
State of Arizona 

COMMISSION ON JUDICIAL CONDUCT 

 

Disposition of Complaint 20-156 

Judge: Lee F. Jantzen 

Complainant:  Robert G. Dowdy 

ORDER 

The complainant alleged a superior court judge failed to issue a timely ruling, 
engaged in improper demeanor, and displayed preferential treatment toward one 
party in a civil matter. 

Mohave County Superior Court Judge Lee F. Jantzen presided over a civil 
matter, Case No. CV2018-01214 (Horizon Community Bank v. Dowdy et al.).  After 
hearing oral argument on January 22, 2020, Judge Jantzen took the matter under 
advisement, and he informed the parties he would issue a ruling within thirty days.  
However, he did not issue a ruling until April 10, 2020, seventy-nine days after he 
took the matter under advisement.  Judge Jantzen signed a payroll certification in 
March 2020, knowing the ruling was overdue at that time.   

The Commission found that Judge Jantzen’s conduct violated the following 
provisions of the Code of Judicial Conduct and Arizona law: 

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

•Rule 1.2 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 2.5(A) which states, “A judge shall perform judicial and 
administrative duties competently, diligently, and promptly.” 

•Article 2, Section 11 of the Arizona Constitution which states, 
“Justice in all cases shall be administered openly, and without 
unnecessary delay.” 

•Article 6, Section 21 of the Arizona Constitution which states, “Every 
matter submitted to a judge of the superior court for his decision 
shall be decided within sixty days from the date of submission 
thereof.  The supreme court shall by rule provide for the speedy 
disposition of all matters not decided within such period.” 
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•Rule 91(e) of the Arizona Rules of Supreme Court which states, 
“Every matter submitted for determination to a judge of the superior 
court for decision shall be determined and a ruling made not later 
than sixty days from submission thereof, in accordance with Section 
21, Article VI of the Arizona Constitution.  Each superior court clerk 
shall report to the Administrative Director of the Courts, in writing, 
on the last day of March, June, September and December, in each 
year, all matters in that court submitted for decision sixty days or 
more prior to the date of such report and remaining undecided on the 
date of the report.  The report shall contain the title of each action or 
proceeding, the matter submitted, the judge to whom submitted, and 
the date of submission.” 

•A.R.S. §12-128.01 which states: 
 

Receipt of salary by judges and commissioners; affidavit; pending 
and undetermined causes; violation; classification 
A. A superior court judge or commissioner shall not receive his 
salary unless such judge or commissioner either certifies that no 
cause before such judge or commissioner remains pending and 
undetermined for sixty days after it has been submitted for 
decision or there is submitted by the chief justice of the Arizona 
supreme court a certification that such superior court judge or 
commissioner has had a physical disability during the preceding 
sixty days or that good and sufficient cause exists to excuse the 
application of this section to particularly identified litigation then 
pending. 

B. Any certification submitted by the chief justice pursuant to 
subsection A shall set forth in detail the nature and duration of 
the physical disability involved or the reason why subsection A 
should not apply to the specified pending litigation. 

C. Any person who issues or causes to be issued any check, 
warrant or payment to a judge or commissioner knowing that, 
pursuant to this section, such judge or commissioner should not 
receive his salary is guilty of a class 3 misdemeanor.  

Although Judge Jantzen has a prior public censure for a delayed ruling issue, 
the Commission found that a public reprimand is warranted in this matter based on 
the length of the delay and mitigating information supplied by Judge Jantzen, 
which included new techniques for affirmatively addressing complex cases and 
litigants, and new calendaring and tracking methods.  The Commission found no 
clear and convincing evidence to support the remaining allegations of the complaint.   
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The Commission also granted a request by Disciplinary Counsel for a 
protective order for Judge Jantzen’s supplemental response dated May 13, 2021.  
That document will be sealed and is not part of the public record in this matter.   

Accordingly, Judge Lee F. Jantzen is hereby publicly reprimanded for his 
conduct as 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).  

Dated: June 11, 2021 

FOR THE COMMISSION 

 

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

 
Copies of this order were distributed to all 
appropriate persons on June 11, 2021. 
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“EXHIBIT 1" 
 

 
On Tuesday, December 4, 2018 12:00 PM, "bbglawjeff@frontiernet.net" 
<bbglawjeff@frontiernet.net> wrote: 
  

Ms. Campbell:  Horizon has authorized me to submit the following proposal, which will 
be memorialized in a Settlement Agreement to include, without limitation, the following 
terms: 
  

1. Horizon will dismiss its claims against you and the your Trust, with prejudice; 
2. You will dismiss your counterclaim against Horizon with prejudice; 
3. The parties will each pay their own attorney’s fees and costs incurred in 

connection with Horizon’s claims against you and your Trust and your 
counterclaim against Horizon; 

4. The dismissal of the claims shall not in any way affect Horizon’s claims against 
Mr. Dowdy or the Dowdy Trust, which include, without limitation: 

a.    Horizon’s claim that Dowdy or the Dowdy Trust owned at least a 50% interest in the 
properties prior to the conveyance of those properties to Dowdy’s Trust in the July, 2018 
Deeds; 
b.    The conveyance by Dowdy of his interests in the properties to the Dowdy Trust was 
a fraudulent conveyance and may be set aside; and, 
c.    Horizon is entitled to a declaratory judgment that its Judgment Lien applies to the 
properties to the extent of the interests of Dowdy or the Dowdy Trust. 

5.  You and Horizon each release each other from any liability related to the lawsuit, 
the counterclaim or the properties. 

  
This proposal constitutes settlement negotiations and may not be used in any litigation 
between the parties.  This proposal shall not be binding until the parties have negotiated 
and executed a Settlement Agreement incorporating its terms.  
  
If you are interested in accepting this proposal, please let me know and I will prepare a 
first draft of the Settlement Agreement for your review.  Also let me know if you know 
whether Mr. Dowdy would stipulate to the dismissal of Horizon’s claims against you and 
your Trust and the dismissal of the counterclaim against Horizon, without Horizon 
having to file a Motion if we are able to reach an agreement. 
  
My answer to your counterclaim is due tomorrow and I anticipate that I will need to file 
one because of the time constraints.  If you were willing to grant a 15 day extension in 
order to finalize any settlement, let me know.  Otherwise, I will file an answer. 
  
Jeff 
  



“EXHIBIT 1” 
PAGE 2 of 6 

 

  
Jeffrey A. Goldberg 
Bruno, Brooks & Goldberg, P.C. 
730 East Beale Street 
Kingman, AZ 86401 
  
Phone (direct): (928) 753-9810 
Phone (front office): (928) 753-6115 
Facsimile:  (928) 753-7991 
e-mail: bbglawjeff@frontiernet.net 
 
 
 
 
From: Suzanne Campbell <suzanne.campbell40@yahoo.com>  
Sent: Tuesday, December 4, 2018 4:50 PM 
To: bbglawjeff@frontiernet.net 
Subject: Re: Settlement Proposal Horizon Community Bank v Dowdy, et. al., Mohave County 
Superior Court Case No. CV 2018 1214 
  
Mr. Goldberg, 
  
I appreciate your efforts to resolve this matter but from what was presented it does not appear 
you understood my claim as it relates to my interest in the properties Mr. Dowdy and I have 
acquired during our relationship.  My claim asserts a greater than 50% interest in the properties 
which remains in controversy.  
  
Further, Horizon Community Bank was aware of my relationship with Mr. Dowdy and in my 
opinion gave me bad (legal) advice that placed my interest in the properties and Mr. Dowdy's 
CPA firm at risk which caused me to incur damages including but not limited to this suit. 
  
Paragraph 4(b) In my belief that your asserting Mr. Dowdy engaged in a fraudulent transfer 
would also entail by default that I was involved in a fraudulent transfer.  I disagree to your 
assertion and claim as there was no fraudulent transfer as I was and remain entitled to the 
property Mr. Dowdy conveyed and contend and allege I am entitled to an even greater 
percentage which is pending in my suit against Mr. Dowdy.  
  
Paragraph 4(c) I am not in a position to agree or disagree with your contention that you are 
entitled to a declaratory judgment against Mr. Dowdy and leave that determination for the 
courts.  To the extent that the declaratory judgment affects my interest in property, I am in 
complete disagreement.  
  
Paragraph 5 - I would consider settling my claim against Horizon with a reasonable offer that 
recognizes my separate interest in the real property.  However I believe any such settlement 
would likely require an agreement with Mr. Dowdy which has not been reached at this point.  
  
I am not opposed to further discussions related to settlement and appreciate your efforts in 
reaching out to me. 
  
I have no objection to a 15 day extension should you need additional time to complete your 
answer. 
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The foregoing response constitutes settlement negotiations and may not be used in any 
litigation between the parties.    
  
Thank you for your consideration. 
  
Suzanne Campbell 
 
 
 
  

On Tuesday, December 4, 2018 5:10 PM, "bbglawjeff@frontiernet.net" 
<bbglawjeff@frontiernet.net> wrote: 
 
 
Suzanne:  I don’t want to belabor the issues, but I do want to clarify a few things.   I think the 
one stumbling block that we may not be able to overcome is that Horizon is not going to pay you 
anything for what you have in these properties or agree that you hold greater than 50% 
ownership as part of a settlement.  Just so you are clear, what Horizon is willing to do is 
acknowledge your separate 50% interests, including an acknowledgement that those interests 
are free and clear of Horizon’s judgment lien.  Horizon would be dismissing all of the claims 
against you; therefore, you would not be implicated in the fraudulent conveyance claims against 
Mr. Dowdy.  The only fraudulent conveyance claims left would be against him for the transfer of 
his interests in the properties to his Trust. We could make that clear in the Settlement 
Agreement.  I don’t think the fact that the revocable trust is liable for Mr. Dowdy’s debts to the 
same extent that he is in his individual capacity is subject to a reasonable dispute.   We will be 
filing a motion for summary judgment on that issue.  I am sure that the legal advice you 
apparently obtained so far confirmed this.   Horizon would prefer to settle with you under the 
terms we proposed and I hope you reconsider your position. I appreciate your responsiveness 
and hope we can find something the parties can live with. As with all settlement discussions, 
these communications may not be used in any litigation between the parties. 
  
Jeff 
Jeffrey A. Goldberg 
Bruno, Brooks & Goldberg, P.C. 
730 East Beale Street 
Kingman, AZ 86401 
  
Phone (direct): (928) 753-9810 
Phone (front office): (928) 753-6115 
Facsimile:  (928) 753-7991 
e-mail: bbglawjeff@frontiernet.net 
  
 
 
 
 
From: Suzanne Campbell <suzanne.campbell40@yahoo.com>  
Sent: Wednesday, December 5, 2018 3:47 PM 
To: bbglawjeff@frontiernet.net 
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Subject: Re: Settlement Proposal Horizon Community Bank v Dowdy, et. al., Mohave County 
Superior Court Case No. CV 2018 1214 
  
Mr. Goldberg, 
  
I appreciate your efforts in resolving this matter.  However, I am unclear as to your 
assessment that I am seeking payment from HCB for my entitlement to assets 
(properties).  I am not seeking payment from HCB for my share of the assets.  I already 
own those and have no desire to sell my share of the assets to anyone.  However, any 
legal claims that I may have against HCB and to the extent those claims will 
compensate me for my expenses and damages, I will seek under the law.  My claim 
against HCB comprises, among other things, the unauthorized practice of law and the 
bad legal advice HCB provided me resulting in the removal of my name from documents 
that reflected my ownership interest in Mr. Dowdy's CPA business (a business, of the 
many businesses, that I contributed considerable effort to build during my and Mr. 
Dowdy's relationship) and a loan to the business that further affected my interest in that 
entity.   I want to be very clear in that my business relationships with Mr. Dowdy are 
privileged and not open for discussion with you or HCB.  Our partnership(s) and the 
changes that have occurred to that/those partnership(s) over time cannot be modified 
unilaterally by me or any agreement with HCB. 
 

As for an agreement between HCB and myself that I am entitled to precisely a 50% 
interest, that is an issue subject to final adjudication that I have rightfully asserted 
against Mr. Dowdy.  Mr. Dowdy and I are negotiating the issue however an agreement 
has not been reached.  For your information, should it be relevant at this time, the 
proposed percentage is substantially greater than 50% considering the totality of the 
circumstances and events that have taken place for nearly 20 years to which under both 
Arizona and California Law, I have a legal right to assert. 
  
As for the claim for a fraudulent conveyance, I believe I clearly stated there was no 
fraudulent conveyance as the conveyance was initiated by me and fully supported by 
consideration as described above.  Mr. Dowdy was having significant health issues and 
our partnership agreement was evolving, the transfers were done at my request having 
nothing to do with HCB's issues with Mr. Dowdy to which I was not a party.  Settling my 
trust was the result of changes in the partnership between Mr. Dowdy and myself and 
not a definitive allocation of assets that would be found in (for example) a partnership 
dissolution agreement.  As stated in my complaint, I had and retain an absolute legal 
entitlement to partnership assets.  My allocation percentage remains at issue between 
Mr. Dowdy, Mr. Schneider and myself, or as determined by the courts.    
  
I look forward to your response and hope an amicable resolution can be set forth.  
However, given your client's misunderstanding of my vested interest in both the real 
property and personal property acquired during my and Mr. Dowdy's relations and your 
client's lack of concern for my interest, resolution seems unlikely at this point.   
  
This response is in furtherance of settlement negotiations and may not be used  for any 
other purpose subject to Arizona Rules of Evidence, Rule 408. 
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Again, thank you for your efforts in this matter. 
  
  
Sincerely, 
  
Suzanne Campbell 
  

 
 
 
On Wednesday, December 5, 2018 4:11 PM, "bbglawjeff@frontiernet.net" 
<bbglawjeff@frontiernet.net> wrote: 
 

Thanks Suzanne.  I will be filing my Answer tomorrow morning.  Needless to say, I disagree with 
your legal arguments and don’t think you will prevail in this lawsuit.  I understand that you think 
otherwise.  Apparently you feel strongly enough to submit yourself to protracted and expensive 
litigation instead of trying to settle this case.  I am sure that you understand that your ability to 
dispose of any of the properties will be limited until the litigation is resolved.  I provided our 
proposal to you and if you have a counter, please provide it to me so that my client can consider 
it. Horizon is not going to walk away with nothing or submit another proposal when you have not 
made any counter.  Mr. Dowdy is indebted to Horizon for a substantial loan in which you at least 
received an indirect benefit.  
  
As litigants in a case, we both have obligations under the Rules of Civil Procedure.  One of them 
is to disclose all relevant evidence to the opposing party voluntarily as part of the disclosure 
process under Rule 26.1, Arizona Rules of Civil Procedure.  Because you  have alleged that 
your course of conduct and agreements with Mr. Dowdy are controlling and supersede the 
interests of any other parties, all of those agreements and all financial information supporting 
your allegations, such as bank account records, tax returns, receipts, property records and other 
financial records are relevant and must be disclosed to Horizon.    The parties are required to 
exchange Disclosure Statements in 30 days after I file the Answer to your Counterclaim and we 
will be looking for that information as a part of your disclosure.   
  
Also, we are required to confer regarding the terms of a Scheduling Order within thirty days after 
all of the parties answer and I will prepare a draft for you and Mr. Dowdy to review after Mr. 
Schneider has filed his Answer to your Cross claim. 
  
Again, I urge you to submit a reasonable counteroffer that you think may have some chance of 
being considered.  
  
Thanks for keeping the lines of communication open with these settlement negotiations. 
  
Jeff 
  
Jeffrey A. Goldberg 
Bruno, Brooks & Goldberg, P.C. 
730 East Beale Street 
Kingman, AZ 86401 
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Phone (direct): (928) 753-9810 
Phone (front office): (928) 753-6115 
Facsimile:  (928) 753-7991 
e-mail: bbglawjeff@frontiernet.net 
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