
State of Arizona 

COMMISSION ON JUDICIAL CONDUCT 

Disposition of Complaint 22-073 

Judge: Dan R. Slayton 

Complainant:  Commission on Judicial Conduct 

ORDER 

The Commission initiated an investigation into the conduct of a superior 
court judge who, in conjunction with another superior court judge, authorized an 
individual to be transported for psychiatric admission for medication management 
and stabilization at an out-of-county facility. The Commission publicly reprimanded 
the other superior court judge (Judge Cathleen Brown Nichols) in CJC Case No. 21-
210.  
 Coconino County Superior Court Judge Dan R. Slayton previously found L.M. 
not competent and not restorable in a criminal proceeding, but he retained 
jurisdiction over the matter pursuant to A.R.S. §13-4517 (A) – (E). After a 
psychiatric facility in Coconino County refused to initiate Title 36 (civil commitment 
proceedings) on L.M., Judge Slayton released him from custody. On or about 
April 1, 2021, L.M. was arrested on new felony offenses. Although no criminal 
complaint was timely filed on the new criminal charges, L.M. remained at the 
Coconino County Jail for unknown reasons.   

As found by the Commission in CJC Case No. 21-210, another judge, Judge 
Brown Nichols, had a conversation with a Psychiatric Nurse Practitioner at the jail 
on April 7, 2021. The Nurse Practitioner had informed Judge Brown Nichols that 
she believed L.M. posed a danger to himself and others while in the jail. The Nurse 
Practitioner had attempted to initiate a Title 36 Evaluation with the county’s 
contracted facility, but due to a recent prior incident, the facility would not accept 
L.M. The Nurse Practitioner consulted with doctors at Southwest Behavioral 
Health Services, who in turn coordinated with the Kingman Recovery Unit in 
Mohave County for admission of L.M.  

Judge Brown Nichols contacted Judge Slayton to discuss these matters, and 
he learned that doctors had arranged for L.M. to be admitted to a mental health 
facility in Mohave County. He assumed this was in connection with the new felony 
charges. Judge Slayton could not recall if he and Judge Nichols had reached a 
mutual decision on whether they could order another Title 36 proceeding. However, 
he denied specifically authorizing Judge Brown Nichols to issue an order to 
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transport L.M. to Mohave County for Title 36 proceedings. However, after 5:00 p.m. 
on April 7, 2021, Judge Brown Nichols issued an order that L.M. be transported to a 
Mohave County recovery unit for “psychiatric admission for medication 
management and stabilization.” The order was not associated with an existing case 
number – because no case had been filed – and that portion of the order was left 
blank. L.M.’s attorney was not notified of this order or its consideration until after it 
had been issued.  

The following day, April 8, 2021, Judge Brown Nichols contacted Judge 
Slayton and advised the jail needed a case number on the order for tracking 
purposes. She requested that the case number for the old criminal case for L.M. be 
used. Judge Slayton agreed to this request, and the order was issued. Judge Slayton 
did not recall if he signed this order or authorized Judge Brown Nichols to sign it for 
him, but he did agree that the order could be amended to include the criminal case 
number. This order was also issued without prior notice to the County Attorney’s 
Office or L.M.’s legal counsel. 

Judge Slayton later presided over a petition for habeas corpus filed by L.M.’s 
attorney on April 15, 2021, at which time he dismissed the petition, finding that 
Mohave County had initiated Title 36 civil commitment proceedings on L.M., and 
that L.M. was no longer in the custody of Coconino County.   

The Commission found clear and convincing evidence that Judge Slayton’s 
conduct violated the following provisions of the Code of Judicial Conduct:  

• Rule 1.1 (Compliance with the Law) states “A judge shall comply with the 
law, including the Code of Judicial Conduct.” 

• Rule 1.2 (Promoting Confidence in the Judiciary) 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 2.6(A) (Ensuring the Right to Be Heard) states, “A judge shall accord to 
every person who has a legal interest in a proceeding, or that person’s lawyer, 
the right to be heard according to law.” 

• Rule 2.9(A)(3) (Ex Parte Communication) states, “A judge may consult with 
other judges or with court personnel whose functions are to aid the judge in 
carrying out the judge’s adjudicative responsibilities. If in doing so the judge 
acquires factual information that is not part of the record, the judge shall 
make provision promptly to notify the parties of the substance of the 
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information and provide the parties with an opportunity to respond. The 
judge may not abrogate the responsibility personally to decide the matter.” 

Accordingly, Judge Dan R. Slayton 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, Roger D. Barton, Colleen E. 
Concannon, and Delia R. Neal did not participate in the consideration of this 
matter. 

Dated: September 19, 2022 

FOR THE COMMISSION 

 

/s/ Louis Frank Dominguez    
Hon. Louis Frank Dominguez 
Commission Chair 

 
Copies of this order were distributed to all 
appropriate persons on September 19, 2022. 



COMPLAINT 

On March 11, 2022, the Commission considered Case No. 21-210 and chose to issue a 
public reprimand to Judge Cathleen Brown Nichols. The Commission also authorized 
a Commission initiated investigation into Judge Slayton’s conduct in the underlying 
matter. 
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