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County Clark Judge Linda Marquis

District Ct. Case No. G-19-052263-A
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Firm Kehoe & Associates
Address 871 Coronado Center Drive, Suite 200, Henderson, NV  89052

Client(s) Rodney Gerald Yeoman

If this is a joint statement by multiple appellants, add the names and addresses of other counsel and 
the names of their clients on an additional sheet accompanied by a certification that they concur in the 
filing of this statement.

3. Attorney(s) representing respondents(s):

Client(s) Kimberly Jones

Address 10001 Park Run Drive, Las Vegas, NV  89145
Firm Marquis Aurbach Coffing

Telephone 702-382-0711Attorney James A. Beckstrom, Esq.

Client(s) Kathleen June Jones

Address 725 E. Charleston Blvd. Las Vegas, NV 89104
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Telephone 702-386-1526Attorney Maria L. Parra-Sandoval, Esq.

(List additional counsel on separate sheet if necessary)





8. Nature of the action.  Briefly describe the nature of the action and the result below:
The district court held a hearing on May 20, 2020 to consider Mr. Yeoman's petition to 
remove Kimberly Jones as the protected person’s guardian and to require Jones to return 
the protected person’s property. Yeoman argued that Jones should be removed for several 
reasons, including because the guardianship compliance investigator’s report identified 
property Jones had taken from the protected person and had not returned or explained. 
Yeoman asked to be the guardian of June Jones, his wife, or for the district court to make 
specific findings as to why it would not honor the preference granted to a spouse in the 
guardianship statute. However, during the hearing, the Court summarily denied the 
petition in its entirety, without making any findings of fact or conclusions of law and 
without allowing the parties to discover or present any evidence. On May 29, 2020, the 
Court entered a written order denying the petition in its entirety. Yeoman is appealing the 
order entered on May 29, 2020.

9. Issues on appeal.  State concisely the principal issue(s) in this appeal (attach separate  
sheets as necessary):
1. Whether the district court erred by summarily denying the Petition to Remove without 
making appropriate findings of fact and conclusions of law and without authorizing discovery 
or holding an evidentiary hearing or requiring Kimberly Jones to account for the money she 
removed from the protected person's bank account. 
2. Whether the district court erred by not removing Kimberly Jones as guardian when 
evidence provided by a neutral court-appointed investigator shows that Kimberly Jones took 
about $5,000 from the protected person's bank account and failed to account for it and has 
committed other misconduct, such as kidnapping the protected person before she was 
guardian and preventing the protected person from seeing her husband of 10 years. 
3. Whether the district court erred by summarily determining that Kimberly Jones has 
preference as guardian over Mr. Yeoman based on unspecified factors presumably including 
Kimberly's alleged powers of attorney without authorizing discovery or holding an 
evidentiary hearing.

10. Pending proceedings in this court raising the same or similar issues.  If you are  
aware of any proceedings presently pending before this court which raises the same or  
similar issues raised in this appeal, list the case name and docket numbers and identify the 
same or similar issue raised:  
Case No. 80300, G-19-0515707-A, In the Matter of the Guardianship of the Person and 
Estate of Ida Rubin, an Adult Protected Person. This case also arises from an order by Judge 
Linda Marquis and addresses issues involving whether the court made summary 
determinations without authorizing discovery or holding an evidentiary hearing, despite 
many disputes of fact.





15. Judicial Disqualification.  Do you intend to file a motion to disqualify or have a 
justice recuse him/herself from participation in this appeal?  If so, which Justice?  
No

Was it a bench or jury trial? N/A

14. Trial.  If this action proceeded to trial, how many days did the trial last?

This matter is presumptively assigned to the Court of Appeals pursuant to NRAP 17(b)(10), 
as it involves family law matters other than termination of parental rights or NRS chapter 
432B proceedings. However, this appeal presents a matter of first impression and the 
importance of guardianship matters has recently been highlighted by this Court, the Nevada 
Legislature, and the media. Unquestionably, the public could use guidance on a full range of 
issues arising under NRS 159. This Appeal seeks clarification as to the standards and 
factors of a highly contested guardianship matter, particularly with respect to the evidence 
and showing of cause necessary to establish a case to obtain discovery and an evidentiary 
hearing. The Supreme Court should accept jurisdiction under NRAP 17(a)(11)-(12) -- 
Matters of first impression and matters raising a question of statewide public importance.

13. Assignment to the Court of Appeals or retention in the Supreme Court. Briefly 
set forth whether the matter is presumptively retained by the Supreme Court or assigned to 
the Court of Appeals under NRAP 17, and cite the subparagraph(s) of the Rule under which 
the matter falls. If appellant believes that the Supreme Court should retain the case despite 
its presumptive assignment to the Court of Appeals, identify the specific issue(s) or circum-
stance(s) that warrant retaining the case, and include an explanation of their importance or 
significance:
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EIGHTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT COURT 

CLARK COUNTY, NEVADA 

In the matter of the Guardianship of the Person 
and Estate of: 

KATHLEEN JUNE JONES, 

Adult Protected Person. 

   Case No.:     G-19-052263-A 
   Dept. No:     B 

(Hearing Requested) 

PETITION FOR REMOVAL OF GUARDIAN AND FOR RETURN OF PROTECTED 
PERSON’S PROPERTY 

Rodney Gerald Yeoman (“Gerry”), husband of the Protected Person Kathleen June Jones 

(“June”), by and through his counsel of record, submits this Petition for Removal of Guardian 
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pursuant to NRS 159.185 and 159.18531 and for Return of Protected Person’s Property pursuant 

to NRS 159.305. 

Kimberly Jones has mismanaged June’s estate and is not suitable to be June’s guardian. 

The forensic investigator recently found that Kimberly has withdrawn money from June’s bank 

accounts without accounting for it and that she has likely misused it. Many other serious 

questions regarding Kimberly’s conduct in regard to June continue to persist. Gerry, June’s 

husband of ten years, is qualified, suitable, and willing to serve as the guardian of June’s person. 

The Court should appoint him to that role and replace Kimberly with a neutral guardian of June’s 

estate. 

INTRODUCTION 

 Recent evidence shows that Kimberly Jones is not qualified to be June’s guardian. The 

compliance investigator’s report reveals that Kimberly has withdrawn a total of $6,836.82 from 

June’s accounts “for personal and unknown reasons.” Kimberly has had several months to 

explain to the investigator why she withdrew the funds and what she has done with them, but 

she has failed to do so. It also appears that Kimberly used some of June’s funds to pay attorney’s 

fees for which Kimberly is personally liable, without court authorization. 

 Kimberly is not qualified or suitable for many other reasons. First, she forcibly took June 

from her husband Gerry before these guardianship proceedings began, without any legal 

authority to do so. Second, from the beginning of these proceedings, Kimberly’s sisters, Robyn 

Freidman and Donna Simmons, have expressed serious concerns about Kimberly’s suitability. 

For instance, they have stated she does not communicate well with the family, is not transparent 

with June’s finances, has mismanaged June’s finances, and has isolated June from her family. 

 
1 Alternatively, Gerry petitions the Court to modify the guardianship pursuant to NRS 
159.1905 based on the same facts provided in this Petition. 
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They withdrew their objections upon Kimberly being appointed as Guardian, but then raised 

more issues when Kimberly requested that her attorney’s fees be paid from the Guardianship 

Estate. Kimberly continues to isolate June from Gerry by making visitation extremely difficult 

and stressful, despite the Court’s orders. It would be in June’s best interests to remove Kimberly 

as her guardian. 

 Given the investigator’s findings, the Court should require Kimberly to account for the 

funds she withdrew under oath and, if necessary, require her to return the property to June.  

 Even if the Court believes Kimberly is suitable to be June’s guardian, her status as the 

preferred person to serve as guardian continues to be in doubt because the Parties and the Court 

have not had an opportunity to determine whether the powers of attorney that June allegedly 

signed are valid. If they are not valid, then Gerry statutorily takes priority over Kimberly and 

anyone else. 

 The Court should appoint Gerry to replace Kimberly as the guardian of June’s person 

because is he qualified, suitable, and willing to serve as such. Two of his medical providers have 

stated he is physically and mentally able to care for June, and his track record of nine years also 

shows he is capable of doing so, or, if necessary, obtain assistance. While the Court did 

previously state that Gerry should provide 100% of his medical records if he wants unsupervised 

visits with June, this is extremely invasive to Gerry’s HIPAA rights, and while the Court is 

required to determine what is in June’s best interest, the right of an 87 year old man to spend 

time with his wife has been completely disregarded.  

The Court should also replace Kimberly with a neutral guardian of her estate. Appointing 

a neutral guardian would be in the best interest of June by helping address concerns about June’s 

finances, reducing the infighting between family regarding management of her estate and 
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payment of their respective fees and costs, and also possibly lead to a resolution of the dispute 

arising from the sale of the Kraft House. 

 Gerry believes the evidence available is sufficient grounds for removing Kimberly, but 

if the Court does not believe the evidence is sufficient, then Gerry asks the Court to allow the 

Parties to continue the discovery process already started to help untangle all the disputed facts 

that have arisen from the beginning of this matter. Discovery and an evidentiary hearing would 

be extremely helpful, if not vital, to determining what has actually occurred and who is currently 

the most qualified, suitable person to be June’s guardian. 

BACKGROUND 

 The following timeline may be helpful to the Court as a reminder of events applicable 

to this Petition: 

• Sep.6, 2019: Probate Court hearing by Kimberly, Robyn and Donna to determine 
whether the Powers of Attorney are valid and enforceable.  No ruling was made by 
the Probate Commissioner. 

• Sep. 7, 2019: Kimberly and her sisters forcibly remove June from the care of her 
husband without legal authority; 

• Sep. 19, 2019: Robyn Friedman and Donna Simmons file an ex-parte petition to 
become June’s temporary guardians; 

• Sep. 23, 2019: the Court grants the ex-parte petition for temporary guardianship; 

• Oct. 2, 2019: Gerry and Kimberly file oppositions to the ex-parte petition and 
counter-petitions to become June’s guardian; 

• Oct. 15, 2019: the Court appoints Kimberly to be the general guardian of June’s 
person and estate and appoints an investigator to review June’s finances; the Court 
also sets an evidentiary hearing to hear the investigator’s report and, if necessary, 
consider changes to June’s guardian based on the report; 

• Jan. 14, 2020: the Court confirms “discovery is open, discover away”; 

• Jan. 20, 2020: Gerry serves discovery requests; 

• Jan. 22, 2020: Kimberly serves discovery requests; 



 

Page 5 of 17 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

 

• Feb. 7, 2020: the Court vacated the evidentiary hearing, despite Gerry’s objection 
that many evidentiary issues persist in this matter; 

• Mar. 13, 2020: Sonia Jones, compliance investigator, filed her financial forensic 
audit of June’s estate. 

In addition to this Petition, the Court currently has before it several petitions for fees 

(attorney’s and guardian’s) as well as a motion for protective order related to Gerry’s served 

discovery.  

 
ARGUMENT 

A. Kimberly Jones Has Mismanaged June’s Estate and Is Not Otherwise 
Qualified or Suitable to Be Her Guardian. 
 

The compliance investigator’s recent report, along with Kimberly’s misconduct, make it 

clear that Kimberly is not qualified or suitable to be June’s guardian, or, at a minimum, that these 

issues raise real concerns that the Court and Parties need to address. As a result, pursuant to NRS 

159.185 and 159.1853, the Court should remove Kimberly as June’s guardian, or, in the 

alternative, allow the Parties to engage in discovery regarding these concerns and others, and 

present their findings at an evidentiary hearing to help the Court determine who is currently the 

most suitable person to be June’s guardian.  

NRS 159.1853 allows the spouse of the protected person to file a petition for removal, 

and NRS 159.185 authorizes the Court to remove a guardian for the following reasons, among 

others: 

• “(a) The guardian has become . . . unsuitable or otherwise incapable of exercising the 
authority and performing the duties of a guardian as provided by law; . . . 

• (d) The guardian of the estate has mismanaged the estate of the protected person; . . . 

• (j) The best interests of the protected person will be served by the appointment of 
another person as guardian.” 
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When a person petitions for the removal of guardian, “the court shall issue and serve a 

citation on the guardian and on all other interested persons,” and “[t]he citation must require the 

guardian to appear and show cause why the court should not remove the guardian.” NRS 

159.1855(1)-(2). Once a guardian is removed, the Court may appoint another guardian “upon a 

petition filed by any interested person.” NRS 159.187(1).  

In her recent report, Sonia Jones, the compliance investigator, expressed a concern that 

“Kimberly Jones withdrew a total of $6,836.82 from the Protected Person and Rodney Yeoman’s 

funds, for personal and unknown reasons.” (Ex. A, filed separately under seal, Investigator 

Report, Mar. 13, 2020, p. 10). This amount includes a withdrawal of $2,000.00 in July 2019, 

which Kimberly said she spent on “funds for legal assistance on behalf of the Protected Person,” 

and a withdrawal of $4,836.00 from June’s and Gerry’s account in August 2019, which Kimberly 

said she allegedly placed in a safe deposit box. (Id.). Kimberly has not provided any specific 

explanation of why she withdrew these funds, why withdrawing them was necessary, or any 

actual evidence of what she did with the funds. 

The investigator stated that Kimberly will provide documentation to show what she did 

with these funds, but to this day she has not provided the Parties or the Court any such 

documentation. She also did not list these assets on the Inventory she filed for June’s estate on 

December 13, 2019. Specifically, Kimberly failed to list on the inventory the approximately 

$5,000 in June’s cash Kimberly claims to have been storing in a safe deposit box, and Kimberly 

failed to list the actual safe deposit box on the inventory (even though the inventory form 

specifically asks about safe deposit boxes). Note that the Court ordered the investigation on 

October 15, 2019, and Sonia Jones began her investigation by at least December 2019; thus, 

Kimberly has had at least three months to explain to the investigator why she withdrew these 

funds, and to provide evidence of what she did with the funds, but she has failed to do so. 
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Kimberly has not stated whether she used June’s money to pay attorney’s fees for these 

proceedings or some other legal matter, but taking the money for these proceedings without the 

Court’s authorization would be a misuse of June’s assets and a violation of law. NRS 159.344(1) 

states plainly that “a guardian or proposed guardian . . . who retains an attorney for the purposes 

of representing a party in a guardianship proceeding is personally liable for any attorney’s fees 

and costs incurred as a result of such representation.” Such a person may petition the Court for 

payment of those fees and costs, but may not take them from the protected person’s estate “unless 

and until the court authorizes the payment” after proper procedures are followed. 159.344(1)-

(6).  This Court has already ruled that Kimberly is not entitled to be reimbursed for attorney fees 

prior to January 15, 2020.  Kimberly has taken this money from June’s account without any 

explanation or evidence, and the Court should require her to account for and return it, pursuant 

to NRS 159.305, as discussed below. 

Kimberly is also not qualified or suitable to be June’s guardian because she forcibly took 

June from her husband Gerry before these guardianship proceedings began. On September 7, 

2019, Kimberly and her sisters Robyn Friedman and Donna Simmons coordinated the forcible 

taking of June from a hotel restaurant in Phoenix where she was staying with Gerry during his 

medical treatment at the Mayo Clinic. During this incident, Kimberly insisted that June go with 

her and her brother-in-law “to have a bagel.” (See Ex. B, Police Report and Statement of 

Professional Caregiver). June said twice, “I don’t want to go,” (id.), and June’s daughter Donna 

has stated that “I know my mom would want to be by Gerry’s side while he is in the hospital,” 

(Ex. C, Text Message, Mar. 28, 2019, 11:19:05 AM).  Kimberly took June against her will while 

her brother-in-law prevented June’s caregiver from intervening.  

This kidnapping occurred before any petition for guardianship had been filed. Although 

Kimberly alleges that June signed documents naming her as June’s power of attorney, those 
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powers, even if valid, did not give her any right to forcibly take June from her husband and 

caregiver. At no point in all of the pleadings filed herein has anyone explained how a power of 

attorney would give such rights to Kimberly. Additionally, Kimberly’s counsel and Robyn and 

Donna’s counsel assured Gerry’s counsel at the courthouse on September 6, 2019 that they 

would not permit their clients to withhold June from Gerry; and yet, less than 24 hours later that 

is exactly what occurred. Although the Court is likely aware of the kidnapping incident from 

past pleadings, it is one the Court should explore in depth because it shows Kimberly has and 

will exceed legal and societal boundaries while failing to respect the rights of June and her loved 

ones, and that June’s best interest is not her primary concern. 

Lastly, Kimberly’s sisters expressed many concerns about her suitability, which the 

Court has not yet addressed. In their initial Ex Parte Petition for Guardianship, Robyn Friedman 

and Donna Simmons made the following statements about Kimberly: 

• “Kimberly historically has not been communicative with the rest of the family, 
nor has she been transparent with the financial transactions she has done on behalf 
of Ms. Jones” (Ex-Parte Petition, Sep. 19, 2019, ¶ 43); 

• “Kimberly, in her role as attorney-in-fact, has demonstrated an inability or 
unwillingness to provide any care plans2 to Ms. Jones’ family,” which has 
resulted in “a highly unstable and stressful environment for Ms. Jones . . . where 
her assets are being depleted with no accountability or transparency” (id. ¶ 45); 

• “Kimberly has made it difficult for Ms. Jones’ children to interact with Ms. Jones 
. . . Kimberly has blocked incoming calls and text messages from Petitioners, 
resulting in a situation in which communication is difficult at best but nearly 
impossible most of the time” (id. ¶ 49); 

• “Guardianship is also necessary to address a history of financial mismanagement 
by the current fiduciary [Kimberly]. As an example, Ms. Jones owns a house in 
Anaheim, California, which has been rented for approximately $1,500 under 
market rental value for many years. Another example is that in 2016 or 2017 when 
Ms. Jones underwent hip surgery and was out of her home, the attorney-in-fact 
allowed a young person who was not vetted to live in Ms. Jones’ home. The 

 
2 Although temporary guardians Robyn and Donna filed a care plan on October 2, 2019, 
Kimberly has not filed a care plan. 
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unvetted caregiver-attendant stole a large amount of money and property from 
Ms. Jones that was only partially recovered, and what was recovered was, upon 
information and belief, due to the efforts of Mr. Yeoman. These and other lapses 
in financial judgment, awareness, know-how and/or attentiveness, coupled with 
ongoing lack of transparency and communication issues and the inability to 
achieve peace between the parties must be addressed in order to maximize the 
potential income available for Ms. Jones’ care” (id. ¶ 50 (emphasis added)). 

Robyn and Donna also stated during earlier hearings that Kimberly was hiding June’s medicine 

in the trunk of her car, and the Court expressed great concern about her actions. (Transcript 

October 3, 2019 22:23).  

Despite all of these expressed concerns, the Court chose to make Kimberly the guardian; 

however, the Court noted at the time that it could remove a guardian sua sponte pursuant to SB 

203. Since that time, the evidence has shown the ongoing concerns about Kimberly to be true.

As stated, she has taken June’s money without explanation, and she continues to isolate June 

from her husband, even though the Court has ordered Kimberly to co-operate with Gerry 

regarding visitation and allow him to be with June from 8:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m. The supervised 

visits make Gerry so uncomfortable that he has nearly given up hope of ever being able to spend 

time with his wife again. Surprisingly, the Parties have not yet had an opportunity to conduct 

discovery regarding these issues and present their findings at an evidentiary hearing.  

At a minimum, this evidence, and the allegations associated with them, make it clear that 

serious questions exist regarding Kimberly’s suitability to be June’s guardian, and whether it is 

in June’s best interest to have Kimberly continue to be her guardian. Gerry believes he is more 

suitable than Kimberly to be June’s guardian.  

/// 

/// 

3 See October 15, 2019 hearing transcript, p.74:8-14. 
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B. The Court Should Further Investigate Kimberly’s Conduct and, if
Necessary, Order Her to Return June’s Property.

Given the investigator’s findings, Gerry petitions the Court under NRS 159.305 to 

investigate what Kimberly did with the $6,836.82 she withdrew from June’s and Gerry’s bank 

accounts. NRS 159.305(1) allows an interested person to petition the court upon oath alleging 

“[t]hat a person has or is suspected to have concealed, converted to his or her own use, conveyed 

away or otherwise disposed of any money, good, chattel or effect of the protected person,” and 

authorizes the court to “cause the person to be cited to appear before the district court to answer, 

upon oath, upon the matter of the petition.” After examination, the Court may then require the 

person to return the asset. NRS 159.315(1)(a). 

Based on the investigator’s report, Gerry suspects that Kimberly has concealed, 

converted to her own use, conveyed away or otherwise disposed of June’s money, as described 

above. The Court should cite Kimberly to appear before the Court to answer, upon oath, 

questions about the property. If the Court finds that Kimberly has improperly concealed, 

converted, conveyed away, or otherwise disposed of June’s property, then the Court should order 

Kimberly to return the property to them, along with double the value of the assets and any other 

damages, pursuant to NRS 159.315(3). 

C. Kimberly’s Status as the Preferred Guardian Is Still Uncertain.

Under NRS 159.0613, a person has preference as guardian if the protected person 

nominated the person as part of an estate plan “while he or she was not incapacitated.” 

159.0613(3)(a). If such a nominated person does not exist, then the spouse of the protected 

person has preference over a child. See 159.0613(4)(c). Thus, if for any reason the powers of 

attorney June allegedly signed are invalid, then Gerry has preference as June’s guardian over 

Kimberly and her other children. In addition, the statute states that a person must be nominated 

while she is not incapacitated; thus, if the Powers of Attorney are invalid, June’s stated 
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preference expressed through her court-appointed attorney during this guardianship should not 

carry as much weight as the order of preference set forth in the statute. 

Since before these proceedings, Gerry has expressed concerns about the validity of the 

estate planning documents allegedly signed. Gerry recognizes it is possible June actually signed 

them, but he has reasons to question whether or not she did, and for what purpose. The originals 

have never been provided and are alleged to have been destroyed, and aside from the signature, 

the handwriting on the financial Power of Attorney is not June’s. Even June’s own children and 

their attorneys acknowledge concerns with the powers of attorney.  To that end, June’s daughters 

filed a probate action to confirm the powers of attorney, and Gerry filed an objection expressing 

his concerns. The probate court did not end up addressing those concerns because June’s 

daughters did not give proper notice to June, and the Parties in these proceedings have not had 

an opportunity to conduct discovery regarding the validity of the powers of attorney. If it turns 

out they are invalid, then the Court must give statutory preference to Gerry to serve as June’s 

guardian.  

D. The Court Should Appoint Gerry as June’s Guardian of Person and a
Neutral Guardian as Her Guardian of Estate.

Gerry Yeoman, June’s husband, is qualified, suitable, and willing to serve as the guardian 

of June’s person. To begin, Gerry is not incapacitated and does not have a disability—he is 

physically able to care for June and able to make decisions about her health and other 

circumstances. Two of Gerry’s medical providers have stated the following: “I believe Gerry is 

physically and mentally able to care for his wife” and “It is my opinion that Mr. Yeoman is 

capable of caring for himself and his spouse when needed.” (Ex. D, filed separately under seal, 

Decl. Heidi A Baker, FNP-BC, Nov. 27, 2019; Letter from Kelley Rone, NP, C-NP, Jan. 23, 
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2020). Ms. Baker made her conclusion after administering various mental and physical tests to 

Gerry, and Ms. Rone has been treating Gerry at the Mayo Clinic since before these proceedings. 

Before June’s daughters took her from Gerry, he was providing good in-house, personal 

care for June, including obtaining assistance with meals, shelter, clothing, medical care, bathing, 

sanitation, entertainment, and more. He and June lived together for nine years without any issues. 

As Kimberly has acknowledged, Gerry and his family loved and cared for June for years before 

these proceedings. (See Ex. C, Text Message, Apr. 10, 2019, 10:32:50 AM).  Not even the 

guardianship pleadings provide any evidence of concerns about care for June by Gerry, and may 

not even make such allegations. Moreover, even if Gerry becomes personally incapable of 

providing all of June’s care, he has sufficient financial resources available to obtain the assistance 

of a professional caregiver, and history evidences his willingness to do so when necessary.  

Gerry is also qualified, suitable, and willing to serve for the following reasons: 

• He is a resident of the State of Nevada;

• He is over 18 years of age and is competent to serve;

• He is related to June by marriage, as defined by NRS 159.0613(9)(d);

• He has not been judicially determined to have committed abuse, neglect, exploitation,

isolation, or abandonment of a child, his spouse, his parent, or any other adult;

• He has not been convicted in Nevada or any other jurisdiction of a felony;

• He has not been suspended for misconduct or disbarred from the practice of law, the

practice of accounting, or any other profession which involves the management or

sale of money, investments, securities, or real property and requires licensure in the

State of Nevada or any other state;

• He has not been appointed as guardian over the protected person in a state other than

Nevada;
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• He has not filed for or received protection under federal bankruptcy laws within the

immediately preceding 7 years.4

Pursuant to NRS 159.1905, Gerry also provides the following information: 

• Gerry’s address is 2632 E. Harmon Ave. Las Vegas, NV 89121;

• June is 81 years old;

• June resides at 6277 W. Kraft Ave. Las Vegas, NV 89130;

• June’s current guardian is Kimberly Jones who resides at 6277 W. Kraft Ave. Las

Vegas, NV 89130;

• Kimberly has filed herein on December 13, 2019 an inventory of June’s property,

plus June has an interest in the A-Case filed in connection with this guardianship,

plus June apparently has an interest in a safe deposit box and approximately $5,000

cash which is not accounted for in the inventory.  It is anticipated that the property

will be used for the benefit of June during the guardianship proceedings.

Gerry’s petition is not sought for the purpose of initiating litigation, and, unlike June’s 

daughters, he is not seeking payment of guardian’s fees or attorney’s fees from June’s estate if 

he is appointed guardian. 

Gerry is petitioning the Court to replace Kimberly as the guardian of June’s person, and 

he is asking the Court to replace Kimberly with a neutral guardian of June’s estate. Although 

Gerry adamantly denies he did anything improper in regard to the sale of the Kraft House and 

will continue to defend himself vigorously in the civil case, he recognizes the existing concern 

about the sale and believes for the time being it would be appropriate to have a neutral guardian 

of June’s estate. The public guardian could also be an alternative, but Gerry is concerned that 

4 Gerry also incorporates by reference the other statements and facts provided in support of his 
original petition to be guardian filed on October 2, 2019. 
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would lead to June being placed in an assisted living facility, which to the best of his knowledge, 

is not necessary at this point, or desired.  

The Court should note that there is no evidence of problems with Gerry’s care of June. 

There have been no complaints by June’s family during their nine years of marriage, and no 

evidence exists now.  The only concerns June’s family has raised is in regard to the Kraft House 

transfer, but that should not be relevant to Gerry acting as guardian of the person. 

Also, it appears that Kimberly, Robyn and Donna are litigating for personal reasons, 

possibly related to their future inheritance.  They do not appear to have June’s best interests in 

mind, at least in regard to her estate, because any equity recovered from the Kraft House has 

already been spent on attorney fees, which fees have been requested to be paid by June. 

E. The Court Should Allow the Parties to Continue Discovery and Hold an
Evidentiary Hearing.

Gerry believes that the evidence presented is sufficient cause to remove Kimberly as 

guardian and appoint him as guardian; however, if the Court does not believe the evidence is 

sufficient, then Gerry urges the Court to allow the Parties to continue the discovery process to 

help untangle the many disputed facts that have arisen from the beginning of this matter. Indeed, 

on October 15, 2019, the Court set an evidentiary hearing for February 20, 2020 to review the 

status of the guardianship based on the investigator’s report. Now that we have the investigator’s 

findings, which raise many concerns, discovery and an evidentiary hearing would be extremely 

helpful, if not vital, to help determine precisely what has happened and who is currently the most 

qualified, suitable person to be June’s guardian and act in her best interests. Finally, as the Court 

knows, this case has been highly contentious with many allegations of inappropriate conduct. In 

such cases, discovery and an evidentiary hearing are typically undertaken as a matter of course, 

and should occur here. 
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CONCLUSION 

Kimberly is not qualified or suitable to be June’s guardian and has not acted in her best 

interests. The forensic investigator recently found that she has withdrawn money from June’s 

bank accounts without accounting for it and that she has likely misused it. Many other serious 

questions regarding Kimberly’s conduct in regard to June continue to persist. Gerry, June’s 

husband of ten years, is qualified, suitable, and willing to serve as the guardian of June’s person. 

He has acted in her best interests throughout their marriage and will continue to do so. The Court 

should appoint him to be the guardian of June’s person and replace Kimberly with a neutral 

guardian of June’s estate. 

Based upon the above, this Court should remove Kimberly as guardian of June Jones and 

appoint Gerry Yeoman as the guardian of her person and a neutral guardian as the guardian of 

her estate. The Court should also conduct an investigation pursuant to NRS 159.305 regarding 

the funds Kimberly withdrew from June’s accounts, including by requiring Kimberly to testify 

under oath regarding the withdrawals. Gerry also prays: 

1. That the Court direct the Clerk to issue letters of guardianship to Rodney

Gerald Yeoman; 

2. That Rodney Gerald Yeoman be allowed to serve as guardian of the person

without bond; 

3. That Rodney Gerald Yeoman be allowed to create and implement a care plan

for June; 

4. That Rodney Gerald Yeoman have access to all historical medical and

government records and information pertaining to June, including for purposes of HIPPA; 

5. That the Court grant Rodney Gerald Yeoman every power and authority

permitted by statute as the legal guardian of June’s person; 



 

Page 16 of 17 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

 

6. That the Court suspend any general durable power of attorney or healthcare power 

of attorney documents previously executed by June during the duration of the guardianship; 

7. That the Court require Kimberly to return any of June’s property that it deems to 

have been taken inappropriately from her estate; 

8. That the Court order any other relief it deems appropriate. 

Dated this 14th day of April, 2020.   

GHANDI DEETER BLACKHAM  

 
/s/ Laura A. Deeter 
_________________________________ 
LAURA A. DEETER, ESQ. 
Nevada Bar No. 10562 
725 S. 8th Street, Suite 100 
Las Vegas, NV 89101 
(702) 878-1115 
Attorneys for Rodney Gerald Yeoman 
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Marquis Aurbach Coffing
Geraldine Tomich, Esq.
Nevada Bar No. 8369
James A. Beckstrom, Esq.
Nevada Bar No. 14032
10001 Park Run Drive
Las Vegas, Nevada 89145
Telephone: (702) 382-0711
Facsimile: (702) 382-5816
gtomich@maclaw.com
jbeckstrom@maclaw.com

Attorneys for Kimberly Jones,
Guardian of Kathleen June Jones

DISTRICT COURT

CLARK COUNTY, NEVADA

IN THE MATTER OF THE GUARDIANSHIP
OF THE PERSON AND ESTATE OF:

KATHLEEN JUNE JONES

An Adult Protected Person.

Case No.: G-19-052263-A
Dept. No.: B

NOTICE OF ENTRY OF ORDER

Please take notice that an Order Denying Rodney Gerald Yeoman’s Petition for Removal

of Guardian and for Return of Protected Person’s Property and Denying Kimberly Jones’s

Counter-Petition for Attorney Fees and Costs Pursuant to NRS 159.1853(4) was filed on the 28th

day of May, 2020, a copy of which is attached hereto.

Dated this 29th day of May, 2020.

MARQUIS AURBACH COFFING

By /s/ James A. Beckstrom
Geraldine Tomich, Esq.
Nevada Bar No. 8369
James A. Beckstrom, Esq.
Nevada Bar No. 14032
10001 Park Run Drive
Las Vegas, Nevada 89145
Attorneys for Kimberly Jones,
Guardian of Kathleen June Jones

Case Number: G-19-052263-A

Electronically Filed
5/29/2020 11:13 AM
Steven D. Grierson
CLERK OF THE COURT

Docket 81414   Document 2020-29066
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I hereby certify that the foregoing NOTICE OF ENTRY OF ORDER was submitted

electronically for filing and/or service with the Eighth Judicial District Court on the 29th day of

May, 2020. Electronic service of the foregoing document shall be made in accordance with the

E-Service List as follows:1

Ty E. Kehoe, Esq.
KEHOE & ASSOCIATES

871 Coronado Center Drive, Ste. 200
Henderson, NV 89052

Matthew C. Piccolo, Esq.
PICCOLO LAW OFFICES

2450 St. Rose Pkwy., Ste. 210
Henderson, NV 89074

Laura Deeter, Esq.
Nedda Ghandi, Esq.

725 S. 8th Street, Ste. 100
Las Vegas, NV 89101

Attorneys for Rodney Gerald Yeoman

Maria L. Parra-Sandoval, Esq.
LEGAL AID OF SOUTHERN NEVADA

725 E. Charleston Blvd.
Las Vegas, NV 89104

Attorneys for Protected Person

John P. Michaelson, Esq.
MICHAELSON & ASSOCIATES, LTD.

2200 Paseo Verde Parkway, Ste. 160
Henderson, NV 89052

Attorneys for Robyn Friedman and Donna Simmons

Jeffery R. Sylvester, Esq.
SYLVESTER & POLEDNAK

1731 Village Circle # 120
Las Vegas, NV 89134

Attorneys for Robyn Friedman and Donna Simmons

/s/ Cheryl Becnel
An employee of Marquis Aurbach Coffing

1 Pursuant to EDCR 8.05(a), each party who submits an E-Filed document through the E-Filing System
consents to electronic service in accordance with NRCP 5(b)(2)(D).





 

  
  

  

              

             

          

              

             

              

          

   

            

            

           

              

            

       

             

           

           

    

              

            

               

   

           

        

               

           

          

     

   
     



 

 

 
  

                

    

           

   

              

            

              

        

            

         

           

         

           

           

   

            

           

      

              

  

             

               

     

            

                 

                

        

   
     



  
  
   

  

            

                 

              

        

         
             

            

           

            

          

          

        

            

              

                

             

            

          
     

         
          

   

     

     

   
      



  
  

    
  

   
   

   
   

   
    
    

    

     
   

 

  

  
 

 
   
 




