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GCF 26-240: COMPLAINT VS. DISMISSAL

Side-by-Side Record Comparison

Purpose: identify material differences between the May 25, 2026 submission and the July 21, 2026 dismissal. This exhibit does not decide intent or misconduct. It
identifies record questions requiring independent review.

Central record conflict: The May 25 submission repeatedly and expressly disclaimed any request that the Board decide custody, parenting time,
appellate merits, or underlying court issues. The July 21 dismissal nevertheless characterized the submission as asking the Board to re-litigate those
matters.

Issue May 25 complaint / submitted record July 21 dismissal Question for independent review

Scope of grievance "I am not asking the Board to decide custody, parenting time, child support,
the pending appeals, or any merits issue reserved to a court."

Full Packet p. 2.

"Here, you asked the Board ... to re-litigate Protection from Abuse and
Family Matter cases currently before the courts."

Dismissal p. 1.

How did the expressly stated scope become a request to re-litigate the
underlying cases?

Attorney conduct vs. client
conduct

The complaint identified Bedard-specific theories: counsel-level ratification
of gatekeeping; record-shaping; disputed factual framing; procedural burden;
implementation conduct; candor and fairness concerns.

Full Packet pp. 2, 4, 6-8.

"You blame Attorney Bedard for the actions taken by his client and
attempt to impute her conduct to him."

Dismissal pp. 1-2.

Which attorney-specific allegations were addressed separately from
allegations concerning the client?

Facts and governing rules The packet expressly invoked candor, fairness, and conduct prejudicial to the
administration of justice and incorporated the May 15 complaint's
professional-conduct theories and evidence map.

Full Packet pp. 2-4, 6-14.

"In your filing ... you have alleged no facts or law that equate to MRPC
violations by Attorney Bedard."

Dismissal p. 1.

Was there a rule-by-rule or allegation-by-allegation review? What
documents support the conclusion?

Requested action Requested a substantial professional-conduct investigation, review of native
source records, and consideration of interviews with Glenn Anderson, Esq.
and Daniel Pierce, LCSW.

Full Packet pp. 2-5, 13-14.

The dismissal treated the requested action as re-litigation or an appeal
from the underlying courts.

Dismissal pp. 1-2.

Why was a disciplinary investigation request treated as a request for
custody or appellate adjudication?

Evidence and support The packet incorporated a 39-page submission, a master timeline, source
categories, court filings, service emails, provider/school records, and named
witnesses; it offered native materials by the Board's preferred method.

Full Packet pp. 2-5, 13-39.

The dismissal stated that no support had been provided for allegations
about Bedard's client and did not identify which attachments or pages
were reviewed.

Dismissal pp. 1-2.

Which attachments and pages were opened? Were the incorporated
source maps and named witnesses considered?

Actual investigation
requested

The transmittal and addendum repeatedly demanded a substantial
investigation, review of native source records, and consideration of named
witnesses and documentary audit trails.

Transmittal; Full Packet pp. 2-5, 13-14.

The dismissal states that information was reviewed and that the grievance
investigation did not establish a violation, but it identifies no witness
contact, source request, document-access history, response from counsel,
or other investigative step.

Dismissal pp. 1-2.

Was an actual investigation conducted, or was the matter resolved
through paper review and characterization alone?

Acknowledged review
window

The complaint was submitted May 25. On July 8, Bar Counsel asked that no
additional information be submitted while the grievance filing was reviewed.

Email record; July 8 letter.

The dismissal was issued July 21 and stated that the May 25 complaint
had been reviewed.

Dismissal p. 1.

What review steps occurred, and what was the complete record
before the respondent on July 21?
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Visual Comparison 1 - Express Scope Limitation vs. Re-litigation Characterization

The complaint expressly limits the requested review to professional conduct. The dismissal acknowledges the written limitation, then states that re-litigation is nevertheless the action sought.

May 25 complaint - Full Packet p. 2 July 21 dismissal - p. 1

Source documents are reproduced in full elsewhere in this packet. The dismissal photographs will be replaced when a cleaner scan is supplied.
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Visual Comparison 2 - Professional-Conduct Investigation vs. Client-Conduct Framing

The complaint identifies counsel-level conduct and requests investigation of the full record. The dismissal largely analyzes client conduct, lawful client instructions, and the issuing court's
jurisdiction.

May 25 supplemental addendum - Full Packet p. 4 July 21 dismissal - p. 2

Source documents are reproduced in full elsewhere in this packet. The dismissal photographs will be replaced when a cleaner scan is supplied.
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Focused Review Questions

1. What actual investigative steps occurred beyond reading or summarizing the submitted papers?

2. Did the respondent open and review all 39 pages of the May 25 full packet before signing the dismissal?

3. Did the respondent review the May 15 complaint, the incorporated supplemental addendum, and the embedded timelines?

4. What internal summary, template, or characterization was used to reduce the complaint to client conduct and re-litigation?

5. Why did the dismissal not address the express scope limitation or the listed attorney-specific professional-conduct theories?

6. Was Attorney Bedard asked to respond? If so, was his response provided to the complainant before dismissal as required by any applicable procedure?

7. What facts and reasons supported the conclusion that the submission alleged no facts or law equating to an MRPC violation?

8. Were the identified witnesses or native source materials considered or requested?

No conclusion about intent should be drawn without the native grievance file, access records, internal communications, drafts, and the respondent's
explanation. The document conflict itself, however, is visible from the face of the submitted packet and dismissal.
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