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TO THE HONORABLE MEMBERS OF THE BOARD OF DISCIPLINARY APPEALS: 
 

1.)  Pursuant to TRAP 49.1, TRAP 49.5 and BODA IPR 1.03 & 1.11, 

Appellant, Carl W. Gordon (“Gordon”), files this Motion for Rehearing and 

Motion for En Banc Reconsideration requesting BODA to grant an en banc 

rehearing, vacate this Board’s Aug. 3, 2026 judgment and                               

(1) Reverse the decision of the Evidentiary Panel and render judgment in 

favor of Gordon, or (2) Vacate the Evidentiary Panel’s judgment and 

dismiss the case in its entirety.  

FACTS 

2.)   On Aug. 3, 2026, this Board sitting en banc affirmed              

Evidentiary Panel’s 4-6 judgment finding Gordon has committed 

misconduct in violation of Rules 3.01 & 3.02 (the “BODA Judgment”).1 

3.)  Although the Board was sitting en banc, the BODA Judgment was 

decided by 10 out of the 12 members of the Board.  

4.) Board members Scott Fredricks and Melissa Goodwin did not 

participate in the decision for the BODA Judgment.  

5.) The Board has the authority to grant this motion and submit the case 

to the full Board, sitting en banc. 2   

 
1 See Exhibit A attached (BODA’s Aug. 3, 2026 Judgment). 
 
2 See TRAP 49.1 & 49.5; see alsoTRAP 41.2(a)(Constitution of En Banc Court. An en banc court consists 
of all members of the court). 
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ARGUMENT AUTHORITIES 

• En Banc Rehearing Should be Granted 

6.)   The primary issue in this appeal is whether Gordon has improperly 

continued to pursue claims and discovery related to in camera documents 

that Judge Hufstetler ruled are not relevant on Dec. 7, 2011 in               

Cause No. 48170. (Petitioner’s Exhibit 1)(Respondent’s Exhibit 1). 

7.)  Gordon’s defense to the Evidentiary Panel’s judgment and in this 

appeal is that Judge Hufstetler’s in camera discovery rulings and other 

material evidence the CFLD relies upon to support a finding of misconduct 

against Gordon are void and therefore have no probative value.              

(Petitioner’s Exhibits 1 -3). 

8.)  It is Gordon’s position that the Board has improperly enforced void 

orders and void judgments against Gordon by affirming the              

Evidentiary Panel’s judgment. 

9.)   The BODA Judgment is contrary to another opinion issued by this 

Board in Cafiero. 3 A copy of the Cafiero opinion is attached as Exhibit B. 

 

 

 
3 See Cafiero v. Commission for Lawyer Discipline, Bd. of Disciplinary Appeals, Case No. 37811             
(Mar. 23, 2007). 
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10.) In Cafiero, this Board held that it is bound by the               

Texas Supreme Court’s holding in Owens which states: “[t]he law is clear 

that a judgment [or order] rendered by a court without capacity to act is 

void.” 4 

11.) Owens is not only binding on this Board in Cafiero but Owens 

is also binding on the 14th Court of Appeals when it decided                                  

Case No. 14-23-00829-CV. (Respondent’s Exhibit 2).  

12.) In Case No. 14-23-00829-CV, the 14th Court of Appeals cited 

Owens and held that certain orders entered in Cause No. 48170 after the 

trial court’s plenary power expired on June 17, 2009 are void because 

“judicial action taken after the trial court’s plenary power has expired is 

void.” (Respondent’s Exhibit 2). 5 

13.) Cafiero and Case No. 14-23-00829-CV agree that Owens 

correctly establishes binding law from the Supreme Court of Texas to 

which this Board and the 14th Court of Appeals must follow that:                   

“a judgment [or order] is void when it is clear that the court rendering the 

judgment had no jurisdiction over the parties or subject matter.” 6 

 
4 See State ex Rel. Latty v. Owens, 907 S.W.2d 484, 485 (Tex. 1995). 
 
5 See Reynolds v. Quantlab Trading Partners US, LP, No. 14-23-00829-CV at p. 4 (Tex. App.—Houston                
[14th Dist.] Oct. 31, 2024). 
 
6 See Cafiero v. Commission for Lawyer Discipline, Bd. of Disciplinary Appeals, Case No. 37811             
(Mar. 23, 2007) citing State ex Rel. Latty v. Owens, 907 S.W.2d 484 (Tex. 1995). 
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14.) A void judgment or order may be collaterally attacked at any 

time.7   

15.) The record affirmatively demonstrates a jurisdictional defect 

sufficient to void a judgment or order when it establishes that the trial court 

lacked subject matter jurisdiction over the suit.8  

16.) Here, the evidentiary record conclusively establishes that the 

trial court’s plenary power in Cause No. 48170 expired on June 17, 2009. 

(Respondent’s Exhibits 2).         

17.) The evidentiary record also conclusively establishes that Judge 

Hufstetler’s Dec. 7, 2011 in camera discovery order is void because the 

discovery order was entered in Cause No. 48170 more than two years after 

the trial court’s plenary power had expired on June 17, 2009 in            

Cause No. 48170. (Respondent’s Exhibits 1-2). 

18.) Furthermore, the parties, the court of appeals, nor the        

Supreme Court of Texas can subsequently confirm or ratify                       

Judge Hufstetler’s void in camera discovery orders or other void evidence 

the CFLD relies upon to prove misconduct. (Petitioner’s Exhibits 1 – 3). 

 
7 See PNS Stores, Inc. v. Rivera, 379 S.W.3d 267, 272 (Tex. 2012). 
 
8 See Id. 
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19.) A void act is one entirely null within itself, not binding on 

either party, and which is not susceptible of ratification or confirmation and        

its nullity cannot be waived.9 

20.) Consequently, the fact the 14th Court of Appeals denied 

Gordon’s mandamus in Case No. 14-11-01097-CV and affirmed         

judgments in Case No. 14-12-00440-CV (modification suit) and                                  

Case No. 14-15-00990-CV (post-divorce division of property suit) does not 

change the legal reality that Judge Hufstetler’s in camera rulings remain 

void.10 

21.) The modification suit and the 2015 post-divorce division of 

property suit were commenced in Cause No. 48170—a closed case—after 

the trial court’s plenary power had expired thereby making both 

proceedings a nullity and the judgments and orders entered in those 

proceedings void.11 (Petitioner’s Exhibit 1-3). 

22.) Therefore, the BODA Judgment conflicts with Cafiero because  

the Board is improperly disregarding the binding authority of Owens and 

enforcing against Gordon void judgments and orders that the trial court 

entered in Cause No. 48170. (Petitioner’s Exhibits 1 -3). 

 
9 See Brazzel v. Murray, 481 S.W.2d 801, 803 (Tex. 1972). 
 
10 See TEX. R. CIV. P. 301 (only one final judgment shall be rendered in any cause). 
 
11 See Brazzel,  481 S.W.2d at 803 (Tex. 1972). 
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23.) To resolve this conflict between the BODA Judgment and 

Cafiero and Owens, Gordon asks the Board to reconsider the case en banc 

with all 12 members (including Board members Scott Fredricks and                   

Melissa Goodwin) of the Board participating in the decision.12   

24.) Furthermore, this request for the Board to reconsider the       

BODA Judgment and grant an en banc rehearing is supported by the fact 

that the first submission hearing of this case was heard by the Board                

en banc on July 30, 2026 and therefore it should again be heard en banc on 

rehearing. 13   

ABATEMENT OF THE BODA APPEAL 

25.) Pursuant to TRCP, in the alternative, Gordon requests that this 

Board grant this rehearing and vacate the BODA Judgment and abate this 

appeal to allow additional time for the 14th Court of Appeals to issue its 

opinion and judgment in Case No. 14-25-00865-CV (the “Appeal”). 

26.) The Appeal is relevant to this proceeding because in the Appeal 

Gordon is challenging Judge Hufstetler’s in camera discovery order as void 

and also challenging the trial court’s judgment in Cause No. 134266-F. 

 
 
12 See TRAP 41.2(a)(an en banc Board consists of not 10 but of all its twelve (12) members who are not 
disqualified or recused). 
 
13 See Exhibit C attached (BODA Notice of En Banc Submission). 
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27.) Evidence of the Appeal was accepted into evidence at the 

evidentiary hearing because the Appeal is relevant to these disciplinary 

proceedings. (Respondent’s Exhibit 14).  

28.) In this appeal, Gordon cites to the Appeal on numerous 

occasions in his appellate briefs.14 

29.) In Appellee’s brief, the CFLD incorporates by reference the 

docket of the Appeal by stating “[a]s alluded to above, an appeal is pending 

from that determination in the 14th COA in Case No. 14-25-00865-CV.   

The docket for that pending case is available at: 

https://search.txcourts.gov/Case.aspx?cn=14-25-00865-CV&coa=coa14.”15 

30.) To date, the 14th COA has not issued its judgment and opinion 

in the Appeal to give guidance in this proceeding although the case has 

been submitted to 14th COA for determination on June 11, 2026.16 

31.) Therefore, because the law may change regarding                   

Judge Hufstetler’s in camera discovery orders and the viability of the 

claims brought by Gordon in Cause No. 134266-F, Gordon requests that the 

BODA Judgment be vacated and this appeal abated to give the                    

 
14 See Appellant’s Brief at pgs. 26; see also Appellant’s Reply Brief at pgs. 16 & 17.  
 
15 See Appellee’s Brief at. pg. 34. 
 
16 See Exhibit D attached (14th COA’s Notice of Submission in Case No. 14-25-00865-CV). 
 

https://search.txcourts.gov/Case.aspx?cn=14-25-00865-CV&coa=coa14
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14th COA additional time to complete the Appeal and issue its judgment 

and opinion in the Appeal. 17 

32.)   Thereafter, once the judgment and opinion are issued in the 

Appeal, this proceeding may be immediately reinstated so that the Board 

and the parties will have full knowledge of the current law as determined by 

the Appeal and so that the law established by the Appeal may be applied to 

these disciplinary proceedings. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
17 See Crosstex North v. Gardiner, 505 S.W.3d 580 (Tex. 2016) citing Bacon v. Gen. Devices, Inc.,              
830 S.W.2d 106, 10t (Tex. 1992)(court of appeals should reconsider its rulings in light of new intervening 
and binding case law); see also Welex v. Broom, 816 S.W.2d 340 (Tex. 1991)(court of appeals should have 
the opportunity to reconsider rulings in light of recent case law opinion that is binding and provides 
guidance). 
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PRAYER 

33.) For these reasons, Gordon requests that the Board grants this          

Motion for Rehearing and Motion for En Banc Reconsideration and vacate 

this BODA’s Aug. 3, 2026 judgment and:  

(1) Reverse the decision of the Evidentiary Panel and render judgment in 

favor of Gordon, or  

(2) Vacate the Evidentiary Panel’s judgment and dismiss the case in its 

entirety; and 

(3) Gordon requests that each member of this 12-member Board 

participate in the en banc decision.  

34.) In the alternative, Gordon requests that the Board grant this 

motion for en banc reconsideration and vacate the BODA Judgment and 

abate this proceeding to allow additional time for the 14th COA to issue its 

judgment and opinion in Case No. 14-25-00865-CV so that the parties and 

BODA may have the law as determined by Case No. 14-25-00865-CV 

applied to these disciplinary proceedings and appeal.  

       Respectfully Submitted, 
 
    /s/ Carl W. Gordon_____________ 
   Carl W. Gordon, Pro Se 
             5177 Richmond Avenue, Suite 740 
             Houston, Texas 77056 
             Tel.  (713) 597-5500 
             Email: cgordon@gordonlawyers.com 

mailto:cgordon@gordonlawyers.com
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DECLARATION  

    Pursuant to Tex. Civ. Prac. & Rem. Code § 132.001, I certify that as 

Declarant my name is Carl W. Gordon, and I am over the age of 18 and of 

sound mind and have personal knowledge of the facts stated herein.              

My address is 5177 Richmond Ave., Suite 740 Houston, Texas 77056.                                                                                                                    

 Declarant declares under penalty of perjury that the facts stated in 

Appellant’s Motion for Rehearing and Motion for En Banc Reconsideration 

are true and correct. 

 Declarants also declare under penalty of perjury that Exhibits 

incorporated by reference herein and attached to Appellant’s Motion for 

Rehearing and Motion for En Banc Reconsideration are true and correct 

copies of the originals. 

 Executed in Harris County, State of Texas on Aug. 18, 2026. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

/s/ Carl W. Gordon_______________ 
Carl W. Gordon, Pro Se 
Name of Declarant  
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CERTIFICATE OF WORD COUNT 
 

     Relying on the word count function in the word processing software used 

to produce this document, I certify that this Appellant’s Motion contains 

1,362 words excluding any parts exempted by TEX. R. APP. P. 9.4.  

                                                  /s/Carl W. Gordon_______ 
                                                   Carl W. Gordon, Pro Se 
 
 
 
 
 

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
 

 I certify that true copies of the forgoing instruments were served on 

Appellee’s counsel in accordance with the Texas Rules of Appellate 

Procedure on Aug.18, 2026. 

 
/s/ Carl W. Gordon  
Carl W. Gordon, Pro Se 

 
 

   
 
 
   

 



BEFORE THE BOARD OF DISCIPLINARY APPEALS 
Appointed By 

THE SUPREME COURT OF TEXAS 

CARL W. GORDON § 
State Bar of Texas Card No. 24047659 § 

§ 
v. § CAUSE NO. 71984 

§ 
COMMISSION FOR § 
LAWYER DISCIPLINE   § 

JUDGMENT 

On the 30th day of July 2026, the Board of Disciplinary Appeals heard by submission Carl 

W. Gordon’s appeal from a Judgment of Partially Probated Suspension issued by Evidentiary

Panel 4-6 of the State Bar of Texas District 4 Grievance Committee on October 15, 2025.  Having 

considered the record and the briefs, the Board finds that the judgment should be affirmed.  It is 

therefore ORDERED, ADJUDGED, and DECREED that the Judgment of Partially Probated 

Suspension issued October 15, 2025, in Case No. 202306618, is hereby, in all respects, 

AFFIRMED. 

SIGNED this 3rd day of August 2026. 

_____________________________________________ 
CHAIR PRESIDING 

Board members Scott Fredricks and Melissa Goodwin did not participate in this decision. 
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THE BOARD OF DISCIPLINARY APPEALS
APPOINTED BY THE SUPREME COURT OF TEXAS

CHAIRMAN 
JASON BOATRIGHT 

VICE CHAIR 
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MEMBERS 
FERNANDO M. BUSTOS 
ARTHUR C. D’ANDREA 
SCOTT A. FREDRICKS 
MELISSA GOODWIN 
ANDREW D. GRAHAM 
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ROBERT HENNEKE 
DAVID IGLESIAS 
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June 9, 2026 

Carl W. Gordon 
5177 Richmond Ave., Ste. 740 
Houston, TX 77056 
cgordon@gordonlawyers.com  

Michael Graham 
Appellate Counsel 
Office of the Chief Disciplinary Counsel 
State Bar of Texas 
POB 12487 
Austin, TX 78711 
michael.graham@texasbar.com  

RE: Carl W. Gordon v. Commission for Lawyer Discipline 
BODA # 71984 

Dear Counsel: 

Pursuant to BODA Internal Procedural Rule 4.06(a), the parties to the above referenced 
appeal have waived their right to oral argument.  The appeal therefore has been set for 
submission on the record and briefs in connection with the Board’s quarterly en banc meeting on 
July 30-31, 2026. 

Sincerely, 

Jenny Hodgkins 
Executive Director & General Counsel 

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR 
& GENERAL COUNSEL  

JENNY HODGKINS 

DEPUTY DIRECTOR 
& COUNSEL 

MATTHEW J. GREER 

EXECUTIVE ASSISTANT 
JACKIE TRUITT 

PO Box 12426 Austin, TX 78711-2426    512-427-1578   FAX 512-427-4366         TXBODA.ORG    

Exhibit C
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Fourteenth Court of Appeals

Justices

KEN WISE
KEVIN JEWELL

RANDY WILSON
BRAD HART

TONYA MCLAUGHLIN
CHAD BRIDGES

KATY BOATMAN
MARITZA M. ANTÚ

301 Fannin, Suite 245 
Houston, Texas 77002

Chief Justice

TRACY CHRISTOPHER

Clerk 

TROY D. WARD, 
CLERK PRO TEMPORE
PHONE 713-274-2800

Thursday, April 30, 2026

Tyler G. Doyle
811 Main St Ste 100
Houston, TX 77002-6111
* DELIVERED VIA E-MAIL *

Jo Carter
Terry and Roberts
203 E. Cedar Street
Angleton, TX 77515
* DELIVERED VIA E-MAIL *

Lynn  Kuriger Stanton
Jenkins & Kamin, LLP
Two Greenway Plaza, Suite 600
Houston, TX 77046
* DELIVERED VIA E-MAIL *

Wilma Reynolds
7614 Quiet Trace Lane
Pearland, TX 77581
* DELIVERED VIA E-MAIL *

Allan Huddleston Neighbors IV
1301 Mckinney Ste 1900
Houston, TX 77010
* DELIVERED VIA E-MAIL *

John Geilman
Steptoe LLP
717 Texas Avenue, Suite 2800
Houston, TX 77002
* DELIVERED VIA E-MAIL *

Carl Wesley Gordon
The Gordon Law Firm
5177 Richmond Ave.
Suite 740
Houston, TX 77056
* DELIVERED VIA E-MAIL *

Alexander Wolf
Steptoe LLP
717 Texas Ave
Suite 2800
Houston, TX 77002
* DELIVERED VIA E-MAIL *

RE: Court of Appeals Number: 14-25-00865-CV
Trial Court Case Number: 134266-F

Style: Wilma Reynolds
v.
Quantlab Financial, LLC; Quantlab Incentive Partners I, LLC; Quantlab Trading Partners US, 
LP; David Reynolds;

This case is scheduled for submission without oral argument on the briefs and record on 
Thursday, June 11, 2026.  Subject to change by the Court, the members of the panel to which the case 
will be submitted are Chief Justice Christopher, Justice Hart and Justice McLaughlin.

Sincerely,

TROY D. WARD, 
Clerk Pro Tempore  

FILE COPY
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