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NEW GRIEVANCE AGAINST NICHOLAS ABAZA 
Texas Bar No. 24026752 

Public Deception • Fiduciary Self-Dealing • Arbitration Clause Procured Mid-Representation • Conduct 
Connected to Anne Ashby Arbitration 

Complainant Caroline Allison — member of the public and former client 
Respondent Nicholas Abaza, Texas Bar No. 24026752 
Related Arbitration AAA Case No. 01-22-0000-9524 / consolidated Allison fee-malpractice arbitration 
Related Public Investigation Wayne Dolcefino / Dolcefino Media — seven-part DAMN LAWYERS investigation; 

damnlawyers.com 
 

I. THIS IS A NEW GRIEVANCE — AND I AM THE MEMBER OF THE PUBLIC THE RULES ARE 
SUPPOSED TO PROTECT 
The State Bar should examine whether this was zealous representation gone wrong, or whether the economic 
structure of the representation itself encouraged conflict because more conflict meant more fees. 
I never believed that hiring a lawyer to protect an inheritance could result in the lawyer becoming one of 
the greatest financial threats to that inheritance. I now view this case as a severe example of legal abuse: 
high-conflict litigation, a mid-representation contingency fee, mandatory arbitration, multimillion-dollar 
fee claims, expensive post-judgment collection tactics, and a receivership carrying another potentially 
seven-figure fee. 
I believe Nicholas Abaza and the lawyers working with him repeatedly made decisions that increased the amount 
of money available to lawyers, arbitrators, collection counsel, and a receiver while decreasing the value, security, 
and peace available to the family they were hired to protect. In my experience, the legal system became a series 
of toll booths through which family wealth was converted into professional fees. 
The unifying theme of this grievance is fee harvesting. 
The public-protection question is therefore larger than a fee dispute: did lawyers who owed fiduciary 
duties use information, contracts, marketing, and a private arbitral system to convert a protected family 
inheritance into fees for themselves while the client bore the losses? 
That theme runs through this grievance from beginning to end. I believe I was attracted through misleading 
marketing and questionable five-star reviews, encouraged into destructive inheritance litigation without balanced 
disclosure of the downside, moved into a self-interested contingency agreement containing arbitration, and then 
forced into an arbitration before Anne Ashby after she signed sworn disclosures that, in my view, concealed 
relationships that would have caused me to reject her immediately. 
Lawyers are supposed to be protectors of the public. In my experience, Nicholas Abaza and the lawyers 
working with him became exploiters of the very family wealth they were hired to protect. 
I am asking the State Bar to examine the entire course of conduct as a public-protection issue: how 
the client was attracted through marketing, what was represented about the likely upside, what 
material risks were omitted, how the lawyers’ financial interest changed, how arbitration was 
inserted mid-representation, and what happened when the client later challenged the lawyers. 
I do not believe our family is the only one harmed by this kind of practice. Other former clients have come 
forward in the Wayne Dolcefino / DAMN LAWYERS investigation with their own complaints about this lawyer 
network. What distinguishes us is that we fought back, continued investigating, and publicly exposed 
conduct that we believe reflects badly not only on these lawyers, but on the legal profession and the 
disciplinary system that is supposed to protect the public. 
I also was not advised, in any meaningful way that I recall, about the potential tax and financial 
consequences that could follow from dismantling, liquidating, transferring, or distributing estate and trust 
assets as part of the litigation and settlement strategy. In my view, this is part of the larger problem: the 
lawyers sold the prospect of recovery without giving equal weight to preservation, taxes, transaction costs, 
loss of asset protections, litigation expense, or the possibility of ending up far worse off. 
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The effort to fight the lawyers over their conduct and the resulting arbitration has cost me more than $1.5 
million in legal and investigative expense. The resulting judgment is approximately $4 million. I am deeply 
concerned that the fee claim is being used to extract as much value as possible from my father’s estate and 
the assets connected to it. 
When I later challenged what I believed was wrongful conduct, I did not receive a public jury trial. I was 
forced into the arbitration clause contained only in the second fee agreement - an agreement I contend was 
procured during an existing fiduciary relationship through self-dealing and inadequate disclosure. I was 
never meaningfully advised of the risks, costs, limited review, or strategic consequences of arbitration before 
signing that agreement. 
In practical terms, I believe the lawyers talked us into taking an inheritance position that was effectively 
100% protected for our benefit and turning it into a result worth less than half, while creating a multimillion-
dollar fee claim for themselves. Had the risks, alternatives, and existing inheritance protections been 
explained to me in a balanced way at the beginning, I would not have agreed to this strategy. 
By the time I understood the structure of my father’s estate, I had concluded that I did not need to launch 
destructive litigation to obtain an inheritance. My position is that I already had substantial inheritance rights 
that should have been preserved. Instead, I was persuaded to enter high-conflict litigation that reduced what 
my family stood to receive, exposed us to enormous risk, and created a large contingency-fee opportunity 
for the lawyers. 
The most important fact in this grievance is that I felt profoundly deceived by Nicholas Abaza and 
the lawyers I trusted to protect my family’s inheritance. 
This is a new grievance against Nicholas Abaza. I am not filing it as a lawyer, competitor, or opposing party. 
I am filing it as a member of the public who hired a Texas lawyer to protect a family inheritance and who now 
believes that lawyer used my trust in him to place me into high-conflict litigation, convert his financial interest 
in the representation, place a binding arbitration clause into a second fee agreement, and later use that 
private forum against me. 
The central issue is not simply that I lost an arbitration. The issue is how I got there. My first fee agreement 
did not contain an arbitration clause. The arbitration clause appeared only in the second agreement, after an 
attorney-client relationship already existed and after the lawyers had acquired detailed knowledge of the size 
and structure of my father's estate. I contend that the second agreement was procured through fiduciary 
self-dealing and material nondisclosure, and that I was never meaningfully advised of the rights, costs, risks, 
or practical consequences of arbitration. 

II. IT STARTED WITH THE FAKE FIVE-STAR REVIEWS 
The renewed investigation began with Nicholas Abaza's public-facing reputation. Evidence compiled in the 
review investigation identifies apparent self-reviews, cross-reviews among affiliated lawyers, insider or 
family-connected reviews presented without disclosure, and repeated disputes of negative former-client 
reviews. The significance is not merely marketing. These practices raise the same basic question that runs 
through the representation: was I shown a favorable appearance while material facts that would have 
changed my decision were withheld? 

• The Law Office of Nicholas Abaza business account appears to have reviewed Abaza's own attorney 
profile. 

• Borunda & Fomby posted a five-star review of Abaza as a peer in the same field. 
• The review evidence identifies reciprocal attorney reviews and insider/family-connected reviews that 

were not presented to consumers as conflicted endorsements. 
• The evidence package documents repeated challenges to negative former-client reviews and alleges 

that negative reviews disappeared while favorable reviews remained. 
A consumer choosing probate counsel is entitled to truthful information. The Bar should investigate whether 
Abaza participated in, solicited, encouraged, ratified, or knowingly benefited from deceptive review practices. 
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III. THE DAMAGE TO ME AND MY FAMILY 
The resulting fee claim makes the conflict especially troubling. The judgment is approximately $4 million. 
I am concerned that continued collection efforts will function as additional fee harvesting from the very 
estate and family wealth the lawyers were originally retained to protect. 
The financial harm is compounded by the fact that I believe I did not need to undertake this fight in the first place. 
My position is that I already possessed substantial inheritance rights. I trusted my lawyers to preserve those 
rights. Instead, I contend that they encouraged a strategy that materially reduced the family's position while 
increasing the lawyers' own potential fee. 
I am also concerned about the tax and transaction consequences of dismantling, liquidating, transferring, or 
distributing estate and trust assets. I do not contend here that every tax consequence has already been finally 
quantified. I do contend that I was not given balanced advice about the tax, asset-protection, liquidity, and 
transaction consequences of the strategy being recommended before I was asked to proceed. 
My damages and exposure include the loss or reduction of inheritance value that I contend resulted from the 
probate strategy and settlement; more than $1.5 million spent fighting the lawyers, investigating the arbitration, 
pursuing appellate and post-judgment relief, and protecting family assets; substantial arbitration expenses; and an 
approximately $4 million judgment that continues to place estate, trust, partnership, retirement, and personal 
assets at risk. 
The harm I am asking the State Bar to examine is not theoretical. I contend that the lawyers' conduct 
transformed an inheritance that should have been preserved into years of litigation, a major reduction in 
the value available to my family, more than $1.5 million in legal and investigative expense, and an 
approximately $4 million judgment arising from the lawyers' fee claim. 

IV. ABAZA'S MARKETING MACHINE: MULTIPLE WEBSITES, LITIGATION-FIRST MESSAGING, 
AND UNVERIFIABLE 'VICTORY' PROMOTION 
The fake-review evidence is not isolated from Nicholas Abaza's broader marketing. The attached consumer-
risk analysis identifies an intricate network of overlapping websites that appear designed to dominate 
probate and inheritance search results and funnel consumers into the same practice. The sites repeatedly 
target phrases such as “Houston probate lawyer,” “will contest lawyer,” “estate litigation,” “inheritance 
disputes,” “estate fights,” and “trust busting.” 
The websites identified in the marketing analysis include nicholasabaza.com, nickabaza.com, 
lawofficeofnicholasabaza.com, lawofficeofnicholasabazahoustontexas.com, and 
houstonwillcontestlawyer.com. They use the same office identity and substantially overlapping subject 
matter. The concern is not that a lawyer may operate more than one website. The concern is the cumulative 
message delivered through that web of sites to grieving and vulnerable consumers. 
Across those sites, the marketing repeatedly frames litigation as opportunity: “break” trusts, “bust” trusts, 
“fight for your inheritance,” take cases on contingency, and pursue large enough disputes to justify the 
contingent fee. The attached critique concludes that the messaging emphasizes financial upside, conflict, 
and recovery while underemphasizing forfeiture risk, family destruction, multi-year delay, fee erosion, 
planning disruption, and the possibility of losing entirely. 
• The marketing presents “trust busting” and “estate fights” as affirmative solutions rather than 

extraordinary, high-risk remedies. 
• Contingency fees are marketed as aligned with the client — including “no recovery, no fee” — while the 

same websites acknowledge that a case must be financially large enough to justify contingency 
representation. 

• No-contest / forfeiture risk is presented reassuringly rather than with equally prominent warnings that 
litigation can jeopardize inheritance rights. 

• The websites emphasize recovering assets and winning disputes but do not give equivalent prominence 
to years of litigation, family destruction, fees, frozen assets, emotional trauma, or a complete loss. 
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• The website network saturates multiple domains and keywords, increasing the chance that a grieving 
consumer repeatedly encounters the same litigation-forward message while believing it comes from 
multiple independent sources. 

The same imbalance appears in Abaza's promotional press-release strategy. I have identified press 
releases and promotional material that publicize supposed legal “victories” or successful outcomes without 
supplying enough case-specific information for a consumer to independently verify what actually happened 
— such as the client's name, court, case number, date, opposing party, dispositive order, settlement terms, 
or other objective case information. The practical impression is that Abaza wins high-value probate disputes, 
while the consumer is not given the information needed to evaluate the accuracy, frequency, or context of 
those claims. 
I ask the State Bar to investigate whether this marketing is materially misleading by omission. 
A prospective client encountering repeated “victory” messaging across multiple domains, press releases, 
high star ratings, “fight for your inheritance” language, and contingency-fee promises could reasonably 
conclude that aggressive litigation presents exceptional upside with limited downside. That was not my 
experience. I contend that the marketing image matched what I was told in the representation: the upside 
was emphasized, while the potentially devastating downside was not. 
This is especially significant in probate and trust matters. The target audience is often grieving, frightened, 
angry, and unfamiliar with fiduciary law. Marketing that repeatedly appeals to fear, urgency, recovery, and 
conflict can influence a consumer's decision before the consumer has received balanced legal advice. In my 
case, I was already an heir with substantial rights. I needed counseling about preservation, risk, settlement, 
trust protections, and the consequences of a failed contest. Instead, I contend that the lawyers sold litigation. 

The review network also appears to include Abaza family members and self-review activity 
The package also preserves a documented cluster of new Google reviews arriving shortly after negative reviews 
appeared. One exhibit identifies Bennett Abaza as the first review in an April 2026 cluster, followed within hours 
by additional new reviewers. That timing does not by itself prove manipulation, but it is a concrete pattern the Bar 
can investigate using platform records. 
The review package further identifies Seth Nichamoff as a business associate sharing Abaza's office address and 
flags any positive endorsement or review from Nichamoff as potentially undisclosed insider activity. That 
allegation should be proven with the underlying screenshot before the grievance is filed. 
Because some of these individuals were minors at the relevant time, I do not ask the Bar to infer 
misconduct by the children. The disciplinary question is whether a licensed lawyer caused, encouraged, 
knowingly permitted, or knowingly benefited from family-member reviews that were presented to 
consumers as independent endorsements. 
I have also observed reviews posted under Abaza family names, including Bennett Abaza, and an account 
identified as Alexi D. that the review investigation connects to Abaza's family/business network. I have additional 
evidence concerning Elle Abaza and other family-associated reviews. Before filing, I intend to attach screenshots 
and identity/age evidence for every review attributed to a family member so that the Bar can independently 
determine authorship, age, relationship, and whether the review represented an actual client experience. 
The review evidence package already documents that the Law Office of Nicholas Abaza business account 
reviewed Abaza's own attorney profile, including language referring to 'my probate practice.' The same package 
identifies five Yelp reviews appearing under Nicholas A. in the 'not recommended' section and describes repeated 
self-review and cross-review activity. 

A. ATTORNEY-GENERATED PRESS RELEASES CAN LOOK LIKE INDEPENDENT NEWS 
The press-release evidence substantially strengthens the consumer-deception concern. Publicly available 
releases do not merely report favorable publicity about Nicholas Abaza. Multiple releases expressly identify 
Nick Abaza Law or the Law Office of Nicholas Abaza as the source, author, publisher/client, or contact. The 
firm-generated material is then distributed through commercial press-release services and republished on 
third-party websites. A consumer who encounters the headline through a television-station website, 
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financial-news site, news aggregator, or search engine may reasonably perceive the item as independent 
media coverage unless the consumer opens the article and carefully traces the source attribution. 

That distinction matters when consumers are selecting a lawyer. Prospective clients rely heavily on public 
claims about awards, reviews, experience, reputation, expertise, and prior results. If the favorable 
description originated with the lawyer or his own law firm, the consumer should not be left with the materially 
different impression that an independent news organization investigated and endorsed the attorney. I ask 
the State Bar to evaluate the overall impression created by the origin, sponsorship, syndication, headline, 
search-result presentation, and source attribution of these communications. 

Documented attorney/firm-generated promotional releases 
Date Headline / Promotion Evidence of Firm Origin State Bar Issue to Investigate 
Mar. 31, 
2026 

Law Office of Nicholas Abaza Secures 
Major Victory in Houston Deed Fraud 
Case: Million-Dollar Property Restored 
to Decedent’s Estate 

1888PressRelease identifies 
“Law Office Of Nicholas 
Abaza” as publisher/client and 
Nick Abaza as contact. 

Past-result claim; “major victory”; million-dollar property; 
role of Abaza and lead counsel; nature/amount/context; 
filing status. 
Source 

Apr. 2, 
2026 

Abaza Law launches a local office in 
Austin Texas 

Expressly labeled “By Law 
Office Of Nicholas Abaza.” 

Claims “more than 25 years of proven success,” “high-
caliber legal advocacy,” and “recovering tens of millions 
of dollars for clients”; substantiation and past-results 
compliance. 
Source 

July 12, 
2026 

Lawyer Nicholas Abaza seeks new 
cases invoking the slayer rule 

1888PressRelease identifies 
Law Office Of Nicholas Abaza 
as origin and Nick Abaza as 
contact. 

Express solicitation for new matters; claims “leading 
Houston probate and estate litigation firm” and “deep 
expertise”; substantiation and filing/review status. 
Source 

July 14, 
2026 

Avoid Neil the Seal scams warns 
attorney Nick Abaza 

WhaTech identifies “Guest 
post by Nick abaza” and 
1888PressRelease 
distribution. 

Illustrates syndication: informational-looking article 
promotes Abaza Law and links readers to the firm; 
investigate whether overall presentation obscures 
attorney origin. 
Source 

July 21, 
2026 

Attorney Nick Abaza successfully 
helped a widow obtain her share of 
401k that was left to others 

WhaTech identifies “Guest 
post by Nick abaza” from 
1888PressRelease Press 
Release Distribution. 

Specific favorable client result; investigate underlying 
matter, Abaza’s responsibility, amount actually received, 
context, and unjustified-expectation concerns. 
Source 

Aug. 25, 
2026 

Attorney Nicholas Abaza Launches 
New Pet Trust Practice in Texas 

GlobeNewswire states 
“Source: Nick Abaza Law.” 

Attorney-generated service promotion; describes Abaza 
as a “compassionate advocate”; invites consultations; 
verify filing/review and factual claims. 
Source 

Aug. 25, 
2026 

Estate Probate attorney Nicholas 
Abaza Recovers $1.2 Million property 
in Landmark Deed Fraud Case 

GlobeNewswire syndication 
identifies Nick Abaza Law. 

Purported $1.2 million “major legal victory”; may overlap 
March deed-fraud release; determine whether figure is 
judgment, valuation, recovery, settlement, or another 
measure and whether the required context is supplied. 
Source 

Sept. 14, 
2026 

Nicholas Abaza Named to Htown Best 
as a Top Probate Lawyer in Houston 

GlobeNewswire expressly 
identifies “Source: Nick Abaza 
Law.” 

Independent HTown Best evidence supports that the Law 
Office of Nicholas Abaza was actually listed #2 on its 
2026 Houston probate-law-firm page. The issue is 
therefore not whether the listing exists, but whether 
Abaza’s own advertising materially embellishes a 
commercial consumer-ranking/listing into a formal legal 
“honor,” “award,” or independent evaluation of legal 
excellence. Investigate methodology, sponsorship, any 
payment connected to promotion, and the accuracy of the 
press-release characterization. Source 
Source 

https://www.1888pressrelease.com/law-office-of-nicholas-abaza-secures-major-victory-in-housto-pr-764745.html
https://www.1888pressrelease.com/abaza-law-launches-a-local-office-in-austin-texas-pr-764831.html
https://www.1888pressrelease.com/lawyer-nicholas-abaza-seeks-new-cases-invoking-the-slayer-ru-pr-769023.html
https://www.whatech.com/og/security/blog/1015916-avoid-neil-the-seal-scams-warns-attorney-nick-abaza.html
https://whatech.com/og/outsourced-it-services/blog/1016115-attorney-nick-abaza-successfully-helped-a-widow-obtain-her-share-of-401k-that-was-left-to-others.html
https://www.globenewswire.com/news-release/2026/08/25/3350703/0/en/attorney-nicholas-abaza-launches-new-pet-trust-practice-in-texas.html
https://www.streetinsider.com/Globe%2BNewswire/Estate%2BProbate%2Battorney%2BNicholas%2BAbaza%2BRecovers%2B%241.2%2BMillion%2Bproperty%2Bin%2BLandmark%2BDeed%2BFraud%2BCase/26972828.html
https://www.globenewswire.com/news-release/2026/09/14/3360672/0/en/nicholas-abaza-named-to-htown-best-as-a-top-probate-lawyer-in-houston.html
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Sept. 18, 
2026 

Nick Abaza Receives Prestigious 
Award from BusinessRate for 
Excellence in Probate and Estates 

GlobeNewswire expressly 
states “Source: Nick Abaza 
Law.” 

BusinessRate appears to be a real commercial 
reputation-ranking service whose published methodology 
relies principally on Google Business Profile/review data. 
Its rankings are not shown by the materials reviewed to 
be a peer-reviewed legal credential or evaluation of legal 
ability. The firm-generated release calls the recognition 
“prestigious,” “distinguished,” and “coveted” and refers to 
legal-peer/client reviews. Independently verify Abaza’s 
specific recognition, the methodology actually used, and 
whether the advertising overstates the nature or 
significance of the ranking. Source 
Source 

Sept. 19, 
2026 

Attorney Nick Abaza Celebrates 25 
Years of Exemplary Legal Practice 

GlobeNewswire states 
“Source: Nick Abaza Law”; 
contact Nicholas Abaza. 

Self-praise including “stellar reputation,” “trusted advisor,” 
“exceptional legal advocacy,” and “countless lives”; ends 
with invitation to schedule consultation. 
Source 

I use the term 'attorney-generated promotional release' rather than asking the Bar to assume that every 
press release is inherently improper. The disciplinary issue is whether the content is truthful and 
nonmisleading, whether claims are substantiated, whether prior results satisfy the applicable requirements, 
whether required advertising submissions were made, and whether syndication creates a misleading 
impression of independent endorsement. 

B. THE HTOWN BEST AND BUSINESSRATE RECOGNITIONS: REAL COMMERCIAL RANKINGS, BUT THEIR 
LEGAL SIGNIFICANCE MAY BE OVERSTATED 
The September HTown Best and BusinessRate releases warrant careful treatment. The evidence reviewed 
does not justify calling either entity fictitious or automatically calling either recognition “fake.” Both appear to 
be real commercial reputation or consumer-ranking entities. The more significant disciplinary question is 
whether Nick Abaza Law’s own advertising materially overstates the independence, prestige, methodology, 
or legal significance of those recognitions in a way that could influence a prospective client’s hiring decision. 

HTown Best: a real consumer ranking, not established as a formal professional legal award 
HTown Best appears to be a legitimate Houston consumer-review and ranking website. The materials 
reviewed establish that HTown Best published a 2026 page titled “The Top 10 Probate Law Firms in 
Houston” and listed the Law Office of Nicholas Abaza at #2, with a consumer rating of “A” and an HTown 
Best rating of “A+.” HTown Best describes its evaluation as considering factors such as probate experience, 
qualifications, compatibility, fees, and availability. Accordingly, I do not allege that the HTown Best 
placement was fabricated. 

The distinction the Bar should examine is how that underlying ranking was later characterized in lawyer-
generated publicity. Abaza’s September release states that he was “honored” as a top probate lawyer and 
presents the recognition as evidence of “legal excellence.” Yet the release itself identifies Nick Abaza Law 
as the source. Based on the materials reviewed, the underlying HTown Best item appears to be a 
commercial “best of” list or consumer ranking, not a peer-reviewed bar credential, board certification, judicial 
recognition, or formal professional legal award. 

HTown Best also discloses that it is reader-supported and may receive commissions from purchases or site 
visits, while stating that it does not sell favorable reviews. I have not located evidence that Abaza paid 
HTown Best to obtain the #2 placement, and I do not ask the Bar to infer that without proof. The appropriate 
question is whether the lawyer’s advertising accurately conveyed what the recognition actually was. 

BusinessRate: a real review-data ranking service whose specific Abaza recognition should be independently 
confirmed 
BusinessRate appears to be a legitimate commercial reputation-ranking service. Its published methodology 
describes rankings based principally on publicly available Google Business Profile data, including rating 

https://www.globenewswire.com/news-release/2026/09/18/3364804/0/en/nick-abaza-receives-prestigious-award-from-businessrate-for-excellence-in-probate-and-estates.html
https://www.globenewswire.com/news-release/2026/09/19/3365030/0/en/attorney-nick-abaza-celebrates-25-years-of-exemplary-legal-practice.html
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level, review volume, recent review activity, sentiment, and comparison with businesses in the same 
category and geographic market. BusinessRate states that a business cannot pay for a higher ranking, 
although qualifying recipients may purchase optional plaques, badges, and other promotional recognition 
materials after qualification. 

That methodology supports describing BusinessRate as a consumer-review/reputation ranking. The 
materials reviewed do not establish that BusinessRate independently evaluates a lawyer’s legal ability, case 
results, ethics, professional qualifications, or peer standing in the manner of a legal peer-review organization 
or professional credentialing body. 

The September 18 release is therefore significant because it was sourced to Nick Abaza Law yet calls the 
BusinessRate recognition a “prestigious award,” “distinguished award,” and “coveted award,” describes 
Abaza as a “top-tier legal professional,” and represents that the recognition rests on extensive legal-peer 
and client reviews. Those characterizations should be compared directly against BusinessRate’s actual 
published methodology. 

I have not yet located an independent BusinessRate page confirming Abaza’s specific June/2026 
recognition. That absence does not prove the recognition is false. It does mean the State Bar should obtain 
confirmation directly from BusinessRate and require the respondent to substantiate the exact award, date, 
category, ranking, methodology, and supporting data before treating the lawyer-generated press release as 
proof of the recognition. 

 

The consumer-protection issue is embellishment and source transparency, not merely whether the ranking entity 
exists 
 

A prospective client may reasonably understand words such as “prestigious,” “distinguished,” “coveted,” 
“honored,” “top-tier,” or “legal excellence” to communicate more than the fact that a lawyer appeared on a 
commercial consumer-ranking list. The Bar should determine whether the overall presentation would cause 
an ordinary legal consumer to believe that an independent legal authority, peer-review organization, bar 
body, or professional credentialing organization evaluated and honored Abaza when the underlying 
recognition was generated through consumer-review data or a commercial “best of” methodology. 

This distinction is especially important because the favorable descriptions were not authored by 
GlobeNewswire as independent journalism. The releases identify Nick Abaza Law as their source. 
GlobeNewswire functioned as a distribution channel for promotional material supplied by the firm. The fact 
that the same material later appears on other media or news-feed websites does not convert the lawyer’s 
own promotional characterization into an independent media endorsement. 

Accordingly, I ask the State Bar to investigate whether the communications accurately identified the nature 
and source of each recognition; whether comparative or qualitative claims were objectively substantiated; 
whether statements about legal-peer reviews match the actual methodology; whether required advertising 
filings were made; and whether the cumulative presentation was materially misleading to consumers 
selecting probate counsel. 

C. WHY THE PRESS RELEASES MATTER UNDER THE TEXAS ADVERTISING RULES 
The State Bar's current Advertising Review guidance states that lawyer advertising concerning past 
successes or results must provide the information required by Rule 7.02(a)(2), and that a disclaimer does 
not cure a deficient presentation of past results. The same State Bar guidance states that a nonexempt 
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advertisement that was required to be filed but was not filed may result in a non-filer assessment and that 
failure to file a nonexempt advertisement is itself a disciplinary-rule violation. I therefore ask the Bar to 
determine, rather than assume, the filing status of each communication identified above. 

The core Rule 7.01 issue is the overall consumer impression: whether a communication about a lawyer's 
qualifications or services contains a material misrepresentation, omits information necessary to keep the 
communication from being materially misleading, creates an unjustified expectation about results, or makes 
a comparison that is not supported by verifiable objective data. The Bar should apply those principles to the 
releases individually and to the cumulative internet presentation created by repeated syndication. 

This issue goes directly to client reliance. A person facing a probate or inheritance dispute may search the 
lawyer’s name before hiring counsel and encounter favorable ratings, award headlines, alleged victories, 
large recovery amounts, and third-party republications. A legitimate commercial ranking can still be 
presented misleadingly if lawyer-generated advertising transforms it into an apparently independent 
professional legal honor, overstates its methodology, attributes it to peer review that did not occur, or 
obscures that the praise originated with the lawyer’s own firm. The State Bar should evaluate the net 
impression conveyed to the ordinary prospective client. 

V. THE SAME PATTERN APPEARED IN THE LEGAL REPRESENTATION: UPSIDE 
WAS SOLD, DOWNSIDE WAS NOT FULLY DISCLOSED 
Abaza and the lawyers encouraged aggressive probate litigation designed to create pressure. We were 
made to believe that challenging the estate plan could produce a major recovery — the practical equivalent 
of 'hitting the lottery.' But the catastrophic downside was not explained with the same force or clarity. 
The appellate record states that the lawyers had not advised that challenging the will could put our 
inheritance at risk. That omission was fundamental because we were not starting from zero. We already 
possessed valuable inheritance rights. The litigation therefore risked turning an existing inheritance into 
financial devastation. 

• The lawyers recommended aggressive litigation intended to create significant pressure. 
• The resulting contest triggered arguments that we had forfeited inheritance rights. 
• The grievance record states that we were not adequately warned that our own interests — and 

potentially our children's interests — could be lost. 
• The representation became increasingly expensive while the lawyers' potential contingency recovery 

became increasingly valuable. 
A fiduciary lawyer is not permitted to market the upside of a strategy while withholding the downside 
necessary for an informed decision. I ask the Bar to investigate exactly what Abaza told me and my brother 
about the probability of success, the possibility of total or catastrophic loss, the no-contest risk, the effect on 
existing trust rights, and the alternatives to litigation. 

VI. THE ARBITRATION CLAUSE DID NOT EXIST WHEN I FIRST HIRED THE 
LAWYERS 
My first agreement was an hourly fee agreement and contained no arbitration clause. The later contingency 
agreement — described in the record as a 'change to contingency fee agreement' — introduced binding 
AAA arbitration during an already-existing attorney-client relationship. 
That distinction is critical. The arbitration clause was not part of an arm's-length decision made before Abaza 
became my fiduciary. It was inserted into a second agreement while the lawyers already owed me fiduciary 
duties of loyalty, candor, full disclosure, and fair dealing. 
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The appellate record states that I testified that the lawyers gave me no advice concerning the arbitration 
provision — no explanation of the pros and cons, no explanation of the rights I would surrender, no 
explanation of the costs, and no advice to obtain independent counsel specifically regarding arbitration. 
Borunda admitted he did not advise me about the arbitration provision. Abaza testified that he could not 
recall the specifics of any arbitration discussion and could not recall whether he advised me about arbitration 
costs or the governing rules. 
The record further reflects that the AAA commercial arbitration eventually required substantial administrative 
and arbitrator expenses that I had never been warned I could incur. I therefore contend that my purported 
consent to arbitration was not informed consent. 

VII. ARBITRATION AS A SHIELD: WHEN THE PROCESS ITSELF BECOMES THE 
PUNISHMENT 
The arbitration clause is not a side issue. In my experience, it became the mechanism that made 
accountability extraordinarily expensive, private, and difficult to review. The first hourly agreement did 
not contain arbitration. The clause appeared in the later contingency agreement, after the fiduciary 
relationship already existed and after the lawyers knew the size and structure of my father's estate. 
The lawyers then used that clause to remove my malpractice and fiduciary-duty claims from a public courtroom 
and jury and place them before a private arbitrator. The appellate record confirms that the arbitration clauses 
were in the contingent-fee agreements and that the lawyers successfully compelled arbitration of the malpractice 
dispute. Judicial review of the resulting award was then described by the court of appeals as 'extraordinarily 
narrow' and 'exceedingly deferential.' 
That combination matters: a lawyer drafts or inserts the arbitration clause, later invokes it against the client, and 
then benefits from a system in which legal error is extraordinarily difficult to correct. In this case, we contend that 
the problem was far worse because the arbitrator's conflict disclosures were materially incomplete and the 
resulting award is now challenged in the Texas Supreme Court for disregarding governing Texas law, reaching 
nonparties and protected trust assets, and enforcing fee claims that could not have been obtained in an ordinary 
Texas courtroom. 
From my perspective, the process became the punishment. Fighting the lawyers has cost my family more 
than $1.5 million, while the judgment and collection machinery continue to threaten the assets my father 
spent a lifetime building. A client should not have to become wealthy enough to finance years of private 
arbitration, appeals, bill-of-review litigation, receivership fights, investigations, and Supreme Court 
proceedings simply to obtain review of alleged attorney misconduct. 
This concern is intensified by Nicholas Abaza's own sworn deposition testimony that he personally did not 
maintain malpractice insurance and did not recall discussing that lack of insurance with Rich or me when we 
retained him. In that deposition, when asked whether he personally maintained malpractice insurance, Abaza 
answered, 'I do not,' and when asked whether he disclosed that fact to us, he said he did not recall any 
discussions about malpractice insurance. 
The absence of malpractice insurance is not, by itself, proof of misconduct. But it is highly relevant to the practical 
consumer-protection problem. Liability insurance ordinarily creates an independent claims process, a carrier with 
financial exposure, and often an incentive to evaluate and resolve meritorious claims. We did not have that 
additional layer. Instead, Abaza could deny liability personally, invoke the arbitration clause, and force his former 
clients to finance the fight against him. 
I ask the State Bar to examine whether the combined structure - no malpractice insurance, a mid-
representation arbitration clause, private adjudication, narrow appellate review, and aggressive post-
award collection - operated as a shield against meaningful accountability and as leverage to economically 
exhaust former clients. 

VIII. SELF-DEALING: THE SECOND AGREEMENT INCREASED THE LAWYERS' 
FINANCIAL INTEREST AND TOOK AWAY MY JURY 
The second agreement did two things of enormous importance at the same time: it increased the lawyers' 
financial stake through a contingency arrangement and it moved future disputes with those same lawyers 
out of a public courtroom and into binding private arbitration. 
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That is why the arbitration provision cannot be separated from the self-dealing transaction that produced it. 
The lawyers were already fiduciaries. They were negotiating a contract with their own client that materially 
improved their economic position and materially reduced the client's procedural protections. 

• The first agreement had no arbitration requirement. 
• The second agreement converted the fee structure and added AAA commercial arbitration. 
• The malpractice pleadings alleged the conversion was made without full disclosure of material facts and 

without meaningful independent-counsel safeguards. 
• The arbitration clause later became the mechanism the lawyers used to force my malpractice and 

fiduciary claims into a private proceeding. 
I ask the Bar to investigate whether Abaza satisfied the heightened burden applicable when an attorney 
enters a new compensation transaction with an existing client, including whether he fully disclosed every 
material consequence of the arbitration clause and proved the transaction was fair and reasonable to me. 

IX. THE ABAZA CONDUCT AND THE ASHBY CONDUCT MUST BE EXAMINED 
TOGETHER 
I am not asking the State Bar to discipline Nicholas Abaza merely because Anne Ashby is accused of 
separate misconduct. I am asking the Bar to examine whether the private arbitral forum that Abaza and the 
other lawyers invoked was knowingly advantageous to them, what they knew about the arbitrator-selection 
process and conflicts, and whether their conduct helped place a conflicted neutral into the case. 
The current SCJC and State Bar materials concerning Ashby document that her initial sworn disclosures 
denied professional or social relationships with identified parties or witnesses, while later investigation 
uncovered a decades-long relationship with Michael Collins — the lawyer for our adverse stepmother in the 
underlying probate litigation — including personal representation and employment at his firm. 
The lawyers' own filings are important. A December 9, 2022 filing by the lawyers placed Michael Collins's 
name and role as counsel for Robin Allison into the arbitration record. In July 2023, counsel for Borunda, 
Abaza, and Trevino formally listed Collins and Deborah Jordan of the Collins Law Group as witnesses. 
Those facts make the lawyers' knowledge and conduct relevant to any investigation of whether Ashby's 
relationship with Collins was obvious, known, minimized, or strategically ignored. 
Dolcefino's investigation further reports that counsel for the lawyers objected to another proposed arbitrator, 
Sylvia Matthews, because of a connection involving the other side, yet did not object to Ashby despite the 
relationships later identified around Ashby, Collins, Staubus, and Besly. That does not by itself prove a 
secret agreement. It does create a legitimate investigative question: why was one perceived conflict 
disqualifying while the relationships surrounding Ashby were not? 
My allegation is that the lawyers knew how to navigate the private arbitration system in a way an ordinary 
member of the public did not. The Bar should determine whether Abaza or his counsel knew facts about 
Ashby's relationships that were not disclosed to us, whether they participated in or influenced her selection, 
whether they possessed information relevant to her conflicts, and whether they deliberately remained silent 
because her appointment was favorable to their interests. 

Ashby entered this arbitration through disclosures that the evidence now calls into 
question 
These facts do not, standing alone, prove that Abaza or the other lawyers secretly selected Ashby 
through Collins. But they justify a direct investigation into how Ashby's name entered the AAA selection 
process, who first proposed or recommended her, what Abaza, Borunda, Trevino and their counsel knew 
about her Collins/Besly/Staubus relationships, and whether information that would have disqualified her 
in the eyes of an ordinary client was withheld because her appointment was advantageous to them. 
Steven Besly is independently significant. Public records identified in the SCJC materials show that Besly, 
Collins's law partner and a lawyer involved on the adverse side of the underlying probate matter, served as 
registered agent for the Law Office of Anne Ashby, PLLC during the period surrounding the Allison arbitration. 
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That relationship was not disclosed. The same record identifies Keith Staubus, an expert aligned with the lawyers, 
as another longtime professional overlap that Ashby's disclosures described only in much narrower terms. 
Ashby did not partially acknowledge the Collins relationship until June 15, 2023, more than eight months after 
appointment. Even then, the disclosure described limited periods of shared practice and referred generically to 
'Mr. Collins.' It did not convey what I contend was the true depth and continuity of the relationship: Collins's prior 
representation of Ashby, her director-level employment at his firm after leaving the bench, the decades-long 
duration Collins himself later described, or the ongoing professional ties through Collins's law partner Steven 
Besly. 
I was not personally participating in the arbitrator-selection process; my lawyers were. I relied on the 
sworn disclosures supplied through the AAA process. Had I been told before appointment that the 
proposed arbitrator had this long personal and professional history with the lawyer representing the 
adverse side of the underlying probate dispute, I would have objected to her selection and would not 
have consented to her serving as arbitrator. 
The later record raises a serious candor problem. Ashby's own professional history included employment at 
Collins, Basinger & Pullman, Michael Collins's firm. Collins was not a remote stranger to the dispute: he 
represented our adverse stepmother in the underlying probate litigation and later appeared by name and role in 
the arbitration record. According to the Dolcefino investigation, Collins said he had known Ashby for 
approximately 35 to 40 years. The relationship included prior legal representation and later employment at his 
firm. None of that was fully disclosed before Ashby was appointed. 
On September 30, 2022, before her appointment, Anne Ashby signed the AAA General Arbitrator Oath and 
disclosures. She stated that she had conducted a computerized conflicts search within Shields Legal Group and 
had 'discovered no conflicts.' She also answered 'No' to questions asking about professional or social 
relationships with counsel, parties, or witnesses identified to date. Those sworn answers are central to why she 
was eligible to remain under consideration. 
A second sworn-record integrity issue: the 2009 bankruptcy 
The connection matters for another reason: Collins's firm appears in both episodes. He provided Ashby 
employment in the same period as the bankruptcy, and decades later he was the adverse-side probate lawyer 
whose longstanding relationship with Ashby was not fully disclosed before she took our arbitration. At minimum, 
this chronology warranted complete disclosure before appointment. 
I do not ask the Bar to assume from the use of the name 'Anne Duren' that an alias itself was improper, 
nor do I ask it to declare a bankruptcy crime without investigation. I ask the Bar to obtain the sworn 
schedules, employment and payroll records, and amendment history and determine whether material law-
firm income was omitted. If it was, that would be highly relevant to candor, honesty, and fitness because 
the same neutral later signed another sworn oath declaring no material conflicts in my case. 
The Bar should also examine a separate integrity issue reflected in Ashby's 2009 Chapter 7 bankruptcy records. 
Public records show that the bankruptcy was filed under the name Anne Duren on April 29, 2009, the same month 
she joined Collins, Basinger & Pullman. The schedules reportedly list her judicial pension income but do not 
appear to list income from the Collins firm, even though bankruptcy schedules are signed under penalty of 
perjury. 

X. ASHBY DID NOT MERELY RULE AGAINST US — OUR BRIEFS IDENTIFIED 
BLACK-LETTER TEXAS LAW SHE WAS REQUIRED TO APPLY 
The reason the Ashby issue is so important to this grievance is not simply that she entered the case 
through disclosures that I contend were materially incomplete. It is that once she had the case, she had 
the power to enforce the consumer protections Texas law gives clients against their own lawyers — and, 
according to our post-hearing brief and Petition for Review, she repeatedly failed to do so. 
Our February 23, 2024 post-hearing brief did not ask Ashby to invent new law. It gave her statutes, disciplinary 
rules, Texas Supreme Court authority, expert opinions, and record citations explaining why the lawyers' 
contingent-fee claims were legally defective. The brief expressly asked her to declare the contingency 
agreements void and unenforceable, reject claims by lawyers and entities lacking signed contracts, reject fee 
claims against us in trustee capacities that were never contracted for or sued upon, enforce trust-law limits on 
distributions, and recognize the tax and asset-protection consequences the lawyers failed to explain. 
The first issue was basic contract law protecting legal consumers. Texas Government Code § 82.065(a) requires 
a contingent-fee contract for legal services to be in writing and signed by the attorney and client. Our brief 
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identified six separate lawyer-claimants. It explained that the written agreements were signed by Abaza, but not 
by the other lawyer-claimants, and argued that the nonsigning lawyers could not legally recover a contingent fee. 
The later Petition for Review states the point even more starkly: only Abaza and Rich signed Rich's agreement, 
and only Abaza and Caroline signed Caroline's agreement, yet Ashby awarded fees to additional lawyers and 
entities that had not signed those agreements. 
The second issue was the validity of Caroline's second agreement itself. That agreement was negotiated during 
an existing fiduciary attorney-client relationship, increased the lawyers' economic rights, and added the arbitration 
clause that did not exist in the original hourly agreement. Our brief cited the heightened duties that apply when 
lawyers transact with existing clients: fairness, full disclosure, and a reasonable opportunity for independent 
counsel. It argued that those requirements were not satisfied and that the agreement was therefore void and 
unenforceable. 
The Petition for Review now asks the Texas Supreme Court to decide whether an arbitrator may ignore 
those protections merely because arbitration receives judicial deference. The petition states that the 
parties agreed Texas law would govern, yet the award enforced contingency-fee arrangements that the 
petition contends Texas law would not permit in court. That is not a minor disagreement over 
interpretation; it is the core public-protection issue in this grievance. 
The third category involved trust law. Our post-hearing brief identified Texas Property Code § 113.029 and 
explained that a beneficiary who is also trustee of a HEMS trust cannot simply withdraw trust assets for personal 
use without regard to the ascertainable health, education, maintenance, and support standard. It also identified § 
112.054 governing judicial modification and argued that the lawyers never created a compliant modification that 
would permit the extraction of approximately $9 million from the Family Trust. 
The brief also addressed the spendthrift character of the Family Trust. It explained that if Robin's disclaimer were 
effective, the Family Trust remained a spendthrift trust to the fullest extent allowed by law. The Petition for Review 
goes further and argues that Ashby's order requiring trust assets to be liquidated to satisfy a personal judgment 
conflicts with Texas Property Code § 112.035, which prevents a beneficiary's creditor from reaching protected 
trust interests before distribution. The trust, its corporate trustee, and the trustee capacities were not parties to the 
fee agreements in the manner the lawyers' collection theory assumed. 
The fourth category was capacity and nonparty jurisdiction. We were sued and appeared as individuals. Minaki 
Limited Partnership was not a party to the arbitration, and neither were we sued in our separate trustee 
capacities. Yet Ashby froze a Minaki account and ordered actions affecting Family Trust assets. The Petition for 
Review characterizes this as an exercise of power over non-signatories and nonparties that never agreed to 
arbitrate and never received the ordinary protections of service, notice, and an opportunity to defend their own 
property interests. 
The fifth category was tax and net-recovery advice. The post-hearing brief says the lawyers advised settlement 
without calculating the clients' true net recovery, without obtaining a written tax opinion, and without explaining 
how capital gains and the loss of estate-tax benefits could reduce what the family actually received. It identified an 
unrealized taxable gain in the Minaki securities and argued that the lawyers calculated their percentage fee on 
gross value while failing to give appropriate credit for the tax burden and other obligations. 
The sixth category was prejudgment interest. The Petition for Review says Ashby awarded 8.5% interest 
compounded annually beginning April 13, 2021 — before the MSA was signed — despite Texas Finance Code § 
304.104 providing that prejudgment interest is simple interest and begins on the statutory date. The petition 
calculates the resulting alleged miscalculation at $344,538. 
There is an important systemic point. An arbitration award by itself does not create binding precedent. 
But when a court confirms an award and an appellate court affirms it, erroneous arbitral reasoning can 
become embedded in judicial decisions that other lawyers and courts later cite. That is why our Petition 
for Review warns of an 'Allison Arbitration Exception' to spendthrift protection and of arbitration 
becoming a vehicle for fee awards that could not be obtained in a Texas courtroom. 
From my perspective, this helps explain why Ashby's selection deserves close scrutiny. The lawyers had 
strong economic reasons to prefer an arbitrator who would accept their expansive fee and trust theories 
rather than strictly apply the consumer-protection, fiduciary, contract, capacity, and trust rules we placed 
before her. I am not asking the State Bar to assume that Abaza, Borunda, or Trevino secretly selected 
Ashby because they knew she would ignore the law. I am asking the Bar to investigate whether they 
sought, preferred, or protected her appointment because her approach to the law and procedure was 
advantageous to their fee claims. 
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This is also why the limited judicial review of arbitration matters. A trial judge who makes a clear legal error can 
ordinarily be reviewed for that error. Arbitration review is far narrower. If lawyers can insert arbitration during an 
existing fiduciary relationship, obtain a favorable private decision that disregards governing law, and then rely on 
deferential judicial review to preserve it, the client protections written into Texas law become far less meaningful. 
To me, that is the deepest form of the fee-harvesting problem: the very laws designed to prevent lawyers 
from taking unfair or unauthorized fees were placed before the arbitrator, but the resulting award gave 
those lawyers the economic result those laws were designed to restrict. 

XI. THE RESULT REINFORCES WHY THAT QUESTION MUST BE INVESTIGATED 
Ashby's award did not simply rule against us. The SCJC complaint and related Bar complaint identify an 
extraordinary alignment between the lawyers' submissions and the award. 
• The award adopted the lawyers' damages figures and legal theories in substantial part. 
• It accepted the lawyers' 'intertwined and inseparable' fee theory and relied heavily on their own counsel's 

fee affidavit. 
• The SCJC complaint states that the award mirrored the prevailing lawyers' post-hearing presentation 

while failing to meaningfully address the clients' fiduciary-duty, fraudulent-inducement, and conflict 
claims. 

• The award reached non-party assets and capacities that are now part of the issues presented to the 
Texas Supreme Court. 

A losing party cannot prove bias merely by pointing to an adverse award. But where the neutral allegedly 
made materially incomplete conflict disclosures, the prevailing lawyers had access to the underlying 
professional network, and the final decision closely tracked the prevailing lawyers' theories while the clients' 
core malpractice and fiduciary claims received little independent analysis, the Bar should investigate the 
attorneys' role rather than treating the result as an ordinary fee dispute. 

XII. THE SEVEN-PART WAYNE DOLCEFINO / DAMN LAWYERS INVESTIGATION 
Wayne Dolcefino and Dolcefino Media have developed the matter into a seven-part DAMN LAWYERS 
investigation, collected at damnlawyers.com. The series is relevant as an investigative roadmap and source 
of witnesses and documents, not as a substitute for the Bar's own findings. 
• Video 1 — DAMN LAWYERS: introduces the Allison probate representation, contingency fees, alleged 

losses, malpractice claims, and arbitration.  https://youtu.be/j5aWUy6oJT0?si=Rtuo8r6lX9Ipnyey  
• Video 2 — The Stench of Cronyism: examines the selection of Anne Ashby and alleged undisclosed 

relationships.  https://youtu.be/lgHSGHJc7xE  
• Video 3 — A Deception: focuses on the conflict disclosures and the alleged concealment surrounding 

Ashby.  https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=aHmMY9aU5_g  
• Video 4 — Probate Plot: reports accounts from additional probate clients involving the same lawyer 

network.  https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=mzxglv2wZHg  
• Video 5 — Arbitration Trap: examines how mandatory arbitration can prevent ordinary consumers from 

obtaining a public jury determination of malpractice claims.  https://youtu.be/kAdZuU9R3Hw  
• Video 6 — Circle Jerk: focuses on the five-star review, cross-review, insider-review, and negative-review 

suppression allegations.  https://youtu.be/CPxpeCqlU1Y?si=z5k3Sw-HGRd-GRnO  
• Video 7 — Rigged Arbitration?: ties together the alleged hidden conflicts, claimed fraud, the arbitration 

process, and the resulting award.  https://youtu.be/IGI4pHA7QOc?si=VtSMvVvPbINpdrFT  
The series matters because it shows the progression of the same public-interest question: whether 
consumers were induced to trust a lawyer through a manufactured reputation, induced into high-conflict 
litigation without full disclosure of catastrophic risk, placed into a self-interested fee arrangement containing 

https://youtu.be/j5aWUy6oJT0?si=Rtuo8r6lX9Ipnyey
https://youtu.be/lgHSGHJc7xE
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=aHmMY9aU5_g
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=mzxglv2wZHg
https://youtu.be/kAdZuU9R3Hw
https://youtu.be/CPxpeCqlU1Y?si=z5k3Sw-HGRd-GRnO
https://youtu.be/IGI4pHA7QOc?si=VtSMvVvPbINpdrFT
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hidden arbitration consequences, and then forced before a neutral whose conflicts were allegedly not fully 
disclosed. 

XIII. OTHER ALLEGED VICTIMS AND THE PUBLIC-PROTECTION PATTERN 
The parallels to the Allison case are difficult to ignore. Gail says lawyers made more from the inheritance 
than she did. In our case, the lawyers now hold an approximately $4 million judgment after we spent more 
than $1.5 million fighting them. The economic pressure itself becomes leverage: settle, give up, or spend 
enough defending yourself that the inheritance is consumed anyway. 
That distinction is precisely the public-policy problem: a client can have a grievance serious enough to hire 
malpractice counsel and file suit, yet still be unable to finance the process necessary to reach a merits 
determination. The cost of obtaining accountability can exceed what the client has left to recover. 
Gail has told us that she did not have the financial ability to continue an extended fight with the lawyers 
and that the prospect of arbitration and additional legal expense made meaningful recovery economically 
unrealistic. The court materials attached to this grievance establish that she did sue them, that they 
counterclaimed for their own attorney's fees and costs, and that they sought a take-nothing judgment. 
Before filing this grievance, I would support Gail's statement about why she ultimately stopped with a 
declaration or direct testimonial from her, because the presently attached court papers do not by 
themselves establish her subjective financial reason for ending the fight. 
The DAMN LAWYERS: Probate Plot investigation later gave Echols a public voice. She said the lawyers 
represented the settlement as approximately $1 million, charged a 40% contingency fee on the entire stated value 
including illiquid assets, took the fee from the cash portion, and left her with approximately $328,000 cash. 
Dolcefino reported that her later lawyer demanded return of $119,000 that he said had been improperly taken 
from her inheritance.  Youtube testimonial for Gail Echols:  https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=0vN_m_JAOQo  
Her December 2015 demand letter is even more direct. Counsel for Echols wrote Abaza and Borunda that they 
had guided her into settlement agreements and that, before doing so, they had a duty to determine the value of 
her inheritance so that she could intelligently evaluate settlement. The letter states that she forfeited rights to her 
inheritance in return for $750,000 cash and a 7/9 interest in illiquid investments. 
Echols sued Nicholas Abaza, Jorge Borunda, Michael Trevino, and their firms in Harris County in 2016. Her 
original petition sought more than $1 million and alleged professional wrongdoing arising out of the lawyers' 
representation in her inheritance dispute. A contemporaneous Law360 report summarized the case as a former 
estate client alleging that the lawyers talked her into a bad settlement and that the legal fees exceeded twice the 
payout she actually realized. 
Gail Echols is especially important because her case shows that the public-warning signs existed years 
before the Allison arbitration. 
Gail Echols provides a concrete public example of why gross settlement numbers can be misleading. In the 
publicly released Probate Plot investigation, Echols says Abaza, Borunda, and Trevino told her they had 
negotiated a settlement worth approximately $1 million, charged a 40% contingency fee on the entire stated value 
including illiquid assets, took the full fee from the cash portion, and left her with approximately $328,000 in cash. 
Her later malpractice counsel reportedly demanded return of $119,000 that he characterized as improperly taken 
from her inheritance. 
Echols' account reinforces the same issue raised by our post-hearing brief: a lawyer's percentage should 
not be evaluated against a headline 'recovery' while ignoring illiquidity, taxes, liabilities, costs, and the 
client's actual net benefit. I have been told that Echols also faced serious tax consequences after the 
settlement; before filing this grievance, I will attach her own records or testimony if I rely on a specific tax 
amount. The already-published record independently supports the broader fee-harvesting concern. 
I have come to describe this network, from my perspective, as a 'legal gang with law licenses.' I use that 
phrase as a description of how the conduct felt and appeared to me - not as a claim that any court has 
found a criminal enterprise. The concern I ask the Bar to investigate is whether lawyers who appear 
publicly as separate and independent repeatedly coordinate referrals, cases, reviews, fees, litigation 
tactics, arbitration strategy, and collection work in ways that maximize professional fees at the expense 
of clients and families. 
This grievance should not be evaluated as though the Allison family is the only consumer raising concerns. 
Wayne Dolcefino's DAMN LAWYERS investigation and related consumer alerts identify other former clients and 
arbitration participants who have publicly described similar concerns involving Nicholas Abaza, Jorge Borunda, 

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=0vN_m_JAOQo
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Michael Trevino, or Anne Ashby. I cite these accounts as investigative leads and possible pattern evidence, not 
as adjudicated findings. 
Person Lawyer / 

Arbitrator 
Connection 

Publicly Reported Allegation Why It Matters to This 
Grievance 

Gail Echols Abaza, Borunda, and 
Trevino 

In the Probate Plot reporting, Echols says she 
retained the three lawyers in a probate dispute and 
was told of a settlement worth about $1 million, but 
after fees received just over $300,000. She says 
the lawyers charged a 40% contingency fee and 
took the full fee from the cash portion. She later 
retained malpractice counsel seeking return of 
more than $100,000 in fees. 

Her account raises a similar public-
protection question about contingency-
fee incentives, how settlements are 
explained, and how much of an 
inheritance ultimately remains with the 
client. 

Valeriya Ruzynska Borunda and Abaza Ruzynska says she hired them after her former 
husband died with an estate valued at about $3.5 
million. She says she felt pressured toward 
settlement positions she did not agree with, was 
discouraged from questioning strategy, and later 
ended the representation after learning of other 
allegations. 

Her account is relevant to allegations of 
pressure, fee-driven decision-making, 
and whether clients in inheritance 
disputes receive balanced advice rather 
than litigation-first advice. 

Philip Floyd Anne Ashby The June 16 consumer alert identifies Floyd as 
one of the people who publicly corroborated 
concerns about Ashby's arbitration practices. 

His account is relevant to whether the 
Allison arbitration should be viewed in 
isolation or investigated as part of a 
broader pattern concerning disclosure 
and arbitral fairness. 

Eric Colton Anne Ashby Colton has publicly raised concerns about 
procedural fairness in an Ashby arbitration, 
including continuance denials, witness/evidence 
exclusions, and the inability of a corporation to 
present its case once counsel withdrew. 

His documentary record provides 
another example in which an 
unrepresented party alleges severe 
procedural disadvantage before Ashby. 

Mark Logsdon Anne Ashby Logsdon alleges that Ashby disclosed a potential 
conflict only minutes before his arbitration, winked 
at opposing counsel, and issued a final decision 
he says was approximately 95% identical to the 
opposing party's proposed ruling. 

His account is particularly relevant to 
the Allison concern that Ashby's final 
award closely tracked the lawyers' 
requested findings and relief while core 
client claims received little independent 
treatment. 

Devon Allen 
Kuhnel / 
Kenneth Roy 
Kuhnel family 

Primary 
allegations 
concern Michael 
A. Trevino; related 
network issues 
involve Jorge 
Borunda and 
Adam W. Fomby. 
Abaza is relevant 
as comparative 
reputation/network 
evidence, 
including a 
favorable review of 
Trevino, not as 
established 
Kuhnel counsel. 

The Kuhnel grievance concerns 
Cause No. 464101 and alleges that 
83-year-old Roy Kuhnel did not 
understand a contingency-fee 
agreement and arbitration provision, 
despite later litigation being pursued 
in his name. Trevino relied on a 
declaration stating Roy was of 
sound mind, opposed Devon 
Kuhnel's motions, and was typed 
into a September 10, 2026 order as 
a proposed temporary administrator 
before being struck and replaced by 
Harold "Hap" May. Capacity, 
authorization, fee terms, and 
professional relationships are 
expressly presented as issues for 
investigation rather than adjudicated 
findings. 

Provides another probate-
family file through which the 
Bar can test recurring 
concerns about informed 
consent, contingency 
incentives, arbitration, 
representation of elderly 
clients, lawyer 
interconnections, reciprocal 
reputation activity, and 
whether supposedly 
independent lawyers have 
undisclosed referral or 
financial ties. 

These accounts do not prove that Abaza, Borunda, Trevino, or Ashby committed misconduct in every 
matter. They do, however, give the State Bar concrete names, files, witnesses, and proceedings to 
examine when deciding whether the Allison matter reflects an isolated disagreement or a recurring 
pattern affecting members of the public. 

XIII-A. THE KUHNEL FAMILY: ANOTHER PROBATE FAMILY RAISING PUBLIC-PROTECTION CONCERNS 
WITHIN THE SAME PROFESSIONAL NETWORK 
The State Bar should also consider the recently documented Kuhnel probate matter as an additional 
investigative lead involving another family caught in high-stakes inheritance litigation. I do not offer the 
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Kuhnel allegations as proof that Nicholas Abaza personally represented or harmed the Kuhnel family. The 
attached Kuhnel grievance is primarily directed to Michael A. Trevino, with related conduct attributed for 
investigation to Jorge Borunda and Adam W. Fomby. Its relevance here is narrower but important: it 
presents another probate family alleging that sophisticated fee arrangements, arbitration, lawyer 
interconnections, and litigation incentives were not adequately understood or disclosed, and it provides 
another file through which the Bar can test whether the lawyers in this professional network operate 
independently or through recurring referral, reputation, and financial relationships. 

The underlying proceeding is In the Estate of Billie Nelson Kuhnel, Deceased, Cause No. 464101, Probate 
Court No. 3, Harris County, Texas. The client at issue is Kenneth Roy Kuhnel ("Roy"), and Devon Allen 
Kuhnel is a beneficiary and movant. The Kuhnel report states that Roy was 83 years old in August 2026 and 
that family members report he suffers from dementia and could not understand complex legal and financial 
decisions. The report appropriately treats those capacity allegations as matters requiring medical records, 
sworn testimony, and disciplinary investigation rather than as already adjudicated facts. 

The fee-agreement allegation is especially significant as comparative public-protection evidence. The 
Kuhnel family reports that Roy went to Trevino's office carrying a check because he believed he was hiring 
Trevino on an hourly basis. Trevino reportedly did not take the check, and Roy later told family members, 
"The attorney wouldn't even take my money." The family contends that Roy did not understand that he had 
instead signed a contingency-fee agreement containing an arbitration provision. If corroborated, that incident 
raises the same broader question presented in this grievance: whether a probate client meaningfully 
understood a lawyer-created transaction that increased the lawyer's economic interest while restricting the 
client's later remedies. 

The court record described in the Kuhnel grievance also shows Trevino taking affirmative litigation positions 
in Roy's name. On August 12, 2026, Trevino filed a response relying on an August 10 unsworn declaration 
attributed to Roy stating that Roy was "of sound mind and capable" and containing detailed accusations 
concerning Devon. Trevino sought denial of Devon's motions, compelled deposition relief, and movement of 
the will contest toward trial. The family disputes whether Roy had the capacity to understand the declaration 
or the litigation strategy. The disciplinary question is therefore not whether vigorous advocacy is improper, 
but whether the lawyer had informed authority from a client capable of making the decisions attributed to 
him. 

The September 10, 2026 temporary-administrator order adds another concrete issue. The typed order 
initially identified "Michael Trevino and Richard S. Murad, alternatively" as proposed temporary 
administrators, but those names were struck through and Harold "Hap" May was handwritten into the order 
and appointed by the court. The family reports that Devon objected in open court to Trevino taking control of 
the estate. The written order proves the substitution, but not the precise reason for it; the Kuhnel grievance 
therefore asks that the hearing transcript be obtained before the family's account is treated as established. 

The professional-network evidence is what makes the Kuhnel matter relevant to this Abaza grievance. 
Trevino's January 2023 filing identifies him as Roy's lawyer while Jorge Borunda and Adam W. Fomby 
appear on the service list on the opposing side. The Kuhnel report states that separate complaint materials 
identify Trevino as formerly associated with Radack & Borunda and Fomby as Borunda's business partner. It 
further notes comparative review evidence in which Nicholas Abaza posted a five-star review of Trevino. 
None of those relationships, standing alone, proves collusion or misconduct. They do justify investigation 
into whether lawyers who publicly appear independent are connected through referrals, fee sharing, joint 
matters, business relationships, reciprocal reviews, or coordinated reputation-building that affected client 
decision-making. 
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For purposes of this grievance, I therefore ask the State Bar to treat the Kuhnel matter as a cross-reference 
and investigative lead, not as an accusation that Abaza committed Trevino's alleged acts. The Bar can 
determine whether Abaza had any referral, co-counsel, financial, business, marketing, or review relationship 
with Trevino, Borunda, or Fomby relevant to the Kuhnel engagement; whether Abaza's favorable review of 
Trevino was presented to consumers without adequate disclosure of professional relationships; and whether 
the same lawyers or interconnected practices recur across probate matters involving elderly or vulnerable 
clients, contingency arrangements, arbitration provisions, and disputes over inheritance. 

The Kuhnel matter is also important because it identifies two distinct groups potentially needing protection: 
an elderly client whose ability to understand the engagement is disputed, and family beneficiaries whose 
inheritance rights may be materially affected by litigation undertaken in that client's name. That combination 
reinforces why the Bar should examine not only isolated fee agreements, reviews, or court filings, but the 
entire client-acquisition and representation structure surrounding this professional network. 

XIV. CONDUCT I ASK THE STATE BAR TO INVESTIGATE 
• Whether Nicholas Abaza participated in or knowingly benefited from false, misleading, self-generated, 

insider, reciprocal, or undisclosed online reviews. 
• Whether Abaza truthfully and fully explained the risks of the probate litigation, including the possibility of 

inheritance forfeiture and severe financial loss. 
• Whether Abaza used the prospect of an outsized recovery to induce aggressive litigation while 

minimizing material downside risk. 
• Whether the second fee agreement was a fair and reasonable transaction with an existing client or a 

self-dealing transaction that materially improved the lawyers' financial position. 
• Whether the arbitration clause was specifically explained, including loss of jury trial, limited appellate 

review, AAA commercial rules, arbitrator-selection issues, and substantial fees and costs. 
• Whether Abaza advised the client to obtain genuinely independent legal advice before signing the 

second agreement. 
• What Abaza and his counsel knew about Anne Ashby's relationships with Michael Collins, Keith 

Staubus, Steven Besly, or other participants before and during the arbitration. 
• What role Abaza or his counsel played in arbitrator selection, ranking, objections, conflict-check 

submissions, witness disclosures, and any decision not to object to Ashby. 
• Whether any communications with the AAA or Ashby concerning conflicts, witness relationships, or 

selection were incomplete or misleading. 
• Whether Abaza's post-hearing submissions sought relief or fees unsupported by signed agreements, 

law, or the actual capacities of the parties. 
• Whether Abaza controls or directs the overlapping website network identified in the attached marketing 

analysis and whether the repetition across domains creates a misleading impression of independent 
authority or market dominance. 

• Whether statements such as “break trust funds,” “bust trusts,” “fight for your inheritance,” “no recovery, 
no fee,” or similar language omit material risk information necessary to prevent the communication from 
being misleading. 

• Whether promotional press releases or website posts tout purported victories without enough identifying 
information to permit independent verification of the result. 

• Whether Abaza has records substantiating each advertised victory, recovery, testimonial, rating, or 
claimed result and whether those advertisements include the context necessary to avoid creating 
unjustified expectations. 
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• Whether Abaza's advertising materially underrepresents the risk of forfeiture, loss of inheritance, tax 
consequences, frozen assets, family destruction, delay, litigation expense, and adverse-fee or arbitration 
exposure. 

• Determine whether the same lawyers, firms, arbitrators, experts, or referral relationships recur across the matters 
identified in the DAMN LAWYERS investigation. 

• Cross-reference this grievance with public complaints or disciplinary materials involving Philip Floyd, Eric Colton, 
and Mark Logsdon concerning Anne Ashby. 

• Obtain and review the Ruzynska engagement and termination materials, settlement communications, and any 
complaints or fee records relevant to her allegations. 

• Obtain and review the Echols v. Abaza file, fee agreements, settlement statements, and malpractice demand 
materials described in the Probate Plot reporting. 

• Determine whether the June 15, 2023 supplemental disclosure fairly described the nature, duration, and 
significance of Ashby's Collins relationship or materially minimized it. 

• Obtain the full 2009 Chapter 7 bankruptcy schedules, amendments, employment/payroll records from Collins, 
Basinger & Pullman, and trustee filings to determine whether law-firm income was omitted from sworn filings. 

• Compare Ashby's September 30, 2022 sworn oath and conflict-check representations against her resume, prior 
employment records, divorce representation, Collins/Besly relationships, and the parties/witnesses later identified in 
the arbitration. 

• Determine whether Michael Collins, Steven Besly, Keith Staubus, Abaza, Borunda, Trevino, Joseph Little, or 
anyone acting for them communicated about Ashby before her selection. 

• Obtain from AAA the complete arbitrator-selection list, ranking sheets, strike sheets, emails, case-manager notes, 
and communications showing when and why Anne Ashby's name entered the Allison matter and who proposed or 
recommended her. 

• Whether Abaza and the other lawyer-claimants knowingly pursued contingent-fee claims for lawyers or entities that 
lacked the signed agreements required by Texas Government Code § 82.065(a) and Rule 1.04. 

• Whether Abaza knew the second agreement with Caroline was subject to a presumption of unfairness because it 
was negotiated during an existing fiduciary relationship, and whether he nevertheless relied on the arbitration 
provision added to that agreement without informed consent. 

• Whether Abaza or his counsel advocated that trust assets could be treated as the clients' unrestricted personal 
recovery despite Texas Property Code §§ 113.029, 112.035, and 112.054, the clients' trustee-capacity objections, 
and the absence of contracts with the trustees. 

• Whether the lawyers' arbitrator-selection strategy was influenced by a desire for a forum more willing than a court to 
accept fee, trust, and equitable theories that Texas law would otherwise restrict. 

• Whether the lawyers sought or accepted compounded prejudgment interest and an accrual date inconsistent with 
Texas Finance Code § 304.104 despite knowing Texas law governed the dispute. 

• Obtain every press release, advertorial, sponsored article, syndicated article, and public-relations 
communication distributed by or for Abaza or his firm during 2025-2026, together with the identity of 
every PR, SEO, reputation-management, review, rating, and press-release vendor used. 

• Obtain invoices, payment records, contracts, submissions, and communications involving 
GlobeNewswire, 1888PressRelease, HTown Best, BusinessRate, and any intermediary responsible for 
distribution or promotion. For HTown Best and BusinessRate, distinguish any payment for advertising, 
plaques, badges, syndication, or promotional materials from payment, if any, affecting the underlying 
ranking itself. 

• Obtain the complete State Bar Advertising Review submission history for the identified communications 
and determine which items were exempt, which were required to be filed, and whether any required filing 
occurred. 

• Require substantiation for “tens of millions” recovered, “million-dollar” and $1.2 million results, “25 years 
of proven success,” “Top Probate Lawyer,” the claimed BusinessRate recognition, statements that 
awards were based on legal-peer reviews, “deep expertise,” and comparable reputation or outcome 
claims. Require the underlying ranking page, award notice, methodology, date, category, and source 
data for each recognition. 
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• Identify the court, cause number, client/matter, date, order or settlement, Abaza’s role, amount actually 
received by the client, fees/expenses deducted, and final disposition underlying each advertised past 
result, to the extent disclosure is permitted and required for investigation. 

• Determine the precise nature of the HTown Best and BusinessRate recognitions, including whether each 
is a consumer ranking, commercial “best of” list, review-data score, formal award, or other recognition; 
identify any nomination, supplied data, marketing package, payment, or promotional service associated 
with the recognition or its subsequent promotion. 

• Determine whether syndication of firm-authored material onto third-party media sites, together with 
search-result presentation, created a misleading impression that the favorable coverage was 
independently reported or endorsed. 

• Cross-reference the Kuhnel probate grievance and Cause No. 464101, including the Roy-Trevino 
engagement agreement, arbitration provision, August 10, 2026 declaration, August 12, 2026 filing, and 
September 10, 2026 temporary-administrator order. 

• Determine whether Nicholas Abaza had any referral, co-counsel, fee-sharing, business, investment, 
office-sharing, marketing, reputation-management, or other professional relationship with Michael A. 
Trevino, Jorge Borunda, or Adam W. Fomby relevant to the Kuhnel representation. 

• Determine the basis and context for Abaza's favorable online review of Trevino, including whether any 
material professional or referral relationship existed and whether that relationship was apparent to 
consumers relying on the review. 

• Obtain communications and referral records sufficient to determine whether clients or matters circulated 
among Abaza, Trevino, Borunda, Fomby, or their firms in a manner relevant to the Kuhnel matter or 
other probate representations. 

THE RECEIVERSHIP: ANOTHER LAYER OF FEE HARVESTING AND AN 
IMPORTANT CORRECTION 
For purposes of this grievance, I do not ask the State Bar to decide the legality of the receivership order. I 
ask it to evaluate the pattern: former lawyers obtained a private arbitration award, became judgment 
creditors against their own former clients, used collection counsel who shared the same office suite as 
Abaza and Borunda, and pursued a receivership structure capable of generating another seven-figure 
professional fee. To me, that is the clearest example of the fee-harvesting concern running through this 
case. 
The record further shows that the judgment creditors already had a Charles Schwab account frozen. In opposing 
the receivership, our counsel argued that the account held approximately $6.74 million, more than double the 
stated supersedeas value of the approximately $2.8 million actual-damages judgment, and argued that the 
judgment creditors were already over-secured by more than $3 million. The trial court initially denied the 
receivership request and found the frozen Schwab account adequate alternate security before later entering the 
May 1 order now on appeal. 
The same order taxes the receiver's fees and expenses as costs against the debtors. It also authorizes 
extraordinarily broad powers over property, bank accounts, records, tax returns, mail, and third-party information. 
That combination - enormous coercive power plus percentage compensation based on collection - is precisely 
why independence and proportionality matter. 
The May 1, 2025 receivership order is remarkable on compensation. It states that a 'reasonable Receiver's fee' is 
presumed to be 25% of sales, recoveries, and credits against the judgment, and that in the event of full collection 
the court presumes 33% to be reasonable. On a judgment of approximately $4 million, those percentages 
represent roughly $1 million at 25% and about $1.32 million at 33% - before considering other fees and expenses. 
The receiver himself, however, must be evaluated under a different standard. Texas law provides that a 
receiver may not be a party, an attorney, or another person interested in the action for appointment. 
Texas appellate courts also describe a receiver as an officer of the court and a disinterested 
representative and protector of all persons interested in the receivership property. For that reason, the 
Bar and the court should examine any personal, professional, referral, fee-sharing, repeat-business, or 
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other relationship between Travis Vargo and the judgment creditors or their counsel before and during 
the appointment. 
That correction does not eliminate the conflict concerns. Nichamoff was not an independent court neutral; he was 
the judgment creditors' lawyer. The appellate record repeatedly identifies Nichamoff's office as 2444 Times 
Boulevard, Suite 270 - the same suite used by Nicholas Abaza and Jorge Borunda in the underlying 
representation. The record also identifies Nichamoff as counsel for Abaza, Borunda, Trevino, and their firms in the 
turnover appeal. 
The court record requires one factual correction: Seth Nichamoff was not the person appointed as 
receiver. Nichamoff was counsel for the judgment creditors - Borunda, Abaza, Trevino and their firms - 
and he filed the application seeking turnover relief and appointment of a receiver. The proposed and 
appointed receiver identified in the record is Travis Vargo. 
The post-judgment receivership is important to the public-protection story because it added another potentially 
massive professional fee on top of the lawyers' own judgment. It also shows how aggressively the judgment 
creditors continued to pursue family assets after obtaining the arbitration award. 
Questions the State Bar should investigate concerning the receivership 
• Whether any collection decisions targeted nonparty, trust, partnership, retirement, or otherwise protected assets 

beyond the scope of lawful turnover relief. 
• Whether the percentage structure created an incentive to maximize the amount of property brought into the 

receivership rather than use the least burdensome means necessary to satisfy the judgment. 
• What assets were actually collected, preserved, sold, or recovered by the receiver, what work was performed, and 

what fee has been requested or paid to date? 
• Why was a percentage-based receiver fee of 25%, and up to 33% on full collection, necessary or proportional 

where a large Schwab account was already frozen and identified as security? 
• Did the proposed receiver disclose all relationships relevant to Texas Civil Practice and Remedies Code §64.021's 

prohibition on appointing a party, attorney, or other person interested in the action? 
• What relationship, if any, existed between Travis Vargo and Nichamoff, Abaza, Borunda, Trevino, or their firms 

before the May 2025 appointment? 
• Did Nicholas Abaza or any affiliated lawyer refer or regularly send receivership or collection work to Seth Nichamoff 

or Travis Vargo? 
• What is the full professional and business relationship between Seth Nichamoff, Nicholas Abaza, Jorge Borunda, 

Michael Trevino, and their firms, including the significance of their use of the same 2444 Times Boulevard, Suite 
270 address? 

• Compare the cost burden imposed on former clients with the lawyers' own use of counterclaims, fee demands, 
arbitration, appellate proceedings, and collection remedies to determine whether litigation expense was used as 
economic leverage. 

• Obtain a declaration or sworn interview from Gail Echols concerning why she stopped pursuing her malpractice 
case, including the anticipated cost of arbitration or continued litigation and whether financial exhaustion played a 
role. 

• Obtain the complete Gail Echols engagement agreements and determine whether any arbitration provision or later 
agreement affected her ability to litigate her malpractice claims. 

• Determine whether Abaza's use of mandatory arbitration in client agreements was designed or used to reduce 
public scrutiny, jury access, or practical malpractice accountability. 

• Determine when Nicholas Abaza first stopped carrying legal-malpractice insurance, whether he maintained 
coverage at any point during the Allison representation, and whether the clients were ever informed that he 
personally lacked coverage. 

XV. RULES POTENTIALLY IMPLICATED 
The following cross-reference is based on the attached Texas Disciplinary Rules of Professional Conduct 
(including amendments effective January 31, 2022). I ask the Chief Disciplinary Counsel to determine which 
provisions were actually violated after investigating the underlying facts. The table below identifies the rules that 
most directly correspond to the conduct alleged in this grievance. 
The strongest rule cross-references, based on the allegations presently documented, are Rules 1.03(b), 
1.04, 1.06(b)(2), 7.01, 7.02, 7.04/7.05, 7.06, and 8.04(a)(3). The press-release evidence makes Rules 7.01 
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and 7.02 especially important: the Bar should examine misleading omissions, unjustified expectations, 
comparisons or award claims requiring objective substantiation, and every advertised past result. The Bar 
should also determine the filing status of each nonexempt advertisement under the advertising-review rules. 
Rules 3.03, 3.04, 3.05, and 8.04(a)(6) should be framed as investigative provisions unless and until 
evidence establishes their required knowledge or intent elements. 

Rule What the Rule Requires Conduct Alleged Here Why It Matters 
Rule 1.03(b) 
Communication 

A lawyer must explain a matter to the 
extent reasonably necessary to permit 
the client to make informed decisions. 
The comments state that important 
provisions should be reviewed with the 
client and that a lawyer may not 
withhold information to serve the 
lawyer's own interest or convenience. 

I allege that Abaza did not 
adequately explain the 
catastrophic downside of the 
probate litigation and did not 
meaningfully explain the 
arbitration clause, loss of jury 
trial, limited review, AAA rules, 
or arbitration costs. 

This is one of the strongest 
rules for the allegation that 
the upside was emphasized 
while material downside and 
arbitration consequences 
were not. 

Rule 1.04 
Fees 

A lawyer may not charge or collect an 
illegal or unconscionable fee. 
Contingent-fee agreements must be in 
writing and state how the fee is 
determined. The comments warn that a 
lawyer should not handle a matter so 
as to further the lawyer's financial 
interests to the client's detriment. 

The representation shifted from 
hourly billing to a contingency 
arrangement after the lawyers 
had learned more about the size 
of the estate. I allege that the 
litigation strategy and fee 
structure created incentives 
favoring a larger, more 
contentious dispute. 

The fee issue is not merely 
the amount. The disciplinary 
concern is whether the fee 
structure distorted advice or 
encouraged conduct contrary 
to the client's best interests. 

Rule 1.04(f)-(g) 
Fee Sharing 

A fee division among lawyers in 
different firms requires written client 
consent identifying the participating 
lawyers, the basis of division, and each 
lawyer's share or the basis for it. A 
lawyer may not collect fees under an 
unconfirmed arrangement except as 
the rule permits. 

The arbitration and later fee 
claims involved multiple lawyers 
and firms. I allege that not every 
lawyer or entity seeking fees had 
a signed agreement with the 
client. 

The Bar should obtain the 
actual fee-sharing 
agreements and compare 
them against the written-
consent requirements. 

Rule 1.06(b)(2) 
Conflict of 
Interest 

A lawyer may not represent a client 
when the representation reasonably 
appears to be or become adversely 
limited by the lawyer's own interests, 
absent the rule's consent 
requirements. 

I allege that the lawyers' own 
financial interest in a 
contingency recovery materially 
diverged from my interest in 
preserving inheritance rights, 
minimizing family conflict, and 
avoiding catastrophic downside. 

This goes directly to whether 
advice was materially 
influenced by the lawyers' 
own economic interests. 

Rule 1.08(a) 
Transactions 
With Client 

A lawyer may not enter a business 
transaction with a client unless the 
terms are fair and reasonable, fully 
disclosed in understandable form, the 
client has a reasonable opportunity to 
seek independent counsel, and the 
client consents in writing. 

I allege that the second 
agreement was negotiated mid-
representation, materially 
changed the lawyers' financial 
rights, and added binding 
arbitration while I was already 
dependent on the lawyers as 
fiduciaries. 

This is central to the claim 
that the second agreement 
was a self-interested 
transaction procured without 
full disclosure. Whether Rule 
1.08(a) technically applies to 
this fee modification should be 
determined by disciplinary 
counsel, but its fairness and 
disclosure principles closely 
track the conduct alleged. 

Rule 3.03 
Candor Toward 
Tribunal 

A lawyer may not knowingly make a 
false statement of material fact or law 
to a tribunal, fail to disclose a fact 
when necessary to avoid assisting a 
fraudulent act, or use evidence known 
to be false. 

I ask the Bar to investigate the 
accuracy of representations 
made in arbitration concerning 
contractual entitlement to fees, 
which parties were bound, who 
had signed agreements, and the 
legal basis for reaching non-
party assets. 

This rule applies only if the 
evidence establishes knowing 
falsity or another listed duty. It 
should be investigated, not 
presumed. 

Rule 3.04 
Fairness in 
Adjudicatory 
Proceedings 

A lawyer may not obstruct access to 
evidence, falsify evidence, habitually 
violate procedural or evidentiary rules, 
or engage in conduct intended to 
disrupt proceedings. 

The grievance asks whether the 
lawyers used the arbitral 
process, objections, witness 
positions, and procedural 
advantages in a manner that 
crossed from advocacy into 
unfair manipulation. 

Adverse advocacy alone is 
not misconduct. This rule 
becomes relevant only if the 
investigation finds obstruction, 
falsification, habitual 
procedural abuse, or 
comparable unfair conduct. 
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Rule What the Rule Requires Conduct Alleged Here Why It Matters 
Rule 3.05 
Maintaining 
Impartiality of 
Tribunal 

A lawyer may not seek to influence a 
tribunal by prohibited means or make 
prohibited ex parte communications. 
The comments specifically state that in 
arbitration a lawyer should avoid 
conduct that could reasonably be 
construed as intended to corrupt or 
unfairly influence the decision-maker. 

I ask the Bar to determine what 
Abaza and his counsel knew 
about Ashby's relationships, 
what role they played in 
arbitrator selection and conflict 
submissions, and whether any 
undisclosed communications or 
strategic use of those 
relationships occurred. 

This is the key rule linking 
Abaza's conduct to Ashby's 
conduct. The present 
evidence warrants 
investigation; it does not by 
itself prove improper influence 
or ex parte contact. 

Rule 7.01(a) 
Communications 
About Legal 
Services 

A lawyer may not make or sponsor a 
false or misleading communication. A 
communication can be misleading 
because it omits a fact needed to keep 
the overall message from being 
materially misleading, lacks a 
reasonable factual foundation, or 
creates unjustified expectations about 
results. 

Abaza's network of websites and 
attorney-generated press 
releases emphasizes 'trust 
busting,' victories, large 
recoveries, favorable ratings, 
purported awards, 'leading' or 
'top-tier' standing, and positive 
client/peer reviews. Multiple 
releases are sourced to Nick 
Abaza Law yet are syndicated 
onto third-party media sites. I 
allege that this cumulative 
presentation can obscure the 
promotional origin and omit 
context material to consumer 
hiring decisions. 

This is the central rule for the 
press-release and award 
allegations. The Bar should 
examine the communication 
as a whole, including source 
attribution, syndication, 
omissions, substantiation, and 
whether consumers could 
reasonably mistake firm-
generated publicity for 
independent endorsement. 

Rule 7.01, 
Comment 5 
Past Results 

Even truthful prior results may mislead 
if presented so that a reasonable 
person expects similar results without 
reference to each case's specific facts 
and law. Appropriate qualifying 
language may be necessary. 

Several releases advertise 
supposed victories and dollar 
amounts, including a million-
dollar deed-fraud matter, a $1.2 
million property recovery, a 
widow's 401(k) result, and a 
claim of 'recovering tens of 
millions of dollars for clients.' 

The State Bar's current 
Advertising Review guidance 
states that past-result 
advertising must include the 
information required by Rule 
7.02(a)(2) and that a 
disclaimer does not cure a 
deficient past-result 
presentation. Each advertised 
result should be matched to 
the underlying matter and 
tested against the rule. 

Rule 7.01, 
Comment 7 & 10 
Unsubstantiated 
Claims / Past 
Success 

Unsubstantiated claims about legal 
services may be misleading. Past-
success advertising may also be 
misleading when it tells only part of the 
truth, and a lawyer may claim credit for 
a result only when the lawyer played a 
substantial role. 

The Htown Best and 
BusinessRate releases are 
sourced to Nick Abaza Law 
while promoting purported third-
party recognition, peer/client 
reviews, and qualitative claims 
such as 'Top Probate Lawyer,' 
'prestigious award,' 'top-tier,' 
'leading,' 'trusted,' and similar 
reputation claims. 

The Bar should obtain the 
award criteria, 
ownership/business model, 
nomination and payment 
records, review methodology, 
number of lawyers 
considered, and any objective 
data supporting comparative 
or special-recognition claims. 

Rule 7.02(c) 
Contingency 
Advertising 

If an advertisement states a willingness 
to render services on a contingent-fee 
basis, it must state whether the client 
will be obligated to pay other 
expenses, such as litigation costs. 

The marketing emphasizes 
contingency representation and 
'no recovery, no fee' themes. 
The attached marketing critique 
notes that the downside and 
litigation costs are not 
emphasized with equal force. 

The Bar should compare the 
actual advertisements to Rule 
7.02(c) and determine 
whether required expense 
disclosures were made. 

Rules 7.04 & 7.05 
Advertising Filing 
/ Websites 

Certain advertisements must be filed 
with the State Bar Advertising Review 
Committee. The rules also state that 
the entire lawyer website must comply 
with Rules 7.01 and 7.02, even where 
only particular website material must 
be filed. 

Abaza appears to operate 
multiple overlapping websites 
and to distribute promotional 
press releases through 
GlobeNewswire and 
1888PressRelease that are later 
syndicated onto third-party 
websites. Some releases 
expressly seek new matters or 
invite consultations. 

The Bar should determine 
which communications were 
exempt and which required 
filing. State Bar Advertising 
Review guidance states that 
failure to file a nonexempt 
advertisement is a 
disciplinary-rule violation; this 
grievance asks the Bar to 
verify the filing history rather 
than presume non-filing. 
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Rule What the Rule Requires Conduct Alleged Here Why It Matters 
Rule 7.06 
Prohibited 
Employment 

A lawyer may not accept or continue 
employment procured by conduct 
prohibited by Rules 7.01 through 7.03 
when the lawyer personally engaged 
in, ordered, encouraged, or knowingly 
permitted the prohibited conduct. 

If the Bar finds that misleading 
websites, reviews, press 
releases, or other 
communications actually 
procured representation, this 
rule may become directly 
relevant. 

This connects deceptive 
advertising to the attorney-
client relationship itself, rather 
than treating marketing as a 
separate technical issue. 

Rule 8.04(a)(3) 
Dishonesty / 
Fraud / Deceit / 
Misrepresentation 

A lawyer shall not engage in conduct 
involving dishonesty, fraud, deceit, or 
misrepresentation. 

The grievance alleges a pattern: 
questionable self/insider 
reviews; misleading marketing 
and claimed victories; 
nondisclosure of litigation and 
arbitration risks; a disputed mid-
representation fee conversion; 
and possible concealment or 
strategic silence concerning the 
arbitrator's conflicts. 

This is the umbrella 
dishonesty rule. Each factual 
allegation must still be proved; 
the pattern is relevant 
because Rule 8.04 addresses 
dishonest conduct both inside 
and outside the attorney-client 
relationship. 

Rule 8.04(a)(6) 
Assisting Judicial 
Misconduct 

A lawyer may not knowingly assist a 
judge or judicial officer in conduct 
violating applicable judicial-conduct 
rules or other law. 

If evidence ultimately shows that 
Abaza or his counsel knowingly 
helped conceal or exploit a 
conflict involving an assignment-
eligible former judge or judicial 
officer, this rule may become 
relevant. 

This is conditional and should 
not be alleged as established 
unless Ashby's covered 
judicial status and knowing 
assistance are both 
supported. 

TIMELINE OF THE ALLEGED FEE-HARVESTING PATTERN 
Date / Period Event / Fee-Harvesting Significance 
2019 Abaza and Borunda enter the probate dispute and recommend aggressive will/trust litigation. Their filings use the 

same 2444 Times Blvd., Suite 270 office address. 
2019-2020 Litigation escalates. Communications in the record discuss applying pressure to the stepmother and the economics 

of contingency representation. 
2020-2021 Caroline moves from hourly billing into a later contingency agreement. The later agreement contains arbitration; the 

first hourly agreement did not. 
2021 Settlement is reached. Caroline later contends she was not fully advised that her preexisting inheritance position 

and tax structure made the litigation gamble economically destructive. 
2021-2022 The former lawyers pursue multimillion-dollar fee claims. Caroline sues for malpractice and fiduciary misconduct. 
2022 The lawyers compel arbitration. Anne Ashby signs a sworn oath and conflict disclosure stating no material conflicts 

after a computerized search. She is selected as arbitrator. 
2023 Ashby makes a limited Collins disclosure more than eight months later. The full depth of the Collins/Besly 

relationships remains disputed and is later investigated publicly. 
2024 Ashby issues interim and final awards substantially favoring the former lawyers; the award is confirmed into 

judgment. 
2025 The judgment creditors retain Seth Nichamoff as collection counsel. Nichamoff operates from 2444 Times Blvd., 

Suite 270, the same suite associated with Abaza and Borunda. 
Apr.-May 2025 Nichamoff applies for turnover relief and appointment of Travis Vargo as receiver. The receivership order presumes 

compensation of 25% of collections, rising to 33% on full collection. 
2025-2026 The Allisons appeal the turnover/receivership order while the Wayne Dolcefino DAMN LAWYERS investigation 

expands into alleged review manipulation, probate-client complaints, arbitration disclosure issues, and other alleged 
victims. 

2026 The Allison arbitration dispute reaches the Texas Supreme Court through a Petition for Review while the disciplinary 
and public-investigation issues continue. 

Feb. 2024 Clients' post-hearing brief places the governing Texas statutes, disciplinary rules, contract-signature requirements, 
trust-law limitations, tax issues, capacity arguments, and requested fee forfeiture directly before Anne Ashby. 

XVI. REQUEST FOR RELIEF 
I ask the State Bar to treat mandatory arbitration in this case as part of the alleged misconduct structure, 
not merely as a neutral forum-selection provision. The question is whether a lawyer who lacked 
malpractice insurance, inserted arbitration only in a later agreement with an existing client, failed to 
explain its consequences, and then used that clause to defeat a jury trial and force the client into a costly 
private proceeding used arbitration as a legitimate dispute-resolution device or as a shield against 
accountability. 
This grievance asks the State Bar to decide whether the people entrusted to protect a family instead 
exploited that trust. In my view, Abaza and the lawyers converted an inheritance they were hired to 
preserve into high-conflict litigation, a large contingent fee, and a private arbitral judgment; Ashby then 
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entered that arbitral process on sworn disclosures that failed to reveal relationships the public had every 
right to know before entrusting her with the case. 
This grievance is ultimately about deception and financial harm to a member of the public. I trusted 
licensed lawyers to preserve an inheritance. I contend that they instead promoted litigation that 
benefited their own fee position, failed to give balanced advice about the downside, inserted 
arbitration into a later agreement without informed consent, and then used that forum to obtain a 
devastating result against their former clients. 
I respectfully request that this grievance be classified and investigated as a public-protection matter 
involving alleged deception and fiduciary self-dealing, not reduced to a private fee dispute. The fee claim is 
the consequence of the conduct; it is not the conduct itself. 
I further request that the Bar cross-reference this grievance with the pending disciplinary investigation 
concerning Anne Ashby and obtain the AAA selection, ranking, conflict, witness-disclosure, and 
communication records necessary to determine what Nicholas Abaza and his counsel knew, when they 
knew it, and whether they used an undisclosed or incompletely disclosed arbitral relationship to obtain an 
outcome unavailable through an impartial adjudicatory process. 
I am a member of the public who relied on licensed attorneys to protect my family. I contend that the lawyers 
instead created financial incentives adverse to me, failed to disclose catastrophic risk, inserted arbitration 
into a second self-interested agreement without informed consent, and later used that private forum to 
obtain a multimillion-dollar judgment. The extraordinary overlap between the lawyers' requested relief and 
Ashby's award, combined with the now-documented conflict questions, warrants a full disciplinary 
investigation. 
I specifically request that the Advertising Review Department or Chief Disciplinary Counsel preserve the 
identified press-release pages promptly, because syndicated web content may change or disappear, and 
compare the preserved pages against Abaza's advertising-review submission history and the underlying 
records supporting each award, review, and past-result claim. 

XVII. CORE EXHIBITS 
Ex. Document / Evidence 
1 First hourly fee agreement — no arbitration clause. 
2 Second / contingency fee agreement — arbitration clause added during existing attorney-client relationship. 
3 Appellate briefing documenting lack of arbitration advice, Abaza's inability to recall specifics, costs, and governing rules. 
4 FTC / review-evidence package concerning self-review, reciprocal reviews, insider reviews, and negative-review 

disputes. 
5 All seven Dolcefino / DAMN LAWYERS videos and damnlawyers.com campaign hub. 
6 Dolcefino Consulting Report on Anne Ashby Conflicts. 
7 Ashby Initial and Supplemental Disclosures / General Arbitrator Oath. 
8 Lawyers' December 9, 2022 filing identifying Michael Collins as counsel for Robin Allison. 
9 Lawyers' July 11, 2023 Witness Disclosures and Amended Checklist for Conflicts naming Collins and Deborah Jordan. 
10 Clients' and Lawyers' post-hearing briefs, Ashby Interim Award, Final Award, and fee affidavit for side-by-side 

comparison. 
11 SCJC Complaint against Anne Ashby and separate State Bar complaint regarding Ashby's arbitrator conduct. 
12 Texas Supreme Court Petition for Review No. 26-0428. 
13 Formal Critique Memo: Analysis of Nick Abaza Websites — consumer-risk analysis of multi-domain SEO strategy, 

litigation-first messaging, contingency-fee framing, no-contest risk, and underrepresentation of downside. 
14 Texas Disciplinary Rules of Professional Conduct (including amendments effective January 31, 2022), with highlighted 

Rules 1.03, 1.04, 1.06, 1.08, 3.03, 3.04, 3.05, 7.01-7.06, and 8.04. 
15 DAMN LAWYERS Video #4 — Probate Plot; Gail Echols testimonial and related May 26, 2026 consumer alert identifying 

Gail Echols and Valeriya Ruzynska as additional alleged victims. 
16 June 16, 2026 consumer alert and DAMN LAWYERS Video #5 — Arbitration Trap; identifies Philip Floyd, Eric Colton, 

and Mark Logsdon as additional people raising concerns about Anne Ashby's arbitration practices. 
17 Anne Ashby September 30, 2022 AAA General Arbitrator Oath and initial disclosures; June 15, 2023 supplemental 

disclosure; resume showing Collins, Basinger & Pullman; Collins/Besly relationship records; and 2009 Chapter 7 
bankruptcy materials filed under Anne Duren. 

18 May 1, 2025 Order of Turnover & Appointment of Receiver, including Travis Vargo appointment and 25% / 33% presumptive 
receiver-fee provisions. 
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Ex. Document / Evidence 
19 Seth Nichamoff turnover application, declaration, appellate filings, and address evidence showing representation of 

Abaza/Borunda/Trevino from 2444 Times Boulevard, Suite 270. 
20 Review evidence: Abaza self-review screenshots, Yelp not-recommended reviews, Bennett Abaza April 2026 review-cluster 

screenshot, Alexi D. materials, and any authenticated Ella Abaza/family-member review evidence. 
21 Caroline and Richard Allison's February 23, 2024 Post-Hearing Brief — contract invalidity, fiduciary-duty, trust-law, tax, capacity, 

negligence, DTPA, and damages arguments presented directly to Anne Ashby. 
23 Nicholas Abaza deposition testimony stating that he personally did not maintain malpractice insurance and did not recall 

discussing lack of malpractice insurance with Caroline or Richard Allison. 
24 Gail Echols materials: 2015 demand letter; 2016 original/revised petitions; fee agreements; defendants' answer/counterclaim and 

no-evidence motion; Law360 April 1, 2016 report; and DAMN LAWYERS: Probate Plot testimonial/reporting. 
25 Supplemental Report Concerning Nicholas Abaza — Attorney-Generated Press Releases, Self-Promotional 

Claims, and Syndicated Marketing Presented Through News-Distribution Channels; includes source links for 
GlobeNewswire, 1888PressRelease, WhaTech, StreetInsider, Htown Best promotion, and BusinessRate 
promotion, plus requested investigative steps and advertising-rule issues. 

26 Kuhnel State Bar Grievance / Investigative Report and supporting Cause No. 464101 materials: 
Trevino January 27, 2023 amended petition; August 12, 2026 response; Kenneth Roy Kuhnel 
August 10, 2026 unsworn declaration; September 10, 2026 Order Appointing Temporary 
Administrator Pending Contest; and supporting capacity, engagement, referral, and professional-
relationship evidence. 

 

This grievance concerns public protection. The marketing is how consumers enter the relationship; 
the fiduciary advice is what should protect them after they enter it. When both allegedly point the 
consumer toward conflict while obscuring material downside, the Bar should examine the entire 
course of conduct. 

The legal profession depends on public trust. Probate lawyers and arbitrators occupy positions of 
extraordinary power over families who are grieving, divided, and financially vulnerable. They are 
supposed to be protectors. When that power is instead used to conceal material relationships, promote 
conflict, maximize fees, or deprive clients of informed choices, the role becomes exploitative. I am asking 
the State Bar to investigate that possibility here - not only for my family, but for the other families who 
have come forward and for the public that must be able to trust the lawyers and neutrals who control 
these proceedings. 
The pattern I ask the Bar to investigate is fee harvesting from beginning to end: questionable reputation-
building to attract the client; litigation-forward advice that increased conflict; a contingency conversion 
that increased the lawyers' stake; arbitration inserted into the later agreement; a neutral whose material 
relationships were not fully disclosed before appointment; a multimillion-dollar award; collection counsel 
drawn from the same professional circle; and finally a receivership structure capable of generating 
another seven-figure fee. I did not hire lawyers to dismantle my father's life's work and convert it into 
professional fees. I hired them to protect my family. That is the public-protection failure at the center of 
this grievance. 
The consumer-protection laws mattered most at the moment I needed them enforced. We put those laws 
in front of Anne Ashby. The award went the other way anyway. That is why I am asking the State Bar to 
investigate not only what Nicholas Abaza did to obtain and enforce these contracts, but whether the 
arbitration forum was selected and used precisely because it gave the lawyers a path around protections 
that would have constrained their fee claims in court. 
The process has become the punishment. The lawyers' position has required us to spend more than $1.5 
million to challenge conduct that began with lawyers we hired to protect us. They now seek to enforce an 
approximately $4 million judgment and pursue collection mechanisms against the very family wealth they 
were retained to preserve. The State Bar should investigate whether arbitration, lack of insurance, fee 
claims, collection tactics, and procedural expense were used together to make resistance economically 
impossible. A law license should not be a shield from accountability, and an arbitration clause should not 
become a second shield behind it. 
Respectfully submitted, 
Caroline Allison 
Complainant 


