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STATE OF VERMONT 

PROFESSIONAL RESPONSIBILITY BOARD 

In Re:  Carrie Legus, Esq. 

PRB File No. 2020-102 

ORDER 

On May 20, 2021, the Professional Responsibility Board’s Program Administrator issued 

a notice of a hearing on the merits of the charges filed by Disciplinary Counsel against 

Respondent, Carrie Legus, Esq., in the above matter.  The merits hearing to take evidence and 

argument is scheduled to take place remotely on June 28, 2021, commencing at 8:30 a.m., 

utilizing Cisco Webex Meetings software.  Respondent is representing herself in this proceeding.  

The Program Administrator transmitted the notice of hearing to Respondent by two separate 

means: 

(1) by first-class mail to an address that is listed in Respondent’s most recent attorney

licensing statement and that is the last known mailing address provided by

Respondent to the Program Administrator:  P.O. Box 843, Burlington, VT 05402; and

(2) by means of an attachment on an email message sent by the Program Administrator to

an email address provided by Respondent: Carrie.J.Legus@outlook.com.  Previously,

on March 4, 2021, Respondent sent an email to the Program Administrator from that

email address and asked the Program Administrator to “use” that address in her

communications with Respondent.

On June 3, 2021, the envelope containing the notice of hearing was returned to the 

Program Administrator by the U.S. Postal Service as “not deliverable” at that address.  At 

present, the Program Administrator has not received any indication that the email and attachment 

consisting of the notice of hearing have not been received by Respondent. 
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A.O. 9, Rule 18(B) requires all papers in a case following the Petition of Misconduct to 

be served in accordance with Rule 5 of the Vermont Rules of Civil Procedure.  Rule 5, in turn 

provides that required service of papers on an unrepresented party following the initial pleading 

is accomplished “by mailing it to the . . . party at the . . . party’s last known address.”  V.R.C.P. 

5(b).  Ordinary first-class mail is sufficient and “[s]ervice by mail . . .is complete upon mailing . . 

. .  Id. Rule 5(b)(2).   

Rule 5 further provides for alternative service by email if the sender and recipient agree 

to that method.  “Service by electronic means is complete upon transmission, provided that such 

service is not effective if the party making service learns that the attempted service did not reach 

the party to be served.”  Id,. Rule 5(b)(4)(F). 

The Hearing Panel has concluded for the following reasons that, notwithstanding the 

return of the notice of hearing mailing, the merits hearing will proceed on June 28, 2021.  First, 

the address used for the mailing of the notice has been used by Respondent in this proceeding 

and has never been updated by Respondent.  Respondent filed an answer on September 29, 2020 

to the Petition of Misconduct.  The cover letter from Respondent sets forth the address in 

question as her address and explicitly requested that the Program Administrator “use . . . U.S. 

Mail in this action.”  In the body of her Answer she further stated that “Respondent will send, 

and expect to receive, pleadings, motions, orders, etc. via U.S. Mail.”  Answer at 1.  In addition, 

the cover letter submitted December 29, 2020 with Respondent’s Motion for Substitute Counsel 

used the same address for her address on the letterhead.  It is Respondent’s obligation to provide 

a current mailing address to the Program Administrator.  Her failure to do so does not negate the 

notice.  Service of the notice was complete when it was deposited in the mail by the Program 

Administrator on May 20, 2021. 



3 

Alternatively, the email transmission of the notice of hearing to Respondent was  

sufficient service because Respondent affirmatively requested that the Program Administrator 

use the email address and the Program Administrator complied with that request.  The service 

was complete upon transmission.  There is no indication that Respondent did not receive the 

transmission.  Accordingly, service of the notice by email was effective. 

*  *  * 

Notwithstanding the Panel’s conclusions that it intends to proceed with the scheduled 

merits hearing, the Panel directs that Disciplinary Counsel make a reasonable attempt to contact 

Respondent by telephonic means and, if successful, (1) notify Respondent verbally (by direct 

conversation or voice mail message) that the merits hearing is scheduled to proceed on the date 

and at the time indicated in the notice and (2) request that Respondent check her email account 

and provide a current mailing address to the Program Administrator and Disciplinary Counsel. 

Disciplinary Counsel shall submit a written report of her efforts and actions to the Panel within 5 

days of this Order. 

Finally, the Panel responds to a letter dated June 4, 2021 in which Disciplinary Counsel 

indicates that various papers she recently served on Respondent using the same mailing address 

have also been returned as not deliverable and that, as a result, she is “unsure how to proceed.”  

Although it is up to Disciplinary Counsel to decide how to proceed with her filings and 

communications with Respondent, the Panel recommends that Disciplinary Counsel continue 

serving all papers using the last-known mailing address (with the understanding that they may be 

returned as not deliverable).  The Panel further recommends that, whether required to or not, 

Disciplinary Counsel utilize the email address that Respondent provided to the Program 

Administrator on March 4, 2021.  If any of the documents that have been returned to 
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Disciplinary Counsel as not deliverable by the U.S. Postal Service were not also sent by 

Disciplinary Counsel to the Respondent’s latest email address, the Panel recommends that 

Disciplinary Counsel re-transmit those documents promptly by email to that email address. 

  Dated:  June  10, 2021 

Hearing Panel No. 7 

____________________________ 

Jesse Bugbee, Esq., Chair 

________________________________ 

Vanessa Kittell, Esq., Member 

_______________________________ 

Carl J. Rosenquist, Public Member 




