
2. This case is related to a case pending in Harris County Probate Court Number 4 in

Cause No. 412.249-401, styled Carl Henry Brunsting, et al. v. Anita Kay Brunsting, et al. in which

Bayless represents Carl Henry Brunsting who is the brother of Plaintiff, Candace Louise Curtis.  The

action in the Harris County Probate Court involves disputes concerning a trust created by the parents

of the five Brunsting siblings.  Plaintiffs’ Complaint in this Court, which even names the judge,

associate judge, and a visiting court reporter of Harris County Probate Court Number 4, was filed

days before a mediation was scheduled in the probate proceeding.  The allegations, though difficult

to follow, leave little question that the goal of this proceeding is to avoid that probate court

mediation and the jurisdiction of Harris County Probate Court Number 4 over this dispute.1

3. The allegations relating to Bayless are minimal.  The information identifying Bayless

as a defendant is contained in paragraphs 21, 49, and 50 of the Complaint.   Paragraph 55 of the2

Complaint alleges that Bayless is an attorney who has practiced law in the Harris County Probate

courts.  Paragraph 56 alleges, without any facts to support it, that Bayless and the other named parties

have engaged in a criminal enterprise somehow being conducted through Harris County Probate

Court Number 4.  Paragraph 59 makes a similar allegation, again without one shred of factual

support.  Bayless’ name only otherwise appears at paragraph 124 of the Complaint, where an

undefined conspiracy to alter the course of justice is alleged, and paragraph 131 of the Complaint,

which contains only the factual basis for Plaintiffs’ claim against Bayless.  That so-called claim is

one, however, which fails on its face. 

 See paragraphs 113-115 of the Complaint which specifically complain about mediation being1

required in the probate proceeding.

 Paragraph 21 names Bayless as a Defendant.  Paragraph 49 alleges the law firm of Bayless &2

Stokes to be an enterprise and a “legal entity associated with Harris County Probate Court....”
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4. Plaintiffs’ entire claim, as articulated in paragraph 131 of the Complaint, is based on

Bayless’ postponement of a hearing on the Motion for Partial Summary Judgment Bayless filed in

the probate proceeding on behalf of her client, Carl Brunsting.  That action is not wrongful and can

not support a cause of action which can be asserted by these Plaintiffs under any circumstances. 

Nevertheless, that is Plaintiffs’ only factual assertion supporting Plaintiffs’ claims against Bayless. 

Bayless’ postponement of the hearing on her own motion is not something that has any relationship

to the Plaintiffs , and Plaintiffs have no standing to even complain about it.    Nor have Plaintiffs3

alleged any causal relationship between any alleged injury, which they do not bother to define, and

Bayless’ postponement of the hearing on her own motion.

5. Bayless certainly did postpone the hearing on her own Motion for Partial Summary

Judgment, but Plaintiffs have no right to even complain about Bayless’ actions in representing her

client, Carl Brunsting, much less sue Bayless for it.  Thus, Plaintiffs’ attempts to allege facts to

support a claim against Bayless fall woefully short.  Pursuant to Fed. R. Civ. P. 12(b)(6), Bayless

asks this Court to dismiss Plaintiffs’ action against her because it fails to state a claim upon which

relief can be granted. Thus, even though Bayless admits she postponed her own hearing, Plaintiffs

have no right to relief based on that fact.  Crowe v. Henry, 43 F.3d 198, 203 (5  Cir. 1995).  th

6. Indeed, this Court could dismiss this entire case on its own initiative because

Plaintiffs can not possibly prevail on what has been asserted, and it does not apepar to be something

that can be cured by a new pleading.  Caroll v. Fort James Corp., 470 F.3d 1171, 1177 (5  Cir.th

2006). Plaintiffs who are pro se parties have long and loudly made their disdain for lawyers known. 

 The allegation is even more amazing in light of the fact that one of the Plaintiffs has no relationship3

whatsoever to the Brunsting probate proceeding.
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