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VII. The Changs argue that under Texas law it is necessary for Appellant to

pierce the corporate veil in order to impose liability on them because of their

status as “shareholders” under Tex. Bus. Orgs. Code §§21.223-224. This

argument fails because the Walker v. Anderson case clearly holds that these

statutory defenses do not “shield” the Changs from personally liability for their

participation in tortious conduct. The Changs also argue that Appellant waived

his arguments with respect to said statutory sections because he failed to present

them to the trial court. This is a substantial, if not also a patent,

misrepresentation of what the record shows. Appellant presented the subject

arguments, in part, in his summary judgment response and also in his August 22,

2014 motion for new trial. See Section P(5) of this Reply.....................................3

VIII. The rules governing attorney conduct state that a lawyer (i) shall not

knowingly make a false statement of material fact or law to a tribunal or offer or

use evidence that the lawyer knows to be false; 1 (ii) should not misrepresent or

mischaracterize the factual record or legal authorities; 2 and (iii) shall not engage in

conduct involving dishonesty, deceit, or misrepresentation. 3 Mr. John Proctor

maintains that: (i) certain of Sharpe’s evidence remains “undisputed” or

“uncontradicted”, (ii) there is “no evidence” or “nothing in the record” to support

certain of appellant’s claims or arguments, (iii) appellant failed to cite any legal

authority to support certain of his arguments, and (iv) Amin was disqualified

because of his “continued insistence on being a witness” at jury trial. In this

regard, Appellant points to approximately half a dozen instances where Mr. Proctor

makes patent misrepresentations. See Sections B(3), C(3), F(1), F(2), I(2), I(3),

K(4) and L(1) of this Reply. On about four other occasions, he substantially

mischaracterizes the record. See Sections B(2), C(1), C(2), F(3), and H(1) of this

Reply..........................................................................................................................3



1



Tex. Disciplinary R. Prof. Conduct 3.03(a);

Rule 3 of the Standards of Appellate Conduct (Lawyers’ Duties to the Court)

3

Tex. Disciplinary R. Prof. Conduct 8.04(a)(3);

2
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IX. Given the overall tenor of the brief he signed and the sheer number of

misrepresentations involved, one must reasonably conclude that Mr. Proctor

acted knowingly, if not intentionally. Such conduct is not befitting of a lawyer of

Mr. Proctor’s age, intelligence, experience, and caliber. First, it shows disdain

and disrespect for this court. Second, it puts members of this court in a difficult

position.4 They must now consider their responsive obligations under Canon

3D(2) of the Texas Code of Judicial Conduct. Third, and even more troubling, is

that it shows a general lack of concern for one’s own reputation. This is a clear

indication that Mr. Proctor is acting unconsciously. 5 Maybe this argument will

bring some awareness. Maybe that awareness will allow Mr. Proctor to conclude

that candidly reporting himself to the State Bar for disciplinary action is in his

own best interest. The ultimate and only purpose of human life is spiritual

development; of which truth, ethics, integrity and discipline are

prerequisites…………………………………………………………………..…..4

CERTIFICATIONS……………………………………...…………...…...…32, 33

APPENDIX……………………………………………………………………...End
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It also puts appellant’s counsel in the same difficult position. See Rule 8.03 of the Tex.

Disciplinary R. Prof. Conduct.

5



Admittedly, Amin too has acted unconsciously at some time or another, just as we all have.

We are only human. The key is that when we realize this truth, we strive to improve; no

matter how often we may fall.
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