


to represent their clients “zealously . . . without the threat of suit from third parties compromising
that representation.” Hedges v. Durrance, 2003 VT 63, 4 6, 175 Vt. 588 (mem.) (quotation
omitted); see also Strong v. Fitzpatrick, 2017 VT 35,9 12, 204 Vt. 452 (rule requiring attorney-
client privity for legal malpractice action developed to ensure attorney maintains focus on
client’s objectives without interference or “looming possibility of suit from third parties™).

Only Jarvis’ client, Mathieu’s son, may bring a malpractice action against Jarvis based on
Jarvis’s representation of him in the divorce action. Mathieu brought this case alone. Jarvis
owed Mathieu no duty of care. No facts or circumstances would entitle Mathieu to the relief he
seeks in this case. See Davis, 2014 VT 134, q 12.

Nor may Mathieu represent his son in this case. Vermont prohibits the practice of law by
non-attorneys like Mathieu. Estate of Snelgrove v. LeBlanc, 2023 VT 58,9 5, 218 Vt. 636
(mem.). ““The practice of law includes all advice to clients, and all actions taken for them in
matters connected with the law.”” In re Morales, 2016 VT 85, q 11, 202 Vt. 549 (quoting In re
Welch, 123 Vt. 180, 182 (1962)).

This case may not collaterally attack Mathieu’s son’s divorce or the credit union’s
repossession of the tow truck. See Town of Pawlet v. Banyai, 2024 VT 13,9 8, 219 Vt. 90
(prohibiting collateral attack in one proceeding as impermissible attempt to question validity of
final judgment in another) (citation omitted).

III. Order
For the reasons set forth above, the court GRANTS Jarvis’s motion to dismiss (Mot. 1).
Electronically signed pursuant to V.R.E.F. 9(d) on March 12, 2026.

Colin Owyang
Superior Court Judge



