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May 19, 2026 

Ms. Lisa Marie Gonzalez 
Assistant Disciplinary Counsel 
State Bar of Texas 
4801 Woodway Drive, Suite 315-W 
Houston, Texas 77056 

Re: Complaint No.  202508509 
 BODA Case No. 72494 
 Attorney  James Munisteri 
 SBOT No.  14667380 

Dear Ms. Gonzalez: 

Please allow this letter to serve as my reply to the written response submitted by counsel for 
my older brother, James Munisteri, dated May 8, 2026, along with my production of additional 
supporting documents. 

Introduction 

It bears reminder at the outset that as per the determination by The Board of Disciplinary 
Appeals (BODA) in its correspondence of April 15, 2026 (Exh. 1), the complaint in this 
proceeding concerns my brother’s violation of Rule 4.04(b)(1) of the Texas Disciplinary Rules 
of Professional Conduct, by his presentment of disciplinary charges and participation in 
presentment of criminal charges solely to gain advantage in a concurrent civil lawsuit brought 
by his wife against me, in which my brother stood to gain direct financial benefit from the 
outcome. 

You ask my brother a simple question - to explain his evident violation of Rule 4.04 - and in 
response you get Linda Blair in “The Exorcist.” 

My brother and his counsel do everything possible to avoid addressing the complaint at issue 
and instead spend 28 pages, single-spaced, vomiting all manner of slurs and smears, 
gaslighting, name-calling, projection, false accusations, gross mischaracterizations, baseless 
insinuations, and gaping omissions, on subjects and activity in wholly separate forums that 
are completely irrelevant and have absolutely nothing to do with the charge under 
investigation here. 
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The only semblance of even an attempt to substantively respond to the complaint is passing 
reference buried within footnote 8 of their letter, in relation to a sentence in subparagraph 6.c 
that is a blatant lie. 

For proof that my brother takes great pains to circumvent the substance of the complaint here 
about his Rule 4.04 violation, one need look no further than the fact that his 21-page 
statement provided in alleged support for his response is the same 21-page statement that he 
submitted to the Bar last August in a wholly separate case that pertained to the conflict of 
interest and Rule 1.06 violation for his law firm representing me as my estate counsel while he 
simultaneously joined my other older siblings in hiring the Jackson Walker law firm to go after 
me as an adverse party and pursue litigation against me in various civil courts. It doesn’t even 
mention Rule 4.04 or any of the key facts of his misconduct on which this complaint is based. 

A Long List of Unanswered Questions 

My brother’s recycled 21-page statement from last August is devoid of any hint of reference or 
response to the principal issues associated with a Rule 4.04 violation in his engagement of the 
incoming Harris County District Attorney (“HCDA”) Sean Teare to lobby Mr. Teare’s former 
colleagues at the HCDA’s Office who would soon be reporting to Mr. Teare as their new boss, 
to “shuttle” the civil dispute litigated by my brother’s wife against me, in front of a grand jury 
immediately prior to Mr. Teare being sworn in as the new HCDA on January 1, 2025, so as to 
get charges issued while negotiations were underway in the then-pending civil lawsuit 
concerning the same matter, in order to gain leverage in the civil action and in the settlement 
talks to resolve that case, from whose outcome my brother stood to gain direct financial 
benefit, grafting the same language and claims from his wife’s court papers in the civil suit as 
was later asserted in the criminal indictment that he paid Mr. Teare to obtain. 

In what may be the most muted response ever received by the Bar on a complaint of 
misconduct, my brother has nothing more to say about the above facts than that he “engaged 
Mr. Sean Teare, an experienced criminal defense attorney, as counsel” and that he “consulted 
with” Mr. Teare “regarding the potential criminality of Mr. Patti’s actions.” 

The abject dishonesty in his response is exemplified by their assertion about the timing of my 
brother’s engagement of Mr. Teare, claiming that it only happened “(w)hen the gravity of Mr. 
Patti’s misconduct became manifest.” That’s a lie. 

My brother’s engagement of Mr. Teare evidently occurred sometime in fall 2024, in reaction to 
and following my having to file for bankruptcy protection in June 2024 and his patent 
frustration with the effects that the bankruptcy would have on the prospects for his financial 
recovery from the civil lawsuit that his wife was then pursuing against me. Starting in the 
prior year - in 2023 - the original petition (Exh. 2) and other civil court filings by my brother’s 
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wife already cited the same allegations of violation of the Texas Penal Code that were later 
recited in the indictments that my brother paid Mr. Teare to get issued against me at the tail 
end of 2024, just before Mr. Teare took office on January 1, 2025. 

In fact, my brother’s counsel at the Jackson Walker law firm had exhaustively questioned me 
under oath in the civil proceedings on February 14, 2024, on the specific allegations of 
“criminality” found throughout the court papers filed by my brother’s wife in the civil action 
starting in 2023, many months before my brother engaged Mr. Teare; they even complain 
about the invocation of my Fifth Amendment privilege in response to such examination by my 
brother’s counsel in February 2024 (section 7.i.v of their letter), oblivious to the inconsistency 
with section 6.c where they claim that my brother only just realized the alleged “criminality” 
at the time of his engagement of Mr. Teare in fall 2024. 

You might notice their conspicuous use of the passive voice in section 6.c of their response: 
“information regarding Mr. Patti’s misconduct was submitted to the Harris County District 
Attorney's Office.” Curious wording that steers clear of any indication whether Mr. Teare was 
the one who “submitted” the civil dispute - between me and my brother and his wife - to Mr. 
Teare’s former colleagues at the HCDA’s Office who would be reporting to Mr. Teare weeks 
later as their near-certain future boss and head of that office, or of the type or extent of 
“information” that was carried there by Mr. Teare or whomever. 

The most likely explanation for their efforts to eschew providing any specification of the 
source or content of the “information” delivered to the HCDA’s Office could be that the 
American Express statements and other financial records received by HCDA (Exh. 3) were 
obtained and collected through discovery subpoenas issued in secret - without providing 
notice as required under the Rules - by my brother’s lawyers at Jackson Walker in the civil 
action during the same period in which my brother had engaged Mr. Teare in fall 2024, which 
also happens to be the same time when the civil (bankruptcy) Judge had ordered a stay of 
discovery in light of the concurrent criminal proceedings (Exh. 4); my brother’s counsel at 
Jackson Walker was later found by the court to have violated that discovery order by 
collection of subpoenaed records while the stay was in effect, and his counsel was sanctioned 
for such violation (Exhs. 5 & 6). 

Nowhere do they provide any answer, detail, record, documentation, or other evidence or 
information on questions that are obviously integral to the Bar’s investigation of the complaint 
of violation of Rule 4.04, such as: 

When exactly did my brother engage Mr. Teare or his law firm? 

What was the purpose of the engagement of Mr. Teare? 
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What were the expected deliverables from Mr. Teare, or the specific actions that Mr. 
Teare was expected to undertake or the specific outcome that his services were 
expected to accomplish? 

Did my brother or his wife sign any form of retainer letter to engage Mr. Teare or 
otherwise document the terms of the engagement of Mr. Teare or his firm? 

If so then they should provide a copy of such document, whose content clearly 
would be an essential piece of the Bar’s investigation of this complaint. 

How did my brother come to be introduced to Mr. Teare, especially in the midst of Mr. 
Teare’s election campaign (and particularly given that Mr. Teare was the Democratic 
Party nominee for HCDA, and my brother is a longtime Republican donor and activist - 
one of the earliest supporters of Ted Cruz, for example, when he first ran for U.S. 
Senate)? 

How much did my brother pay Mr. Teare for his services on the engagement? 

What were the sources of funds for payment of the retainer and fees to Mr. Teare on 
the engagement? 

Were any other attorneys engaged or assisting on the same matter as that on which Mr. 
Teare was engaged? 

What communications did Mr. Teare (or any attorneys or others assisting him on the 
matter) have with anyone at the HCDA’s Office? 

When did those communications take place, between whom, and for what 
purpose or which subject(s) were discussed in those communications? 

Who has taken over handling of the matter of engagement of Mr. Teare since Mr. Teare 
took office as HCDA on January 1, 2025? 

What is such attorney’s relationship or background with Mr. Teare, and how 
did my brother get introduced to or come to subsequently engage such 
attorney? 

Does my brother consider the purpose of the engagement of Mr. Teare accomplished 
at this point, in whole or in part? 

If my brother considers the purpose of the engagement of Mr. Teare to have 
been accomplished or completed - in whole or in part - at some earlier point in 
time, then when did my brother feel that the purpose of the engagement was 
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then accomplished or completed, and what was the basis for the determination 
then that the engagement had been accomplished or completed at that point? 

If my brother does not feel that the purpose of the engagement was wholly 
accomplished or completed by the time that Mr. Teare took office on January 1, 2025, 
then which aspects of the purpose or deliverables by Mr. Teare does my brother feel 
still needed completion and required furtherance of the engagement by a successor 
attorney after Mr. Teare took office? 

What communications have my brother or the successor attorney had with Mr. Teare 
since Mr. Teare took office on January 1, 2025? 

What communications have my brother or the successor attorney had with anyone 
else at the HCDA’s Office since Mr. Teare took over as head of that office on January 1, 
2025? 

What communications or coordination occurred between Mr. Teare and my brother’s 
and his wife’s civil attorneys at Jackson Walker prior to Mr. Teare taking office on 
January 1, 2025? 

What about after Mr. Teare took office on January 1, 2025? 

What communications or coordination occurred between my brother’s and his wife’s 
civil attorneys at Jackson Walker on the one hand, and anyone at the HCDA’s Office on 
the other hand, at any time, on the matter for which my brother engaged Mr. Teare? 

These are just some of the obvious questions that my brother was expected to address in his 
response to the BODA determination letter (Exh. 1) and the Bar’s investigation of this 
complaint of his misconduct, but instead chose to withhold his answers and hide the truth 
and attempt to divert attention by throwing mud at the victim of his malfeasance, so as to 
cover up his corrupt and unlawful actions with Mr. Teare and avoid accountability for his 
clear violation of Rule 4.04. 

Their Straw Man Argument 

Their approach in trying to minimize and deflect from my brother’s violation of Rule 4.04 
seems to be through assertions that he is qualified privileged and not barred from reporting 
criminal activity to the authorities.  

Well of course not. But that’s a radical understatement of my brother’s wrongdoing in this 
instance and shows a lame effort to raise a straw man argument. 
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The complaint here is not that my brother merely communicated with the HCDA’s Office to 
relay his opinion of an alleged crime. In fact, one can assume that my brother himself never 
communicated or reported anything to law enforcement authorities, or else they would have 
clarified and documented and touted that claim in their response rather than hiding behind a 
single passive-voice statement that obviously avoids naming the conduit paid and used to 
deliver their poisonous accusations to the HCDA’s Office. 

Here, my brother didn’t just make a phone call or drop off financial records at the doorstep of 
law enforcement. The charges in question did not arise organically or through normal 
channels of investigation by the authorities but instead via my brother - perhaps joined by 
other family members - leveraging political and financial relationships. 

The indictments were 100% bought & paid for, rushed  in preparation, and forced to get 1

issued at the eleventh hour before the grand jury adjourned for its term and Mr. Teare was 
sworn in the days thereafter, at which point the entire HCDA’s Office would be and was 
conflicted out from touching the case because of the engagement of the head of that Office by 
my brother on the same matter in the weeks prior to the inauguration. 

Against the express wishes of my mom in her Will, my brother misappropriated tens of 
thousands of dollars of her money to pay off Mr. Teare - the Democrat Party nominee and 
near-certain incoming HCDA - to lobby his former colleagues at the HCDA’s Office who soon 
would be reporting to Mr. Teare as their new boss, to “shuttle” this matter in front of a grand 
jury within the 2024 term before Mr. Teare took office on January 1, 2025, so that indictments 
would issue while my brother’s wife and I were in the midst of settlement negotiations and 
litigation of the civil lawsuit that she was pursuing against me on the same matter, and in 
which my brother stood to gain direct financial benefit from the outcome … and now he tries 
to claim that all this was “privileged” and that he doesn’t have to talk about it with anyone, 
including the Bar. 

Additional Documents Produced 

Exh. 1 - BODA correspondence dated April 15, 2026. 

Exh. 2 - Relevant excerpts from the Original Petition filed by my brother’s wife, Celia 
Munisteri, in Harris County Probate Court in November 2023, and filed again as an 
Amended Complaint in U.S. Bankruptcy Court in August 2024, citing provisions of the 
Texas Penal Code later cut & paste into the criminal indictments issued months later in 
December 2024. 

 The indictments were so clearly rushed in their drafting that they got both my name and my birthdate wrong in the charging 1

papers, in attempt to identify me.
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Exh. 3 - List of discovery released by the State in the criminal proceedings, predominantly 
consisting of records from American Express. 

Exh. 4 - October 21, 2024 Minutes Order of The Honorable Eduardo V. Rodriguez, Chief 
Judge of the United States Bankruptcy Court, Southern District of Texas, instituting a stay 
of all discovery activity in light of information then having just been brought to the court’s 
attention about an apparent investigation by the HCDA’s Office of actions that were the 
subject of the civil suit brought against me by my brother’s wife, over which litigation 
Chief Judge Rodriguez was presiding. 

Exh. 5 - Order entered March 19, 2025, in which Chief Judge Rodriguez finds that my 
brother’s counsel violated the court’s October 21, 2024 Order for Stay of Discovery. 

Exh. 6 - Order signed April 29, 2025, in which Chief Judge Rodriguez determines that my 
brother’s counsel be sanctioned for earlier violation of the October 21, 2024 Order for Stay 
of Discovery. 

_____________________________________________________ 

The lies are so pervasive throughout the 28 pages of my brother’s response that it would take 
a tome to point out and explain their falsehood in each and every instance, so my reply here 
is limited to just those lies stated in the microscopic portion of their response that actually 
addresses the complaint at issue in this proceeding. 

Please let me know if your office should need anything else for now, to assist its investigation 
of the complaint of my brother Jay’s violation of Rule 4.04. 

      Respectfully submitted, 

      Richard A. Patti 
      

RP/rp 
Enclosures (6)
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