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INTRODUCTION

a fly with a sledgehammer.

-  

1.

2. Defendant CHRA has invaded, and continues to invade, the privacy of hundreds of 

tenants by placing electronic monitoring devices in around 300 units in their properties. It did 

so in an effort to punish routine infractions by a small number of tenants that they have 

historically been able to address through ordinary property maintenance enforcement 

procedures.

3.



 

4. The data collected CHRA staff and,

the developer of the 

5.

6. As CHRA is a state actor, the installation is a governmental intrusion upon 

personal and private information, as well as a 

7.

8.



 

9. Accordingly, tenant class representatives file this complaint to enforce their rights

under Part 1, Articles 2-b and 19 of the New Hampshire Constitution.

10. Specifically, in filing this Class Action Complaint, the class representatives request 

that this Court declare that CHRA violated its constitutional rights to privacy and 

security from unreasonable warrantless searches by installing the non-

consensually collecting their personal and private information.

11. Additionally, the class representatives request that the Court enjoin CHRA from 

continuing to install and maintain, in all units it owns or manages, Minut that 

non-consensually collect personal and private information, and order CHRA to delete all data 

collected by the rs from .

THE PARTIES

12. Plaintiff and Class Representative Mark LaValley is an adult individual 

residing at 15 Pitman Street, Concord, New Hampshire.



 

14.

JURISDICTION AND VENUE

15. This is a action by Plaintiffs This

Court has the New Hampshire Constitution, RSA 491:7, RSA 498:1,

and Superior Court Rule 48. This Court has 

16. Plaintiffs request a judicial declaration stating that CHRA

17. This Court has personal jurisdiction over CHRA whose principal place of business 

is in Concord, New Hampshire.

18. Venue is as Plaintiff



 

FACTS

I. The Concord Housing and Redevelopment Authority

19.

20.

21.

22.

23. units are highly unlikely to afford to 

rent apartments in the private market given their incomes. If not for the subsidized rents that 

CHRA provides, many of these tenants would likely be homeless. 

II. Minut Monitor Devices

25.

26.



 

27.

28.

29.

30.

31.

32.

1

 
1



 

 

III. Sensors

 



 

2

IV. Minut App

 
2



 

3

4

The VOC (Volatile Organic Compound) air-quality data that is essential for smoke 

detection is also not available through the app and is only available to 

 
3

4



 

5

6

 
5

6



 

V. chase of the Minut Monitor Devices

In the spring of 2024, CHRA began a policy and practice of electronically

surveilling their tenants within their homes when they requested that the CHRA Board of 

Directors approve the purchase of devices for installation in 

their properties. 

56. CHRA Executive Director Julie Palmeri told the Board that the Minut Monitors 

would assist with preventing smoking and noise complaints by providing CHRA with smoke 

and noise data they could use to enforce provisions in residential leases that prohibit indoor 

smoking and noise disturbances. Id.

57.

58. In later conversations with third parties, Ms. Palmeri would reiterate this motivation 

for the installation of the . In an e-mail sent on May 30, 2024, to property 



 

managers from the Concord Coalition to End Homelessness, Ms. Palmeri stated [is]

installing smoking detectors in . . . These units detect all types of 

59. CHRA further reiterated this interest explicitly to all tenants via notices and lease 

addendums. In explaining why Minut Monitors were being installed in tenant units CHRA 

stated that monitors will provide data that management can use to enforce [smoking and 

App. at 197, 199, Ex. 14, 15.

60. The Board passed Resolution #1416, approving the purchase of 

and allocating $46,060 for device and service purchases from 

61. Resolution #1416 was based on a cost of $50 per 

62.

63.



 

VI. Minut, Inc. Privacy Policy and Terms of Service

64. As part of the 

65. The Minut, Inc.

66. Contained in the incorporated privacy policy were descriptions of the data to be 

collected by the 

67.

68. This point was further reiterated by 



 

69.

70.

71.

72.

Please be aware that AI and machine learning models are probabilistic systems. 
This means that the results and responses they generate are predictions based on 
patterns in the data used to train them. As such, the results and responses may 
occasionally be inaccurate or incomplete

. You should always evaluate any AI-
generated results and responses for accuracy and suitability for your specific use 
case. You acknowledge and agree that the AI 

may not always be reliable, accurate, or 
appropriate for your particular needs.

App. at 145 46, Ex. 8. (Emphasis added

On information and belief, no copy of the 

VII. CHRA Minut Monitor Devices

74. Once CHRA entered into the commercial agreement on , it



 

75. Julie Palmeri, as Executive Director of CHRA

76.

77. In late May of 2024, Ms. Palmeri also worked directly with representatives from 

78.

7

i. Kennedy Building with 86 units located at 1 Thompson Street, Concord, 

New Hampshire;

ii. Boucher Apartments with 16 units 

;

iii. Haller (Jennings) Apartments with 50 units 

;

iv. Crutchfield Building with 105 units located at 15 Pitman Street, Concord, 

New Hampshire (where Plaintiff Mark LaValley resides);

v. Ceriello Apartments with 9 units 

;
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vi.

vii. Pitman Place at 15 Pitman Street, Concord, New Hampshire; and

viii. Thompson Square with 6 units

8

App. at 178, Ex. 11

79.

80.

81.

82. By October 21, 2024, Boucher Apartments

and were collecting 9

83. By early November of 2024, Minut Monitors had been installed at the Haller 

Apartments on Jennings Drive and were collecting tenant data. 
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84. On November 19, 2024, CHRA staff had to correct incorrectly labeled units in the 

Boucher Apartments, and facilities staff had to troubleshoot 

CHRA staff suspected that tenants had tampered with one of the Boucher devices. App. at 

243 244, Ex. 22.

85. By December 10, 2024, at least 5 th floor 

units of the Kennedy Building. App. at 254, Ex. 23.

86. By December 14, 2024, CHRA staff member Heather Sargent had issued the first 

notice of lease violation to a tenant based on data collected by the Minut Monitor. App. at 257,

Ex. 24.

87. Installation of the at the Kennedy and Crutchfield Buildings proved 

slow and costly due to internet issues with the devices concrete 

walls. App. at 249, Ex. 23.

88. By January 8, 2025, Tom Buckman reported that he had installed 12 Minut 

Monitors on the 9th floor of the Kennedy Building and would be installing 7 more in other 

floors of the Kennedy Building now that they were working with the new mesh Wi-Fi network. 

He as it had a similar concrete construction. App. 

at 251, Ex. 23.

89. In June of 2025, CHRA facilities staff did a mass installation of 

App. at 259, Ex.

90. By July 1, 2025, Minut Monitors were installed in some units in the Kennedy 

Building and were collecting tenant data. App. at 261 62, Ex. 26.



 

91.

92. On November 7, 2025 two days after CHR to stop seeking the re-

installation of a one Crutchfield resident

, see Paragraphs 111 12 Tom

Buckman texted Jason Johns

93. The final property to have on

VIII. CHRA e to Tenants
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10



 

Id.

Id.

11

Id.

Id.
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IX. Tenant Objections

110. On or around June or 

111. On July 23, 2025, CHRA staff Tom Buckman (Director of Special Projects) and 

Heather Sargent were texting among themselves written tenant complaint,

which was from a Crutchfield Building tenant. Mr. Buckman mentioned that the tenant wanted 

the , Ms. Sargent 

112.



 

113. On January 12, 2026, a Parmenter tenant objected in writing to the notice they 

received from CHRA and 

X. CHRA

114. Sometime after CHRA began its Minut Monitor program, staff began to draft a 

lease addendum that tenants would sign regarding installation and use of the Minut Monitors 

by CHRA. App. at 281 82, 284, Ex 30, 31.

115.

116. The text of the lease addendum largely followed that of the Capabilities Notice 

sent to tenants. It had the same description of the Minut Monitor capabilities and the same 

enforcement regime for smoking and excessive noise violations as detailed in the Capabilities 

Notice. The addendum further included the same fine schedule for tampering with the Minut 

Monitor. App. at 201, Ex. 15.

117. The lease addendum additionally included that a minimum of one Minut Monitor 

will be installed in each apartment. Id.

118. Importantly, a paragraph at the end of the lease addendum stated the following:

Failure to adhere to any of the conditions of this addendum will constitute both a material



 

non-compliance with the lease agreement and a serious violation of the lease agreement which 

are both good cause of termination of the lease agreement. Id.

119. The addendum then went on to include a signature line for the head of household 

and for other family members that stated the following: by signing below, the resident(s) 

agrees to the terms as described in this lease addendum for their entire tenancy. Id.

Id.

121. As of this filing, it is unclear how many tenants

signed the Minut Monitor lease addendum

122. On January 30, 2026, counsel for CHRA stated in a response to a request made 

under RSA ch. 91-A that [a]ll tenants except one have signed the [Minut Monitor] Lease 

Addendum. We believe it is unduly burdensome to produce all signed addendums as there are 

over 300 tenant files that will need to be manually reviewed to search for a signed Addendu

App. at 287, Ex. 32.

123. However, on information and belief, there appear to be m

124.

125. On August 19, 2025, Jessica Beaulieu, the property manager for the Crutchfield 

Building, e-mailed Julie Palmeri that she would be including the Minut Monitor lease 



 

addendum with her annual and triennial recertifications for subsidy eligibility that she sends to 

the tenants. App. at 284, Ex. 31.

126. As the triennial recertifications are a three-year period, it i

XI. Tenant Plaintiff Mark LaValley

127. Mark LaValley is a CHRA tenant living in a 1-bedroom unit of the Crutchfield 

Building. He has lived in his apartment since November of 2025.

128. In early 2025, Mr. LaValley applied 

129. On November 12, 2025, Mr. LaValley met with Jessica Beaulieu to sign lease 

documents. Mr. LaValley signed the lease for his apartment along with several other lease 

addendums including the Minut Monitor lease addendum. App. at 201, Ex. 15.

130. Ms. Beaulieu briefly explained the Minut Monitors to Mr. LaValley, stating that 

there was one installed in his unit and they were intended to detect noise and smoke in 

apartments. She then had Mr. LaValley sign the lease addendum. 

131. At the time, Mr. LaValley did not think 

132. Prior to leasing his new unit in the Crutchfield Building, Mr. LaValley had faced 

a period of housing instability and was happy to finally be receiving a subsidized apartment 

after being on the waitlist for . He understood that refusal to sign



 

133. Mr. LaValley moved into his apartment on November 15, 2025. The Minut 

Monitor was already installed and activated in his living room when he arrived. 

134. After moving in, he received a notice from CHRA 

135.

137.
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141. Between when Mr. LaValley moved into his apartment on November 15, 2025,

and June 9, 2026, his Minut Monitor device recorded a staggering 64,944 motion events from 

142.
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143.

144.



 

145.

146.

XII. Tenant Plaintiff Terri King Experiences with Minut Monitors



 



 



 



 

XIII. Arbitrary and Overbroad Use of the Minut Monitors

167.

administered, and justified in an arbitrary fashion.

A. Implementation simultaneously overbroad and arbitrary

168. The purpose of the Minut Monitors was not particularized to any tenant, instead 

violations or noise complaints. 

169. Despite the general applicability of the policy to all tenants, CHRA staff indicated 

that they did conduct some installations in a targeted fashion.

170. For example, on at least one occasion, CHRA Director of Special Projects 

171.

B. Lack of Program Transparency and Deficient Notice

172.

requested access to the data collected by her Minut Monitor in writing she was denied access 

by CHRA. App. at 270 71, Ex. 28.

173.

tenant. 

174.



 

175. Tenants had no way of knowing what decibel 

176. In fact, even if CHRA had orally told tenants in the past what the decibel threshold 

was set to, the information would likely now be outdated.

177. It appears that since the Minut Monitor program commenced, someone at CHRA 

with access to the Minut Monitor app has changed the decibel threshold of the CHRA devices

multiple times.

178. In November of , the decibel threshold 

179.



 

185.

186.

187.

188.



 

189.

190.

191.

192.

193. Ms. LaClair provided some form of attachment via e-mail and 

,

at which point Julie Palmeri was copied to the e-mail exchange. App. at 275, Ex. 28.

194. Ms. Palmeri separately reached out to Nathan Smith at ,

App. at 273, Ex. 28.

195.

automatically turn on security alarms based on motion, but this is either manually enabled or 

App. at 272, Ex. 28.

196.



 

197.

C. Minut Monitor Use is Not Narrowly Tailored or even Rationally Related to 
Program Objectives

201. In May of 2024, 

202. This means to the extent that there is any form of data retention policy that



 

203. states:

App. at 134, Ex. 7. (Emphasis Added)

204.

206.



 

207.

208.

 



 

 

 



 

212.

213. This data is collected and retained without regard to whether it is possible 

evidence of an arguable lease violation. The vast majority of this data has no conceivable 

connection to any arguable lease violation.

214. Regardless of the existence of any written policy, the data collected by the Minut 

Monitors is not rationally useful for let alone narrowly tailored to the stated purpose of 

215.

216. The purpose of noise and nuisance clauses in public housing leases is to protect 

the quiet enjoyment of other tenants from any undue noise disturbances. 



 

217. The noise data collected by the Minut Monitors is not evidence that tenants have 

disturbed other tenants and cannot practically be used to prove a lease violation without 

additional complaints from tenants. 

218. As such, CHRA continues to collect noise data from their tenants apartments that 

goes beyond the scope of the pu does not

definitively prove a violation of CHRA tenants leases. 

219.

220. Of greater issue is the undisclosed collection of motion and occupancy data. 

221. Beyond the lack of transparency, the motion and Bluetooth scan events are of 

significant concern as they represent that has no 

nexus whatsoever to CHRA operating the Minut Monitors.

222.

223.



 

224.

D. Lack of Tenant Consent to Collect Personal Information

225.

To the extent that CHRA 

Many tenants who signed the lease 

addendums were forced to sign the lease addendum only after CHRA had already installed the 

, and if they declined to they risked eviction.

 

XIV. Warrantless Search and Government Intrusion

A. Article 2-b of the New Hampshire Constitution

227. C -b right 

to informational privacy.

228. This constitutional provision was added to the New Hampshire Constitution

of Rights



 

229. Article 2-b provides: An individual s right to live free from governmental 

intrusion in private or personal information is natural, essential, and inherent. N.H. Const. pt. 

I, art. 2-b.

230.

231. 2b reflects the shared intent of the drafters that, in New Hampshire, ordinary 

peoples expectation of information privacy is the norm, not the exception, and government 

snooping into our personal and private information is prohibited App. at 299,

¶ 20 (citing statements of chief legislative sponsor).

232. The framers of Article 2-b intended government intrusion to include the 

observation, collection, retention, and use of personal or private information. App. at 299, Ex. 

35, ¶ 25.

233. Further, the framers of Article 2-b understood that its provisions directly affected 

a fundamental right, thus triggering a strict scrutiny analysis where the government restriction 

must be justified by a compelling governmental interest and must be necessary to the 

accomplishment of its legitimate purpose. App. at 303 04



 

B. Article 19 of the New Hampshire Constitution

234. Every subject hath a right to be secure from all unreasonable searches and 

seizures of his person, his houses, his papers, and all his possessions. N.H. Const. pt. I, art.

19.

235.

236. Entry into, or collection of information from

237.

238.



 

239. New Hampshire law recognizes that if these criteria are met, administrative 

searches may be an exception to Article warrant and probable cause requirements. See

240.



 

CLASS ALLEGATIONS

241. Proposed class representatives Plaintiffs Mark LaValley

N.H. Super. Ct. Civ. R.

242. In this action, the proposed class representatives to

posed Class: all current and future tenants of CHRA who have or will have Minut

s

243. The proposed class satisf the prerequisites of Rule 16(a).

244. The proposed class satisfies the numerosity requirements of Rule 16(a)(1) because 

the proposed class is so numerous that joinder of all members is impracticable. For example, 

CHRA has installed Minut Monitors in around 300 units representing around 500 tenants. The 

state constitutional rights of these CHRA tenants can only be adjudicated on a class-wide basis, 

as CHRA has already withdrawn one lawsuit against an individual tenant in which the tenant 

raised a state constitutional objection to the use of Minut Monitors a withdrawal which 

prevented the constitutionality of the m

245. Joinder also is impracticable because of the sheer number of proposed class 

members and because membership in the class will be constantly changing as some tenants 

naturally move to new housing in the course of their lives and new tenants take their place.

246. The class meets the commonality



 

247. If CHRA continues to collect data from the Minut Monitors, all members of the 

class will be subject to a common harm through the enforcement against them of a facially 

unconstitutional practice. This suit also raises questions of law common to the proposed class, 

including whether CHRA facially violates the New Hampshire Constitution.

248. And all members also seek the same relief: ( a declaratory judgment that CHRA 

installing the 

; and (ii) an injunction enjoining 

CHRA from, in all units its owns or manages, continuing to install and maintain Minut Monitor 

devices that non-consensually collect personal and private information, and ordering CHRA 

to delete all data collected by the Minut Monitors homes.

249. The proposed class meets the typicality requirements of Rule 16(a)(3) because the 

claims of the proposed class representatives are typical of the claims of the class. The proposed 

class representatives and the proposed class are all persons who are subjected, or will be 

subjected, to the facially unconstitutional act of unreasonable, warrantless, non-consensual

searches and government intrusion on their Each class member who has had a 

faces the same injury based on the same government practice namely, the

250. The adequacy requirements of Rule 16(a)(4) also are

s seek the same relief as the other members of the class, among other things, a

declaratory judgment that installing the 

non-consensually collecting their personal and .



 

251.

252. The proposed class is represented by experienced attorneys from New Hampshire 

Legal Assistance, the American Civil Liberties Union of New Hampshire, and the American 

Civil Liberties Union Foundation. Proposed Class Counsel satisfy the adequate representation 

requirements of Rule 16(a)(6), as they have extensive experience litigating class action 

lawsuits and other complex systemic cases in federal and New Hampshire court and 

representing individuals challenging government actions, including violations of the rights of 

public housing tenants, and searches and other privacy violations involving digital-age 

technologies. Accordingly, the interests of the members of the class will be fairly and 

adequately protected by the proposed class representatives and their attorneys.

253. The proposed class also satisf the adjudication requirements of Rule 16(a)(5).

CHRA and their agents have acted (or will act) in the same unconstitutional manner with 

respect to all class members by continuing to collect personal and 

violation of the New Hampshire 

Constitution. There is no guaranteed means of protecting the rights of all class members caused 



 

by class action that will seek redress of the entire class injuries.

13

CLAIMS FOR RELIEF

254. Plaintiffs re-allege and incorporate by reference each of the allegations above as 

if fully set forth herein.  

255. Article 2-b of the New Hampshire Constitution articulates that all individuals have 

256. In violation of the New Hampshire Constitution, CHRA monitors tenant 

-home activities and 

257. The information collected by the Minut Monitors is personal and private 

information that is easily identifiable to the specific tenants and contains significant insight 

into the personal lives of tenants and their guests. 

258. By their very nature, the data collected by the Minut Monitors must be personal 

and private information associated with the CHRA tenants or else it could not be used by 

CHRA to achieve the objectives of their policy of punishing tenants for suspected lease 

violations.

 
13  



 

259. Without the identifiers of the tenants apartment number or location of the devices 

ld simply be collecting generalized data that 

is incapable of identifying who is responsible for producing the noise, smoke, motion, or other 

data that the Minut Monitor is observing. Generalized information of this nature would be 

260. CHRA is a state actor. It is a public body corporate and politic that receives federal 

money and that exercises public governmental functions as a public agency.

261. CHRA is a governmental intrusion on each

private information by observing, collecting, retaining, and using the data collected by the 

Minut Monitor devices. 

262. At its most basic level, the design of the 

s that the data to be collected, 

263. By installing and activating the Minut Monitors in apartments, CHRA 

collects data about tenants, observes that data through the Minut app, retains the data through 

the Minut app, and uses that data to enforce alleged lease violations against tenants. 

264. The Minut Monitor data collection policy went well be



 

265. Since the first notices 

266.

267.

268.

269. These government intrusions on the personal and private data of tenants do not 

further a compelling government interest in assisting with 

minor lease violations, and the practice of using the 



 

270. CHRA has available, and in fact uses, less intrusive and better tailored means to 

detect and enforce suspected lease violations.

271. Plaintiffs have a reasonable expectation of privacy in the sanctuary of their homes 

and the details of their daily life against monitoring and surveillance by a public agency.

272. Plaintiffs and their guests were subject to surveillance without their consent. When 

objection was made to this surveillance, CHRA attempted to retroactively cover their violation 

of privacy rights by forcing tenants to sign a lease addendum purportedly authorizing 

the surveillance of their units. 

273. The lease addendum forced upon Plaintiffs is an unconstitutional condition placed 

upon a recipient of federal benefits. By putting Plaintiffs to a binary choice of agreeing to a 

perpetual 24/7 search of their apartment or becoming homeless, CHRA has presented Plaintiffs 

with an impossible choice that infringes on their rights. 

274. The violation of the rights of Plaintiffs and the proposed class was caused by the 

policy, practice, and/or custom of the Defendant in installing and collecting data from the 

Minut Monitors.

275. The policies, practice, and/or customs of the Defendant in installing and collecting 

data from the Minut Monitors violated the New Hampshire Constitution and were a significant 

factor behind the injuries of Plaintiffs and the proposed class.

276. Plaintiffs and the proposed class have suffered and continue to suffer irreparable 

harm for which there is no adequate remedy at law and have been directly damaged as a result 



 

277. Plaintiffs re-allege and incorporate by reference each of the allegations above as 

if fully set forth herein.  

278. Article 19 of the New Hampshire Constitution prohibits unreasonable searches 

and seizures. N.H. Const. pt. I, art. 19.

279. As a public body corporate and politic that

280.

281.

282. Here, CHRA tenant data is 

done without a warrant and absent exigent circumstances or consent. 



 

283.

284.

285. Further, consent is absent here. CHRA

meaningfully require consent for this installation and use. Under 

CH

286.



 



 

287. In effect, CHRA has subjected their tenants to a perpetual warrantless search. For 

some tenants this means their civil rights have been violated minute by minute 

288. The violation of the rights of Plaintiffs and the proposed class was caused by the 

policy, practice, and/or custom of the Defendant in installing, collecting, and retaining data 

from the Minut Monitors.  

289. The policies, practice, and/or customs of the Defendant in installing, collecting,

and retaining data from the Minut Monitors violated the New Hampshire Constitution and were 

a significant factor behind the injuries of Plaintiffs and the proposed class.  

290. Plaintiffs and the proposed class have suffered and continue to suffer irreparable 

harm for which there is no adequate remedy at law and have been directly damaged as a result 

PRAYER FOR RELIEF

WHEREFORE, Plaintiffs respectfully request that this Court:

1. Provisionally or permanently certify this matter as a class action, appoint proposed

class representative Plaintiffs as class representatives, and appoint their counsel from New 

Hampshire Legal Assistance, the American Civil Liberties Union of New Hampshire, and the 

American Civil Liberties Union Foundation as class counsel;

2. Declare that CHRA violated its tenants constitutional rights by installing the 

3. Enter a preliminary and/or permanent injunction enjoining CHRA from, in all units

its owns or manages, installing



 

4. Enter a preliminary and/or permanent injunction enjoining CHRA from taking or 

continuing to take adverse action against any CHRA tenant for lease violations based upon the 

Minut Monitors or the data they collect including fines, lease terminations, and evictions;

5. Order CHRA to and 

request that 

6. Award plaintiffs their attorney s fees and costs; and

7. Grant such other relief as may be just and proper in the circumstances.

Respectfully submitted,

By their attorneys

NEW HAMPSHIRE LEGAL ASSISTANCE

/s/ Chris Schott
September 2, 2026 Chris Schott, NH Bar ID #270234

Stephen Tower, NH Bar ID #268089
1850 Elm Street, Suite 7
Manchester, NH  03104
(603) 668-2900, ext. 2507
cschott@nhla.org

/s/ Gilles Bissonnette
September 2, 2026 Gilles Bissonnette, NH Bar ID # 265393

Henry Klementowicz, NH Bar ID # 21177

18 Low Avenue
Concord, NH  03301
(603) 227-6678
gilles@aclu-nh.org
henry@aclu-nh.org
maria@aclu-nh.org



 

/s/ Nathan Freed Wessler
September 2, 2026 Nathan Freed Wessler*

Brett Max Kaufman*
125 Broad Street, 18th Floor
New York
(212)-519-7847

bkaufman@aclu.org

* pro hac vice application forthcoming

CERTIFICATION

I hereby certify that on this 2nd day of September, 2026, a copy of this Class Action 
Complaint for Declaratory and Injunctive Relief has been sent by first-class mail to 
Defendant s counsel Peter Callaghan, Esq.

/s/ Chris Scott__________________________
Chris Schott


