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NoO. 68164

WBefore the Board of Bisciplinary Appeals
Appointed by
The Supreme Court of Texas

PEIJMAN MAADANI,
APPELLANT

V.

COMMISSION FOR LAWYER DISCIPLINE,
APPELLEE

On Appeal from an Evidentiary Panel
For the State Bar of Texas District 4
No. 202102105 [Allen]

BRIEF OF APPELLEE
COMMISSION FOR LAWYER DISCIPLINE

To THE HONORABLE BOARD OF DISCIPLINARY APPEALS:

Appellee, the Commission for Lawyer Discipline, submits this brief in
response to the brief filed by Appellant, Pejman Maadani. For clarity, this brief refers
to Appellant as “Maadani”” and Appellee as “the Commission.” References to the
record are labeled CR (clerk’s record), RR EH (reporter’s record of the evidentiary
hearing held on Aug. 2, 2023), RR EH, Pet. Ex. __ (Petitioner’s exhibits admitted at
the evidentiary hearing), RR EH, Resp. Ex. __ (Respondent’s exhibits admitted at

the evidentiary hearing), RR MfNT (reporter’s record of the hearing held on

11



Maadani’s motion for new trial on Aug. 23, 2023), and App. (appendix to brief).
References to Appellant’s Brief are labeled Apt. Br. References to rules refer to the
Texas Disciplinary Rules of Professional Conduct (the “TDRPCs”) or the Texas

Rules of Disciplinary Procedure (the “TRDPs”), as appropriate.!

! Reprinted in TEX. Gov’T CODE ANN., tit. 2, subtit. G, app A (West 2023), and TEX. Gov’T CODE
ANN., tit. 2, subtit. G, app A-1 (West 2023), respectively.
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Type of Proceeding:
Petitioner/Appellee:
Respondent/Appellant:
Evidentiary Panel:
Judgment:

Violations found (Texas

Disciplinary Rules of
Professional Conduct):

STATEMENT OF THE CASE

Attorney Discipline

The Commission for Lawyer Discipline
Pejman Maadani

4-3

Judgment of Active Suspension
App 1] [CR 316-20]

Rule 4.04(a): In representing a client, a lawyer shall not
use means that have no substantial purpose other than to
embarrass, delay, or burden a third person, or use methods
of obtaining evidence that violate the legal rights of such
a person.

Rule 4.04(b)(1): A lawyer shall not present, participate in

presenting, or threaten to present criminal or disciplinary
charges solely to gain an advantage in a civil matter.
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STATEMENT OF JURISDICTION

The Board of Disciplinary Appeals has jurisdiction over this appeal from the
decision of an Evidentiary Panel of the State Bar of Texas District 4 Grievance
Committee pursuant to Rules 2.23 and 7.08(D) of the Texas Rules of Disciplinary
Procedure.

STATEMENT AS TO ORAL ARGUMENT

Appellant’s statement as to oral argument is ambiguous and/or conditional.
Pursuant to Rule 4.06(b) of the Board’s Internal Procedural Rules, Appellee believes
oral argument is unnecessary in this case as the facts and legal arguments are
adequately presented in the briefs and the record, and the Board’s decisional process
would not be significantly aided by oral argument. However, should the Board grant

oral argument to Appellant, Appellee requests the opportunity to respond.
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STATEMENT OF THE ISSUES

1. Maadani has waived his issues by failing to brief them properly.

2. Assuming arguendo that Maadani’s issues were properly briefed, the record
still does not support his arguments:

A.  The quorum of the evidentiary panel which heard Maadani’s case was
properly composed of two attorneys and two public members.

B.  Maadani’s conduct while representing himself in his own child custody
case is still subject to the ethical requirements of the TDRPCs.

C.  Substantial evidence supports the evidentiary panel’s conclusions that
Maadani violated TDRPCs 4.04(a) and/or 4.04(b)(1).

D.  The evidentiary panel did not abuse its discretion in denying Maadani’s
motion for new trial.

E.  The evidentiary panel acted within its discretion when it assessed a 4-year
Active Suspension against Maadani for his ethical violations.

15



STATEMENT OF FACTS

l. Procedural History

On or about April 2, 2021, attorney Amy Allen (“Allen”) filed a grievance

against Appellant, Pejman Maadani, which was subsequently upgraded to a

complaint by the Office of the Chief Disciplinary Counsel (“CDC”). [App 2] [CR

48-51 (specifically, CR 50)]. After preliminary investigation, the CDC notified

Maadani it had determined that his alleged behavior concerned in Allen’s complaint,

constituted potential violations of TDRPCs 4.04(a) and 4.04(b)(1). [App 3] [CR 7-

15].

On June 27, 2022, Maadani elected, pursuant to TRDP 2.14(D), to have the
matter heard before an evidentiary panel of the District Grievance Committee for his
district. [CR 17-25]. The District 4 Grievance Committee was made up of six (6)
evidentiary panels comprising a total of thirty-six members; twenty-four (24) of the
members were attorneys and twelve (12) of the members were public members. [CR
27-31].

On August 17, 2022, the Chair of the District 4 Grievance Committee assigned
Allen’s complaint to proceed before an evidentiary panel of the District 4 Grievance
Committee — the panel was made up of four (4) attorney members and two (2) public
members. [CR 33-35]. That same day, Maadani was provided a copy of the Order

Assigning Evidentiary Panel and a list of the assigned panel members. [CR 37-44].

16



Further, on January 17, 2023, Maadani was notified of a change in the assigned panel
members. [CR 96-98]. This change replaced one of the public members on the panel
with a different public member, but otherwise the composition of the panel was
unchanged. [cf. CR 43 & 98].

On August 24, 2022, the Commission for Lawyer Discipline (the

“Commission”) filed its Original Evidentiary Petition related to Allen’s complaint

against Maadani (the “Evidentiary Petition”). [App 2]| Generally, the Evidentiary

Petition alleged that while representing himself in a divorce and child custody

matter against his former wife and Allen’s client, Dr. Kristy Ward (“Dr. Ward”),
Maadani: (i) repeatedly made unsubstantiated claims against Allen, Dr. Ward and
her family, and others (including the district court in which the child custody matter
was pending), that were harassing and/or threatening in nature; and (ii) threatened

to present and/or presented disciplinary charges against Allen, Dr. Ward, and/or

others. [Id.]| Further, the Evidentiary Petition alleged that Maadani’s conduct in

those respects had no substantial purpose other than to embarrass, delay or burden

third persons and/or was done solely to gain an advantage in the child custody matter.

1d.]!

On September 13, 2022, Maadani filed his Answer and Rule 12 Motion, pro

se. [CR 70-73]. Maadani’s disciplinary matter was initially set for an evidentiary

hearing to be held via video and tele-conference on March 1, 2023. [CR 75-79].
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However, it was ultimately re-set to be held via video and tele-conference on August
2, 2023. [CR 81-88; 90-94; and 135-39]. Additionally, at some point between
Maadani’s pro se filing of his answer, and the initial notice of the evidentiary
hearing, attorney Clifford A. Lawrence, Jr. (“Lawrence”), appeared in the matter on
Maadani’s behalf. [cf. CR 70-73 & 75-79]. On July 17, 2023, Lawrence filed

Maadani’s Supplemental Answer. [CR 174-83].

1. The Evidentiary Hearing

The evidentiary hearing in Maadani’s case was held on August 2, 2023. [RR

EH]; [App 1]{ A quorum of the evidentiary panel members were present for the

hearing and included: (1) Mr. David Nachtigall, Chair of the panel and a lawyer
member; (2) Ms. Nicole Wignall Deborde, a lawyer member; (3) Mr. Patrick

Buckley, a public member; and (4) Ms. Shayla Westmoreland, a public member.

[RR EH 7]; [App 4] [CR 202-04].

At the outset of the hearing, disciplinary counsel represented that the
Commission would not pursue the factual allegations from Paragraph Nos. 10, 11,

and 12 of its Evidentiary Petition, though it was still proceeding as to potential rule

violations under both TDRPCs 4.04(a) and 4.04(b)(1). [RR EH 12]; [App 2]{ Those

particular claims regarded Maadani’s alleged attempts to participate in bringing an

attorney disciplinary proceeding against Allen under the name of Maadani’s father.

App 2]
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While representing himself in the child custody matter against his ex-wife, Dr.
Ward, Maadani sent numerous communications to Allen, Dr. Ward, and others, and
made filings in the child custody matter, which Allen perceived as harassing and/or
burdensome. [RR EH 20, 27-29, 32-34, 38-48, 50-64 (Allen’s testimony)]; [RR EH
130-33, 137-39, 166-67, 171-73 (Maadani’s testimony)]. Maadani’s
communications and filings in connection with the child custody matter included:

) Nine (9) “Notices of Violation” that Maadani filed with the district court
in the child custody matter, containing a litany of complaints he had
regarding (amongst other things) his ex-wife Dr. Ward and their
interactions within the context of the child custody matter. [RR EH 21-27];
[RR EH, Pet. Exs. 1-9].

i)  Two (2) e-mails Maadani sent to Allen and her office staff on August 27"
and September 8", 2020, stating Allen should teach Dr. Ward “proper
communication” skills and implying that Dr. Ward was “mentally
challenged,” amongst other things. [RR EH 34-37]; [RR EH, Pet. Exs. 10
& 11]. Each of those e-mails included a signature block referencing
Maadani’s law firm information and his State Bar Number.

1) Four (4) e-mails Maadani sent to Allen and her office staff from September
24-26, 2020, continually escalating Maadani’s demands for payment from
$500 to $32,000, to dismiss and/or withdraw his threatened
response/counterclaim to Dr. Ward’s motion to enforce their divorce
decree. [RR EH 37-41]; [RR EH, Pet. Ex. 13]. Each of those e-mails
included a signature block referencing Maadani’s law firm information and
his State Bar Number.

Iv)  E-mail communications between Maadani and Allen (and including the
district court) on October 6™ & 7', 2020, regarding the re-setting of a
hearing on Dr. Ward’s petition for enforcement in the child custody matter.
[RR EH 55-58]; [RR EH, Pet. Ex. 14]. Each of those e-mails included a
signature block referencing Maadani’s law firm information and his State
Bar Number.

19



Vi)

vii)

viii)

Six (6) sets of e-mails Maadani sent to Allen; her office staff; Dr. Ward (as
to at least two of the sets); Allen’s supervisory partner (as to at least one
of the sets); and the district court’s coordinator (as to at least three of the
sets) — between October 19, 2020, and February 22, 2021. Those included
emails in which Maadani disparaged both Dr. Ward and Allen, including
expressing his beliefs that Allen was incompetent and Dr. Ward had a
“mental disease.” [RR EH 41-45]; [RR EH, Pet. Exs. 15-20]. Each of those
e-mails included a signature block referencing Maadani’s law firm
information and his State Bar Number.

Five (5) e-mails Maadani sent to Allen and Dr. Ward — between March 3
& 10™, 2021 - attached as exhibits to a Motion Seeking Prevention of
International Parental Child Abduction filed by Dr. Ward in the child
custody matter. [RR EH 45-47]; [RR EH, Pet. Ex. 21, attachments]. Each
of those e-mails included a signature block referencing Maadani’s law firm
information and his State Bar Number.

Two (2) e-mails sent from Maadani to Allen and Dr. Ward on March 11,
2021, the first of which was made up (substantively) of only the “Subject”
line, “Withdrawal (sic) your motion or you will be sorry.” [RR EH 47-48];
[RR EH, Pet. Exs. 22 & 23]. These e-mails related to the motion seeking
prevention of international abduction Dr. Ward filed in the child custody
matter. Each of those e-mails included a signature block referencing
Maadani’s law firm information and his State Bar Number.

A Petition for Defamation, Libel and Slander Maadani filed and signed as
counsel of record in the child custody matter on March 11, 2021, and three
(3) e-mails related to that petition Maadani sent to Allen, her office staff,
her supervisory partner, and/or Dr. Ward on March 11" & 30", 2021.
Again, each of the referenced e-mails included a signature block
referencing Maadani’s law firm information and his State Bar Number.
[RR EH 48-53]; [RR EH, Pet. Exs. 24-27].

An e-mail Maadani sent to Dr. Lauren Goonan, a child psychologist the
parties had engaged for professional services in the child custody matter,
on January 21, 2021, asking Dr. Goonan to forward Maadani a copy of her
malpractice insurance and that she notify her insurance company of
Maadani’s “claims.” [RR EH 63-65]; [RR EH, Pet. Ex. 29]. This e-mail
also included the signature block referencing Maadani’s law firm
information and his State Bar Number.
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x)  Facebook messages Maadani sent to Ms. Ann Brown, Dr. Ward’s aunt, on
October 6, 2020. [RR EH 163-65]; [RR EH, Resp. Ex. 20].

Further, Maadani threatened to present, and did present, disciplinary charges
against his ex-wife Dr. Ward to the Texas Medical Board. [RR EH 33-34, 54, 57-
60, 61-63 (Allen’s testimony)]; [RR EH, Pet. Exs. 14, 25 & 26]; [RR EH 71-73 (Dr.
Nizam Peerwani’s testimony)]; [RR EH 164, 168-69, 171, 187-88 (Maadani’s
testimony)]. The Texas Medical Board found no violations on the part of Dr. Ward.
[RR EH 59-60 (Allen’s Testimony)]. Finally, Maadani also threatened to present
criminal charges against Dr. Ward. [RR EH 61-62]; [RR EH, Pet. Ex. 20].

I1l.  The Judgment and this appeal

At the completion of the evidentiary hearing the evidentiary panel found that
Maadani’s above-described conduct constituted violations of both TDRPC 4.04(a)
and 4.04(b)(1), and imposed a 4-year Active Suspension, along with $3,897.50 in
attorney’s fees and costs. [RR EH 205-08]. On August 14, 2023, the Chair of the

evidentiary panel signed a Judgment of Active Suspension, in accordance with the

panel’s decision. [App 1].

That same day, Maadani filed his Notice of Appeal and Motion for Dismissal,

Mistrial, New Trial, or in Alternative Motion for Reduction of Sentence and Legal

Fees. [CR 330-68]. On August 16, 2023, Maadani filed his Amended Motion for

Dismissal, Mistrial, New Trial, or in Alternative Motion for Reduction of Sentence
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and Legal Fees and Motion to Stay and Abate Current VVoidable Judgment. [CR 372-

409]. The Commission also filed its response to Maadani’s motions on August 16",
[CR 412-23]. The panel heard argument on Maadani’s post-judgment motions on

August 23, 2023. [RR MfNT]. On August 28, 2023, the panel issued its order

denying Maadani’s post-judgment motions. [App 5] [CR 484]. This appeal followed.
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SUMMARY OF THE ARGUMENT

The Board should affirm the final Judgment of Active Suspension against
Maadani. Maadani has not properly briefed any of his asserted issues and as such,
has presented nothing for the Board to review and has waived such issues. Further,
even if the Board were to determine Maadani had met the applicable briefing
requirements, the record provides no support for his arguments.

In his first issue, Maadani improperly conflates the requirements set forth in
the TRDPs for the composition of evidentiary panels and the mix of panel members
necessary for a quorum. Here, the evidentiary panel was at all times properly
composed of four attorney members and two public members pursuant to the
required ratio. Further, the quorum of the panel that conducted Maadani’s
evidentiary hearing was appropriately made up of two attorney members and two
public members.

Similarly, in his second and third issues, Maadani contends that as a matter of
law, his conduct while representing himself in his own child custody case is not
subject to the ethical requirements of the TDRPCs. But he provides no relevant
authority in support of his contentions that: (1) his conduct during his child custody
litigation constituted only a “family affair,” that was exempt from the application of
his ethical obligations as an attorney; or (2) that his representation of himself

exempted him from the application of those same obligations.
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With his fourth issue, Maadani essentially argues there was insufficient
evidence presented to demonstrate that he engaged in the complained-of conduct
during the underlying child custody litigation for improper purposes. However, there
Is ample evidence in the record to support the evidentiary panel’s findings that
Maadani: (1) used means having no substantial purpose other than to embarrass,
delay or burden a third person, or used methods of obtaining evidence that violated
the legal rights of such a person; and (2) threatened to present or presented
disciplinary charges solely to gain an advantage in the child custody case — violations
of both TDRPC 4.04(a) and 4.04(b)(1). Substantial evidence supports the panel’s
findings that Maadani failed to live up to those standards.

In his fifth issue, Maadani contends the panel abused its discretion in denying
his motion for new trial. But here again, he provides no relevant authority in support
of his contention that the panel abused its discretion. Rather, he simply argues that
the panel could have granted his motion. Nevertheless, the record here demonstrates
the panel was also within its discretion to deny Maadani’s motion.

Finally, Maadani argues the sanction imposed by the panel was excessive. The
record in this matter does not support his argument. The facts established in the case,
in light of the sanctioning guidelines set forth in Part XV of the TRDPs, support the

panel’s sanction and the panel’s Judgment should be affirmed.
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ARGUMENT
l. Maadani’s issues are not properly before the Board.

At the outset, the Commission notes that Maadani’s brief fails to properly
present his issues for the Board’s review. Maadani’s “Statement of the Facts” does
not include a single citation to the record for factual support for any of his issues.
[Apt. Br. 5-9]. Rather, his “Statement of the Facts” is rife with gratuitous disparaging
remarks directed at his ex-wife Dr. Ward, her family, Ms. Allen, his own trial
attorney — Mr. Lawrence, and at least one member of the evidentiary panel, all
unsupported by any references to the record. [Id.].

While Maadani provides four references to the reporter’s record for his
August 2, 2023, evidentiary hearing in his “Statement of the Case,” he
mischaracterizes the context of each of those references. [Apt. Br. 2]. Further, while
Maadani references several numbered “Exhibits” throughout the argument
accompanying his “Issue #4,” he again provides no record references identifying
such items in the record. [Apt. Br. 22-31].

Many of Maadani’s legal arguments have similar shortcomings. For example,
In his second issue Maadani essentially argues that the Commission’s disciplinary
proceeding against him is improper as it targeted his “family affairs.” [Apt. Br. 14-
17]. But he fails to provide authority in support of the proposition that disciplinary

charges regarding his conduct in the course of ongoing child custody litigation
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would be improper, beyond vague references to alleged definitions of “family
affairs,” an ethics opinion that addresses an attorney’s ethical rights/obligations
when dealing with clients who have provided hot checks as ostensible payment for
the attorney’s legal services, and his own conclusory assertions that such charges
somehow breach a “Constitutionally protected zone of privacy.” [Id.].

By failing to brief his issues properly, Maadani has presented nothing for the
Board’s review and has waived such issues. See TEX. BD. DISCIPLINARY APP.
INTERNAL PROC. R. 4.05(c)(7) (requiring that a brief to BODA in an appeal from an
evidentiary panel hearing contain “a statement of facts that is without argument, is
supported by record references, and details the facts relating to the issues or points
relied on in the appeal”); see also, TEX. R. App. P. 38.1(g), (i) (requiring that an
appellate brief “be supported by record references” and “contain a clear and concise
argument for the contentions made, with appropriate citations to authorities and to
the record”); Izen v. Comm’n for Lawyer Discipline, 322 S.W.3d 308, 321-22 & 25-
26 (Tex.App.-Houston [1% Dist.] 2010, pet. denied); Smith v. Comm’n for Lawyer
Discipline, 42 S.W.3d 362, 364 (Tex.App. — Houston [14th Dist.] 2001, no pet.); see
also Lohmann v. Sanchez, No. 01-19-00984-CV, 2021 WL 3043415, at *4
(Tex.App. — Houston [1% Dist.] July 20, 2021, pet. denied) (mem. op.). “When an

appellate issue is unsupported by argument or lacks citations to the record or legal
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authority, nothing is presented for review.” Sanchez, 2021 WL 3043415, at *4, citing
Fredonia State Bank v. Gen. Am. Life Ins. Co., 881 S.W.2d 279, 284-85 (Tex. 1994).

Il.  Assuming arguendo that Maadani’s issues were properly briefed, the
record still does not support his arguments.

Even if Maadani’s failure to properly brief the issues had not waived his
arguments, the record provides no support for them.

A.  The quorum of the evidentiary panel was properly composed of two
attorneys and two public members.

Maadani’s first issue centers around his contention that it was improper for
the evidentiary panel in his case to proceed with a quorum composed of two
attorneys and two public members. [Apt. Br. 11-14]. Maadani’s arguments in this
respect fail to appropriately account for the distinction between the requirements for
the composition of an evidentiary panel versus the composition of a quorum of an
evidentiary panel.

1. Composition of an evidentiary panel generally

The TRDPs require all District Grievance Committee panels to be composed
of two attorney members for each public member. TEX. RULES DISCIPLINARY P. R.
2.02, 2.07 & 2.17. Here, the evidentiary panel assigned to Maadani’s disciplinary
proceeding was (at all times) made up of four attorney members and two public
members — clearly within the requirements of the Rules. [CR 33-35 & 96-98].

Maadani argues “This ratio must be followed in Evidentiary Quorum as well.” [Apt.
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Br. 12]. However, neither the plain language of the TRDPs nor the authorities
Maadani offers in support of his contention evidence such a requirement.

2. Quorum of an evidentiary panel

The State Bar Act, passed by the legislature “in aid of the judicial
department’s powers under the constitution to regulate the practice of law,” provides
that “A quorum of a panel of a district grievance committee of the state bar must
include one public member for each two attorney members.” TEX. Gov’T CODE 88§
81.011(b) & 81.072(j) (emphasis added), respectively. The TRDPs also provide that
an evidentiary panel may properly act through less than all of its members via a
quorum. TEX. RULES DISCIPLINARY P. R. 2.07. Specifically, TRDP 2.07 states “A
guorum must include at least one public member for every two attorney members
present and consists of a majority of the membership of the panel, and business shall
be conducted upon majority vote of those members present, a quorum being had.”
Id (emphasis added).

The Board has previously addressed the circumstances in which a quorum is
properly constituted for a properly constituted evidentiary panel. See e.g., Cafiero v.
Comm’n for Lawyer Discipline, BODA Case No. 37811 (March 23, 2007) at 7-15

(a mix of 4 attorney members and 1 public member did not constitute a proper

quorum) [App 6]] Allison v. Comm’n for Lawyer Discipline, BODA Case No. 41135

(June 20, 2008) (en banc) at 2-6 (a mix of 3 attorney members and 1 public member
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did constitute a proper quorum) [App 7]/ aff’d by In re Allison, 288 S.W.3d 413

(Tex. 2009).2 In fact, the Board’s decision in Allison presaged the very scenario
present in Maadani’s case:

Against this background, we determine whether a quorum must consist
of no more than two attorneys for each public member (as suggested by
Appellant), or whether at least one public member must be present at
the hearing for each two attorney members present (the wording of the
State Bar Act). To illustrate, the parties would agree that a six-member
panel that had two attorney members and one public member present
hearing the case would satisfy the attorney/public member requirement
but would not constitute a quorum because those present do not
constitute a majority of the panel members appointed. See TRDP 2.07,
State Bar Act 881.072(j). In this example, the addition of one public
member would satisfy the guorum requirement that a majority of a six-
member panel be present for the hearing. The addition of one public
member in this example would also satisfy the requirement that at least
one public member for each two attorney members participate. In this
example, the qguorum would consist of...two public members and two
attorney members. See State Bar Act §81.072(j).

--Allison, BODA Case No. 44135 at 4 (underlined emphasis added).

That is, collectively, the foregoing authorities stand for the proposition that a
properly constituted quorum of a properly constituted evidentiary panel must

include at least one public member for each group of two attorney members. But

there is no requirement that such a quorum have only one public member for each

2 Compare the Board’s decision in Schaefer v. Comm’n for Lawyer Discipline, cited by Maadani
in his brief, regarding the composition of the evidentiary hearing panel assigned to Schaefer’s
disciplinary proceeding. Schaefer v. Comm’n for Lawyer Discipline, BODA Case No. 44292 (Jan.
28, 2011) (en banc) rev’d on other grounds by Comm’n for Lawyer Discipline v. Schaefer,
364 S.W.3d 831 (Tex. 2012). Schaefer raised a distinct question from that raised in Cafiero and
Allison — regarding the authority of a properly constituted guorum of an improperly constituted
panel to act in an attorney disciplinary matter.
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group of two attorney members. Again, the quorum for Maadani’s evidentiary
hearing was made up of two attorney members and two public members — out of a

panel that was made up of four attorney members and two public members. [RR EH

7]; [App 4] Maadani’s complaints as to both the composition of the panel that was

assigned to hear his disciplinary proceeding and the quorum of that panel which
ultimately decided his case are without merit.

B. Maadani’s conduct while representing himself in his own child
custody case is still subject to the ethical requirements of the TDRPC:s.

Maadani’s second and third issues regard his contentions that: (1) his “family
affairs” are not the proper subject of a disciplinary inquiry; and (2) an attorney
representing himself pro se is not subject to the ethical obligations imposed by
TDRPC 4.04(a). [Apt. Br. 14-22]. Both of these contentions are without merit.

1. The Commission’s disciplinary charges against Maadani concerned

his conduct as an attorney, not “family affairs’ wholly removed from
his professional obligations

Maadani’s second issue is a strawman argument with little to no relevance or
application to the actual facts of his disciplinary proceeding. As described at length
above, the Commission’s disciplinary proceeding against Maadani arose from his
conduct during and/or in connection with a contentious child custody case in which
he represented himself against his ex-wife. [CR 46-51]. The panel’s Judgment of

Active Suspension reflected its findings and decision as to the appropriate sanction

for such conduct. [App 1]. And as Maadani himself points out, the TDRPCs provide:
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“A lawyer’s conduct should conform to the requirements of the law,
both in professional service to clients and in the lawyer’s business and
personal affairs. A lawyer should use the law’s procedures only for
legitimate purposes and not to harass or intimidate others...”

-- TEX. DISCIPLINARY R. PROF. CONDUCT, PREAMBLE: A LAWYER’S
RESPONSIBILITIES, 14 (emphasis added).

Further, TDRPC 8.04(a)(1) expressly requires all lawyers to refrain from violating
the rules “[w]hether or not the violation occurred in the course of a client-lawyer
relationship.”

Maadani also argues that the non-binding Opinion No. 457 of the Professional
Ethics Committee for the State Bar of Texas, issued in May 1988 (“Opinion No.
457"), generally stands for the proposition that a lawyer “should not be precluded
from doing something that a non-lawyer could do under the same circumstances.”
See TExX. CoMM. ON PROF’L ETHICS, OP. 457 (1988). But in that respect, Opinion No.
457 was dealing with the narrow question of whether an attorney was ethically
precluded from turning over hot checks given to him by clients as ostensible
payment for legal services actually rendered, to the District Attorney’s Office for
criminal prosecution. Id. It was in that context that Opinion No. 457 suggested an
attorney would not be precluded from taking such an action that a “non-lawyer could
do under the same circumstances.” But Opinion No. 457 also went further and
pointed out that even in such circumstances a lawyer still had ethical obligations that

required caution in the method of presenting any such hot check, so that it would not
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appear (for example) that it was done solely for the purpose of obtaining an
advantage in a civil matter. Id. As such, Maadani’s second issue is without merit.

2. Attorneys who represent themselves pro se are subject to the ethical
requirements of the TDRPCs

Maadani argues in his third issue that attorneys who represent themselves pro
se are not subject to the requirements of TDRPC 4.04(a). Maadani’s argument relies

on his interpretation of the language of that rule: “In representing a client, a lawyer

shall not use means that have no substantial purpose other than to embarrass, delay,
or burden a third person, or use methods of obtaining evidence that violate the legal
rights of such a person.” TEX. DISCIPLINARY R. PROF. CONDUCT 4.04(a) (emphasis
added). Maadani argues that neither of the definitions for “lawyer’ or “client’ allow
for the possibility that a lawyer representing himself is a ‘client,” thus TDRPC
4.04(a) cannot apply to a lawyer representing himself pro se.

It does not appear this issue has been squarely addressed with respect to
TDRPC 4.04(a), but Texas courts have addressed similar arguments with respect to
similar provisions of the TDRPCs. In Vickery v. Comm’n for Lawyer Discipline, the

Houston 14" Court of Appeals addressed a similar argument regarding the “no-
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contact” rule contained in TDRPC 4.02(a).2 See Vickery v. Comm’n for Lawyer
Discipline, 5 S.W.3d 241 (Tex.App. — Houston [14" Dist.] 1999, pet. denied).

In relevant part, Vickery concerned an attorney, Vickery, who had gone
through a divorce and in the course of litigation aimed at overturning the divorce
decree, caused or encouraged a friend, Hoagland (who also happened to be a lawyer,
though not necessarily one who was representing Vickery)#, to communicate directly
with his ex-wife Helen, who was represented by counsel, regarding a potential
resolution. Id., at 249-50 & 258-60. Vickery contended (amongst other things) that
TDRPC 4.02(a) did not apply to him because any such communication was not made
“in the context of representing a client,” as to either he or Hoagland. Id.

As support for his argument, Vickery cited a Connecticut case “[w]here an
attorney, who was represented by counsel, was being evicted.” Id., at 259 (citing
Pinsky v. Statewide Grievance Comm., 578 A.2d 1075 (Conn. 1990)). The Vickery

Court noted that in Pinsky, the subject attorney was a litigant who was represented

by counsel, and that in deciding Pinsky the Connecticut Supreme Court “[n]oted that

% The “no-contact” rule contains a similar clause to that at issue in TDRPC 4.04(a): “In representing
a client, a lawyer shall not communicate or cause or encourage another to communicate about the
subject of the representation with a person, organization, or entity of government the lawyer knows
to be represented by another lawyer regarding that subject, unless the lawyer has the consent of
the other lawyer or is authorized by law to do so.” TEX. DISCIPLINARY R. PROF. CONDUCT 4.02(a)
(emphasis added).

4 Part of what was at issue in Vickery was whether Hoagland was acting as Vickery’s lawyer,
whether Vickery was being represented by his attorney of record in the matter, Burta Raborn,
and/or whether Vickery was representing himself.
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contact between litigants is  authorized,” and “Without further
explanation...concluded the attorney was not representing a client when he sent the
letter.” Vickery, 5 S.W.3d at 259 (citing Pinsky, 578 A.2d at 1079). The Vickery
Court then identified cases from other jurisdictions that “have held that where an
attorney is representing himself, he is necessarily representing a client and can be
charged with unauthorized contact,” as well as a Texas case in which a court had
held an attorney representing himself in a disciplinary proceeding liable for a
violation of TDRPC 3.03(a)(1). Vickery, 5 S.W.3d at 259 (citing Runsvold v. ldaho
State Bar, 925 P.2d 1118, 1120 (1996); In re Segall, 509 N.E.2d 988, 990 (1987);
Sandstrom v. Sandstrom, 880 P.2d 103, 108 (Wyo. 1994); and Weiss v. Comm’n for
Lawyer Discipline, 981 S.W.2d 8, 20 (Tex.App. — San Antonio 1998, pet. denied)).

Ultimately, Vickery repudiated the suggestion that the reasoning in Pinsky was
persuasive as to whether an attorney representing himself is not representing a client
and is thus not subject to the “no-contact” rule. Further, as alluded to in Vickery, the
San Antonio Court of Appeals rejected a similar argument that TDRPC 3.03(a)(1)
does not apply to a lawyer representing himself in an attorney disciplinary
proceeding. In Weiss v. Comm’n for Lawyer Discipline, the respondent attorney
argued that the trial court erred by holding that misrepresentations he had made to a
bar grievance committee constituted a violation of TDRPC 3.03(a)(1). Weiss, 981

S.W.2d at 20. The San Antonio Court disagreed.
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TDRPC 3.03(a)(1) provides that a lawyer shall not knowingly make a false
statement of material fact or law to a tribunal. The respondent attorney, Weiss,
contended the rule did not “apply to an attorney who is a party to a proceeding as
opposed to an attorney who is representing a client.” Id. Weiss’s argument was based
on the rule being contained in TDRPC Section Ill, titled “Advocate,” and the
comments to the rule referring “only to situations involving an attorney representing
a client before a tribunal.” Id. In rejecting Weiss’s contention that the rule did not
apply to an attorney representing himself the San Antonio Court stated:

“We think that a more reasonable interpretation is that the section was

placed in the advocate section and that the comments relate to situations

involving clients because the section comes into play most often when

the attorney is representing another. We do not agree with Weiss’s

conclusion that the section was not intended to bar an attorney from

making false statements of fact or law to a tribunal when they are before

the tribunal as a party, at least in a case such as this where his
appearance as a party is due to his status as an attorney.”

--1d. (emphasis added).

The TDRPCs are “Promulgated rules [that] have the same force and effect as
statutes” and are interpreted using the same rules of construction. Comm’n for
Lawyer Discipline v. Hanna, 513 S.W.3d 175, 178 (Tex.App. — Houston [14'" Dist.]
2016, no pet.) (citing Love v. State Bar of Tex., 982 S.W.2d 939, 942 (Tex.App. —
Houston [1% Dist.] 1998, no pet.); O’Quinn v. State Bar of Tex., 763 S.W.2d 397,
399 (Tex. 1988). The primary goal in construing such rules is to determine and give

effect to the drafter’s intent, while discerning that intent from the plain meaning of
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the words, if possible. Hanna, 513 S.W.3d at 178 (citing State v. Shumake, 199
S.W.3d 279, 284 (Tex. 2006); Rodgers v. Comm’n for Lawyer Discipline, 151
S.W.3d 602, 614 (Tex.App. — Fort Worth 2004, pet. denied)).

Courts interpret rules “by reading the words and phrases in context and
construing them according to the rules of grammar and common usage,” and the
meaning of words can be determined from many sources, including legal and other
widely used dictionaries. Hanna, 513 S.W.3d at 178-79 (citing TEX. Gov’T CODE
ANN. §311.011(a); In re Hecht, 213 S.W.3d 547, 565 (Tex. Spec. Ct. Rev. 2006)).
Further, such analysis “[a]lso is informed by the commands contained in the
preamble to the Texas Disciplinary Rules of Professional Conduct,” which instructs

that the rules are “‘rules of reason’ and ‘presuppose a larger legal context shaping
the lawyer’s role.”” Hanna, 513 S.W.3d at 179 (citing TEX. DISCIPLINARY R. PROF’L
CONDUCT, PREAMBLE: ScoOPE, {1 10, 11).

In short, Maadani’s argument on this issue and the scant authority he offers in
support are unpersuasive. Maadani’s interpretation of TDRPC 4.04(a) would lead to
the absurd result that by choosing to represent himself in his child custody case he
could act as his own, licensed attorney, but: (1) do something he could not do

ethically as a licensed attorney for someone else in their child custody case; and (2)

do something that no other licensed attorney could do if that lawyer were
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representing Maadani in his child custody case. Maadani’s third issue is also without
merit.

C. Substantial evidence supports the evidentiary panel’s conclusions that
Maadani violated TDRPCs 4.04(a) and 4.04(b)(1).

Maadani’s fourth issue, construed broadly, seems to be an argument that there
was insufficient evidence presented to the panel to support one or both of the ethical
violations the panel ultimately found. [Apt. Br. 22-36]. Maadani’s contentions center
on his allegations that many of his actions in the underlying child custody case were
done for purposes other than to embarrass, delay, or burden his ex-wife Dr. Ward
and/or for reasons other than “gaining an advantage in a civil proceeding.” However,
Maadani’s arguments in these respects: (1) are obscured by his repeated demeaning
and/or disparaging allegations directed mainly at Dr. Ward, and are again,
unsupported by references to the record; (2) lack substantive legal analysis or
authority in support thereof, save his intermittent refrains to Opinion No. 457; and
(3) seem to be based mostly on Maadani’s conclusory assessments of his own
unsupported allegations and/or the evidence presented by the Commission. His
contentions in these regards are also without merit.

1. Standard of Review

The substantial-evidence standard of review applies to the Board’s review of
the decisions of evidentiary panels. TEX. Gov’T CobeE ANN. 881.072(b)(7) (West

2022); TEX. RULES DISCIPLINARY P. R. 2.23. The focus under the substantial-
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evidence standard is whether the record provides some reasonable basis for the
action taken by an administrative body. City of EI Paso v. Pub. Util. Comm’n of Tex.,
883 S.W.2d 179, 185 (Tex. 1994). The reviewing tribunal “must determine whether
the evidence as a whole is such that reasonable minds could have reached the
conclusion the [administrative body] must have reached in order to take the disputed
action.” Id. at 186, citing Texas State Bd. of Dental Examiners v. Sizemore, 759
S.W.2d 114, 116 (Tex. 1988), cert. denied, 490 U.S. 1080 (1989). Moreover, the
“findings, inferences, conclusions, and decisions of [the administrative body] are
presumed to be supported by substantial evidence,” and the party challenging the
decision bears the burden of proving otherwise. Id. (citations omitted).

“Substantial evidence requires only more than a mere scintilla, and ‘the
evidence on the record actually may preponderate against the decision of [the
administrative body] and nonetheless amount to substantial evidence.”” R.R.
Comm’n of Tex. v. Torch Operating Co., 912 S.W.2d 790, 792 (Tex. 1995), citing
Texas Health Facilities Comm’n v. Charter Medical — Dallas, Inc., 665 S.W.2d 446,
452 (Tex. 1984); see also Wilson v. Comm’n for Lawyer Discipline, BODA Case
No. 46432, 2011 WL 683809, at *2 (January 30, 2011). In determining whether there
Is substantial evidence to support the findings and conclusions of the administrative
body, the reviewing court may not substitute its judgment for that of the

administrative body and must consider only the record upon which the decision is
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based. R.R. Comm’n of Tex., 912 S.W.2d at 792; Tex. State Bd. of Dental Exam’rs,
759 S.W.2d at 116. The ultimate question is not whether the panel’s decision is
correct, but only whether the record demonstrates a reasonable basis for its decision.
City of El Paso, 883 S.W.2d at 185.

2. The record supports the panel’s conclusion that Maadani’s conduct

during and/or in connection with his child custody matter violated
TDRPC 4.04(a)

In relevant part, TDRPC 4.04(a) provides, “In representing a client, a lawyer
shall not use means that have no substantial purpose other than to embarrass, delay,
or burden a third person...” TEX. DISCIPLINARY R. PROF’L CONDUCT 4.04(a). Here,
as is set forth at length above, the record shows several instances of Maadani’s: (1)
repeated abusive, demeaning and/or disparaging statements directed at and/or
regarding Allen, Dr. Ward, and others; and (2) frivolous pleadings filed in the child
custody matter, demonstrating his use of means that had no substantial purpose other
than to embarrass, delay, or burden Dr. Ward and/or others.

Maadani argues (again, largely without specific reference to the record) that
he had some legitimate purpose(s) and/or mitigating circumstances that would
explain the statements he made and pleadings he filed throughout his child custody
case. [Apt. Br. 22-36]. While Maadani’s arguments set forth his general perception
of the evidence presented during the evidentiary hearing, and his alleged purpose(s)

for engaging in the conduct in question, the factfinder (here, the panel) was the sole
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judge of witness credibility and the weight to be given testimony. Allison v. Comm’n
for Lawyer Discipline, 374 S.W.3d 520, 525 (Tex.App. — Houston [14" Dist.] 2012,
no pet.), citing Curtis v. Comm’n for Lawyer Discipline, 20 SW.3d 227, 231
(Tex.App. — Houston [14™ Dist.] 2000, no pet.); see also, Vickery, 5 S.W.3d at 254-
55, fn. 5. Indeed, determining Maadani’s intent as to the above-referenced conduct
was “uniquely within the realm of the trier of fact.” Yetiv v. Comm’n for Lawyer
Discipline, No. 14-17-00666-CV, 2019 WL 1186822, at *5 (Tex.App. — Houston
[14" Dist.] Mar. 14, 2019, no pet.) (mem. op.).

Here, taking each instance of Maadani’s conduct individually, and certainly
collectively, there is substantial evidence in the record supporting the panel’s
conclusion that Maadani violated TDRPC 4.04(a).

3. The record also supports the panel’s conclusion that Maadani’s

conduct during and/or in connection with his child custody matter
violated TDRPC 4.04(b)(1)

TDRPC 4.04(b)(1) provides, “A lawyer shall not present, participate in
presenting, or threaten to present: (1) criminal or disciplinary charges solely to gain
an advantage in a civil matter.” TEX. DISCIPLINARY R. PROF’L CONDUCT 4.04(b)(1).
Here, as set forth above, the record contains substantial evidence demonstrating
Maadani: (1) continually threatened during the course of the child custody litigation
to present a disciplinary complaint against Dr. Ward to the Texas Medical Board and

ultimately did present such a complaint; (2) used his father to initiate an attorney
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disciplinary proceeding against Allen, and (3) also threatened to present criminal
charges against Dr. Ward and/or others. Maadani once again argues that he had
other, appropriate motivations for his actions in these respects, and that the “sole”
reason for such actions was “not to gain an advantage in the case.” [Apt. Br. 33-36].

Again, Maadani’s intent was a question for the panel as the factfinder and one
that turns on the panel’s evaluation of the evidence presented. Yetiv, 2019 WL
1186822, at *5. Indeed, as in Yetiv, the panel here could have disbelieved Maadani’s
testimony concerning his alleged motives for such actions. 1d. Once more, the
weighing of the evidence was solely within the province of the panel, and the Board
may not substitute its judgment for decisions within the panel’s discretion, provided
a reasonable basis exists in the record for the action taken. R.R. Comm’n of Tex., 912
S.W.2d at 792. Here, there is substantial evidence in the record supporting the
panel’s conclusion that Maadani violated TDRPC 4.04(b)(1).

D. The evidentiary panel did not abuse its discretion in denying
Maadani’s motion for new trial.

In his fifth issue, Maadani complains that the panel erred by denying his
motion for new trial. [Apt. Br. 37-38]. Maadani offers no substantive argument or
authority in support of this point of error beyond citing caselaw standing for the
axiomatic proposition that trial courts have broad discretion in granting new trials.

True, atrial court (or here, the evidentiary panel) has broad discretion in ruling

on a motion for new trial. Dolgencorp of Texas, Inc. v. Lerma, 288 S.W.3d 922, 926
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(Tex. 2009) (per curiam); Dir., State Employees Workers’ Comp. Div. v. Evans, 889
S.W.2d 266, 268 (Tex. 1994). But generally, “the test for an abuse of discretion is
not whether, in the opinion of the reviewing court, the facts present an appropriate
case for the trial court’s action, but ‘whether the court acted without reference to any
guiding rules and principles.”” Cire v. Cummings, 134 S.W.3d 835, 838-39 (Tex.
2004) (citing Downer v. Aquamarine Operators, Inc., 701 S.W.2d 238, 241 (Tex.
1985).

Between his briefing on this issue and his motion for new trial filed before the
panel, Maadani seems to argue that a new trial should have been granted and the
panel abused its discretion by not doing so because: (1) the panel did not have an
appropriate quorum; (2) his trial counsel was ineffective; (3) the evidentiary hearing
was held remotely; and/or (4) the panel did not hold a separate sanctions hearing.
[Apt. Br. 37-38]; [CR 372-86]. As to (1), the panel conducted the evidentiary hearing
with a proper quorum, as set forth at length in Sec. 11(A), above.

Maadani’s argument regarding “ineffective assistance” by his trial counsel
also lacks merit. The Sixth Amendment right to effective assistance of counsel
generally does not apply in civil proceedings. Dugan v. Compass Bank, 129 S.W.3d
579, 582 (Tex.App. — Dallas 2003, no pet.) (citing Approximately $42,850.00 v.
State, 44 S.W.3d 700, 702 (Tex.App. — Houston [14™ Dist.] 2001, no pet.)). And

disciplinary proceedings are civil in nature. State Bar of Texas v. Evans, 774 S.W.2d
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656, 657 n. 1 (Tex. 1989) (citing Polk v. State Bar of Texas, 480 F.2d 998, 1001-02
(5th Cir. 1973); and State Bar of Texas v. Sutherland, 766 S.W.2d 340, 343 (Tex.
App. — El Paso 1989, writ denied) (finding that disciplinary proceedings in Texas
are civil in nature and rejecting a *“quasi-criminal” description of disciplinary
proceedings)).

In fact, courts in other jurisdictions have specifically found that respondents
in disciplinary proceedings have no right to counsel and, therefore, no right to
effective assistance of counsel. See e.g., Walker v. State Bar, 49 Cal.3d 1107, 1116
(1989) (en banc); In re Slattery, 767 A.2d 203, 212 n. 10 (D.C. 2001); Matter of
Gannett, 182 N.E.3d 956, 960 (Mass. 2022) (internal citations omitted); and Matter
of Porche, No. 18-C-12445, 2023 WL 2569129 at *7 (Cal. Bar Ct. Feb. 9, 2023, as
modified Mar. 10, 2023) (citing Walker, 49 Cal.3d at 1116). Recently, a Texas court
has seemingly taken the same view. Henderson v. Comm’n for Lawyer Discipline,
No. 01-22-00602-CV, 2023 WL 8939266, at *4 (Tex.App. — Houston [1 Dist.] Dec.
28, 2023, no pet. h.) (mem. op.). Because Maadani is not able to show that he has a
right to counsel at all in his disciplinary case, he cannot show he has a right to
effective counsel.

Likewise, Maadani offers no authority in support of his arguments that either
the panel’s conducting his evidentiary hearing remotely, or that its not conducting a

separate sanctions hearing, constituted grounds for a new trial. The TRDPs do not
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preclude an evidentiary hearing from being held remotely, nor do they require a
separate sanctions hearing when an evidentiary hearing is held as to Professional
Misconduct. See TEX. RULES DISCIPLINARY P. R. 2.17 & 15.03.

The panel considered and ultimately denied Maadani’s motion based on the

relevant pleadings and the arguments of counsel at the hearing on the motion. [[App

@; [RR MfNT]. Maadani’s arguments that the panel abused its discretion by denying
his motion for new trial are also without merit.

E.  The evidentiary panel acted within its discretion in assessing a four-
year Active Suspension.

In his final issue, Maadani complains that the panel abused its discretion in
assessing a four-year Active Suspension as its disciplinary sanction for his
professional misconduct. [Apt. Br. 38-40]. Maadani provides little to no substantive
argument or authority in support of this point of error. While Maadani does reference
the sanctioning guidelines set forth in Part XV of the TRDPs, he does not provide
supporting authority for his contention that the panel’s sanction in his case did not
“fit” those guidelines. Rather, Maadani simply reiterates his argument that he was
entitled to a separate sanction hearing and offers his subjective, conclusory
assertions that his conduct warranted no sanction at all, or a lesser sanction, pursuant
to the sanctioning guidelines. Construing Maadani’s arguments liberally, he has still

failed to demonstrate the panel abused its discretion.
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Evidentiary panels have broad discretion to impose discipline; nevertheless,
disciplinary sanctions may be reviewed for an abuse of discretion, and a sanction
may be so light or heavy as to constitute such an abuse. Molina v. Comm’n for
Lawyer Discipline of The State Bar of Texas, BODA No. 35426, 2006 WL 6242393,
at *4 (March 31, 2006) (citing State Bar of Texas v. Kilpatrick, 874 S.W.2d 656, 659
(Tex. 1994)); see also, Mclntyre v. Comm’n for Lawyer Discipline, 169 S.W.3d 803,
807 (Tex.App. — Dallas 2005, no pet.). And, again, when acting as a factfinder in
determining the appropriate sanction for instances of professional misconduct, the
evidentiary panel is the sole judge of the credibility of witnesses and the weight to
be given their testimony. Allison, 374 S.W.3d at 525; Vickery, 5 S.W.3d at 254-55,
fn. 5.

A court abuses its discretion only when it acts in an unreasonable and arbitrary
manner, or without reference to any guiding principles. Mcintyre, 169 S.W.3d at

807. A court does not abuse its discretion when some evidence supports its decision.

Davis v. Huey, 571 S.W.2d 859, 863 (Tex. 1978). Further, the fact that an appellate
court might impose a sanction different from that imposed by the trial court does not
show an abuse of discretion. Love, 982 S.W.2d at 944.

The TRDPs do not mandate consideration by an evidentiary panel of any

particular factor described in TRDP Part XV when determining an appropriate

disciplinary sanction in a given case. TEX. RULES DISCIPLINARY P. R. 15.02. Further,
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the TRDPs do not require an evidentiary panel to explain in detail or specifically
state any (or all) of the factors it considered, or the weight it gave any such factors,
in imposing a disciplinary sanction. TEX. RULES DISCIPLINARY P. R. 2.17(P), 2.18,
2.19.

As with any other judgment following a nonjury trial in which findings of fact
and conclusions of law are not requested or filed, any fact findings necessary to
support the evidentiary panel’s decision as to the appropriate sanction to be imposed
are presumed. Shields Limited Partnership v. Bradberry, 523 S.W.3d 471, 480 (Tex.
2017) (citing Sixth RMA Partners, L.P. v. Sibley, 111 S.W.3d 46, 52 (Tex. 2003));
see also, Vickery, 5 S.W.3d at 251-52. Such presumed findings may be challenged
on appeal when a reporter’s record is filed. Id. However, in determining such a
challenge, the Court “must consider evidence favorable to the finding if the
factfinder could reasonably do so and disregard evidence contrary to the finding
unless a reasonable factfinder could not.” Id., (citing Waste Mgmt. of Tex., Inc. v.
Tex. Disposal Sys. Landfill, Inc., 434 S.W.3d 142, 156 (Tex. 2014)).

1. Guidelines for imposing sanctions in attorney discipline proceedings

For attorney discipline cases involving grievances filed after June 1, 2018
(such as the present case), the Court replaced the mandatory factors set forth in
former Rule 2.18 with TRDP Part XV, Guidelines for Imposing Sanctions (“Part

XV”). See also, Ponce v. Comm’n for Lawyer Discipline, No. 04-20-00267-CV,
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2022 WL 1652147, at *7 n. 3 (Tex.App. — San Antonio May 25, 2022, no pet.) (mem.
op.); TEX. Gov’T CopE §81.083.° Part XV embodies the broad discretion granted to
evidentiary panels (and trial courts) to fashion sanctions in attorney disciplinary
proceedings. The Court explained that the purpose of the guidelines was to:

“Is]et forth a comprehensive system for determining sanctions,

permitting flexibility and creativity in assigning Sanctions in particular

cases of lawyer misconduct. They are designed to promote: (1)

consideration of all factors relevant to imposing the appropriate level

of Sanction in an individual case; (2) consideration of the appropriate

weight of such factors in light of the stated goals of lawyer discipline;

and (3) consistency in the imposition of disciplinary Sanctions for the

same or similar rule violations among the various district grievance

committees and district courts that consider these matters.”

-- TEX. RULES DISCIPLINARY P. R. 15.01(B).
Part XV outlines four “general” factors that should be considered by a disciplinary
tribunal: (1) the duty violated; (2) the Respondent’s level of culpability; (3) the
potential or actual injury created by the misconduct; and (4) the existence of
aggravating or mitigating factors. TEX. RULES DISCIPLINARY P. R. 15.02.

Next, Part XV sets forth the spectra of “sanctions [that] are generally
appropriate” for various categories of professional misconduct roughly
corresponding to the TDRPCs relevant to: (1) violations of duties owed to clients;

(2) violations of duties owed to the legal system; (3) violations of duties owed to the

public; (4) violations of other duties as a professional; and (5) violations of prior

® Likewise, the analogous factors in former TRDP 3.10 were also eliminated for disciplinary cases
tried before a district court, again, in favor of the Part XV sanctioning guidelines.
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discipline orders. TEX. RULES DISCIPLINARY P. R. 15.04, 15.05, 15.06, 15.07 &
15.08, respectively. Each of those sanctioning ranges suggests the level of sanction
that is “generally appropriate” for particular types of professional misconduct based
on the application of the “general” factors outlined in TRDP 15.02, prior to the
consideration of any aggravating or mitigating factors. While Part XV provides the
above-described guidelines to consider in determining appropriate sanctions for
professional misconduct, those guidelines, “[d]o not limit the authority of a district
grievance committee...to make a finding or issue a decision.” TEX. RULES
DisCIPLINARY P. R. 15.01(B).

Available sanctions are, in descending order of severity: disbarment,
suspension (which can be active, probated, or partially probated), public reprimand,
and private reprimand. TEX. RULES DISCIPLINARY P. R. 1.06(FF). Sanctions can also
include restitution and/or payment of attorney’s fees and costs as ancillary
requirement(s). Id.

Finally, Part XV provides evidentiary panels the discretion to consider
aggravating and mitigating circumstances “in deciding what sanction to impose.”
TExX. RuULES DiscIlPLINARY P. R. 15.09. “Aggravation” or “aggravating
circumstances” being “considerations or factors that may justify an increase in the

degree of discipline to be imposed;” and “Mitigation” or “mitigating circumstances”
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being “considerations or factors that may justify a reduction in the degree of
discipline to be imposed.” [1d.].

More specifically, TRDP 15.05(B) sets forth guidelines for determining
appropriate sanctions in circumstances involving an attorney’s abuse of the legal
process, including using improper means involving third parties, which run from
private reprimand to disbarment. TEX. RULES DISCIPLINARY P. R. 15.05(B)(1-4).
Additionally, Rule 15.09 provides aggravating and mitigating factors a panel may
consider in deciding an appropriate sanction once professional misconduct is
established. TEX. RULES DISCIPLINARY P. R. 15.09(A-C).

2. The record supports the panel’s sanction against Maadani as to either
of his violations of TDRPCs 4.04(a) or (b)(1), or both

The evidentiary panel’s judgment set forth its findings that Maadani had both:
(1) “used means that have no substantial purpose other than to embarrass, delay, or

burden a third person...”; and (2) “threatened to present disciplinary charges solely

to gain an advantage in connection with a civil matter.” [App 1]] And again, the

record is replete with evidence demonstrating Maadani’s conduct which led to the
panel’s findings that he committed professional misconduct. The panel could
reasonably have considered the duties Maadani violated, his culpability, and the
injury or potential injury such violations caused to Dr. Ward or others, or the

interference or potential interference such violations caused with the underlying
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child custody matter, in determining that an active suspension was the appropriate
disciplinary sanction. TEX. RULES DISCIPLINARY P. R. 15.02 & 15.05(B).

Further, the record also demonstrates that several of the aggravating
circumstances set forth in TRDP 15.09 are potentially applicable in Maadani’s case.
First, the same evidence demonstrating the nature of Maadani’s conduct also
demonstrates potential aggravating circumstances including: a dishonest or selfish
motive; a pattern of misconduct; and multiple violations. TEX. RULES DISCIPLINARY
P. R. 15.09(B)(2)(b), (c) & (d). Second, while Maadani testified he “regretted”
sending many of the emails at issue, it was because he had sent them while he was
taking medication related to a fall he had experienced and/or was dealing with
COVID - not because he acknowledged that any of his conduct was wrongful. TEX.
RULES DISCIPLINARY P. R. 15.09(B)(2)(9).

Finally, there was evidence presented during the evidentiary hearing that
Maadani had submitted false evidence to the panel, in the form of emails and/or text
messages that Dr. Ward had allegedly sent Maadani over the years that were
derogatory and/or demeaning towards him, or otherwise relevant to his conduct in
the underlying child custody matter. During Maadani’s testimony, several such items
were admitted into evidence over the Commission’s objections, and Maadani
testified that he had only discovered them some 8-10 days prior to the evidentiary

hearing — in his “memory luggage.” [RR EH 139-59]; [RR EH, Resp. Exs. 7-13].
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Dr. Ward testified clearly, directly, and unequivocally that she did not write any of

the emails or text messages Maadani had belatedly discovered. [RR EH 192-99].
The panel could reasonably have concluded that Maadani submitted false evidence
in this respect and treated it as a further aggravating factor. TEX. RULES
DiscCIPLINARY P. R. 15.09(B)(2)(f).

The panel’s sanction of a four-year Active Suspension is supported by
substantial evidence demonstrating Maadani’s repeated use of means having no
substantial purpose other than to embarrass, delay, or burden his ex-wife Dr. Ward
and/or others throughout the underlying child custody matter, as well as his threats
to present (and actual presentation of) a disciplinary complaint against Dr. Ward
with the Texas Medical Board and use of his father to initiate an attorney disciplinary
proceeding against Allen, solely to gain an advantage in that case. The panel acted
within its discretion in issuing a four-year Active Suspension, and the Board should
affirm the panel’s judgment in all respects.

I11. Maadani’s “Objection to Records of State Bar™.

Maadani also raises objections to the “record of the State Bar.” [Apt. Br. 3].
He appears to be making complaints, in some respects, about both the clerk’s record
and the reporter’s records — in any case, those complaints are also without merit.
First, to the extent Maadani believed anything material was omitted from either the

clerk’s record or reporter’s record, his remedy would be to seek supplementation of
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such record(s) by written motion. TEX. BD. DISCIPLINARY APP. INTERNAL PROC. R.
4.03(d). He has not done so.
Second, as to Maadani’s specific complaints in this respect:

1. That the Answer of Appellant is missing from the clerk’s record: Maadani’s
Answer and Rule 12 Motion filed with the panel on September 13, 2022, is
included as part of the clerk’s record. [CR 70-73]. Additionally, Maadani’s
Supplemental Answer filed with the panel on July 14, 2023, is also included
as part of the clerk’s record. [CR 180-83].

2. That emails to the “Prosecutor” in regard to selection of in-person hearing
vs. a Zoom hearing are missing from the clerk’s record: Maadani repeatedly
refers to the Commission’s trial counsel as the “State Bar Prosecutor.” To the
extent Maadani, as a party representing himself, would have exchanged
emails with opposing counsel (of any kind), such communications would not
typically be part of a court’s file absent a party submitting them for filing in
some fashion. The record does not otherwise demonstrate that Maadani filed
any motion, objection, or other request for relief related to the evidentiary
hearing being scheduled to take place remotely.

3. Audio recording of the evidentiary hearing: Maadani suggests that an audio
recording of the evidentiary hearing is necessary “from the point of start of
Zoom hearing.” The reporter’s record of the evidentiary hearing indicates that
the court reporter began transcribing the hearing when it went on the record,
at 9:20 am. [RR EH 7].

4. That Maadani was “unable to cross-examine the accuser in person”:
Maadani does not explain how this would constitute a problem with either the
clerk’s record or the reporter’s record in this matter.

Maadani’s complaints regarding the appellate record are also without merit.

CONCLUSION

Under the guise of briefing his arguments in this appeal, Maadani has simply

continued his campaign of abuse directed at Dr. Ward and her family, Ms. Allen,
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and anyone else he perceives is aligned against him in his child custody case.
Maadani fails to demonstrate even the barest measure of contrition or remorse
regarding his conduct. Instead, he persists in levying disparaging and demeaning
personal attacks, none of which are supported by specific references to the record,
much less credible evidence of any kind. Maadani’s continued improper use of the
judicial system in this manner, even as he appeals from a Judgment finding he
violated his professional obligations throughout the conduct of his child custody
case, is not lost on the Commission.

PRAYER

For the foregoing reasons, the Commission prays that the Board affirm the

judgment of the District 4-3 Evidentiary Panel of the State Bar of Texas in this
matter, in all respects.

RESPECTFULLY SUBMITTED,

SEANA WILLING
CHIEF DISCIPLINARY COUNSEL

RoOYCE LEMOINE
DEPUTY COUNSEL FOR ADMINISTRATION

MICHAEL G. GRAHAM
APPELLATE COUNSEL
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FILED

08/14/2023

BEFORE EVIDENTIARY PANEL 4-3 OF THE
STATE BAR DISTRICT NO. 4 GRIEVANCE COMMITTEE

COMMISSION FOR LAWYER DISCIPLINE, § 202102105 [ALLEN] =
Petitioner, 8 Houston Office
) Chief Disciplinary Counsel
V. 8
8
PEJMAN MAADANI, 8
Respondent. 8 HARRIS COUNTY, TEXAS

JUDGMENT OF ACTIVE SUSPENSION

Parties and Appearance

On August 2, 2023, came to be heard the above styled and numbered cause. Petitioner, the
Commission for Lawyer Discipline, appeared by and through its attorney of record and announced
ready. Respondent, Pejman Maadani, Texas Bar Number 24052152, appeared in person and
through attorney of record and announced ready.

Jurisdiction and Venue

Evidentiary Panel 4-3, having been duly appointed to hear this complaint by the chair of
the Grievance Committee for State Bar of Texas District No. 4, finds that it has jurisdiction over
the parties and the subject matter of this action and that venue is proper.

Professional Misconduct

The Evidentiary Panel, having considered all of the pleadings, evidence, stipulations, and
argument, finds Respondent has committed Professional Misconduct as defined by Rule 1.06(CC)
of the Texas Rules of Disciplinary Procedure.

Findings of Fact

The Evidentiary Panel, having considered the pleadings, evidence, and argument of
counsel, makes the following findings of fact and conclusions of law:

1. Respondent is an attorney licensed to practice law in Texas and is a member of the
State Bar of Texas.

Judgment of Active Suspension
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2. Respondent maintains his principal place of practice in Harris County, Texas.

3. Inrepresenting a client, Respondent used means that have no substantial purpose other
than to embarrass, delay, or burden a third person, or use methods of obtaining evidence
that violate the legal rights of such a person.

4. Respondent threatened to present disciplinary charges solely to gain an advantage in
connection with a civil matter.

5. The Chief Disciplinary Counsel of the State Bar of Texas has incurred reasonable
attorneys’ fees associated with this Disciplinary Proceeding in the amount of
$3,897.50.

Conclusions of Law

The Evidentiary Panel concludes that, based on foregoing findings of fact, the following

Texas Disciplinary Rules of Professional Conduct have been violated: 4.04(a) and 4.04(b)(1).
Sanction

The Evidentiary Panel, having found that Respondent has committed Professional
Misconduct, heard and considered additional evidence regarding the appropriate sanction to be
imposed against Respondent. After hearing all evidence and argument, the Evidentiary Panel finds
that the proper discipline of the Respondent for each act of Professional Misconduct is an active
suspension.

Accordingly, it is ORDERED, ADJUDGED, and DECREED that Respondent shall be
actively suspended from the practice of law for a period of four (4) years beginning September 1,
2023, and ending August 31, 2027.

Terms of Active Suspension

It is further ORDERED that during the term of active suspension ordered herein,
Respondent shall be prohibited from practicing law in Texas; holding himself out as an attorney
at law; performing any legal services for others; accepting any fee directly or indirectly for legal

services; appearing as counsel or in any representative capacity in any proceeding in any Texas or

Judgment of Active Suspension
Page 2 of 5

317



Federal court or before any administrative body; or holding himself out to others or using his name,

in any manner, in conjunction with the words "attorney at law,” ™attorney,” "counselor at law,"
or "lawyer."

It is further ORDERED that, on or before September 1, 2023, Respondent shall notify each
of Respondent's current clients and opposing counsel in writing of this suspension.

In addition to such notification, it is further ORDERED Respondent shall return any files,
papers, unearned monies, and other property belonging to current clients in Respondent's
possession to the respective clients or to another attorney at the client's request.

It is further ORDERED that Respondent shall file with the State Bar of Texas, Office of
the Chief Disciplinary Counsel, P.O. Box 12487, Austin, TX 78711-2487 (1414 Colorado St.,
Austin, TX 78701) on or before September 1, 2023, an affidavit stating all current clients and
opposing counsel have been notified of Respondent's suspension and that all files, papers, unearned
monies, and other property belonging to all current clients have been returned as ordered herein.
If it is Respondent’s assertion that at the time of suspension he possessed no current clients and/or
Respondent was not in possession of any files, papers, unearned monies, or other property
belonging to clients, Respondent shall submit an affidavit attesting that, at the time of suspension,
Respondent had not current clients and did not possess any files, papers, unearned monies, and
other property belonging to clients.

It is further ORDERED that Respondent shall, on or before September 1, 2023, notify in
writing each and every justice of the peace, judge, magistrate, administrative judge or officer, and
chief justice of each and every court or tribunal in which Respondent has any matter pending of

the terms of this judgment, the style and cause number of the pending matter(s), and the name,

address and telephone number of the client(s) Respondent is representing.
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It is further ORDERED that Respondent shall file with the State Bar of Texas, Office of
the Chief Disciplinary Counsel, P.O. Box 12487, Austin, TX 78711-2487 (1414 Colorado St.,
Austin, TX 78701) on or before September 1, 2023, an affidavit stating Respondent has notified
in writing each and every justice of the peace, judge, magistrate, administrative judge or officer,
and chief justice of each and every court in which Respondent has any matter pending of the terms
of this judgment, the style and cause number of the pending matter(s), and the name, address and
telephone number of the client(s) Respondent is representing in Court. If it is Respondent’s
assertion that at the time of suspension he was not currently listed as counsel or co-counsel in any
matter pending before any justice of the peace, judge, magistrate, administrative judge or officer,
or chief justice of any court or tribunal, Respondent shall submit an affidavit attesting to the
absence of any such pending matter before any justice of the peace, judge, magistrate,
administrative judge or officer, or chief justice.

It is further ORDERED that, on or before September 1, 2023, Respondent shall surrender
his law license and permanent State Bar Card to the State Bar of Texas, Office of the Chief
Disciplinary Counsel, P.O. Box 12487, Austin, TX 78711-2487 (1414 Colorado St., Austin, TX
78701) to be forwarded to the Supreme Court of Texas.

Attorneys’ Fees

Itis further ORDERED that Respondent shall pay reasonable and necessary attorneys’ fees
to the State Bar of Texas in the amount of $3,897.50. The payment shall be due and payable on
or before September 1, 2023, and shall be made by certified or cashier's check or money order.
Respondent shall forward the funds, made payable to the State Bar of Texas, to the Office of the
Chief Disciplinary Counsel, P.O. Box 12487, Austin, TX 78711-2487 (1414 Colorado St., Austin,

TX 78701).

Judgment of Active Suspension
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It is further ORDERED that all amounts ordered herein are due to the misconduct of
Respondent, are assessed as a part of the sanction in accordance with Rule 1.06(FF) of the Texas
Rules of Disciplinary Procedure. Any amount not paid shall accrue interest at the maximum legal
rate per annum until paid and the State Bar of Texas shall have all writs and other post-judgment
remedies against Respondent in order to collect all unpaid amounts.

It is further ORDERED that Respondent shall remain actively suspended from the practice
of law as set out above until such time as Respondent has completely paid attorney fees and direct
expenses in the amount of $3,897.50 to the State Bar of Texas.

Publication

This suspension shall be made a matter of record and appropriately published in accordance
with the Texas Rules of Disciplinary Procedure.

Other Relief

All requested relief not expressly granted herein is expressly DENIED.

SIGNED this 14th  day of August , 2023.

EVIDENTIARY PANEL 4-3
DISTRICT NO. 4
STATE BAR OF TEXAS

DAVID A. NACHTIGALL
Panel 4-3 Evidentiary Panel

Judgment of Active Suspension
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FILED

08/24/2022

BEFORE EVIDENTIARY PANEL 4-3 OF THE
STATE BAR DISTRICT NO. 4 GRIEVANCE COMMITTEE

COMMISSION FOR LAWYER DISCIPLINE,
Petitioner,

202102105 [ALLEN]

V. Chief Disciplinary Counsel

PEJMAN MAADANI,
Respondent.

w W W W W W W

HARRIS COUNTY, TEXAS

PETITIONER’S ORIGINAL EVIDENTIARY PETITION

COMES NOW Petitioner, the Commission for Lawyer Discipline, a committee of the State

Bar of Texas, and would respectfully show unto the Evidentiary Panel as follows:

PARTIES
1. Petitioner is the Commission for Lawyer Discipline, a committee of the State Bar
of Texas.
2. Respondent is Pejman Maadani, Texas Bar Card No. 24052152, a licensed attorney

and a member of the State Bar of Texas. Respondent may be served at 6430 Richmond Avenue,
Suite 480, Houston, Texas 77057.

NATURE OF PROCEEDING

3. Petitioner brings this disciplinary proceeding pursuant to the State Bar Act, Texas
Government Code Annotated 8§81.001, et seq. (West 2013); the Texas Disciplinary Rules of
Professional Conduct; and the Texas Rules of Disciplinary Procedure. The complaint that forms
the basis of this cause of action was filed on or after June 1, 2018.

VENUE

4. Respondent’s principal place of practice is Harris County, Texas; therefore, venue

is appropriate in Harris County, Texas, pursuant to Rule 2.11C of the Texas Rules of Disciplinary

Procedure.
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PROFESSIONAL MISCONDUCT

5. The acts and/or omissions of Respondent, as hereinafter alleged, constitute
professional misconduct as defined by Rule 1.06CC of the Texas Rules of Disciplinary Procedure.

CAUSE OF ACTION

6. Between August 27, 2020, and March 21, 2021, while representing himself in a
divorce and child custody matter, Respondent used means that had no substantial purpose other
than to embarrass, delay, or burden third persons by making unsubstantiated claims against the
opposing party, Kristy Ward (“Ward”), her attorney, Amy Allen (“Allen”) and other third parties,
including but not limited to Lauren Goonan, Ph.D.

7. On or about October 7, 2020, Respondent threatened to present disciplinary charges
against Ward to the Texas Medical Board, solely to gain an advantage in the child custody matter.

8. On or about February 22, 2021, Respondent threatened to present criminal charges
against Ward’s employer and a district court judge, solely to gain an advantage in the child custody
matter.

9. On or about March 11, 2021, Respondent threatened to present disciplinary charges
against Ward to the Texas Medical Board, solely to gain an advantage in the child custody matter.

10.  On or about July 8, 2021, Respondent participated in presenting disciplinary
charges to the State Bar of Texas, brought under the name Heshmat Maadani, Respondent’s father,
against Allen, solely to gain an advantage in the child custody matter.

11.  On or about August 13, 2021, Respondent participated in presenting disciplinary
charges to the State Bar of Texas, brought under the name Heshmat Maadani, Respondent’s father,

against Allen, solely to gain an advantage in the child custody matter.
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12.  On or about September 21, 2021, Respondent presented disciplinary charges to the

State Bar of Texas, against Allen, solely to gain an advantage in the child custody matter.

RULE VIOLATIONS

13.  The acts and/or omissions of Respondent described above violates the following
Texas Disciplinary Rule of Professional Conduct:
4.04(a) - In representing a client, a lawyer shall not use means that have no

substantial purpose other than to embarrass, delay, or burden a third person, or
use methods of obtaining evidence that violate the legal rights of such a person.

4.04(b)(1) - A lawyer shall not present, participate in presenting, or threaten to
present: criminal or disciplinary charges solely to gain an advantage in a civil
matter.

COMPLAINT
14.  The complaint that forms the basis of this cause of action was brought to the
attention of the Office of the Chief Disciplinary Counsel by Amy Christine Allen’s filing of a
grievance on or about April 2, 2021.

PRAYER FOR RELIEF

WHEREFORE, PREMISES CONSIDERED, Petitioner, the Commission for Lawyer
Discipline, respectfully prays that this Evidentiary Panel discipline Respondent, Pejman Maadani,
by reprimand, suspension, or disbarment, as the facts shall warrant; order restitution to Amy
Christine Allen, if applicable; and grant all other relief, general or specific, at law or in equity,
including injunctive relief, to which Petitioner may show itself to be justly entitled, including,

without limitation, expenses and attorneys’ fees.
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Respectfully submitted,
STATE BAR OF TEXAS

SEANA WILLING
Chief Disciplinary Counsel

E. WILLIAM NICHOLS 11

State Bar No. 24077666

Assistant Disciplinary Counsel
4801 Woodway Drive, Suite 315-W
Houston, Texas 77056

Telephone: 713-758-8200
Facsimile: 713-758-8292

E-mail: wnichols@texasbar.com

ATTORNEYS FOR PETITIONER,

COMMISSION FOR LAWYER
DISCIPLINE

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I hereby certify that, pursuant to Rule 2.09A of the Texas Rules of Disciplinary Procedure,
a true and correct copy of the foregoing instrument was forwarded on the 24" day of August, 2022,
to the following:

Pejman Maadani E-mail pj@attorneymaadani.com
Maadani Law

6430 Richmond Avenue, Suite 480

Houston, Texas 77057

Pro se

E. WILLIAM NICHOLS |1
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From: Maribelle Hernandez

To: pj@attorneymaadani.com
Cc: Will Nichols
Subject: No. 202102105 Amy Christine Allen — Pejman Maadani
Date: Thursday, June 9, 2022 3:27:00 PM
Attachments: Just Cause and Election Letter to R.pdf
imaae001.png
Mr. Maadani,

Attached is a letter dated June 9, 2022, from E. William Nichols Il to you with Respondent’s
Election and Principal Place of Practice Certification form.

Please REPLY TO THIS EMAIL confirming your receipt.

Thank you.

Maribelle Hernandez

Lecar Assistant To E. WiLLiam Nicrors 11

o .

State Bar of Texas
Office of the Chief Disciplinary Counsel

CONFIDENTIAL

This e-mail, and any files or documents transmitted with it, are confidential and are intended solely for the use of the individual or entity
to whom they are addressed. This communication may contain material protected by the attorney-client privilege. If you are not the
intended recipient, or the person responsible for delivering the e-mail to the intended recipient, be advised that you have received this e-
mail in error and that any use, dissemination, forwarding, printing, or copying of this e-mail is strictly prohibited. If you have received
this e-mail in error, please immediately notify us by telephone at (713) 758-8200.
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Office of the Chief Disciplinary Counsel

Email pj@attorneymaadani.com
June 9, 2022

Pejman Maadani

Maadani Law

6430 Richmond Ave, Ste 480
Houston, TX 77057

Re:  No.202102105 Amy Christine Allen — Pejman Maadani
Dear Mr. Maadani:

Following an Investigatory Hearing on April 21, 2022, the Office of the Chief Disciplinary
Counsel has completed its investigation of the above Complaint and determined on June 8, 2022,
that there is Just Cause to believe that you have committed one or more acts of Professional
Misconduct as defined by the Texas Rules of Disciplinary Procedure (TRDP). In accordance
with TRDP 2.14D, written notice is hereby given of the alleged acts and/or omissions engaged in
by you and written notice of the Texas Disciplinary Rules of Professional conduct that the Chief
Disciplinary Counsel contends have been violated:

While representing himself in a divorce and child custody matter, Pejman J. Maadani
(“Respondent”) used means that had no substantial purpose other than to embarrass,
delay, or burden third persons by making unsubstantiated claims against the opposing
party, Kristy Ward (“Ward”), and her attorney, Amy Allen (“Allen”) and threatening
sanctions and civil suits against Allen, Ward and other third persons. Respondent’s
violation alleged above, and cited below, occurred in communications including but not
limited to:

An August 27, 2020, email from Respondent to Allen and Ward
instructing Allen to teach Ward how to address him in written
communications and to correct Ward’s “behavior problem”. Additionally,
implying that Ward is “mentally so challenged” and that their child needs
to be withheld until Ward learns “proper manners”.

In emails dated September 24 -September 26, 2020, from Respondent to
Allen and Ward, demanding Allen dismiss claims made in the Petition for
enforcement of Final Decree of Divorce by Contempt and pay a sum,
specified by Respondent, to charity and threatening a $32,000 sanction.

4801 Woodway Drive, Suite 315-W Houston, Texas 77056
Phone: 713-758-8200 Fax: 713-758-8292





Pejman Maadani

June 9, 2022
Page | 2

An October 19, 2020, email from Respondent to Allen and Ward, stating
“... your client mental status does not allow her to listen to a man telling
her to do something. It is called mental disease for a reason.” [sic]

An October 2020 text message from Respondent to Ward stating “Either
put a leash on your lawyer or medical board would put a leash on you.”
[sic]

A December 30, 2020, email from Respondent to Allen, in which
Respondent copies one of Allen’s peers, and states “your response to
Interrogatories include objections are laughable at best. I encourage your
boss to hire a 1L from a non-ABA lawschool to inform you of what you
have forgotten to do...”[sic]

A January 21, 2021, email from Respondent to psychologist Lauren
Goonan Ph.D., threatening a malpractice claim.

A February 1, 2021, email from Respondent to court staff and Allen,
stating Allen has a history of being dishonest to litigants, opposing counsel
and courts.

A February 22, 2021, email from Respondent to Allen and Ward,
threatening a suit against Ward’s employer and a district court judge and
threatening to report the suit to news media and law enforcement.

A March 11, 2021, in an email from Respondent to Allen and Ward, with
the subject “Withdrawal [sic] your motion or you will be sorry.”

A March 11, 2021, in an email from Respondent to Allen and Ward,
threatening a $2,000,000 lawsuit for defamation.

A March 11, 2021, email from Respondent to Allen and Ward stating
“Medical Board will resolve it for your client. Way to go Ms. Allen.”

A March 12, 2021, email from Respondent to Ward informing her that she
has been sued for $2,000,000 for defamation and libel.

A March 21, 2021, email from Respondent to Allen and others,
demanding that Allen report a notice of his claim of defamation to her
malpractice insurance and partners and for an apology letter.





Pejman Maadani
June 9, 2022
Page | 3

Respondent’s violation alleged above, and cited below, also occurred in motions filed by
Respondent including but not limited to:

Ten separate notices of “violation of decree” against Ward.

A “Verified Moton to Recuse the Judhe [sic] of 387th for Campaign
Violations and Improper Ruling to Leave Child Within Reach of Meth
Mouth and Mother who Destroyed Evidence of Child Molestation™.

A “Verified Motion to Disqualify Amy Allen as Attorney of Record for
Kristy Ward”.

A “Verified Petition for Enforcement of Final Decree and to Hold Amy
Allen and Kristy Ward in Contempt of Course”. [sic]

Additionally, Respondent presented, participated in presenting, or threatened to present
disciplinary charges solely to gain an advantage in the child custody matter. Respondent
did so by filing a grievance against Allen and participating in a grievance filed by his
father against Allen. Respondent also threatened to, and did present, disciplinary charges
against Ward to the medical board.

These alleged acts violate the following Texas Disciplinary Rules of Professional Conduct:

4.04(a) - In representing a client, a lawyer shall not use means that have no
substantial purpose other than to embarrass, delay, or burden a third person, or
use methods of obtaining evidence that violate the legal rights of such a person.

4.04(b)(1) - A lawyer shall not present, participate in presenting, or threaten to
present: criminal or disciplinary charges solely to gain an advantage in a civil
matter.

Pursuant to TRDP 2.15, you must notify this office whether you elect to have the Complaint
heard by an Evidentiary Panel of the District Grievance Committee or in a district court of proper
venue, with or without a jury. The election must be in writing and served upon the Chief
Disciplinary Counsel’s office no later than twenty (20) days after your receipt of this notice.
Failure to file a timely election shall conclusively be deemed an affirmative election to proceed
before an Evidentiary Panel in accordance with TRDP 2.17 and 2.18.

Enclosed is a form in which to indicate your election and principal place of practice. It should be
mailed to the undersigned at the address shown at the bottom of this letter or emailed to
houcdcresponses@texasbar.com In making your election, you should be aware that an
Evidentiary Panel proceeding is confidential unless a public sanction is entered and that a
private reprimand is only available before an Evidentiary Panel. District court proceedings
are public and a private reprimand is not an available sanction.
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Pejman Maadani
June 9, 2022
Page | 4

Sincerely,

E. William Nichols II
Assistant Disciplinary Counsel

EWN/mgh

Enclosure: Respondent’s Election and Principal Place of Practice Certification





COMPLAINT AGAINST

Pejman Maadani 202102105 — [Amy Christine Allen]

L LN L L L

Houston, Texas

RESPONDENT'S ELECTION &
PRINCIPAL PLACE OF PRACTICE CERTIFICATION

I, Pejman Maadani, hereby elect: (Choose one of the following)
District Court

Evidentiary Hearing - District Grievance Committee

I, Pejman Maadani, hereby certify that:

(City), (County),

Texas, is my principal place of practice and my physical address (no P.O. Box) is

Signed this day of , 20

Pejman Maadani

**RETURN THIS FORM WITHIN 20 DAYS OF RECEIPT OF ELECTION NOTICE**
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From: PJ Maadani

To: Maribelle Hernandez

Cc: Will Nichols

Subject: Re: No. 202102105 Amy Christine Allen — Pejman Maadani
Date: Friday, June 10, 2022 12:30:04 PM

06.10.2022

| received the letter. | will respond by the expiration of 20 days.
Respectfully,

Pejman J. Maadani

SBN: 24052152

MAADANI LAW

6430 Richmond Ave, Ste 480
Houston, Texas 77057

Tel:  (713) 782-5353

Fax: (713) 782-5352

pj@attorneymaadani.com
http://www.maadanilawfirm.com

This e-mail, and any attachments thereto, is intended only for use by the
addressee(s) named herein and may contain legally privileged, work product, trade
secret, and/or confidential information. If you are not the intended recipient of this e-
mail (or the person responsible for delivering this document to the intended recipient),
you are hereby notified that any dissemination, distribution, printing, or copying of this
e-mail, and any attachment thereto, is strictly prohibited. If you have received this e-
mail in error, please contact me at 713-782-5353 or send an email back to me and
then permanently delete the original and any copy of any e-mail and printout thereof.

ek \We are not Tax Attorneys or CPA Firm. Any statement regarding Taxes and
taxable recovery is not legal or accounting or taxing advice. You should consult a
CPA regarding what you should or should not report as income, *****¥¥*

Mediation Services are available for Business Disputes, Personal injuries, and
Property Disputes. Contact me for additional information.

If you are offended by the content of this email, that is because the email was funny,
but, you lack a sense of humor. Once in a while instead of being so ugly to the world
and getting offended, smile at the world and the world might smile back. We are not
responsible for the world smiling back or not smiling back at you. The content of this
email or attachment may or may not be accurate or correct and it may contain legal
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jokes. This email itself is not a binding document against the sender.

This e-mail, and any attachments thereto, is intended only for use by the
addressee(s) named herein and may contain legally privileged, work product, trade
secret, and/or confidential information. If you are not the intended recipient of this e-
mail (or the person responsible for delivering this document to the intended recipient),
you are hereby notified that any dissemination, distribution, printing, or copying of this
e-mail, and any attachment thereto, is strictly prohibited. If you have received this e-
mail in error, please contact me at 713-782-5353 or send an email back to me and
then permanently delete the original and any copy of any e-mail and printout thereof.

reekekkekk\We are not Tax Attorneys or CPA Firm. Any statement regarding Taxes and
taxable recovery is not legal or accounting or taxing advice. You should consult a
CPA regarding what you should or should not report as income,****+¥*

Mediation Services are available for Business Disputes, Personal injuries, and
Property Disputes. Contact me for additional information.

On Thursday, June 9, 2022, 03:27:35 PM CDT, Maribelle Hernandez
<maribelle.hernandez@texasbar.com> wrote:

Mr. Maadani,

Attached is a letter dated June 9, 2022, from E. William Nichols Il to you with
Respondent’s Election and Principal Place of Practice Certification form.
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Please REPLY TO THIS EMAIL confirming your receipt.

Thank you.

Maribelle Hernandez

LecAL AssisTANT To E. WiLLiam NicHoLs 11

Picturel

State Bar of Texas

Office of the Chief Disciplinary Counsel

CONFIDENTIAL

This e-mail, and any files or documents transmitted with it, are confidential and are intended solely for the use of the individual or entity
to whom they are addressed. This communication may contain material protected by the attorney-client privilege. If you are not the
intended recipient, or the person responsible for delivering the e-mail to the intended recipient, be advised that you have received this e-
mail in error and that any use, dissemination, forwarding, printing, or copying of this e-mail is strictly prohibited. If you have received
this e-mail in error, please immediately notify us by telephone at (713) 758-8200.

010



STATE BAR OF TEXAS

Office of the Chief Disciplinary Counsel

Email pj@attorneymaadani.com
June 9, 2022

Pejman Maadani

Maadani Law

6430 Richmond Ave, Ste 480
Houston, TX 77057

Re:  No. 202102105 Amy Christine Allen — Pejman Maadani
Dear Mr. Maadani:

Following an Investigatory Hearing on April 21, 2022, the Office of the Chief Disciplinary
Counsel has completed its investigation of the above Complaint and determined on June 8, 2022,
that there is Just Cause to believe that you have committed one or more acts of Professional
Misconduct as defined by the Texas Rules of Disciplinary Procedure (TRDP). In accordance
with TRDP 2.14D, written notice is hereby given of the alleged acts and/or omissions engaged in
by you and written notice of the Texas Disciplinary Rules of Professional conduct that the Chief
Disciplinary Counsel contends have been violated:

While representing himself in a divorce and child custody matter, Pejman J. Maadani
(“Respondent”) used means that had no substantial purpose other than to embarrass,
delay, or burden third persons by making unsubstantiated claims against the opposing
party, Kristy Ward (*“Ward”), and her attorney, Amy Allen (“Allen”) and threatening
sanctions and civil suits against Allen, Ward and other third persons. Respondent’s
violation alleged above, and cited below, occurred in communications including but not
limited to:

An August 27, 2020, email from Respondent to Allen and Ward
instructing Allen to teach Ward how to address him in written
communications and to correct Ward’s “behavior problem”. Additionally,
implying that Ward is “mentally so challenged” and that their child needs
to be withheld until Ward learns “proper manners”.

In emails dated September 24 -September 26, 2020, from Respondent to
Allen and Ward, demanding Allen dismiss claims made in the Petition for
enforcement of Final Decree of Divorce by Contempt and pay a sum,
specified by Respondent, to charity and threatening a $32,000 sanction.

4801 Woodway Drive, Suite 315-W Houston, Texas 77056
Phone: 713-758-8200 Fax: 713-758-8292 011



Pejman Maadani

June 9, 2022
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An October 19, 2020, email from Respondent to Allen and Ward, stating
“... your client mental status does not allow her to listen to a man telling
her to do something. It is called mental disease for a reason.” [sic]

An October 2020 text message from Respondent to Ward stating “Either
put a leash on your lawyer or medical board would put a leash on you.”
[sic]

A December 30, 2020, email from Respondent to Allen, in which
Respondent copies one of Allen’s peers, and states “your response to
Interrogatories include objections are laughable at best. | encourage your
boss to hire a 1L from a non-ABA lawschool to inform you of what you
have forgotten to do...”[sic]

A January 21, 2021, email from Respondent to psychologist Lauren
Goonan Ph.D., threatening a malpractice claim.

A February 1, 2021, email from Respondent to court staff and Allen,
stating Allen has a history of being dishonest to litigants, opposing counsel
and courts.

A February 22, 2021, email from Respondent to Allen and Ward,
threatening a suit against Ward’s employer and a district court judge and
threatening to report the suit to news media and law enforcement.

A March 11, 2021, in an email from Respondent to Allen and Ward, with
the subject “Withdrawal [sic] your motion or you will be sorry.”

A March 11, 2021, in an email from Respondent to Allen and Ward,
threatening a $2,000,000 lawsuit for defamation.

A March 11, 2021, email from Respondent to Allen and Ward stating
“Medical Board will resolve it for your client. Way to go Ms. Allen.”

A March 12, 2021, email from Respondent to Ward informing her that she
has been sued for $2,000,000 for defamation and libel.

A March 21, 2021, email from Respondent to Allen and others,
demanding that Allen report a notice of his claim of defamation to her
malpractice insurance and partners and for an apology letter.
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Pejman Maadani
June 9, 2022
Page | 3

Respondent’s violation alleged above, and cited below, also occurred in motions filed by
Respondent including but not limited to:

Ten separate notices of “violation of decree” against Ward.

A “Verified Moton to Recuse the Judhe [sic] of 387th for Campaign
Violations and Improper Ruling to Leave Child Within Reach of Meth
Mouth and Mother who Destroyed Evidence of Child Molestation”.

A “Verified Motion to Disqualify Amy Allen as Attorney of Record for
Kristy Ward”.

A “Verified Petition for Enforcement of Final Decree and to Hold Amy
Allen and Kristy Ward in Contempt of Course”. [sic]

Additionally, Respondent presented, participated in presenting, or threatened to present
disciplinary charges solely to gain an advantage in the child custody matter. Respondent
did so by filing a grievance against Allen and participating in a grievance filed by his
father against Allen. Respondent also threatened to, and did present, disciplinary charges
against Ward to the medical board.

These alleged acts violate the following Texas Disciplinary Rules of Professional Conduct:

4.04(a) - In representing a client, a lawyer shall not use means that have no
substantial purpose other than to embarrass, delay, or burden a third person, or
use methods of obtaining evidence that violate the legal rights of such a person.

4.04(b)(2) - A lawyer shall not present, participate in presenting, or threaten to
present: criminal or disciplinary charges solely to gain an advantage in a civil
matter.

Pursuant to TRDP 2.15, you must notify this office whether you elect to have the Complaint
heard by an Evidentiary Panel of the District Grievance Committee or in a district court of proper
venue, with or without a jury. The election must be in writing and served upon the Chief
Disciplinary Counsel’s office no later than twenty (20) days after your receipt of this notice.
Failure to file a timely election shall conclusively be deemed an affirmative election to proceed
before an Evidentiary Panel in accordance with TRDP 2.17 and 2.18.

Enclosed is a form in which to indicate your election and principal place of practice. It should be
mailed to the undersigned at the address shown at the bottom of this letter or emailed to
houcdcresponses@texasbar.com In making your election, you should be aware that an
Evidentiary Panel proceeding is confidential unless a public sanction is entered and that a
private reprimand is only available before an Evidentiary Panel. District court proceedings
are public and a private reprimand is not an available sanction.
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Pejman Maadani
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Sincerely,

E. William Nichols Il
Assistant Disciplinary Counsel

EWN/mgh

Enclosure: Respondent’s Election and Principal Place of Practice Certification
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COMPLAINT AGAINST

Pejman Maadani 202102105 — [Amy Christine Allen]

wn W W L W

Houston, Texas

RESPONDENT'S ELECTION &
PRINCIPAL PLACE OF PRACTICE CERTIFICATION

I, Pejman Maadani, hereby elect: (Choose one of the following)
District Court

Evidentiary Hearing - District Grievance Committee

I, Pejman Maadani, hereby certify that:

(City), (County),

Texas, is my principal place of practice and my physical address (no P.O. Box) is

Signed this day of , 20

Pejman Maadani

**RETURN THIS FORM WITHIN 20 DAYS OF RECEIPT OF ELECTION NOTICE**
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PANEL.:

CASE NO:

LOCATION:

COURT

REPORTER:

EVIDENTIARY HEARING REPORT

4-3 COMMITTEE: 4 HEARING DATE: 8/2/2023

202102105 [A. Allen] STYLE: Commission for Lawyer Discipline v. Pejman Maadani

Video Conference

Cindi Bench Reporting, cindi@benchreporting.com

PANEL MEMBERS (INDICATE ATTY OR PUBLIC). Please note presiding member with an asterisk (*).

1. David Allen Nachtigall* (Atty) PRESENT
2. Fields Alexander (Atty) ABSENT
3. Erin E. Lunceford (Atty) ABSENT
4, Nicole Wignall Deborde (Atty) PRESENT
5. Patrick Buckley (Public) PRESENT
6. Shayla Westmoreland (Public) PRESENT

I TYPE OF HEARING: (Check One)

Evidentiary and Sanction
Continued Evidentiary and Sanction
Sanction Only

Default

1. HEARING RESULT: (Check One)

Hearing Continued

Dismissed

Default Granted

Default Denied

PROFESSIONAL MISCONDUCT FOUND (If selected, please continue)

The Panel finds the following Disciplinary Rules were violated: Rules 4.04(a) and 4.04(b)(1)

1. SANCTIONS: (Check One)

Private Reprimand
Public Reprimand
Disbarment
X Suspension: (If selected, please choose one of the following: Fully Active, Fully Probated, or Partially Probated)
X Fully Active Suspension:
Length: Four (4) years

Beginning: September 1, 2023

Fully Probated Suspension:
Length:

Beginning:

Partially Probated Suspension: 2 02



Total Length:

Length of Active Portion:

Beginning of Active Portion:

Length of Probated Portion:

Beginning of Probated Portion:

Probated portion conditioned upon compliance with the following terms:
Payment of restitution
Payment of attorney’s fees/cost

Other:

ANCILLARY SANCTIONS
X CFLD attorney’s fees:

Amount: $3,897.50 Payable: September 1, 2023
(Date)
CFLD Costs:
Amount; Payable:
(Date)
Restitution payable to:
Amount: Payable:
(Date)

STANDARD TERMS AND CONDITIONS OF PROBATION

Respondent shall not engage in professional misconduct during term of probation.

Respondent shall not violate any state or federal criminal statutes during term of probation.

Respondent shall keep State Bar of Texas membership notified of current address and telephone number.
Respondent shall comply with Minimum Continuing Legal Education requirements during term of probation.
Respondent shall comply with IOLTA requirements during term of probation.

Respondent shall respond to any request for information from the Grievance Committee or Chief Disciplinary Counsel during term of
probation.

ADDITIONAL TERMS AND CONDITIONS
Please check all terms and conditions the Panel finds appropriate:

ADDITIONAL CONTINUING LEGAL EDUCATION COURSES AS FOLLOWS:
Areas of Law No. of Hours Deadline
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PSYCHOLOGICAL EVALUATION REPORTS (Utilize only if supported by evidence of Mental IlIness)

Evaluation Deadline Frequency

SUBSTANCE ABUSE TESTING (Utilize only if supported by evidence of Substance Abuse)
Start Date End Date Frequency

LAW OFFICE MANAGEMENT CONTINUING LEGAL EDUCATION COURSES

No. of hours Deadline

TRUST ACCOUNT REPORTING (Utilize only if supported by evidence of Trust Account Violation)
Start Date Frequency

TRUST ACCOUNT AUDIT (Utilize only if supported by evidence of Trust Account Violation)

Deadline

OTHER:

By my signature below, I request the Office of the Chief Disciplinary Counsel to prepare a Judgment in accordance with this hearing
report.

8/7/2023

DAVID ALLEN NACHTIGALL (Date)
District No. 4-3
Presiding Member
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FILED

BEFORE EVIDENTIARY PANEL 4-3 OF THE 08/28/2023
STATE BAR DISTRICT NO. 4 GRIEVANCE COMMITTEE

COMMISSION FOR LAWYER DISCIPLINE,
Petitioner,

202102105 [ALLEN]

Houston Office

Y Chief Disciplinary Counsel

PEJMAN MAADANI,
Respondent.

wy W W W W W W

HARRIS COUNTY, TEXAS

ORDER DENYING RESPONDENT’S POST JUDGMENT MOTIONS

BE IT REMEMBERED that on the _23rd day of _ August , 2023, came

on for consideration Respondent’s Amended Motion for Dismissal, Mistrial, New Trial, or in
Alternative Motion for Reduction of Sentence and Legal Fees and Motion to Stay and Abate
Current Voidable Judgment, and this Panel, having considered same, Petitioner’s Response,
and the argument of counsel, has decided that the Motions should be denied. It is, therefore,

ORDERED that Respondent’s Amended Motion for Dismissal, Mistrial, New Trial, or in
Alternative Motion for Reduction of Sentence and Legal Fees and Motion to Stay and Abate
Current Voidable Judgment, be and the same is hereby denied in their entirety.

SIGNED this _28th day of _August , 2023.

DAVID A. NACHTIGALL
Presiding Member, Panel 4-3
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