
 

IN THE SUPREME COURT OF THE STATE OF NEVADA 

IN THE MATTER OF THE 

GUARDIANSHIP OF THE PERSON 

AND ESTATE OF KATHLEEN JUNE 

JONES, AN ADULT PROTECTED 

PERSON. 

KATHLEEN JUNE JONES, 

 

   Appellant, 

 vs. 

 

ROBYN FRIEDMAN; AND DONNA 

SIMMONS,  

Respondents. 

 

Case No. 81799 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Appeal from the Eighth Judicial 

District Court, the Honorable Linda 

Marquis Presiding  
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IT IS FURTHER ORDERED THAT LEGAL AID CENTER OF SOUTHERN

NEVADA, INC., shall be permitted to obtain copies of any and all documents and records

relating to KATHLEEN J. JoNEs, without charge, from any guardian; any person or entity

having a financial relationship with KATHLEEN J. JONES, including but not limited to any

financial institution, mortgage servicer, or landlord; any human services agency, including but

not limited to Aging and Disability Services Division, Elder protective Services; any medical

professional, including but not limited to physicians, psychologists, psychiatrists, mental health

clinics, or other health care providers; and any agency, facility, individual, or entity providing

placement, cfie, treatment, or services of any kind to KATHLEEN J. JoNES, including

documents and records containing confidential information or health information protected

under HIPPA.

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED THAT prior to any change in the placement, residence, or

address of KATHLEEN J. JONES, KATHLEEN J. JoNES's guardian shall notice LEGAL AID

CENTER oF sourHERN NEVADA, INC., at least ten business days prior to the anticipated

change in placement or residence. In the event of an emergency change in placement or

residence, the guardian shall notice LEGAL AID CENTER oF sourHERN NEVADA, INC.

as soon as possible.

IT IS FURTHER ORDERID THAT LEGAL AID CENTER OF SOUTHERN

NEVADA, INC., and each of its attomeys and employees, shall have access to any and all data,

information, reports, documents, and records held by local, state, and federal govemmental or

law enforcement agencies, for the purpose of inspecting and/or copying such data, information,

reports, documents, and records relating to KATHLEEN J. JoNES, whether public, private, or

confidential, in order to provide legal representation to KATHLEEN J. JONES relating to the

guardianship and the protection of KATHLIIEN J. JoNES's rights as provided by law. This

includes access to data, information, reports, documents, and records that would otherwise be

confidential under NRS 200.5095 and includes the disclosure of information pursuant to NRS

200.5098 and health information protected under HIPPA.
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OAC
Maria L. Parra-Sandoval. Esq.
Nevada Bar No. I 3736
moarra@lacsn.org
LEGAL AID CENTER OF
SOUTHERN NEVADA, INC.
725 E. Charleston Blvd
Las Vegas, NV 89104
Telephone: (7 02) 386-l 526
Facsimile: (702) 386-1526

Attorney /br Kathleen,l. Jones, Adult Protected Person

EIGHTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT COURT
FAMILY DIVISION

CLARK COUNTY, NEVADA

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

KATHLEEN J. JONES,

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

Adult Protected Person.

Pursuant to NRS 159.0485(l)-(2), LEGAL AID CENTER OF SOUTHERN NEVADA,

INC., is hereby appointed as counsel for KATHLEEN J. JONES, the protected person herein.

IT IS HEREBY ORDERED THAT LEGAL AID CENTER OF SOUTHERN NEVADA.

INC., and each of its attorneys and employees, shall have access to and be permitted to speak

confidentially with KATHLEEN J. JONES at any public or private institution, facility, or

residence.

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED THAT LEGAL AID CENTER OF SOUTHERN

NEVADA, INC., and each of its attomeys and employees, shall be permitted to discuss the care,

treatment, and finances pertaining to KATHLEEN J. JONES with any individual possessing

knowledge of the same, including protected health information under the provisions of the

Federal Health lnsurance Portabitity and Accountability Act of 1996 C'HIPPA').

RECEIVED
sEP 2 5 2019

ORDER APPOINTING COUNSEL AND DIRECTING

Page I of3
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IT IS FURTHER ORDERED THAT LEGAL AID CENTER OF SOUTHERN

NEVADA, INC., shall be permitted to obtain copies of any and all documents and records

relating to KATHLEEN J. JONES, without charge, from any guardian; any person or entity

having a financial relationship with KATHLEEN J. JONES, inctuding but not limited to any

financial institution, mortgage servicer, or landlord; any human services agency, including but

not limited to Aging and Disability Services Division, Elder Protective Services; any medical

professional, including but not limited to physicians, psychologists, psychiatrists, mental health

clinics, or other health care providers; and any agency, facility, individual, or entity providing

placement, care, treatment, or services of any kind to KATHLEEN J. JONES, including

documents and records containing confidential information or health information protected

under HIPPA.

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED THAT prior to any change in the placement, residence, or

address of KATHLEEN J. JONES, KATHLEEN J. JONES's guardian shall notice LEGAL AID

CENTER OF SOUTHERN NEVADA, INC., at least ten business days prior to the anticipated

change in placement or residence. ln the event of an emergency change in placement or

residence, the guardian shall notice LEGAL AID CENTER OF SOUTHERN NEVADA, INC.

as soon as possible.

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED THAT LEGAL AID CENTER OF SOUTHERN

NEVADA, INC., and each of its attomeys and employees, shall have access to any and all data,

information, reports, documents, and records held by local, state, and federal govemmental or

law enforcement agencies, for the purpose of inspecting and/or copying such data, information,

reports, documents, and records relating to KATHLEEN J. JONES, whether public, private, or

confidential, in order to provide legal representation to KATHLEEN J. JONES relating to the

guardianship and the protection of KATHLIIEN J. JONES's rights as provided by law. This

includes access to data, information, reports. documents, and records that would otherwise be

confidential under NRS 200.5095 and includes the disclosure of information pursuant to NRS

200.5098 and health inlbrmation protected under HIPPA.
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IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that, in the event this case has previously been sealed by

order of this Court or otherwise, the Clerk of the Court is hereby ordered and directed to provide

LEGAL AID CENTER oF sourHERN NIIVADA, and each of its attorneys and employees,

full and complete access to the case and court file, both physical and electronic.

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that the appointment of LEGAL AID CENTER OF

SOUTHERN NEVADA, INC. as counsel for KATHLEEN J. JONES shall terminate when so

ordered by this Court or upon this case being otherwise closed or dismissed or the guardianship

terminated, at which time LEGAL AID CENTER OF SOUTHERN NEVADA. INC. shall be

relieved of its duties as appointed counsel.

IT IS SO ORDERED.
1L"

DATED this Mv dav of

Submitted By;

LEGAL AID CENTER OF
SOUTHERN NEVADA, INC.

's/ Mario L. Porro-Sondovql. Esq.
Maria L. Parra-Sandoval, Esq.
Nevada Bar No. 13736
mpana@lacsn.org
725 E. Charleston Blvd
Las Vegas, NV 89104
Telephone: (7 02) 386-1 526
Facsimile: (7 02) 386-1 526

Attorney for Kathleen J. Jones. Adult Protected Person

,2019.
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Maria L. Parra-Sandoval, Esq. 
Nevada Bar No. 13736 
LEGAL AID CENTER OF 
SOUTHERN NEVADA, INC. 
725 E. Charleston Blvd 
Las Vegas, NV  89104 
Telephone: (702) 386-1526 
Facsimile:  (702) 386-1526
mparra@lacsn.org

Attorney for Kathleen J. Jones, Protected Person 

EIGHTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT COURT 
FAMILY DIVISION

CLARK COUNTY, NEVADA 

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

KATHLEEN J. JONES,

An Adult Protected Person.

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

STATEMENT OF LEGAL AID 
REPRESENTATION AND FEE
WAIVER

Party Filing Statement:  [  ] Plaintiff/ Petitioner   [X] Defendant/ Respondent

STATEMENT

Kathleen J. Jones, has qualified and been accepted for placement as Pro Bono clients or as direct client of LEGAL 
AID CENTER OF SOUTHERN NEVADA, INC., a nonprofit organization providing free legal assistance to 
indigents, and is entitled to pursue or defend this action without costs, including filing fees and fees for service of 
writ, process, pleading or paper without charge, as set forth in NRS 12.015.

Dated: September 27, 2019

Maria L. Parra-Sandoval, ESQ.                     /s/ Maria L. Parra-Sandoval Esq.
Printed Name of Legal Aid Center of S.N., Preparer    Signature of Legal Aid Center of S.N. Preparer
Nevada Bar No.: 13736

Submitted by:          
LEGAL AID CENTER OF 
SOUTHERN NEVADA, INC. 
725 East Charleston Blvd.                                        
Las Vegas, Nevada 89101 
Phone: (702) 386-1070 

Case Number: G-19-052263-A

Electronically Filed
9/27/2019 3:14 PM
Steven D. Grierson
CLERK OF THE COURTCLERK OF THE COURT
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KEHOE & ASSOCIATES
TY E. KEHOE, ESQ.
Nevada Bar No. 006011 
871 Coronado Center Drive, Suite 200 
Henderson, Nevada 89052 
Telephone: (702) 837-1908 
Facsimile: (702) 837-1932 
TyKehoeLaw@gmail.com
Attorney for Rodney Gerald Yeoman

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:
Date:  October 3, 2019 
Time: 9:00 a.m.

NOTICE OF APPEARANCE AND REQUEST FOR NOTICE

Ty E. Kehoe, Esq., counsel for Rodney Gerald Yeoman (“Gerry”), husband of Adult 

Protected Person, hereby enters his appearance on the record in the above-entitled action and

further hereby requests notice of all hearings, actions, contested matters, and proceedings in this 

case, together with copies of all notices, pleadings, motions, responses, and other related 

materials that are issued or filed in connection with these proceedings.  All notices and copies in 

response to the foregoing, and all notices required to be mailed or electronically served to Gerry

/ / /

/ / /

/ / /

/ / /

/ / /

/ / /

/ / /

/ / /

Case Number: G-19-052263-A

Electronically Filed
10/1/2019 2:03 PM
Steven D. Grierson
CLERK OF THE COURTCLERK OF THE COURT
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should be sent to the following: 

Ty E. Kehoe, Esq. 
KEHOE & ASSOCIATES 

871 Coronado Center Drive, Suite 200 
Henderson, Nevada 89052 
TyKehoeLaw@gmail.com 

 
DATED this 1st day of October, 2019. 

KEHOE & ASSOCIATES 

 
/s/ Ty E. Kehoe                                           
Ty E. Kehoe, Esq. 
871 Coronado Center Drive, Suite 200 
Henderson, Nevada 89052 

 
CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

 
 I HEREBY CERTIFY that on the 1st day of October, 2019, I served a true and correct 

copy of the NOTICE OF APPEARANCE AND REQUEST FOR NOTICE via electronic 

service to the following, or via US First Class Mail postage pre-paid to the addresses listed:  

David C. Johnson, Esq. 
dcj@johnsonlegal.com 
Counsel for Kimberly Jones 
 

John P. Michaelson, Esq. 
john@michaelsonlaw.com 
Counsel for Petitioners Robyn Friedman 
and Donna Simmons 
 

Maria L. Parra-Sandoval, Esq. 
Legal Aid Center of Southern Nevada, Inc. 
mparra@lacsn.org 
 

 

        
 
       /s/ Ty E. Kehoe___________  
       Ty E. Kehoe 
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KEHOE & ASSOCIATES
TY E. KEHOE, ESQ.
Nevada Bar No. 006011 
871 Coronado Center Drive, Suite 200 
Henderson, Nevada 89052 
Telephone: (702) 837-1908 
Facsimile: (702) 837-1932 
TyKehoeLaw@gmail.com

  Matthew C. Piccolo, Esq. 
  Nevada Bar No. 14331 
PICCOLO LAW OFFICES

  2450 St. Rose Pkwy. Ste 210 
  Henderson, NV 89074 
  Tel: (702) 749-3699 
  Fax: (702) 944-6630 
matt@piccololawoffices.com

Attorneys for Rodney Gerald Yeoman 

DISTRICT COURT
CLARK COUNTY, NEVADA

In the Matter of the Guardianship of the 
Person and Estate of 

KATHLEEN JUNE JONES,

Proposed Protected Person.

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

Hearings:
Temporary: October 3, 2019, 9:00 a.m. 
General: October 15, 10:00 a.m.

OPPOSITION TO APPOINTMENT OF TEMPORARY GUARDIAN AND GENERAL 
GUARDIAN AND

COUNTER-PETITION FOR APPOINTMENT OF TEMPORARY GUARDIAN OF THE 
PERSON AND ESTATE AND ISSUANCE OF LETTERS OF TEMPORARY 

GUARDIANSHIP AND
COUNTER-PETITION FOR APPOINTMENT OF GENERAL GUARDIAN OF THE 

PERSON AND ESTATE AND ISSUANCE OF LETTERS OF GENERAL 
GUARDIANSHIP

[ X ] TEMPORARY GUARDIANSHIP
[  ]  Person
[  ]  Estate     [  ] Special Guardianship
[ X ]  Person and Estate

[ X ] GENERAL GUARDIANSHIP
[  ]  Person
[  ]  Estate     [  ] Special Guardianship
[ X ]  Person and Estate

[  ] SPECIAL GUARDIANSHIP
[  ]  Person
[  ]  Estate     [  ] Special Guardianship
[  ]  Person and Estate

[  ] NOTICES / SAFEGUARDS
[  ]  Blocked Account Required
[  ]  Bond Required
[  ]  Public Guardian’s Bond

Case Number: G-19-052263-A

Electronically Filed
10/2/2019 1:26 PM
Steven D. Grierson
CLERK OF THE COURTCLERK OF THE COURT

84



 

Page 2 of 14 
 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

 

 

 

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

June Jones (“June”), by and through his counsel Ty E. Kehoe, Esq. and Matthew C. Piccolo, Esq., 

hereby opposes the appointment of Robyn Friedman and Donna Simmons as either temporary or 

general guardians of June.  If the Court determines that June is incapacitated and needs a guardian, 

then Gerry asks the Court to appoint him as June’s temporary guardian and general guardian.  

This Opposition and Petition is based upon the argument contained herein, the papers on file in 

this action, and any oral argument and evidence to be presented at the time of any hearing. 

Dated this 2nd day of October, 2019.  KEHOE & ASSOCIATES 
       /s/ Ty E. Kehoe                      
       Ty E. Kehoe, Esq. 
       Matthew C. Piccolo, Esq. 
       PICCOLO LAW OFFICES 
 

MEMORANDUM OF POINTS AND AUTHORITIES 

Factual arguments 

Summary of factual arguments. 

Gerry asks the Court to vacate the temporary guardianship, as there are no grounds for an 

emergency guardianship.  If the temporary guardianship is vacated, then Gerry requests that June 

be again allowed to live with her husband as was the status quo before she was forcibly taken.  

Gerry would then welcome a thorough hearing regarding whether a guardianship is appropriate. 

If the Court determines that June needs a guardian, then Gerry believes he should be the guardian, 

rather than the Petitioners who were neither nominated by June, nor have statutory priority over 

Gerry, June’s husband. 

June’s daughters have used improper self-help tactics to obtain custody of their mother to 

the detriment of June and her husband. 

June’s daughter Kimberly and the Petitioners first tried to bully June’s husband Gerry into 

voluntarily surrendering the care of June to June’s children.  Then June’s daughter Kimberly and 
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the Petitioners attempted to verify their authority in Probate Court via an alleged power of 

attorney but did not succeed (P-19-100166-E, “Probate Action”).  After the Probate Court 

hearing, the parties and attorneys met to discuss possible resolutions.  Visitation demands by the 

children were discussed, and assurances were made by June’s children, and their attorneys, that 

they were not seeking to take or keep June from her husband.  Then less than 24 hours later 

Kimberly and the Petitioners coordinated the forcible taking of June from a hotel restaurant in 

Phoenix where she was staying for her husband’s surgery at the Mayo Clinic.  See police report 

and statement of professional caregiver attached hereto as Exhibit A (showing that June stated 

she did not want to go with her daughter, but Kimberly and her brother-in-law prevented the 

caregiver from intervening and then took June against her will)  This occurred before the 

Petitioners had filed their petition for guardianship and without any authority to do so because 

even if the power of attorney were valid it does not give the Petitioners or Kimberly the right to 

physically take June from her husband and move her. Now the Petitioners are attempting to justify 

their various improper actions by seeking a guardianship.  The request for temporary guardianship 

is particularly problematic as the Petitioners have not made any allegations showing that any 

immediate threats to June exist. 

There are no allegations in the Petition justifying the forced separation of June and her 

husband, nor evidencing a reason to grant the Petitioners guardianship. 

June has lived with her husband during the full time they have been married:  

approximately 9 years.  She has never lived with her children long-term during this time and has 

only had occasional temporary visits with them.  Most recently, around April 2019, June’s 

children were requested to provide temporary care while Gerry underwent medical procedures, 

with the stated expectation that such assistance would exist for a matter of weeks.  Since that date, 

Gerry has received a pacemaker, had surgery to insert stents, and is undergoing chemotherapy, 
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which has not affected him to the degree it affects most people. 1  At this time, Gerry is healthy, 

capable, willing, and wanting to be with his wife and care for each other as they have done 

throughout their marriage.  He also has the financial backing to obtain professional assistance if 

such is necessary.  There is no factual or legal basis to modify the arrangement that has existed 

for about nine years.  The forcible separation that June’s children have unnecessarily caused is 

damaging to both June and her husband. 

As temporary guardians, the Petitioners have refused to allow June and her husband to 

spend the night together, or even to be alone together in any setting.  Kimberly and a professional 

caregiver attempted to sit at the same table with June and Gerry during their first time together 

after three weeks of separation, and only moved to a different table after Gerry strenuously 

objected.  

June is currently living in the home that Gerry and June have occupied during their 9 years 

of marriage except for the limited times they lived next door to Gerry’s family for assistance 

during medical procedures.  However, June is living with Kimberly and Kimberly’s boyfriend.  

It is not a good environment for Gerry to live in, and he is currently prohibited by the Petitioners 

from living there.  Nonetheless, if June wishes to live at the Kraft home, Gerry is happy to do so, 

but without Kimberly and Kimberly’s boyfriend. 

The actions by June’s children show they are not as concerned about the care or well-being 

of June’s as they are  a contract June’s entered into approximately 21 months ago, to which 

June’s children now object. 

The current spats by June’s children started in the past couple months when they 

discovered that June sold her home to Gerry’s son-in-law in January 2018.  Because Gerry and 

 
1 The day after Gerry’s last chemotherapy appointment he was feeling well enough to take a four-hour scenic train 
ride and missed his wife being with him.  He also feels badly for his wife who is being kept at home by her children 
and is not being permitted to enjoy life with her husband. 
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June were having trouble making mortgage payments, Gerry’s son-in-law agreed to pay off 

June’s mortgage and to provide extensive and generous financial support to June and Gerry.  

Suffice it to say, the sale was entirely in good faith, and was done approximately 21 months before 

June was allegedly declared incompetent by a medical professional.2  Gerry’s son-in-law has 

offered to unwind the sale if June’s children wish, or litigate the issues if they wish; however, 

those issues are not germane to this guardianship action. 

There have never been allegations that Gerry has improperly cared for June, and the 

Petitioners have not made any such claims now.  They have made no allegations that would allow 

the Court to override the statutory preference of a husband as guardian before a person’s children.   

The actions by June’s children arise from their unjustified concerns about the sale of the 

home, and not the care, condition, or well-being of June.  This is evidenced by the fact that the 

initial demand letter from Kimberly’s attorney was focused solely upon assets (i.e. the home) and 

not June. See August 5th letter attached hereto as Exhibit B.  The Probate Action was focused on 

the home and not June as evidenced by Kimberly filing a lis pendens in connection with the 

action.3 

The powers of attorney have been challenged by Gerry, and no court has ruled regarding 

the validity of the same.  In any case, the daughter nominated in the power of attorney has 

not sought guardianship. 

The power of attorney claimed by Kimberly raises many concerns.  These concerns were 

filed in connection with the Probate Action.  See Gerry’s objection in the Probate Action attached 

 
2 Gerry has not been provided a copy of the Petitioners’ Physician’s Certificate of Incapacity.  To the extent a court 
order is required to obtain the same, Gerry requests such court order.  In any case, it is impossible for Gerry to 
respond regarding whether the information in the Certificate is valid without seeing the same. 
 
3 The Probate Commissioner recognized the lis pendens was recorded improperly by Kimberly, because no action 
was actually pending, and instructed Kimberly to remove the same.  
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hereto as Exhibit C.  Neither Kimberly nor the Petitioners have ever responded to Gerry’s 

concerns raised in the Probate Action.  The Probate Commissioner denied Kimberly’s and the 

Petitioners’ petition to confirm the power of attorney because notice was not properly given to 

June.  It would have been easy for Kimberly and the Petitioners to give notice to June and put the 

matter back on calendar (which is what they promised to do), but instead less than 24 hours later 

Kimberly, with the support and encouragement of the Petitioners, traveled to Phoenix and took 

June from her husband.  They justified such action based on the power of attorney, which, even 

if valid, does not give Kimberly authority to forcibly move June.4  As a result of the same, June 

and her husband were separated for three weeks, and now Gerry has only limited and supervised 

visitation rights.  This is entirely unnecessary and in bad faith. 

The Petitioners do not have statutory priority over June’s husband for guardianship of 

June. 

The Petition is interesting because it is brought by third-priority parties, who have very 

little actual knowledge of relevant issues.  The Petition states “upon information and belief” 

thirty-two times and relies almost exclusively upon information allegedly obtained from 

Kimberly.  However, Kimberly has not signed a verification or joined in the Petition.  In fact, if 

the powers of attorney are valid, they nominate Kimberly to be June’s guardian, but, as evidenced 

by the existence of the Petition, even Kimberly and her two petitioning sisters do not get along 

well enough to coordinate their actions.  No evidence suggests June ever wanted the Petitioners 

to be her guardian.  Based upon the allegations in the Petition, Kimberly might have first priority 

under the statute to be Guardian, June’s husband would have second priority, and the Petitioners 

would have third priority.  Kimberly has not filed any petition, and Gerry has senior priority over 

 
4 Neither a general power of attorney nor a medical power of attorney give an agent the right to seize care and custody 
of a ward, particularly from the ward’s husband, and without any exigent circumstances.  There had been no 
adjudication of incapacity, and even the power of attorney was disputed openly in probate court the day before. 
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the Petitioners under the statute.  For this reason alone, the Court could deny the Petition. 

The current arrangement is not in the best interest of June, and June is being manipulated 

by her children. 

The current arrangement is not in the best interest of June, and June’s children are 

triangulating her with her husband.  See handwritten notes written by someone other than 

Kimberly attached hereto as Exhibit D, which June’s children gave to June during the first visit 

between Gerry and June in three weeks.  The notes instruct June on what to say to Gerry.  This is 

entirely improper and sad.  It is very similar to one parent attempting to use a child to gain an 

advantage in a divorce.  It should not occur.  If in fact June is in need of a guardian, then she 

should not be asked by her children to make any arguments to her husband on behalf of herself.  

If she is not in need of a guardian, then we should not be here. 

June’s children do not have any greater ability to care for June than does Gerry. 

When Kimberly and the Petitioners permitted June to visit with Gerry at a Denny’s, three 

weeks after they forcibly took June, Kimberly and the Petitioners were present but for some 

reason also brought a professional caretaker with them.  The Petition also mentions the possibility 

of the Petitioners hiring a professional caretaker to care for June.  See Petition Paragraph 62.  If 

the three of June’s children are unable to  care for their mother at a brief dinner without a 

professional caretaker present, then that calls into question their ability to perform the duties 

required of as guardians, or, at a minimum, it shows that Gerry is equally capable of caring for 

his wife.  Despite Gerry’s occasional and temporary medical conditions, he is able to care for his 

wife, and if needed, he has the financial backing to obtain any assistance he needs, just like June’s 

daughters are currently doing. 

Finally, the petition includes dozens of inaccuracies, but Gerry will address those more 

fully in a future supplement prior to the hearing regarding a general guardianship.  
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Legal Arguments against Guardianship 

Summary of legal arguments. 

The Court should not appoint Robyn Friedman and Donna Simmons as either the 

temporary or general guardians of June because June is not incapacitated, as defined under NRS 

159.019, and there is no substantial and immediate risk of either physical harm, financial loss, or 

medical needs.  In the alternative, if the Court determines that June is incapacitated, then it should 

appoint her husband of nine years, Gerry, as her guardian, whether temporary or general.  Indeed, 

NRS 159.0613(4)(c) requires the Court to give preference to the spouse of a proposed protected 

person before a child.  Gerry is qualified, willing, and able to serve as the guardian of his wife.  

The Court should either deny the original Petition in its entirety or grant Gerry’s petition to be 

appointed as his wife’s guardian. 

Temporary guardianship should not be extended because there are no immediate needs 

justifying it. 

Gerry opposes the petition for temporary guardianship because Petitioners have not 

shown any substantial and immediate risk of financial loss or physical harm exist, nor need for 

medical care; in fact, they have not even alleged that such a risk of harm or need exists.  

The Court may appoint a temporary guardian only if it “finds reasonable cause to believe 

that the proposed protected person is unable to respond to a substantial and immediate risk of 

physical harm or to a need for immediate medical attention,” NRS 159.0523(2)(a), or if “the 

proposed protected person is unable to respond to a substantial and immediate risk of financial 

loss,” NRS 159.0525(2)(a).  A petitioner must provide documentation and facts to show that an 

immediate risk exists.  NRS 159.0523(1)(a)-(b); 159.0523(1)(a)-(c).  

Here, none of the reasons that Petitioners offer to support the need for a temporary 

guardianship demonstrate the existence of any immediate risk to June.  While they allege that 
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June suffers from dementia and that a number of difficult issues have arisen between her family 

members, they have not articulated a single fact that shows June is immediately about to lose 

money or suffer physical harm. See Petition, Summary, pp. 2-6. Most of the reasons provided 

focus on disputes amongst family members and how those disputes affect other parties rather than 

June.  For example, although the Petition mentions eviction proceedings, those proceedings were 

not against June but against people living with her.  In addition, any facts that allegedly relate 

directly to June’s well-being do not demonstrate any immediacy.  

It is also interesting to note that when the temporary guardianship was sought on an ex-

parte basis, June had been in the care of Kimberly for two weeks.  So, what emergency bodily, 

medical or financial issue existed, over which Gerry allegedly had control? 

Additionally, proper notice of the request for temporary guardianship, under NRS 

159.0523(2)(b) and NRS 159.0525(2)(a), was not given.  An email stating that guardianship was 

going to be sought by the Petitioners was provided to counsel; however, it said nothing about 

seeking an ex parte temporary guardianship (it was believed that guardianship in the ordinary 

course was intended to be sought), and the email was sent less than one-hour before the ex-parte 

petition was filed. 

The Court should deny the Petitioners request for General Guardianship. 

Gerry also opposes the petition for general guardianship because June is not incapacitated 

as defined by statute.  NRS 159.019 states that “[a] person is ‘incapacitated’ if he or she . . . is 

unable to receive and evaluate information or make or communicate decisions to such an extent 

that the person lacks the ability to meet essential requirements for physical health, safety or self-

care without appropriate assistance.”  

Gerry has shared his life with June for the past nine years and throughout their marriage 

and still today she has plainly had the ability to receive and evaluate information and make or 
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communicate decisions regarding her health, safety, and self-care.  On September 6th, in the 

Probate Action, Counsel for Kimberly stated on the record that guardianship was not appropriate 

because “[June] is not fully incapacitated, we cannot get a doctor’s letter.”  See Court’s Video 

transcript at 11:16:20.  Yet somehow three days later on September 9th, Kimberly and/or the 

Petitioners obtained a Physician’s Certificate from some doctor who is not June’s regular primary 

care doctor and without consultation with June’s husband or her husband’s family who has had 

extensive interaction with June.5   

Gerry has not yet had the opportunity to review the confidential physician’s statement 

submitted by Petitioners, but if that statement appears to be legitimate, then Gerry requests the 

Court allow him to have another independent physician provide a second opinion of June’s mental 

capacity.  

The factual arguments above support denying Petitioners request to act as general 

guardians for June.  A supplemental pleading with further arguments will be filed in the future. 

Nonetheless, to the extent the Court determines a guardianship is appropriate, or Gerry 

considers the Physician’s Certificate or otherwise agrees to a guardianship, then Gerry as the 

Husband should be appointed rather than the Petitioners. 

Counter-Petition for temporary guardian of the person and estate and issuance of letters 
of temporary guardianship, and petition for general guardian of the person and estate and 

issues of letters of general guardianship 
 

If the Court determines that June is incapacitated as defined by statute, then Gerry asks 

the Court to appoint him, not Friedman or Simmons, as Jones’s guardian, whether as a temporary 

or general guardian of her person and estate. 

NRS 159.0613 gives preference to a person whom the proposed protected person has 

 
5 Gerry acknowledges that June has a degree of dementia, however, Gerry has never previously taken the position 
that Ms. Jones is in need of a guardianship and has not seen the Physician’s Certificate regarding the analysis 
determining the same. 
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nominated to be her guardian or to a relative. Friedman and Simmons have provided estate 

planning documents in which June allegedly nominated Kimberly Jones as her guardian, or, in 

the alternative, Scott Simmons.  Neither of those individuals have petitioned to become June’s 

guardian.  As a result, the statute next requires the Court to give preference to the spouse of the 

proposed protected person, before a child or other relative. See NRS 159.0613(4)(c).  Thus, the 

Court must give preference to Gerry who has been married to June for nine years. 

Furthermore, the Court must appoint “the qualified person who is most suitable and is 

willing to serve.” NRS 159.0613(4).  Gerry is qualified, suitable, and willing to serve. Gerry is 

qualified and suitable 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 provided for June’s basic needs and continues to be able to provide for her 

basic needs, including, food, shelter, clothing, medical care, and more; 

• 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 is not incapacitated and does not have any disability. Although he has been 

undergoing treatment for cancer, his treatment is going very well and has not affected him to the 

degree it typically affects other people.  In any case, he has the financial backing to ensure June 

is properly cared for if he is temporarily unable to do so.; 

• 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 
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any other state; 

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

than Nevada; 

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

the immediately preceding 7 years. 

Gerry also incorporates into his petition for guardianship the basic information required 

by NRS 159.044 provided by Petitioners in their Petition. Gerry’s mailing address is currently 

2632 E. Harmon Ave., Las Vegas, NV 89121. 

Gerry’s petition is not sought for the purpose of initiating litigation, nor sought as the 

result of an investigation of a report of abuse, neglect, exploitation, isolation, or abandonment. 

Gerry also asks the Court to apply the same conditions and authority requested by Petitioners in 

paragraphs 86-95 of their Petition; except, Gerry is not seeking attorney’s fees or costs from 

June’s estate and does not seek payment of guardian’s fees from June if he is appointed guardian.  

Conclusion 

The status quo was June living with her husband and being properly cared for.  The 

Petitioners believed court intervention was necessary and went to probate court but failed.  Rather 

than re-noticing a probate court hearing, or even filing a guardianship action, less than 24 hours 

later Kimberly with the assistance of the Petitioners took June from her husband.  Gerry does not 

dispute the Petitioners’ rights to seek court intervention; however, it is improper for them to use 

non-adjudicated self-help and then attempt to obtain an advantage due to the same improper self-

help.  Gerry is asking for things to return to how they were until a proper court hearing and 

determination can be made.  Gerry has his health issues, but he has his mental faculties which has 

not been disputed, and he has the ability, willingness, and desire to continue to care for his wife. 
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Based upon the above, this Court should deny the Petition to Appoint Robyn Friedman 

and Donna Simons as temporary or general guardians of June. If the Court determines that June 

is incapacitated and needs a guardian, then it should appoint Gerry, June’s husband of nine years, 

as temporary and/or general guardian of her person and estate.  

 Gerry also prays: 

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

Yeoman; 

2. That the Court direct that if the value of June’s cumulative assets and income is 

less than $10,000 that they be placed in an unblocked guardianship account and allow for 

summary administration; 

3. That Rodney Gerald Yeoman be allowed to serve as guardian without bond; 

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

June; 

5. That Rodney Gerald Yeoman have access to all historical financial, medical, and 

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

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

by statute as June’s legal guardian; 

7. 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 temporary and 

general guardianship; 

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

Dated this 2nd day of October, 2019.  KEHOE & ASSOCIATES 
       /s/ Ty E. Kehoe                      
       Ty E. Kehoe, Esq. 
       Matthew C. Piccolo, Esq. 
       PICCOLO LAW OFFICES 
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KEHOE & ASSOCIATES
Ty E. Kehoe, Esq. 
Nevada Bar No. 006011 
871 Coronado Center Drive, Suite 200 
Henderson, Nevada 89052 
Telephone: (702) 837-1908 
Facsimile: (702) 837-1932 
TyKehoeLaw@gmail.com
Attorney for Richard Powell and Rodney Gerald Yeoman 

DISTRICT COURT
CLARK COUNTY, NEVADA

In the Matter of the General Power of 
Attorney of: 

JUNE JONES.

Case No.:  P-19-100166-E
Dept. No.: PC1

Date: September 6, 2019 
Time: 9:30 a.m.

OPPOSITION TO PETITION FOR CONFIRMATION OF AGENT UNDER POWER OF 

ATTORNEY PURSUANT TO NRS 162A.330

AND COUNTER MOTION TO EXPUNGE LIS PENDENS

Richard Powell (“Powell”), the son-in-law of June Jones, and Rodney Gerald Yeoman 

(“Yeoman”), the husband of June Jones, by and through their counsel Ty E. Kehoe, Esq.,1

hereby submit this Opposition to Petition for Confirmation of Agent under Power of Attorney 

Pursuant to NRS 162A.330, and Counter Motion to Expunge Lis Pendens. This Opposition is 

based upon the argument contained herein, the papers on file in this action, and any oral 

argument and evidence to be presented at the time of any hearing.

Dated this 4th day of September, 2019.  KEHOE & ASSOCIATES
       /s/Ty E. Kehoe___________  
       Ty E. Kehoe, Esq. 

1 Yeoman has standing as the spouse of June Jones.  Powell has standing, at a minimum, as the owner of Kraft 
Way Real Property which is subject to a Lis Pendens filed herein, and because Counsel for Petitioner has sent 
Powell a demand letter citing the POA as authority.

Case Number: P-19-100166-E

Electronically Filed
9/4/2019 12:37 PM
Steven D. Grierson
CLERK OF THE COURTCLERK OF THE COURT
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MEMORANDUM OF POINTS AND AUTHORITIES 
 

Summary 

The relief requested in the Petition is not supported by the only legal authority cited in 

the Petition (NRS 162A.330), proper notice appears to have not been given, and the alleged 

General Power of Attorney (“POA”) should not be confirmed for several reasons outlined 

below. 

The legal authority cited in the Petition does not support the relief requested in the 

Petition. 

The Petition cites to only one legal authority: NRS 162A.330.  However, the Petition 

does not even quote that statute, which says: 

 NRS 162A.330  Judicial relief. 
      1.  The following persons may petition a court to construe a power of 
attorney or review the agent’s conduct, and grant appropriate relief: 
      (a) The principal or the agent; 
      (b) A guardian or other fiduciary acting for the principal; 
      (c) A person authorized to make health care decisions for the principal; 
      (d) The principal’s spouse, parent or descendant; 
      (e) An individual who would qualify as a presumptive heir of the principal; 
      (f) A person named as a beneficiary to receive any property, benefit or 
contractual right on the principal’s death or as a beneficiary of a trust created by 
or for the principal that has a financial interest in the principal’s estate; 
      (g) A governmental agency having regulatory authority to protect the 
welfare of the principal; 
      (h) A person asked to accept the power of attorney; or 
      (i) The principal’s caregiver or another person who demonstrates sufficient 
interest in the principal’s welfare. 
      2.  Upon motion by the principal, the court shall dismiss a petition filed 
under this section, unless: 
      (a) The court finds that the principal lacks capacity to revoke the agent’s 
authority or the power of attorney; or 
      (b) A governmental agency has asserted abuse by the agent regarding the 
agent’s actions under the power of attorney. 
 

The statute calls for “constru[ing] a power of attorney or review[ing] the agent’s conduct.”  

However, the Petition does not raise any question regarding construing the POA (except for 

indirectly raising issues regarding the validity of the POA), and the Petition is brought by the 
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alleged agent and so it is not seeking to review her own conduct. 

There does not appear to be a process in the statutes or case law to have this Court 

confirm an attorney-in-fact, nor to have this Court assume jurisdiction of this matter (whatever 

that phrase might be intended to mean in the context of a power of attorney) as requested in the 

Petition (see Petition page 2, line 20).  It appears the Petitioner is extrapolating from having this 

Court confirm a trustee and assume jurisdiction of the same, or possibly extrapolating from 

guardianship law; however, neither of those situations appear to be legally applicable to a 

power of attorney as we have here. 

At this time the alleged General Power of Attorney should be construed as unenforceable. 

This Court should construe the POA as unenforceable at this time, and June’s Husband, 

Yeoman, requests the same pursuant to NRS 162A.330(d), for the following reasons: 

1 – June was not provided notice of the Petition.  According to the certificates of service 

filed herein, notice was provided to June by mailing to the Petitioner in California.  It is entirely 

unclear upon what basis Petitioner believes it appropriate to seek to enforce a document against 

June without providing notice to June.  Even if severe incapacity were alleged (which is not the 

case here2), notice to a proposed ward is still required in the context of a guardianship.  

Certainly it should be required in this context.  Additionally, notice was not provided to June’s 

husband. 

 2 – An original of the POA has not been provided.  Counsel for Powell and Yeoman 

has made multiple requests to determine whether an original exists, but no answer has been 

received. 

3 – A full copy of the alleged General Power of Attorney has not been provided to the 

Court.  The Exhibit attached to the Petition includes only pages 2, 3 and 4, of 5 total pages. 

 
2 Upon information and belief, there is no medical determination that June Jones is incompetent. 
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4 – The POA is not dated by June Jones.  The POA specifically states: “You must date 

and sign this power of attorney,” which is also the statutory language from NRS 162A.620. 

5 – Petitioner has been unwilling to share any explanation regarding the creation of the 

POA.  The POA was signed seven years ago.  It is unclear whether the document was signed for 

a short term basis (ie. June being out of the country for a trip), or whether it was signed as some 

estate plan (of which no additional documents are known).  The POA includes the firm name of 

Johnson & Johnson as a footer on the document; however, upon information and belief, David 

Johnson denies his firm was involved with preparing the same. 

6 – Upon information and belief, the Petitioner has taken control of June’s bank account, 

and has repeatedly emptied the same.  These actions have been taken even before this Court has 

ruled upon the Petition.  Petitioner has refused to provide any accounting of June’s money. 

7 - Counsel for Powell and Yeoman has reached out via email and voice mail to the 

Notary listed on the POA, to obtain a copy of the notary book, and receive any background 

information that might be available; however, no response has yet been received. 

Conclusion 

 Based upon the above, this Court should not “assume jurisdiction over this matter,” and 

the Court should construe the document attached to the Petition as unenforceable at this time 

based upon the lack of information that exists so far.  Additionally, the Court should expunge 

the Lis Pendens filed herein and recorded with the Clark County Recorder, as discussed further 

below. 

Dated this 4th day of September, 2019. KEHOE & ASSOCIATES 
/s/ Ty E. Kehoe__________ 
Ty E. Kehoe, Esq. 
 

COUNTER-MOTION TO EXPUNGE LIS PENDENS 
 

Richard Powell (“Powell”), by and through his counsel Ty E. Kehoe, Esq., hereby files 
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this Counter-Motion to Expunge Lis Pendens.  This Counter-Motion is based upon the 

argument contained herein, the papers on file in this action, and any oral argument and evidence 

to be presented at the time of any hearing. 

Dated this 4th day of September, 2019.  KEHOE & ASSOCIATES 
       /s/Ty E. Kehoe___________  
       Ty E. Kehoe, Esq. 
 

MEMORANDUM OF POINTS AND AUTHORITIES 

 Petitioner herein on August 1, 2019, improperly obtained a Lis Pendens in connection 

with this action as to 6277 W. Kraft Avenue, Las Vegas, NV, 89130, APN 138-02-511-076 

(“Kraft Way”), and then on August 1, 2019 improperly recorded that Lis Pendens with the 

Clark County Recorder.  Kraft Way is owned by Powell.3  There is no litigation pending as to 

Kraft Way, and thus the Lis Pendens is improper and should be expunged pursuant to NRS 

14.015. 

Pursuant to NRS 14.015(1) a defendant may request that the court hold a hearing on the 

notice of lis pendens and such hearing shall be set as soon as practicable taking precedence over 

all other civil matters except a motion for a preliminary injunction.  NRS 14.015(2) requires, 

upon 15 days notice, the party who recorded the lis pendens to appear at the hearing and, 

through affidavits and other evidence which the court may permit, establish to the satisfaction 

of the court that: 

(a) The action is for the foreclosure of a mortgage upon the real property 
described in the notice or affects the title or possession of the real property 
described in the notice; 
 

(b) The action was not brought in bad faith or for an improper motive; 
 

(c) The party who recorded the notice will be able to perform any conditions 
precedent to the relief sought in the action insofar as it affects the title or 
possession of the real property; and 

 
3 Powell purchased Kraft Way from June in January 2018.  June’s children, including the Petitioner are now 
questioning the appropriateness of that sale; however, no litigation has been commended.  In any case, pursuant to 
statute, Petitioner is required to properly establish the appropriateness of the Lis Pendens pursuant to NRS 14.015. 
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(d) The party who recorded the notice would be injured by any transfer of an 

interest in the property before the action is concluded. 
 

Further, NRS 14.015(3) also requires the party who recorded the lis pendens establish 

either: 

(a) That the party who recorded the notice is likely to prevail in the action; or 
 

(b) That the party who recorded the notice has a fair chance of success on the 
merits in the action and the injury described in paragraph (d) of subsection 2 
would be sufficiently serious that the hardship on him or her in the event of a 
transfer would be greater than the hardship on the defendant resulting from 
the notice of pendency, 

 
- and that if the party who recorded the notice prevails he or she will be 
entitled to relief affecting the title or possession of the real property. 
 

NRS 14.015(4) permits the party opposing the notice of the pendency of an action to 

submit counter-affidavits and other evidence which the court permits. 

“If the court finds that the party who recorded the notice of pendency of the action has 

failed to establish any of the matters required by subsection [NRS 14.015(2)], the court shall 

order the cancellation of the notice of pendency and shall order the party who recorded the 

notice to record with the recorder of the county a copy of the order of cancellation.  The order 

must state that the cancellation has the same effect as an expungement of the original notice.”  

See NRS 14.015(5). 

Here, there is absolutely no action regarding Kraft Way.  And, even if the Power of 

Attorney is confirmed (as argued against above), still any action in connection with Kraft Way  

would presumably not be appropriately pursued in probate court.  Therefore, the Lis Pendens 

should be expunged and Petitioner should be ordered to immediately record an order stating the 

same, as outlined in NRS 14.015(5). 

Dated this 4th day of September, 2019. KEHOE & ASSOCIATES 
/s/ Ty E. Kehoe__________ 
Ty E. Kehoe, Esq. 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
 

 I HEREBY CERTIFY that on the 4th day of September, 2019, I served a true and correct 

copy of the Opposition to Petition for Confirmation of Agent under Power of Attorney Pursuant 

to NRS 162A.330, and Counter Motion to Expunge Lis Pendens via electronic service to the 

following, or via US First Class Mail postage pre-paid to the addresses listed:  

David C. Johnson, Esq. 
 
Counsel for Petitioner 
 

Donna Simmons 
1054 S. Verde Street 
Anaheim, CA  92805 

Teri Butler 
586 N. Magdalina Street 
Dewey, AZ  86327 

Scott Simmons 
1054 S. Verde Street 
Anaheim, CA  92805 
 

Robyn Nicole Friedman 
2824 High Sail Court 
Las Vegas, NV  89117 

June Jones 
2632 E. Harmon Avenue 
Las Vegas, NV  89121 
 

  
  

       /s/ Ty E. Kehoe___________  
       Ty E. Kehoe 
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