
State of Arizona 

COMMISSION ON JUDICIAL CONDUCT 

Disposition of Complaint 22-464 

Judge: A. Douglas LaSota 

Complainant:  Tyler M. Allen 

ORDER 

The complainant alleged a municipal court judge showed improper demeanor 
and pre-judged a witness’s credibility in a criminal proceeding.   

On November 23, 2022, the judge conducted a probation revocation 
arraignment. After the defendant’s attorney requested a hearing, the judge made 
repeated statements impugning the defendant’s credibility and creating an 
appearance of pre-judgment as to disputed issues. The judge said during the hearing 
that, “[i]f she goes on the stand at a hearing later and lies, it’s not going to be a fun 
time for her, I guarantee you.” The judge also said, “she doesn’t have much credibility 
with the court,” “she already has issues with the court,” and finally that, “you can 
understand why she’s not going not have any credibility with the court at this point.” 
The judge also made threats of additional jail time as a sanction for lying and created 
a clear inference that he would consider any testimony from the defendant to be a lie.   

The judge’s comments were not relevant to the request to schedule a hearing 
and created an appearance of pre-judgment as to the defendant’s credibility. The 
judge’s comments had a chilling effect on the defendant’s right to defend herself at 
this hearing. The judge’s conduct violated the following provisions of the Code of 
Judicial Conduct: 

Rule 1.2 (Promoting Confidence in the Judiciary), which states, “A judge shall 
act at all times in a manner that promotes public confidence in the independence, 
integrity, and impartiality of the judiciary, and shall avoid impropriety and the 
appearance of impropriety.” 

Rule 2.2 (Impartiality and Fairness), which states: “A judge shall uphold and 
apply the law, and shall perform all duties of judicial office fairly and impartially.” 

Rule 2.6(A) (Ensuring the Right to Be Heard), which requires a judge to “ . . . 
accord to every person who has a legal interest in the proceeding, or that person’s 
lawyer, the right to be heard according to law.” 
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Accordingly, Apache Junction Municipal Court Judge A. Douglas LaSota is 
hereby publicly reprimanded for the conduct described above and pursuant to 
Commission Rule 17(a). The record in this case, consisting of the complaint, the 
judicial officer’s response, and this order shall be made public as required by 
Commission Rule 9(a).  

Commission members Denise K. Aguilar and Michael J. Brown did not 
participate in the consideration of this matter. 

Dated: August 30, 2023 

FOR THE COMMISSION 

 

/s/ Christopher P. Staring     
Hon. Christopher P. Staring 
Commission Chair 

 
Copies of this order were distributed to all 
appropriate persons on August 30, 2023. 





        FOR OFFICE USE ONLY CONFIDENTIAL 
Arizona Commission on Judicial Conduct 
1501 W. Washington Street, Suite 229 
Phoenix, Arizona 85007 

COMPLAINT AGAINST A JUDGE 

Name:  Judge’s Name: 
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Instructions: Use this form or plain paper of the same size to file a complaint. Describe in your own 
words what you believe the judge did that constitutes judicial misconduct. Be specific and list all of the 
names, dates, times, and places that will help the commission understand your concerns. Additional pages 
may be attached along with copies (not originals) of relevant court documents.  Please complete one side of 
the paper only, and keep a copy of the complaint for your records.  

Tyler M. Allen A. Douglas LaSota

to Revoke.
            When Defense Counsel informed the court that Defendant was entering a denial and requested a 
Probation Revocation Hearing to present evidence and dispute the State’s allegations, Judge LaSota 
immediately launched into a tirade of comments, threats and advice concerning Defendant’s potential 
testimony. In pre-judging Defendant’s credibility without any basis in fact, Judge LaSota repeatedly 
advised that should Defendant “take the stand and lie, things will not go well for her.” Later Judge LaSota 
would again threaten Defendant with additional jail if she “lied.” The inference was made clear that the 
court would consider any testimony by Defendant a “lie” that is adverse to the testimony and evidence 
presented by Scram of Arizona and their representative. Judge LaSota then read aloud the specific 
allegations against Defendant including emails and information directly sent to the court from Scram of 
Arizona.
            While Judge LaSota reviewed the information and allegations on the record, he continuously 
made comments that inferred he had already weighed the credibility and pre-judged the evidence as he 
followed with another threat that “if Defendant takes the stand and lies, this will get worse for her.” In 
addition, Judge LaSota commented that Defendant already lacks credibility from the court’s perspective 
due to her failure to timely appear at the Probation Revocation Arraignment. Judge LaSota’s made it clear 
in his inference that if Defendant testified to the contrary of the State’s witnesses and evidence, he would 
not only impose jail confinement to cover the original eleven (11) days of home detention, but he would 
also impose additional jail.
            The comment about anticipating Defendant being untruthful on the stand caused Defendant to be 
fearful to dispute the allegations submitted to the court by Scram of Arizona and present evidence to the 
contrary. Defendant advised Defense Counsel after the hearing adjourned that she felt Judge LaSota has 
“already made up his mind” and decided the allegations even before a Probation Revocation Hearing 
commences. In addition, and even more egregiously, Defendant is fearful to take the witness stand at a 
future hearing and exercise her right to testify based on Judge LaSota’s comments and demeanor.
            After the Probation Revocation Pre-Trial Conference, the Prosecutor spoke with Defense Counsel 
outside the courtroom and agreed that Defendant was not going to receive a fair and impartial hearing 
after having just witnessed Judge LaSota’s comments and demeanor.

Based on the above, I believe there is just cause to file a compaint with this Commission alleging that 
Judge A. Douglas LaSota violated Judicial Canons 1.2, 2.2, 2.6 and 2.10. The lack of fairness and 
impartiality that was displayed by Judge LaSota during the hearing on November, 23, 2022 unfortunately 
eroded public confidence due to his conduct that gave appearance to impropriety. The City Prosecutor, 
Mr. Yuva, agreed with me after the hearing concluded that Judge LaSota’s comments and conduct 
significantly called into question whether he would be fair and impartial at a future hearing. Judge 
LaSota’s comments and conduct further caused my client to make statements of her fear to testify at a 
future hearing in her defense and she feels that Judge LaSota has pre-judged the issues to be decided at 
a future hearing. 
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TYLER M. ALLEN (030202) 
TOBIN LAW OFFICE, LLC 
2045 S. Vineyard Suite 125 
Mesa, AZ 85210 
Phone: 480.447.4837 
Fax: 480.447.4837 
admin@tobinlawoffice.com 
Attorney for Defendant 

IN THE APACHE JUNCTION MUNICIPAL COURT 
PINAL COUNTY, STATE OF ARIZONA 

STATE OF ARIZONA, 

Plaintiff, 

vs. 

DENISE A RAEFSKI, 

Defendant. 

Case No: TR-2022000238 

NOTICE OF APPEARANCE 

Undersigned counsel ("Counsel"), hereby notices his appearance for Defendant in the 

above-captioned matter.  
Respectfully Submitted November 16, 2022. 

/s/ Tyler M. Allen 
Tyler M. Allen  
Attorney for Defendant 

ORIGINAL of the foregoing filed this November 16, 2022 to: 

Apache Junction Municipal Court 
1149@courts.az.gov 

COPY of the foregoing emailed this November 16, 2022 to: 

Apache Junction City Prosecutor 
ajcityprosecutor@ajcity.net 
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By: Tyler M. Allen 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 
/s/ Tyler M. Allen 
Tyler M. Allen  
Attorney for Defendant 
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Arizona Commission on Judicial Conduct 
1501 West Washington Street, Suite 229 
Phoenix, Arizona 85007 
Telephone: (602) 452-3200 
 
 
 

STATE OF ARIZONA 
 

COMMISSION ON JUDICIAL CONDUCT 
 
 

Inquiry concerning 
Judge A. Douglas LaSota 
Apache Junction Municipal Court 
State of Arizona, 
 
 Respondent. 

) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
)  

 
Case No.: 22-464 
 
 
ORDER DIRECTING THE FILING 
OF A RESPONSE 

 
Respondent Judge A. Douglas LaSota, filed a Motion for Reconsideration of the 

public reprimand issued on August 30, 2023.  

IT IS ORDERED that Disciplinary Counsel for the Commission shall prepare 

and file a response to Respondent’s motion by October 13, 2023. Disciplinary Counsel 

shall provide a copy of the Response to Respondent on or before October 13, 2023. 

Absent a request from the Commission, Respondent may not submit a written reply 

brief or any additional materials. 

Dated this 28th day of September, 2023. 
 

FOR THE COMMISSION 
 
    /s/ Christopher P. Staring 

Hon. Christopher P. Staring 
Commission Chair 
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A copy of this order was delivered on September 28, 2023, via electronic mail, to: 
 

Attorney J. Douglas McVay 
ugmcv@yahoo.com 

 
Respondent’s Attorney 
 
 
 
Ariel I. Worth, Esq. 
Arizona Commission on Judicial Conduct 
aworth@courts.az.gov 
 
Disciplinary Counsel 
 
 
 
 
By: /s/ Kim Welch      
      Kim Welch, Commission Clerk 















 

State of Arizona 

COMMISSION ON JUDICIAL CONDUCT 

Disposition of Complaint 22-464 

Judge: A. Douglas LaSota 

Complainant: Tyler M. Allen 
 

ORDER DENYING RESPONDENT JUDGE’S 
MOTION FOR RECONSIDERATION 

 
The respondent judicial officer filed a Motion for Reconsideration of the 

Commission’s reprimand decision as set forth in its previous order. Pursuant to 
Commission Policy 23, disciplinary counsel was requested to file a response to the 
motion, and did so. 

On December 8, 2023, the Commission denied the Motion for 
Reconsideration. As provided in Commission Policy 23, the respondent judicial 
officer’s Motion for Reconsideration, disciplinary counsel’s response, and this Order 
denying the Motion for Reconsideration shall be made a part of the record that is 
posted to the Commission’s website with the other public documents (the 
Complaint, the judicial officer’s response, and the Reprimand Order). 

Commission members Denise K. Aguilar, Roger D. Barton, Louis Frank 
Dominguez, and Regina L. Nassen did not participate in the consideration of this 
matter. 

Dated: December 27, 2023 

FOR THE COMMISSION 

 

/s/ Christopher P. Staring     
Hon. Christopher P. Staring 
Commission Chair 

 
Copies of this order were distributed to all 
appropriate persons on December 27, 2023. 




