure or nondisclosure of court records to 

demonstrate with specificity that there is some overriding consideration or special 

circumstance, that is, a sufficiently compelling interest which outweighs the 

public's right of access to those records.” Petition of Keene Sentinel, 136 N.H. at 

128, 612 A.2d 911. “Where no special circumstances exist, however, those things 

which are filed in court in connection with a pending case are accessible to the 

public.” Petition of Union Leader Corp., 147 N.H. at 604, 809 A.2d 

752 (quotation omitted). 

 

170 N.H. at 258. Here, no special circumstances exist. 

 

 (13) The defendant is deceased. Under common law precedent, his right of privacy 

lapsed upon his death. See, e.g., Cordell v. Detective Publications, Inc., 491 F. 2nd 989, 990 (6th 

Cir.1964)(“Consequently, the right lapses with the death of the person who enjoyed it, and one 

 
7 In the Union Leader case, the paper sought records of meetings of superior court judges. The Supreme Court 

denied access: “In sum, the documents sought are not court records. Rather, they are records of meetings of superior 

court judges concerning internal management and operation of the court that do not directly relate or pertain to court 

proceedings or the superior court's adjudicatory functions.” 147 N.H. at 605. 

https://1.next.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?findType=Y&serNum=1992152774&pubNum=0000579&originatingDoc=I00e3a15081d311e794a1f7ff5c621124&refType=RP&fi=co_pp_sp_579_126&originationContext=document&transitionType=DocumentItem&ppcid=9b8fe554cbf74dfe97353eae56bced92&contextData=(sc.DocLink)#co_pp_sp_579_126
https://1.next.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?findType=Y&serNum=1992152774&pubNum=0000579&originatingDoc=I00e3a15081d311e794a1f7ff5c621124&refType=RP&fi=co_pp_sp_579_126&originationContext=document&transitionType=DocumentItem&ppcid=9b8fe554cbf74dfe97353eae56bced92&contextData=(sc.DocLink)#co_pp_sp_579_126
https://1.next.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?findType=Y&serNum=2002244073&pubNum=0000579&originatingDoc=I00e3a15081d311e794a1f7ff5c621124&refType=RP&fi=co_pp_sp_579_604&originationContext=document&transitionType=DocumentItem&ppcid=9b8fe554cbf74dfe97353eae56bced92&contextData=(sc.DocLink)#co_pp_sp_579_604
https://1.next.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?findType=Y&serNum=2002244073&pubNum=0000579&originatingDoc=I00e3a15081d311e794a1f7ff5c621124&refType=RP&fi=co_pp_sp_579_604&originationContext=document&transitionType=DocumentItem&ppcid=9b8fe554cbf74dfe97353eae56bced92&contextData=(sc.DocLink)#co_pp_sp_579_604
https://1.next.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?findType=Y&serNum=1992152774&pubNum=0000579&originatingDoc=I00e3a15081d311e794a1f7ff5c621124&refType=RP&fi=co_pp_sp_579_128&originationContext=document&transitionType=DocumentItem&ppcid=748f601f98b24a609b12a8219ef837c4&contextData=(sc.UserEnteredCitation)#co_pp_sp_579_128
https://1.next.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?findType=Y&serNum=1992152774&pubNum=0000579&originatingDoc=I00e3a15081d311e794a1f7ff5c621124&refType=RP&fi=co_pp_sp_579_128&originationContext=document&transitionType=DocumentItem&ppcid=748f601f98b24a609b12a8219ef837c4&contextData=(sc.UserEnteredCitation)#co_pp_sp_579_128
https://1.next.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?findType=Y&serNum=2002244073&pubNum=0000579&originatingDoc=I00e3a15081d311e794a1f7ff5c621124&refType=RP&fi=co_pp_sp_579_604&originationContext=document&transitionType=DocumentItem&ppcid=748f601f98b24a609b12a8219ef837c4&contextData=(sc.UserEnteredCitation)#co_pp_sp_579_604
https://1.next.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?findType=Y&serNum=2002244073&pubNum=0000579&originatingDoc=I00e3a15081d311e794a1f7ff5c621124&refType=RP&fi=co_pp_sp_579_604&originationContext=document&transitionType=DocumentItem&ppcid=748f601f98b24a609b12a8219ef837c4&contextData=(sc.UserEnteredCitation)#co_pp_sp_579_604


 

9 

 

cannot recover for this kind of invasion of the privacy of a relative, no matter how close the 

relationship”)(footnotes 3 and 4 omitted).8  Further, records already available to the public 

disclose the defendant’s violent conduct toward family members in 2016, that he was suffering 

from mental illness and had been involuntarily admitted to psychiatric hospitals in 2016 and 

2017, and that a competency evaluation had been performed and filed with the trial court in 

September 2017. Moreover, if the Court had found, based on the competency evaluation, that the 

defendant was not competent to stand trial, it would have been required to make its findings to 

that effect public to comply with RSA 135:17-c,III. But if that is not what the evaluation 

concluded, it would raise the question why the State nolle prossed the Second Degree Assault 

and the Reckless Conduct charges. The reasons, according to the State, are in a “sealed record on 

10/18/17.” See Exhibit 7. 

  (13) The Supreme Court has yet to consider a case involving access to competency 

hearings and records, but federal courts have. In United States v. Guerrero, 693 F.3d 990, 1000, 

1001 (9th Cir. 2012), the court, based on its own research, ruled, “[t]he district court did not 

clearly err in concluding that competency proceedings of a criminal defendant have historically 

been open to the public and press.” (emphasis added). Continuing, the court stated: 

Allowing public access to a competency hearing permits the public to view and 

read about the criminal justice process and ensure that the proceedings are 

conducted in an open, objective, and fair manner. Indeed, public confidence in the 

judicial system is especially significant where a defendant accused of a violent 

felony is not tried because he was found incompetent. (emphasis added). 

 

Id. at 1002. See also, Civil Beat Law Center for Public Interest, Inc. v. Maile, 2022 WL 

17960922 (D. Hawaii 2022); United States v. Curran, 2006 WL 1159855 (D. Ariz. May 2, 

2006) (unpublished); cf. Poole v. South Dade Nursing & Rehab. Ctr., 139 So.3d 436, 440-441 

 
88 At footnotes 3 and 4, the 6th Circuit cited the many authorities on which it relied. 

https://1.next.westlaw.com/Document/I9143b470868111eda4e8d87b89bef7e9/View/FullText.html?listSource=RelatedInfo&navigationPath=%2fRelatedInfo%2fv1%2fkcCitingReferences%2fnav%3fdocGuid%3dIecd93d0ff36211e1b11ea85d0b248d27%26midlineIndex%3d1%26warningFlag%3dX%26planIcons%3dNO%26skipOutOfPlan%3dNO%26sort%3ddepthdesc%26filterGuid%3dh1b264c05e3cd5f57682dec73f0b81b5b%26category%3dkcCitingReferences%26origDocSource%3d6ce678be8ad04a30a48a4dacc4f334a5&list=CitingReferences&rank=1&originationContext=docHeader&contextData=(sc.DocLink)&transitionType=Document&needToInjectTerms=False&docSource=06b0d4671c9342aab9a25a87dd5464e6&ppcid=a62884bd3b7347c8a40a5494b9618c4e
https://1.next.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?findType=Y&serNum=2009076641&pubNum=0000999&originatingDoc=Iecd93d0ff36211e1b11ea85d0b248d27&refType=RP&originationContext=document&transitionType=DocumentItem&ppcid=f6cec2ebe99b46239952293764cafdf6&contextData=(sc.DocLink)
https://1.next.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?findType=Y&serNum=2009076641&pubNum=0000999&originatingDoc=Iecd93d0ff36211e1b11ea85d0b248d27&refType=RP&originationContext=document&transitionType=DocumentItem&ppcid=f6cec2ebe99b46239952293764cafdf6&contextData=(sc.DocLink)
https://1.next.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?findType=Y&serNum=2033467473&pubNum=0003926&originatingDoc=I9143b470868111eda4e8d87b89bef7e9&refType=RP&fi=co_pp_sp_3926_440&originationContext=document&transitionType=DocumentItem&ppcid=a62884bd3b7347c8a40a5494b9618c4e&contextData=(sc.DocLink)#co_pp_sp_3926_440
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(Fla. Dist. Ct. App. 2014) (finding that a defendant's competency examinations were not 

confidential under State law and, thus, affirmed the granting of a motion to unseal the same); and 

State v. Chen, 309 P.3d 410, 411 (Wash. 2013) (en banc) (concluding that, pursuant to the State 

Constitution, once a competency evaluation becomes a court record, a presumption of openness 

exists that can only be overcome by making case-specific findings). 

Relief Requested 

 NHPR urges the Court to follow the foregoing authority and New Hampshire practice 

and common law, Part I, Articles 8 and 22 of the state constitution and First Amendment, and:  

A. unseal the records set forth in paragraph (9), and 

B. grant such additional relief as may be necessary and proper. 

 

Respectfully submitted, 

                                              New Hampshire Public Radio 

 

                                              By its attorneys, 

 

                                              ORR & RENO, P.A. 
        William L. Chapman (NH Bar #397) 
        45 South Main Street, Suite 400 

        P.O. Box 3550 

        Concord, NH 03302-3550 

        (603) 223-9107 

        wchapman@orr-reno.com 

 

Date: January 19, 2024                               By: /s/William L. Chapman 

                                              William L. Chapman 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

https://1.next.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?findType=Y&serNum=2033467473&pubNum=0003926&originatingDoc=I9143b470868111eda4e8d87b89bef7e9&refType=RP&fi=co_pp_sp_3926_440&originationContext=document&transitionType=DocumentItem&ppcid=a62884bd3b7347c8a40a5494b9618c4e&contextData=(sc.DocLink)#co_pp_sp_3926_440
https://1.next.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?findType=Y&serNum=2031488213&pubNum=0004645&originatingDoc=I9143b470868111eda4e8d87b89bef7e9&refType=RP&fi=co_pp_sp_4645_411&originationContext=document&transitionType=DocumentItem&ppcid=a62884bd3b7347c8a40a5494b9618c4e&contextData=(sc.DocLink)#co_pp_sp_4645_411
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

 

I, William L. Chapman, hereby certify that on this date the foregoing was served upon all 

counsel of record via the Court's electronic filing system. 

 

Dated: January 19, 2024                     /s/ William L. Chapman              

                            William L. Chapman 

 

  
4687636 

 

 

 

 

 

 
























































































