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OF THE ST ATE OF W ASHfT\GTOi\' 

ln Re the Matter of 

The Honorable Grant L Anderson, 

Pierce County Superior Court 

) 
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CJC No. 98"2785-F-77 

ANS\VER 

COT\1ES KOW, The Honorable Grant L. Anderson ans wernig tile :S taterncnt ot 

Charges filed on August 9, 1999. 

1. Paragraphs 1 and 2 relating to p:lrt I. Judicial Service are admitted. 

2. Except as specifically admitted below, Paragraphs 3 through 9 of part Il.:..Fucts, are 
denied. 

1 P:.ir;igr:lph lO of pan III Prior CJC Disciglinar_y_~clion is admitted. 

4. Paragraph 1 of part IV. Statement of Allegations is admitted. 

5. Paragraphs 2 and 3 of part Y.]robablc Cause a1c denied. 

A. ALLEGA TTON OFF ALSE TESTIMONY 

Tn response to the ullegation that he testified falsely in the pnor Commission 

proceedings Judge Anderson acknowledges that he testified in those proceedings but denies 

that he testified falsely. The issue of the rental payments had not been an issue 1n the those 

proceedings. The payments only came up as an aside clu1ing !he review of an accountine sh(':f\t 

on an entirely different issue. Judge Anderson had never been asked about this before by the 

Commission and he had not been asked to review the documents in connection with the rent 
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When asked abom the rem he specifically couched his answers in indefinite teI1Tis such as 

what his understanding was and to the best of his knowledge. 

Judge Anderson testified to the best of his knowledge at the time he was asked the 

questions. The Commission has no evidence and can produce no evidence that he 

intentionally told an untruth as opposed to simply being m1stakcn. Allegations of perjury 

cannot be proven by circumstantial evidence nor hy inference. There must be direct evidence 

that he kno\vingly and intentionally testified falsely about these minor events whfoh ha.d 

occurred man:y ycar:'I before. There .is no such evidence because h~ diu uvt do so. 

The a11egation of false testimony is not tnie and should be dismissed. 

B. ALLEGATION OF ALLEGED BACKDATED LEASE ADDENDUM 

The Commission baldly asserts that a rental increase for Pacific Lanes was 

accomplished through a document entitled "Addendum to the Lease." This is not correct. The 

rental increase ,vas accomplished hy the accountants telling Judge Anderson that the $12,000 

was the right amount to charge for the rent. The "Addendum'1 was nothing more than the 

documentation of the increase. 

As to the so-called "hackdating" of the "Addendum" there is no proof, and the 

Commission is aware there is no proof, that Judge Anderson ever knowingly participated in or 

directed any such action. 

As the Commission acknowledges, the document wa~ prepared hy ~ legal Msistant 

Judge Anderson believes that the accountant told him that the rent needed tO be increased and 

that consistent with hi1> usual practice he made some s01t of informal nota1Jon to that effect in 

the file or corporate minute book. At some point the records were being formally prepared and 

the ''Addendum" was prepared by the legal assistant to that effect. The dates on tl1e 
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"Addendum" was almost certainly a product of the legaJ assistant looking at the date: on the 

informal notation ahonr rh~ n~nt~,l increase and using that as lhe operative date for the 

increase. Judge Anderson signed the document presented to him. The handwriting on the 

document showing dates is not his and it is highly likely that the dares were not even noted on 

the addendum at the time he signed it. 

The Commission's position on this is that Judge Anderson intentionally signed a 

"backdated" document so ll!-i to achieve some sort of tax advantage for the Pacific Lanes. 

Judge Anderson had no personal interest in Pacific Lanes and it made no difference to his 

compensation as to whether or not the alleged tax advantage was obtained or not. The 

Corrunission is well aware that no actual cash exchanged hands between Pacific Lanes and 

Hoffman-Stevenson (alt:hough Judge Anderson was not aware of this until the time of the 

prior Commission hearings). If it had been agreed, as Judge Anderson believes it was, that the 

rental rate would be increased then when the notation was actually made in the books was not 

crucial. It would be entirely consistent with reasonable business practices for the agreement to 

raise the rents to have been made in 1989 but for the papenvork reflecting that change to not 

been formally prepared u.ntil the tax advisors were preparing the tax returns which would have 

been in aboul March, 1990. 

Judge Anderson is not and never has been ~ophisticated about tax and accounting 

mHllf-rls. He looked to and relied upon professionals for these services. He relied up<m them to 

prnpedy prepare the accounting records and he reHed upon them to properly prepare the tax 

returns. If rhcrc are errors or mistakes in these records and returns Judge Anderr.:on i~ not· 

aware of them, did not direct them to be made and did not have anything to be gained by 

having them made. 
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The allegation of improperly having backdated a lease addendum is not true and 

should be dismissed. 

C ALLEGATION OF FALSE POLICE REPORT 

The Commission also asserts that Judge Anderson caused a false police report to be 

filed with the Tacoma Police Department. First, it must be noted thnt the Commission is less 

than candid in its charges about why the charges were dismissed against Mr. Santos, They 

assert they were dismissed "in the 1ntcrest of justice," In fact the charges were dismissed only 

because his girlfriend provided a last minute alibi. 

This matter involves the Anna ABmta Est.ate. Anna AHotta had two ~ons Tiny and 

Sam. Sam had a daughter, Jennifer. At the relevant times, Jennifer had a hoyfriend - :r-.fr. 

Santos. 

Judge Anderson met Anna Allotta initially when he and Sam Allotta had first become 

acquaintances in the I960's. He knew her and occasionally saw her over the years. Judge 

Anderson docs not remember the circumstances but in 1988 he was asked to prepare a will for 

her. He does remember meeting with her at least once, alone at his office. He prepared the wm 

but feels that it is very likely that the unsigned original was delivered to someone to take to 

Anna to be signed and witnessed. 

It was apparently ~igned ::ind witnessed on June 29, 1988. The witnesses were Jennifer 

Allotta and Santos. (It is also possible that Jennifer and Santos signed the will after Anna's 

death because it looked like Jennifer was going to get some of her grandmotheris estate.) 

Judge Anderson believes that he was not present for the signing as he is unlikely to have had 

Jennifer as a witness since she was a partial beneficiary. He also was aware lhat Sam would 

not have liked having his mother's will witnessed by Santos. 

ANSWER 
Page4 

t 
l 
l 

I t 

l 

l 



AUG-30-99 MON 14:22 BOOK PUBLISHING FAX NO. 2063433038 P.06 

i I 
l i 
I! 
I 

1 ! 

z I 

• • 
The will named Sam Aliotta as personal repre~enrative and Judge Anderson as 

3 
I alternate per!':om1I representative. The will provided for some specific bequests to Jennifer and 
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other family members but the m~jority of the assets were divided into two separate equal 

trusts, one for Tiny Allotta and one for Sam Allotta. The trust established for Tiny was a 

special needs trust. The trust established for Sam p.1.ovh.lt:u Lhat upon Sum·s death any 

remaining portfon of Sam's trust would be distributed to the; special needs trust for Tiny. 

Judge Anderson was to he the trnstce for the tmsts. 

On July 2, 1988, within days of when she apparently signed her wm, Anna died. Sam, 

the personal representative, did not open an estate. Judge Anderson recalls asking Sam more 

than once about the will and being told that it could not he found. Sam was somewhat evasive 

about the whole thing. The reason for this would become apparent later when Judge Anderson 

opened Anna's estate after Sam died. Tt is clear that Sam treated Anna's estate's assets as his 

personal assets. He would have been restrained from doing so if the trusls envisioned by the 

will had been set up. It should be noted, however, that he also took very good care of Tiny. 

Sam moved into Anna's house and took over caring for Tiny with the help of family 

members including Nick and Diana Iacobazzi. Diana Tacobazzi is Anna's sister. 

Sam died on September 25, 1989. The lacobazzis immediately moved Tiny into their 

home. Anna's will wa.,; located in the house and was delivered to Judge Anderson Pursuant to 

its provisions probate proceedings on Anna's estate where filed on October 10, 1989. Prior to 

that Judge Anderson took steps to marshal and secure the property of the estate and to make 

~ure that Tiny was okay. 

These events occurred over nine years ago but as best as Judge Anderson can recall the 

fo1Jowing occurred. At some point Nic:k Iacobazzi (lacubazzi) told Judge Anderson that very 
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• • 
shortly after Sam':-; <.h:ath he had seen Santos at the house and that Santos had run from the 

hou~e when he saw lacobaz::d. Judge Anderson recalls \VOndering how Santos couh.l lutv~ 

gotten in the house since Iacobazzi was supposed lo have the only keys. Judge Anderson and 

Iacobazzi visited the house together. At that point either Judge Anderson noticed or Iacobazzi 

pojntcd out that a \vindow had been pried open and they disc;usst:d lhal this must have been 

how Santos got in the house. 

Some items that Judge Anderson expected to be in the house were missing, 

specifically a Rolex watch and an unusual riug. knnifer mld Judge Anderson that Santos had 

taken items from the house. Arrangements were made for Judge Anderson to pick up the 

items. Judge Anderson then met with Santos and Santos toJd him that he had taken the items 

from the house, Santos delivered a shotgun, a jar of coins and three watches. 

Judge Anderson did not know whether Santos had stolen the items but it certainly 

looked like it to him. What he did know was that there was a pried open window in the house, 

items were missing from the house, that Iacobazzi had told him that he had seen Santos nm 

from the house, that Jennifer told him that Santos had taken jtems from the house, that Santos 

had said he had taken items from the house and had delivered items from the house to Judge 

Anderson. Judge Anderson reported what he knew and had been told to the police hecause it 

was the right thing to do, because other valuable items were also missing and because there 

would need to be a police report in the event an insurance claim needed to be filed. 

Judge Anderson gave his oral report to the police, apparently on October 12, 1989. He 

does not recall being shown the police report and it does not apvear that he was ~,sk~n rn qig,., 

it The report is the police officer's interpretation of what Judge Anderson was saying,· 

contains at least one clear error and has information not provided by Jmlge Anderson. The 
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report incorrectly reports that Judge Anderson was executor for Smu's estate. Judge Anderson 

would have harl no way of knowing that Santos had an extensive criminal history, had bcc;n 

arrested on Octoher 10, 1989, two days before the report, and was a convicted felon on 10 

years suspended sentence for burglary. 

The police apparently turned the matter ovo, to the pioscs;.;uting ullurncy. Charges Were 

filed October 31, 1989. Amended Charges were filed November 16. 1989. Amended Charges 

were again filed on February 8, 1990. The case was set for ttial on March 12, 1990. 

On the day of trla11 alwv~l fuur and one-half months at'tcr rhe charges were first filed, 

Jennifer appeared and testified on behalf of her boyfriend and the father of her chfldren. If 

convicted Santos, having had at least one prior conviction for burglary, faced extremely 

serious consequences. In a pattern familiar in criminal and domestic violence matters, she 

provided Santos with a defense. Jennifer asserted that she had been with Santos in the house 

and had given Santos permission to remove the items. As a result the charges were dismissed. 

The Commission has a copy of the transcript of the dismjssal hearing and is well aware of this 

history_ 

Judge Anderson did not file or cause to be filed a false police report. all he did was tell 

the police what he had been told including that Mr. Santos did indeed have in his possession 

items which had been removed from the house. 

Judge Anderson has been prejudiced by the passage of well over nine years since these 

events took place. He no longer knows exactly what he told the police. He does not believe 

that he ever saw the police report until it surfaced in this matter. It is prnh8hly generally 

accurate as to what he Lold the police but it is no longer possible to determine tf the use of 

vocabulary selected by the police officer to characterize the events are the words of the police 
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false police report all he did was tell the police what he understood to have happened. At thal 

point jt was in the police and prosecutor's hands. 

Santos admits that he had uc::i:;n Lo Lhe house and that he took items. The only question 

is whether he did so with or without permission. Santos is totally without any LT1;dibility, he is 

a convicted felon who had to do everything he could to avoid another burglary conviction. He 

apparently hates Judge Anderson. He is a con man who has suddenly developed an heretofore 

I 
non-apparent interest iu Tiny':. welfare. We believe 1hat he has hopes of preying on Tiny in 

the event Tiny should corne into additional funds. 

His defense that he had pennission to be in the house is not credible. Santos was 

apparently on a suspended sentence for burglary at the time he was charged with burglarizing I· 

Anna's house. If he had really had Jennifer's pennission to be there does it make any sense at 

all that he would wait until the day of trial several months later to make such assertion'? What 

any innocent person would have done when served with a criminal complalnt is tu have 

inunediatcly said "Wait a minute. this is all wrong. I had pem1ission to be in the house and 

I , : 

here is the person who gave me that pennission." But, of course, that did not happen. Far and I 
away, the most likely scenario is that Jennifer had not given him permission and was not 

willing to lie for him until he put pressure on her shortly before trial. The complaint aei:t1nst 

Santos had been amended in February, 1989 from RCW 9A.52.030(1) - Second degree 

burgiary, a class B felony • to RCW 9A.52.020(l )(a) - Burglary in the first degree aimed with 

a deadly weapon, a class A felony. The stakes had increased considctt1h1y for: Santos:. Only , 

after this did Jennifer appear on the scene and say she had given him permission to be in the 

house. 
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Santos obviously played ta Jennifer's affection for him gnd we believe would have 

pointed out. th!lt 1f h~ took the fall on another conviction he wa$ going to l,1::: guu~ for a very 

long time. She would lose him personally as well lose support for their children. 

The problem with lies are that they are hard to keep straight, particularly when they ,ire 

based on a conspiracy between two people. The Commissiou':s 1_;ai;~ is hased in large part upon 

declarations prepared by Attorney Douglas Schafer, a public and vocal critic of Judge 

Anderson. 

When the s~:haf1:;r declarations were prepared neither he nor Santos had the transcript 

of what Jennifer had said at the hearing in 1990. At that hearing she expressly stated that she 

went with Santos to the house, Yet in 1998 Santos makes it clear in his declaration that he 

went to Anna's home by himself, albeit while asserting that he had Jennifer's permission to do 

so. If in fact he had gone with Jennifer he would have stated that in his declaration in order to 

give himself the maximum amount of ''credibility." But he had not gone with Jennifer nor did 

he have her pennission, He went by himself and went into the house and stole the items. 

When trying, yeru·s later, to remember what happened, what he remembered was much closer 

to the truth about going to house then the story he and Jennifer had cooked up years before to 

get the charges dismissed. 

Jennifer adopts Santos' declaration. This is unconvincing and is at odd~ with her prior 

statements on the record. F11rthermore, we believe Schafer has told her that she can get money . 

from Judge Anderson. 

The remaining "proof' relied upon by the Commission i~ Nick facobazzi's declaration. 

Mr. Iacobazzi is a decent person who has always had Tiny's best interests at heart. His 

declaration seeks to reconstruct years ofter they happened c.onverMtium; he had with Judge 
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Anderson but that declaration has been filtered and influenced by Schafer. Schafer will do 

anything he can to get Jurlge Anderson. He recently wrote to another lawyer in connection 

with the Hoffman estate: 

Forgive me if I get too emotional about such antiquated concept'-> as "truth," 
"justice," and "morality," but I think about "the Judge" every day, and being 
able to periodica11y vent in this manner perhaps kt:tips me from acting out my 
"vigilante justice" fantasies. It is possible to get somewhat unstable when the 
trusted public institutions (the judiciary and its disciplinary system, the bar and 
its disciplinary sysLem, law enforcement and prosecutortal officials, public 
interest journalists) that one has believed in for decades have been shown to be 
virtually worthless with no one else seeming Lo notice or to care. 

This demonstrates, in Schafer's own words, the level of desperation he feels in his yuest to 

ruin Judge Anderson. 

There is further reason to look at anything generated by Schafer with suspicion. An 

attorney for the Bat Association, in a recent report about Schafer to other bar officials, 

summarizeH the history of Schafer's "investigation" of Judge Anderson, noting that it began 

after rulings made by Judge Anderson which were adverse to Schafer's personal interests. The 

report notes the Schafer's motives for taking certain actions were to "expose" Judge Anderson 

and notes the following: 

We believe that a dc:ar preponderance of the evidence establishes that lawyer 
Schafer was untruthful to third persons in the course of representing his client, . 
in violation of his ethical duty. The circumstances surrounding the 
investigation suggest that the falsehoods were knowingly offered mid not the 
result of mistake or simple negligence. 

Why is this relevant at this these CJC proceedings? They are relevllnt because Schaf or 

has substantially and pennanently polluted the waters in regards to already ancient memories 

of what happened back in 1989. Unless he tape recorded his conversations wilh lacobazzi and 

others we will never be ab]e to know how much of the recolkctfons are "true" recoI1ecti.ons 
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and how many are the product of Schafer's attempt to get "vigilante ju~tice" or arc the product 

of intentional falsehoods maci~ to "expose" Judge Anderson. 

Iacobazzi says that he never saw Santos alone in the house yet we know that Santos, 

by his own statements, was alone at the house on at least one occasion. We suggest that it is 

highly plausible thst Santos ,vaa ulonc a.t th(, house and was leaving when Iacobazz1 was 

arriving. Iacobazzi probably saw Santos getting into his car and leaving. The police report 

does not say that Iacohazzi was supposed to have seen Santos stealing anything nor that he 

saw Santos taking a11ylhi11~. It seems very likely that Santos was at the house gelling things 

and that Iacobazzi saw Santos leaving and that Iacobaz:r.i told Judge Anderson this. Howev·er, 

since Iacobazzi did not see Santos taking anything it would have been a passing moment and 1 

not one which he is likely to have remembered years later. If he had told Judge Anderson that 

he saw Santos stealing items he might very well have remembered this but if the police report · 

is to be believed he did not do so. 

Jacobazzi says he was unaware of the prosecution against Santos. If this is a correct 

mero.ory, then it is even more likely that his memory of whether or not he saw Santos 

momentarily at the house is unreliable. Is it really very likely that years later he recalls with 

the precision represented in his Schafer drafted declaration whether or not he saw Santos 

leaving the house and told Judge Anderson this'? What is far more Hkely i~ rhot his declaration 

is the product of his having been "assisted" by others who had a preconceived position they 

wanted him to adopt and that he was lead to the position taken in his declaration rather than 

being the true product of an actual memory. 

The alJegation in this matter is that Judge Anderson is suppoi:.c<l to have decided that 

Santos was not good for Jennifer and so to have set out on a conspiracy to arrange fur Santos 
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to be arrested and charged with a crime. In order to further his alleged scheme to separate 

Jennifer, a person he hardly knew, from her boyfriend and the father of he1 chiltlren, Judge 

Anderson is supposed to have gone to the police and tmmped up charges. In these trnmpcd up 

charges he is supposed to have made false representations about what persons had said tu him. 

These were person!< who were a simple phone ca11 away from the police and prosecutors. If 

Judge Anderson had wanted to "get'' Santos wouldn't it make much more sense for him to tell 

a lie that he saw Santos running from the house rather than to make up a lie that would rely 

upon another to confirm? 

This entire a11egation is bogus and is based on the vindictive actions of Santos and 

Schafer. The police report is the unreliable hearsay of a police officer's underslanding of what 

Judge Anderson was telling him. Thete is nothing which establishes that it is an int1insica1Iy 

reliable document and it is factually wrong in at least one instance. The police have a]so added 

their own information to the report, including the information that Santos had been picl<:ed up 

for burglary 2 days before the report. There js no way of knowing. at this late date, if the 

police officer heard Judge Anderson correctly or simply translated what he heard into his own 

version of the story. Jennifer and Santos are completely unreliable. Tacobazzi is a nice person 

who is being asked to remember extremely minor events from years ago. He is being used by · \ 

Santos and Schafer in their personal vendettas against Judge Anderson. It is heing suggested ! 
that Judge Anderson, out of a desire to somehow separate Santos from a person Judge 

Anderson barely knew, had the time and inclination to make false statements, the truth of 

which could clearly be confirmed. The supposed motive is ridicnlons 

The aHegations concerning a false police report are not true and should be dismissed. r 
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D. ALLEGATION OP A BACKDAT.ED EST~ INVENTORY 

Finally, the Commissfon accuses Judge Anderson of filing a backdated inventory in 

the Hoffman~Stevenson estate. It does not assert why he would do this. There is nothing in the 

inventory itself which is not accurate nor does the Commission assert there was. The 

Commission has intervie,ved the per.sons imol veu in Lhis matter and is well aware that the 

information concerning the alleged backdated inventory is incomplete and that it cannot 

possibly meet the standard of proof required to show that Judge Anderson knowingly or 

intentionally filed a backdated inventory. 

This relates to matters in the 1989 1993 period. There is simply no way to know 

exactly what happened but here is what we think happened: On or about September 26, 1989 a 

preliurinary estate inventory was prepared and on November 8, 1989 Judge Anderson signed 

one. There are time records, which the Commission has but ignores in its charges, showing 

the preparation of the preliminary inventory and showing that Judge Andenmn was in the 

office on November 8, 1989 working on estate accounting matters. The preliminary inventory 

was probably notarized at that time. 

We believe that on or about November 5, 1992, as the estate was being wrapped up,. 

someone went to look for the inventory. Tt was enough of a process that the assistant found ii 

noteworthy r.o put a reference in the time records of a "review of fi1e to kicttte inventory." 

Again the Commission has these time records but ignores them. The assistant probably could 

not find the original which had been prepared three years before. At that point the assistant 
I 

would have gone to the computer and seen if thP- form was: still on the computer. Tt probably · l 
was and so printed out another one using the stationary of the firm as it exis.ted in 1992. The 
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prior funn would have had the November 8, 19g9 date. The date on the form is part of the 

typed document 

The document would then have heen presented to Judge Anderson for signature. It is 

highly unlikely that he would have paid any attention to a date typed in at the notary line of a 

document presented to him by his legal assislant. He would simply have signed. It would then 

have been notarized. 

Judge Anderson did not direct, authorize or seek to have an improper 1989 date put on 

the documeu.t. It would havl) made absolutely no dffference as to what date was on the 

inventory. There is no motive for him to "backdate" this document. There was no indication at 

that time that there was any criticism of how that estate had been handled and even if there 

had been the date on the inventory would have made no difference. 

There is another possibility which is that if the original had been prepared and signed 

on November 8, 1989 it is very likely that on that date Judge Anderson had indeed appenred 

and signed it before Deleon. She is the one who ordinarily notarized his documents. If that is 

so then the redone document is indeed correct and accurate. What stationary is used to set 

forth the cone.ct statement is irrelevant. It is also possible that the document is the origina1 

from 1989 and that in November, 1989 a piece of stationary was used for the new finn which 

was fonnally coming into existence on January 1. 1990_ At .11nme point they would have hnd 

either samples or actual pieces of the new stationary. Mistakes do happen in an office and 

possib.ly someone simply used the wrong piece of stationary in 1989. The time records in · 

1992 would then be for creating the inventory listing 

ANSWER 
Page 14 

'I 

l 
l 
1 



AUG-30-88 MON 14:zo BOOK PUBL1SH!NG FAX NO. 2063433038 _____ P_._16 __ -4,,_ 

• ·\i l j 
I. 
! I 

1 I 
I 

21 
3 

4 

7 

8 

I 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 I 
24 I 
25 

26 

27 

28 
l<!.JF<"( lv1, lJ\.:LM!,;R I 

A'l'"'i'Qr.h.:CY At LAV" ) 

20 iVV~~,il t..Kt;'.' AVt:r,JtJI=" f-J 

SE'AT'f'•.L:, WA ~C ! 00 

(~¢·~} !24 :)~:; 700 

• 
Any of these three options, or some other option, may have occurred_ But in any case 

there is no proof that Judge Anderson was aware of any of this am] il is very unlikely that he 

would have been. 

A person who ''falsely ~wears" must have express knowledge that it is false, There is 

not negligent false swearing, The inventory is not fa.foe and the only thing that InJght be wrong 

is the date on which it was signed. There is nothing to point to knowledge by Judge Anderson 

as to what date wa.'> put into the notary field. Further, there is no evidence and none will be 

found that Judge Andclson knowingly arranged to have an othef\Vise accurate document 

backdated and then filed. There is no reason for hitn to do so. 

This inYentory was at lht:: most an office mistake by the use of a form which already . 

existed in the computer and which was done by a staff person who was just trying to do a . 

good job. In all probability the original was finalized, generated and signed on November 8, 

1989 and then lost_ The "se.;ond" copy was then generated but which would still have been 

accurate. There is norhing to show to the contrary_ 

It is incumbent upon the Commission to have more than speculation before a judge is 

charged. That is all there is here - pure speculation as to what may have happened - based on · 

limited records from a very long time ago. There is no reason to attribute "evil" molives when 

there is a valid explanation for what happened. This explanation i!ll bRcked up with proof that 

an inventory was prepared in September, 1989, that Judge Anderson wa.') in the office on 

November 8, 1989 working on estate matters and that shonly before the second copy of the 

inventory was probably prepared that someone was spendine time going through the file 

searching for the inventory. 
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This allegation should be dismissed. 

E. ADDJTJONAL RESPONSE AND. DEFENSES 

I. These matters are han-ed by laches. 

2. The Commission asserts that it. did not have the relevant infonnation at the time of the 

prinr prol'eedingi.: :.i.gainst Judge Anderson althuugh it had spent thousands of dollars 

reviewing and copying virtually all the documents in the Hoffman Estate. It certainly did have 

all information in regards to the Hoffman Estate prior to the first proceedings. All matters in 

connection with that estate 5hould have been finalized in that proceedings. It is a denial of due 

process, equal protection and fundamental fairness to seek a ''second bite at lhe apple" on 

Judge Anderson in regards to the Hoffman Estate matters. 

3. These proceedings were started against Judge Anderson after the Comm1ss1on was aware 

that he had been ordered removed from the bench by the State Supreme Courl. Nonetheless, 

the Commission felt the need to bring these prnce.edings. Such action is unnecessary and no 

rationale has been presented as to why such action is needed under these circumstimces. The 

Commission's actions are counterproductive to the promotion of the integrity and standing of \ 

the judiciary and can have no possible benefit since Judge Anderson has been ordered· 

removed from the bench. To have proceeded in the face of that order by the Supreme Comt is 

unbecoming of the Commission. These proceedings should be closed a~ unnecessary. 

?(£! A I l/·· 
Dated this O day of , V~iJ!,5 --· _. l:?~' /.,·· ··""//' . 

... / ··~~-;.7:/:.;.-~·· / ,;( // 
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