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Re: Guardianship Commission Report
TO WHOM IT MAY CONCERN:

I have been a guardiunship attorney since 1984. 1 represent guardians for adults. 1 no
longer am involved in minot child guardianships but over the years I have handled numerous cases
involving minors. I note that most of the Commission’s Recommendations were adopted by the
legislature and became effective this year. The change in the use of the term “ward” to “protected
person” is semantics. Other changes are substantive, but additional legislative revisions are
unnccessary and do not achicve the goal of protecting persons. More statutory amendments will
just make the guardianship code more complicated and I urge the Commission not to seck further
legislative changes to the NRS. Many guardians do not have attorneys and there is already great
confusion in the guardianship court without additional legal burdens.

My greatest concern is that the Commission has already gone too far in attacking guardians
who attend to the needs of protected persons. In all of my cases, family members serve as
goardians.  Guardians used {o be congratulated by (he Court for their efforts. Recently, in
conjunction with some bad press there has been a change in the attitude of the court, Instead of
congratulaling guardians for their services they are now treated as suspects. In one of my cases a
disgruntled X-wife sought the services of counsel that specializes in geiting guardians indicted and
used the guardianship court (o get even with her X-husband who is now facing felony charges.
The perceived abuse of protected persons has opened the door to legal abuse of guardians.

This is the new era of guardianship law that this Commission has ushered in. It may not
have been the goal of the Commission to launch an attack oz guardians, bul that is what is
occuring, I recommend that the Commission use caution in its future activities. No additional
legislative revisions are appropriate or necessary.
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There is also a lack of continuity in guardianship court. Adult guardianships often go on
for as long as the protected person lives. But, judges come and go and every time there is a new
judge, that judge understandably has concerns and no time to review the record te understand the
history of the case, This is exasperating for guardians who come to court annmally and cvery fow
years have to educate a.new judge of what should be considered the law of the case. An annual
report should not have to.start at the beginning of a case just because the case is reassigned 1o a
nexv district judge,

In closing, please be advised that protected persons are often very needy, demand a huge
amount of time of their guardians and are generally ungrateful for the services they receive. This
i8, in large part, due to their disabilitics. Each case must be freated separately and uniform rules
cannot. accomplish the flexibility needed by guardianship judges, with one possible exception.
There should be a standard form for an accounting, I have been using the Supreme -_Court*s‘-
suggested form published December 14, 2006, It hias been my experience that the guardianship
Jjudges have tronble understanding it so I created a simplified accouwting foim which has now been
objected to by the Guardianship Compliance Office. 1'have therefore gone back to the Supreme
Court form with no alterations.

When guardians make their annual accounting, report and petition, they have an
expectation that what has been approved for years and years will be approved again, That is no
longer true as the guardianship court now looks to find fault with very hardworking people. When
4 protected person has money and income for life and an estate that can pay for services, there
should be no artificial limitations placed on the discretion of the district court. Therefore, | submit.
no additional changes to the guardianship code are merited.

Very truly yours,

MARK C. HAFER, ESQ.




EE T T P R TR EF T PP T
EEES RX REPORT EETS
FERFEARRRE IR R RRR R LR R

RECEPTION OK

TX/RX NO 5234

RECIPIENT ADDRESS
DESTINATION ID

ST. TIME 07/05 16:31
TIME USE 01'25
PGS. 2

RESULT 0K




