


moving forward with a petition for immediate interim suspension and that he should contact her
as soon as possible. Respondent did not reply.

4. Disciplinary Counsel argues that a suspension is warranted because respondent has
“committed a violation of the rules of professional responsibility as adopted by the Court” and he
“presently poses a substantial threat of serious harm to the public.” A.O. 9, Rule 22(A). We agree.

5. Vermont Rule of Professional Conduct 8.1(b) prohibits a lawyer “in connection
with a disciplinary matter” from “knowingly fail[ing] to respond to a lawful demand for
information from . . . disciplinary authority.” Administrative Order 9, Rule 11(D), also provides
that “[d]iscipline may be imposed for . . . [f]ailure to furnish information to or respond to a request
from disciplinary counsel . . . without reasonable grounds for refusing to do so.” The evidence
here supports Disciplinary Counsel’s assertion that respondent knowingly failed to respond to a
lawful demand for information.

6. The record also supports Disciplinary Counsel’s assertion that respondent’s
behavior presents a substantial threat of harm to the public. Due to respondent’s failure to
communicate, Disciplinary Counsel cannot ascertain the nature of respondent’s practice or
determine if respondent has active clients; she cannot determine if a disability investigation should
be opened; and she cannot assess how to protect the public. Respondent’s behavior has
significantly impaired Disciplinary Counsel’s ability to fulfill her obligation to protect the public
and it warrants the immediate interim suspension of respondent’s license to practice law. See In
re Legus, 2020 VT 40, 9 5, 212 Vt. 653, 235 A.3d 217 (mem.) (reaching similar conclusion); see
also In re Liviz, 144 N.E.3d 284, 285-86 (Mass. 2020) (affirming respondent’s suspension from
practice of law based on failure to respond to requests for information by bar counsel during
disciplinary investigation and explaining that respondent was suspended, not for conduct under
investigation, but rather for failing to cooperate, which itself constituted misconduct under the
rules).

7. Pursuant to Administrative Order 9, Rules 22(B) and 28, we appoint William
“Trey” Martin, Esq., as trustee to “inventory the files of the respondent, and . . . take action as
seems indicated to protect the interests of the respondent and respondent’s clients.” A.O. 9, Rule
28(A). Respondent shall cooperate with all reasonable requests for information by the trustee.
Respondent shall respond within two days to any attempt by the trustee to contact him. Respondent
shall cooperate with the trustee and assist in inventorying all existing client matters and any other
matters requiring immediate attention associated with respondent’s professional practice.

LAW ENFORCEMENT AND BANK PERSONNEL TAKE NOTE:

By further order of the Court, William Trey Martin, Esq. is granted express
authority to:

a. Enter the physical premises of respondent’s law practice, located at
65 Pearl St., Burlington, Vermont, for the purposes of accessing client property,
files, and other related documents, whether stored electronically or in paper form;
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