THE STATE OF NEW HAMPSHIRE

SUPREME COURT
ORDER

LD-2023-0019, In the Matter of Anthony M. Davis, Esquire

On December 14, 2022, in case no. ADM-2022-0024, the court suspended
the respondent, Attorney Anthony M. Davis, from the practice of law in New
Hampshire for his failure to timely pay 2022/2023 bar dues and court fees and
for his failure to appear at a show-cause hearing on November 29, 2022, to
address the issue of non-compliance. The administrative suspension remains in
effect.

On December 27, 2023, the Professional Conduct Committee (PCC) filed a
petition in this matter recommending that Attorney Davis be suspended from the
practice of law for two years. In accordance with Rule 37(16)(c), the court
provided notice to Attorney Davis of that recommendation and ordered him to file
a response on or before February 5, 2024, identifying any legal or factual issues
relating to the PCC’s recommendation that he wished the court to review. The
court’s order of notice, along with the PCC’s recommendation, was sent to
Attorney Davis by first-class and certified mail at the latest address provided by
him to the New Hampshire Bar Association. See Rule 42E(c). The court’s order
of notice was also sent to him at the email address that Attorney Davis provided
when he registered in the court’s e-filing system.

Attorney Davis did not file a response to the PCC’s recommendation.
Instead, on the day that a response was due, Attorney Davis filed a motion for an
extension of time, claiming that his email is inactive and that the mailed copies
did not arrive until February 3, 2024. The Attorney Discipline Office (ADO) filed
an objection, arguing that the “excuses [set forth in the motion] are the
consistent theme of this disciplinary matter.” The court agrees with the ADO and
therefore denies the motion.

The following facts are taken from the PCC’s written recommendation or
are otherwise supported by the record that the PCC filed. The ADO contacted
Attorney Davis for documentation after the ADO received notification that
Attorney Davis had overdrawn an IOLTA account. The ADQ’s efforts over the
ensuing weeks and months to obtain responsive information from Attorney Davis
proved unsuccessful. The underlying IOLTA issue and the failure to cooperate
with the ADO’s investigation led the ADO to file disciplinary charges against
Attorney Davis; he was no more responsive in the disciplinary proceeding than he
had been during the ADO'’s investigation. For example, he was defaulted for
failing to file an answer, even after an earlier default for the same failure had






