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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. 

 
No. 83967 
 
 
        
 

 
APPEAL 

 
From the Eighth Judicial District Court, Clark County 

The Honorable Linda Marquis, District Judge 
District Court Case No. G-19-052263-A 

 
APPELLANT’S APPENDIX 

 
Scott Cardenas 

Nevada Bar No. 14851 
Elizabeth Mikesell 

Nevada Bar No. 08034 
Legal Aid Center of Southern Nevada 

725 East Charleston Boulevard 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89104 

(702) 386-1539 
Attorneys for Appellant 

 
 

Electronically Filed
Jun 23 2022 11:18 a.m.
Elizabeth A. Brown
Clerk of Supreme Court
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ALPHABETICAL INDEX TO APPELLANT’S APPENDIX 
 
 

DESCRIPTION VOL. BATES NUMBERS 
Accounting I AA00055–00063  

Affidavit in Support of Ex Parte 
Petition for an Order for the Attendance 
of the Protected Person at the February 

11, 2021 Hearing 

I AA00216–00220 

Affidavit of John P. Michaelson, Esq., in 
Support of Ex Parte Petition to Shorten 

Time to Hear Verified Petition for 
Communication, Visits, and Vacation 

Time with Protected Person 

I AA00241–00242 

Amended First Accounting II AA00455–00466 
Amended Notice of Accounting Review IV AA00947–00950 

Case Appeal Statement V AA01132–01138 
Certificate of Mailing for Clerk’s Notice 

of Hearing on Amended First 
Accounting 

III AA00580–00581  

Certificate of Service for (1) Clerk’s 
Notice of Hearing on Petition for 

Visitation with Protected Person; (2) 
Petition for Visitation with the 

Protected Person; and (3) Supplement to 
Petition for Visitation with the 

Protected Person 

II AA00333–00334 

Clerk’s Notice of Nonconforming 
Document 

I AA00098–00100  

Confidential Physician’s Certificate of 
Incapacity and Medical Records 

I AA00001–00006  
Submitted to the 

Court Confidentially 
Confidential Report of AOC Investigator III AA00542–00549 

Submitted to the 
Court Confidentially 

Exhibits to Motion to Stay Evidentiary 
Hearing Pending Petition for Writ of 

II AA00417–00451 
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Prohibition and Petition for Writ of 
Mandamus 

Ex Parte Motion for an Order 
Shortening Time on Hearing on Motion 
to Stay Evidentiary Hearing Pending 
Petition for Writ of Prohibition and 

Petition for Writ of Mandamus 

II AA00452–00454 

Ex Parte Motion for an Order 
Shortening Time for Hearing on 

Petition to Approve Kathleen June 
Jones’s Proposed Visitation Schedule 

II AA00369–00371 

Ex Parte Petition for Order Shortening 
Time to Hear Petition for Visitation 

with the Protected Person 

II AA00322–00326 

Ex Parte Petition for an Order for the 
Attendance of the Protected Person at 

the February 11, 2021 Hearing 

I AA00210–00215  

Ex Parte Petition to Shorten Time to 
Hear Verified Petition for 

Communication, Visits, and Vacation 
Time with Protected Person 

I AA00238–00240 

Findings of Fact, Conclusions of Law, 
and Order Regarding Visitation, First 
Annual Accounting, Guardian’s Fees, 
Caretaking Fees, Attorney’s Fees and 

Costs, and Removal of Guardian 

IV AA00951–00997 

Guardian’s Acknowledgment of Duties 
and Responsibilities Under NRS 159 

(Person and Estate)  

V AA01005–01016 

Kathleen June Jones’s Closing 
Argument and Proposed Findings of 

Fact and Conclusions of Law 

III AA0659–00675 

Kathleen June Jones’s Closing 
Argument and Proposed Findings of 

Fact and Conclusions of Law 

III AA00676–00692 

Kathleen June Jones’s Opposition to 
Verified Petition for Communication, 

I AA00110–00131  
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Visits, and Vacation Time with 
Protected Person 

Kathleen June Jones’s Pretrial 
Memorandum 

III AA00510–00538 

Kimberly Jones’s Closing Brief 
Following Evidentiary Hearing 

III AA00624–00658 

Kimberly Jones’s Memorandum of 
Status 

I, II AA00243–00258 

Kimberly Jones’s Memorandum of 
Status 

II AA00263–00293 

Kimberly Jones’s Memorandum of 
Status dated August 06, 2021 

III, 
IV 

AA00711–00768 

Kimberly Jones’s Memorandum of 
Status dated September 16, 2021 

IV AA00926–00939 

Kimberly Jones’s Objection to Robyn 
Friedman’s and Donna Simmons’s 

Objection to Guardian’s Accounting and 
First Amended Accounting 

III AA00704–00710 

Kimberly Jones’s Partial Joinder to 
Kathleen June Jones’s Motion to Stay 
Evidentiary Hearing Pending Petition 
for Writ of Prohibition and Petition for 

Writ of Mandamus 

II AA00413–00416 

Kimberly Jones’s Pretrial Memorandum II, III AA00487–00509 
Letters of General Guardianship V AA1017–01020 

Letters of Guardianship I AA00053–00054  
Letters of Temporary Guardianship I AA00020–00024 

Limited Response to Petition for 
Visitation with the Protected Person 

II AA00335–00339 

Minutes for February 11, 2021 Hearing I AA00221–0222 
Minutes for March 30, 2021 Hearing II AA00300 

Minutes for June 08, 2021 Evidentiary 
Hearing 

III AA00572–00573 

Minutes for August 12, 2021 Hearing IV AA00811–00812 
Minute Order dated May 15, 2021 II AA00372–00373  
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Motion to Stay Evidentiary Hearing 
Pending Petition for Writ of Prohibition 

and Petition for Writ of Mandamus 

II AA00402–00412 

Notice of Accounting Review I AA00107–00109 
Notice of Accounting Review III AA00539–00541 
Notice of Accounting Review IV AA00943–00946 

Notice of Appeal V AA01129–01131 
Notice of Appearance I AA00235–00237 

Notice of Entry of Order for Order 
Appointing Counsel and Directing 
Release of Medical and Financial 

Records and Information 

I AA00028–00033 

Notice of Entry of Order for Order 
Appointing Successor Guardian 

V AA01020–01029 

Notice of Entry of Order for Order 
Extending Temporary Guardianship 

I AA00034–00038 

Notice of Entry of Order for Findings of 
Fact, Conclusions of Law, and Order 
Regarding Visitation, First Annual 

Accounting, Guardian’s Fees, 
Caretaking Fees, Attorney’s Fees and 

Costs, and Removal of Guardian 

V AA01030–01078 

Notice of Entry of Order for Findings of 
Fact, Conclusions of Law, and Order 
Regarding Visitation, First Annual 

Accounting, Guardian’s Fees, 
Caretaking Fees, Attorney’s Fees and 

Costs, and Removal of Guardian 

V AA01079–01128 

Notice of Entry of Order for Order from 
October 15, 2019 Hearing 

I AA00045–00052  

Notice of Entry of Order for Order 
Granting Ex Parte Petition for 

Appointment of Temporary Guardian of 
the Person and Estate and Issuance of 

Letters of Temporary Guardianship 

I AA00012–00019  
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Notice of Non-Opposition to Verified 
Petition for Communication, Visits, and 

Vacation Time with Protected Person 

I AA00132–00135  

Opposition to Verified Petition for 
Communication, Visits, and Vacation 

Time with Protected Person 

I  AA00136–00162 

Order Appointing Counsel and 
Directing Release of Medical and 

Financial Records and Information 

I AA00025–00027 

Order Appointing Guardian Ad Litem I AA00228–00234 
Order Appointing Successor Guardian IV, V AA00998–01004 

Order Denying Petition for Stay III AA00550–00563  
Order from October 15, 2019 Hearing I AA00039–00044 
Order Granting Ex Parte Petition for 

Appointment of Temporary Guardian of 
the Person and Estate and Issuance of 

Letters of Temporary Guardianship 

I AA0007–0011 

Order Referring to Compliance Division 
for Additional Accounting Review 

IV AA00940–00942  

Order to Appoint Investigator I AA00223–00227 
Order to Produce Pursuant to NRS 

159.179(5) 
IV AA00813–00817 

Order Shortening Time II AA00374–00376 
Partial Opposition to Declaration of 

Investigation 
III AA00564–00571  

Petitioners’ Omnibus Reply to: (1) 
Kimberly Jones’s Opposition to Verified 
Petition for Communication, Visits, and 
Vacation Time with Protected Person; 

and (2) Kathleen June Jones’s 
Opposition to Verified Petition for 

Communication, Visits, and Vacation 
Time with Protected Person 

I AA00163–0188 

Petition for Visitation with the 
Protected Person 

II AA00301–00321 

Petition to Approve Kathleen June 
Jones’s Proposed Visitation Schedule 

II AA00340–00361 
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Protective Order Authorizing Limited 
Review of Confidential Documents 

II AA00259–00262 

Receipts and/or Vouchers in Support of 
First Accounting 

IV AA00818–00925 

Reply to Limited Response to Petition 
for Visitation with the Protected Person 

II AA00362–00368 

Report to the Court II AA00294–00299 
Robyn Friedman’s and Donna 

Simmons’s Closing Argument Brief 
III AA00582–00623  

Robyn Friedman’s and Donna 
Simmons’s Motion in Limine to 

Preclude Untimely Disclosures at the 
Evidentiary Hearing 

II AA00480–00486 

Robyn Friedman’s and Donna 
Simmons’s Objection to Guardian’s 

Accounting and First Amended 
Accounting 

III AA00693–00703 

Robyn Friedman’s and Donna 
Simmons’s Omnibus Opposition to 

Motion to Stay Evidentiary Hearing 
Pending Petition for Writ of Prohibition 
and Petition for Writ of Mandamus; and 

Kimberly Jones’s Partial Joinder to 
Kathleen June Jones’s Motion to Stay 
Evidentiary Hearing Pending Petition 
for Writ of Prohibition and Petition for 

Writ of Mandamus 

II AA00467–00479 

Robyn Friedman’s and Donna 
Simmons’s Pre-Trial Memorandum 

Regarding Communication and Visits, 
and Exhibit List 

II AA00377–00401 

Robyn Friedman’s and Donna 
Simmons’s Response to Guardian’s 

Objection to Objection to Guardian’s 
Accounting and First Amended 

Accounting 

IV AA00801–00810 

Second Amendment to First Accounting IV AA00769–00800 
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Supplement to Petition for Visitation 
with the Protected Person 

II AA00327–00332 

Supplement to Petitioners’ Omnibus 
Reply to: (1) Kimberly Jones’s 

Opposition to Verified Petition for 
Communication, Visits, and Vacation 
Time with Protected Person; and (2) 
Kathleen June Jones’s Opposition to 
Verified Petition for Communication, 

Visits, and Vacation Time with 
Protected Person 

I AA00189–00209  

Supplement to Robyn Friedman’s and 
Donna Simmons’s Pre-Trial 

Memorandum Regarding 
Communication and Visits, and Exhibit 

List 

III AA00574–00579  

Supplement to Verified Petition for 
Communication, Visits, and Vacation 

Time with Protected Person 

I AA000101–00106 

Transcript from February 11, 2021 
Hearing 

V AA01139–01168 

Transcript for March 12, 2021 Hearing V AA01169–01221 
Transcript for June 08, 2021 

Evidentiary Hearing 
V, VI, 

VII 
AA01222–01586 

Transcript for August 12, 2021 Hearing VII AA01587–01623 
Verified Petition for Communication, 

Visits, and Vacation Time with 
Protected Person 

I AA00064–00097 
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including current or previous information from those who have been obligated to pay money or 

other benefits to Ms. Jones; 

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED, ADJUDGED, AND DECREED that Robyn Friedman is 

authorized to obtain access to any and all estate planning or testamentary documents, including 

wills or trusts, healthcare advance directives, and/or powers of attorney that may be lodged with 

family members, friends, financial institutions, or any other person and entity that may possess 

such documents, and if such documents are found that all such documents be given to Robyn 

Friedman; 

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED, ADJUDGED, AND DECREED that the Court suspend 

any general durable power of attorney and/or healthcare power of attorney documents 

previously executed by Ms. Jones if any, during the pendency of the general guardianship of the 

estate or person, but that if any healthcare power of attorney documents are discovered, the 

General Guardian shall follow instructions contained within the healthcare power of attorney 

document related to medical or end-of-life decisions;  

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED, ADJUDGED, AND DECREED that Robyn Friedman is 

authorized access to any and all historical account information and for any and all of Ms. Jones’ 

assets for investigative purposes and to apply for government benefits, including Medicaid, if 

necessary;  

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED, ADJUDGED, AND DECREED that Robyn Friedman is 

authorized to open and inventory the contents of any and all safe deposit box(es) or personal 

safe(s) in the name of Ms. Jones, individually or jointly with other persons; 

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED, ADJUDGED, AND DECREED that Robyn Friedman is 

authorized to obtain confidential financial information of Ms. Jones, including, but not limited 

AA 001001
Docket 83967   Document 2022-19934
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to statements, cancelled checks, withdrawal authorizations and any other information from 

financial institutions, brokerage or mutual fund firms, the United States Social Security 

Administration, and other persons and agencies which have engaged in transactions concerning 

the financial affairs of Ms. Jones, whether said accounts or records reflect the name of Ms. 

Jones individually, or with one or more other persons or trust, in order to apply for government 

benefits, including Medicaid, if necessary; 

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED, ADJUDGED, AND DECREED that the Robyn Friedman 

will incur hourly guardian fees and costs for its services rendered as the Guardian, and the Court 

authorizes the General Guardian to apply for its guardian fees and costs to be paid from the 

Estate, if any, subject to Court confirmation; and 

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED, ADJUDGED, AND DECREED that Michaelson Law 

will incur hourly legal fees and costs for its services rendered to establish the Guardianship(s), 

and the Court authorizes Michaelson Law to apply for its legal fees and costs to be paid from 

the Estate, if any, subject to Court confirmation. 

 

      _________________________________ 

Submitted by: 
MICHAELSON LAW 

By:  /s/ Matthew D. Whittaker  
John P. Michaelson, Esq. 
Nevada Bar No. 7822 
john@michaelsonlaw.com 
Matthew D. Whittaker, Esq.  
Nevada Bar No. 13281 
matthew@michaelsonlaw.com  
1746 W. Horizon Ridge Parkway 
Henderson, NV 89012 
Counsel for Robyn Friedman and Donna Simmons 

 

________ __________________

AA 001002
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CSERV

DISTRICT COURT
CLARK COUNTY, NEVADA

CASE NO: G-19-052263-AIn the Matter of the Guardianship 
of:

Kathleen Jones, Protected 
Person(s)

DEPT. NO.  Department B

AUTOMATED CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

This automated certificate of service was generated by the Eighth Judicial District 
Court. The foregoing Order Appointing General Guardian - Person & Estate was served via 
the court’s electronic eFile system to all recipients registered for e-Service on the above 
entitled case as listed below:

Service Date: 12/7/2021

Heather Ranck heather@michaelsonlaw.com

Kelly Easton kellye@sylvesterpolednak.com

Monica Gillins mlg@johnsonlegal.com

Lenda Murnane lenda@michaelsonlaw.com

Rosie Najera rnajera@lacsn.org

James Beckstrom jbeckstrom@maclaw.com

John Michaelson john@michaelsonlaw.com

John Michaelson john@michaelsonlaw.com

David Johnson dcj@johnsonlegal.com

Geraldine Tomich gtomich@maclaw.com

Jeffrey Sylvester jeff@sylvesterpolednak.com

AA 001003
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Maria Parra-Sandoval, Esq. mparra@lacsn.org

Kate McCloskey NVGCO@nvcourts.nv.gov

Sonja Jones sjones@nvcourts.nv.gov

LaChasity Carroll lcarroll@nvcourts.nv.gov

Melissa Romano mdouglas@dlnevadalaw.com

Elizabeth Brickfield ebrickfield@dlnevadalaw.com

Deana DePry ddepry@maclaw.com

Scott Simmons scott@technocoatings.com

Cameron Simmons Cameronnnscottt@yahoo.com

Matthew Whittaker matthew@michaelsonlaw.com

Ammon Francom ammon@michaelsonlaw.com

Matthew Whittaker matthew@michaelsonlaw.com

Ammon Francom ammon@michaelsonlaw.com

Kellie Piet kpiet@maclaw.com

AA 001004



Case Number: G-19-052263-A

Electronically Filed
12/7/2021 2:02 PM
Steven D. Grierson
CLERK OF THE COURTCLERK KKKKKK OF THE COUUUURTRTRTRTTTRTTT
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AA 001014



AA 001015



AA 001016



Case Number: G-19-052263-A

Electronically Filed
12/7/2021 2:02 PM
Steven D. Grierson
CLERK OF THE COURT
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NEO
MICHAELSON LAW 
John P. Michaelson, Esq. 
Nevada Bar No. 7822 
john@michaelsonlaw.com 
Matthew D. Whittaker, Esq.  
Nevada Bar No. 13281 
matthew@michaelsonlaw.com  
1746 W. Horizon Ridge Parkway 
Henderson, NV 89012 
Ph: (702) 731-2333 
Fax: (702) 731-2337 
Attorneys for Robyn Friedman  
and Donna Simmons 

DISTRICT COURT 

CLARK COUNTY, NEVADA 

IN THE MATTER OF THE GUARDIANSHIP )  
OF THE PERSON AND ESTATE OF:  ) 
       ) Case Number: G-19-052263-A  

Kathleen June Jones,   ) Department: B 
             )   
   An Adult Protected Person. )   
__________________________________________)   

NOTICE OF ENTRY OF ORDER  

To: Whom It May Concern: 

Notice is hereby given that on December 7, 2021,  an Order Appointing Successor 

General Guardian of the Person and Estate and for Issuance of Letters of General Guardianship 

was entered in the above-titled matter, a copy of said Order is attached hereto. 

DATED:  December 7, 2021.  

MICHAELSON LAW 

/s/ Matthew Whittaker
John P. Michaelson, Esq. 
Nevada Bar No. 7822      
Matthew Whittaker, Esq. 
Nevada Bar No. 13281 
1746 W. Horizon Ridge Parkway 
Henderson, NV 89012 
Counsel for Petitioners 

Case Number: G-19-052263-A

Electronically Filed
12/8/2021 1:09 PM
Steven D. Grierson
CLERK OF THE COURTCLERK KKKKKK OF THE COUURTRTRTRTTRRRR

AA 001020
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
 

Pursuant to Nevada Rule of Civil Procedure 5(b), the undersigned hereby certifies that 

on December 8, 2021,  a copy of the Notice of Entry of Order Appointing Successor General 

Guardian of the Person and Estate and for Issuance of Letters of General Guardianship and Order 

was mailed by regular US first class mail, postage prepaid, in a sealed envelope in Henderson, 

Nevada to the following individuals and/or entities at the following addresses: 

Jeffrey R. Sylvester, Esq. 
jeff@sylvesterpolednak.com 
 
Kelly L. Easton 
kellye@sylvesterpolednak.com 
 
Co-Counsel for Petitioners, Robyn Friedman 
and Donna Simmons 
 

Maria L. Parra-Sandoval, Esq. 
Legal Aid Center of Southern Nevada 
mparra@lacsn.org 
Attorney for Kathleen June Jones 
 
Rosie Najera 
rnajera@lacsn.org 
 
Counsel for June Jones 
 

Kathleen June Jones 
c/o  Kimberly Jones 
1055 S. Verde Street 
Anaheim, CA 92805 
 
Protected Person 

Geraldine Tomich, Esq. 
gtomich@maclaw.com 
 
James Beckstrom. Esq. 
jbeckstrom@maclaw.com 
 
Deana DePry 
ddepry@maclaw.com 
 
Kellie Piet  
kpiet@maclaw.com 
 
 
Attorneys for Kimberly Jones 
 

Elizabeth Brickfield 
DAWSON & LORDAHL PLLC 
ebrickfield@dlnevadalaw.com 
 
Melissa R. Douglas 
mdouglas@dlnevadalaw.com 
 
Guardian Ad Litem for Kathleen June Jones 

 
Kate McCloskey 
NVGCO@nvcourts.nv.gov 
 
LaChasity Carroll 
lcarrol@nvcourts.nv.gov 
 
Sonja Jones 
sjones@nvcourts.nv.gov 

AA 001021
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Teri Butler 
586 N. Magdelena Street 
Dewey, AZ 86327 
 

Scott Simmons 
scott@technocoatings.com 
  

Jen Adamo 
14 Edgewater Drive 
Magnolia, DE 19962 
  

Jon Criss 
804 Harkness Lane, Unit 3 
Redondo Beach, CA 90278  

Ryan O’Neal 
112 Malvern Avenue, Apt. E 
Fullerton, CA 92832 
 

Tiffany O’Neal 
177 N. Singing Wood Street, Unit 13 
Orange, CA 92869 

Courtney Simmons 
765 Kimbark Avenue 
San Bernardino, CA 92407 
 

Cameron Simmons 
Cameronnscott@yahoo.com 
 

 

MICHAELSON LAW 

  Janelle Bednar     
Employee of Michaelson Law 

AA 001022
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GOAG
MICHAELSON LAW 
John P. Michaelson, Esq. 
Nevada Bar No. 7822 
john@michaelsonlaw.com 
Matthew D. Whittaker, Esq.  
Nevada Bar No. 13281 
matthew@michaelsonlaw.com  
1746 W. Horizon Ridge Parkway 
Henderson, NV 89012 
Ph: (702) 731-2333 
Fax: (702) 731-2337 
Attorneys for Robyn Friedman  
and Donna Simmons 
 

DISTRICT COURT 

CLARK COUNTY, NEVADA 

IN THE MATTER OF THE GUARDIANSHIP ) Case Number: G-19-052263-A 
OF THE PERSON AND ESTATE OF:  ) Department: B 
       )  

Kathleen June Jones,   )  
             ) 
   An Adult Protected Person. )            
__________________________________________)  
 
ORDER APPOINTING SUCCESSOR GENERAL GUARDIAN OF THE PERSON AND 

ESTATE AND FOR ISSUANCE OF LETTERS OF GENERAL GUARDIANSHIP 

 TEMPORARY GUARDIANSHIP  GENERAL GUARDIANSHIP
 Person  Person 
 Estate  Summary Admin.  Estate  Summary Admin.
 Person and Estate  Person and Estate  

 SPECIAL GUARDIANSHIP     NOTICES / SAFEGUARDS 
 Person  Blocked Account 
 Estate  Summary Admin.     Bond Posted 
 Person and Estate  Public Guardian Bond  

BASED UPON this Court’s Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law and Order 

Regarding Visitation, First Annual Accounting, Guardian’s Fees, Caretaking Fees, Attorney’s 

Fees and Costs filed with this Court on December 6, 2021;  

Electronically Filed
12/07/2021 10:25 AM

Statistically closed: USJR Guardianship - Set/Withd With Jud Conf/Hr (UGSW)

AA 001023
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NOW THEREFORE,  

ORDER 

IT IS HEREBY ORDERED, ADJUDGED, AND DECREED that Robyn Friedman is 

appointed Successor General Guardian of the Person and Estate of Kathleen June Jones; 

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED, ADJUDGED, AND DECREED that the Clerk of the 

Court is hereby directed to issue Letters of General Guardianship to Robyn Friedman upon 

subscribing to the appropriate oath of office, and that the requirement of a bond is hereby 

waived upon the filing of a proof of blocked account;   

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED, ADJUDGED, AND DECREED that if any liquid assets 

or income that total under $10,000 are discovered, Robyn Friedman is authorized to establish an 

unblocked guardianship account or accounts at a Nevada financial institution or institutions 

chosen at the discretion of the General Guardian, and such liquid assets or income shall be 

placed into such account(s) and used to pay for Ms. Jones’ care, maintenance and support; 

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED, ADJUDGED, AND DECREED that if liquid assets 

and/or income are subsequently discovered and such property exceeds $10,000 in value, Robyn 

Friedman is then directed to establish a blocked guardianship account or accounts at a Nevada 

financial institution or institutions chosen at the discretion of the General Guardian, and shall 

place Ms. Jones’ assets and income in excess of $10,000 in value into such account(s); 

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED, ADJUDGED, AND DECREED, that the requirement of 

filing an accounting is hereby waived unless assets exceeding $10,000 are subsequently 

discovered; 

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED, ADJUDGED, AND DECREED that to carry out the 

function of General Guardian of the Person and Estate of Kathleen June Jones, Robyn Friedman 
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is hereby vested with the powers stated herein, as may be added to or amended from time to 

time by subsequent Order entered by this Court; 

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED, ADJUDGED, AND DECREED that Robyn Friedman has 

authority to assist Ms. Jones in applying for government benefits, including Medicaid benefits 

and has authority to direct or sign all documents required by the Division of Welfare and 

Support Services, or any other third party, in order to establish benefits for Ms. Jones, including 

executing and establishing a qualified income trust, if necessary, and upon obtaining a decision 

for Medicaid eligibility; 

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED, ADJUDGED, AND DECREED that Robyn Friedman has 

authority to assist with Ms. Jones’s medical decisions related to her care for her best interest; 

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED, ADJUDGED, AND DECREED that Robyn Friedman is 

authorized as Ms. Jones’ personal representative for purposes of the Health Insurance 

Portability and Accountability Act of 1996, Public Law 104-191, and any applicable 

regulations.  

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED, ADJUDGED, AND DECREED Robyn Friedman  is 

authorized to obtain and be permitted to receive any and all medical records and information 

concerning the past and present condition and historical treatment of Ms. Jones including but 

not limited to, examination reports, medical charts, medical notes, which are or may be lodged 

with any persons, family members, friends, along with any and all medical providers, 

physicians, hospitals, care facilities, institutions, and/or third parties; 

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED, ADJUDGED, AND DECREED that Robyn Friedman is 

authorized to obtain and receive pertinent information from any other person or agency, 
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including current or previous information from those who have been obligated to pay money or 

other benefits to Ms. Jones; 

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED, ADJUDGED, AND DECREED that Robyn Friedman is 

authorized to obtain access to any and all estate planning or testamentary documents, including 

wills or trusts, healthcare advance directives, and/or powers of attorney that may be lodged with 

family members, friends, financial institutions, or any other person and entity that may possess 

such documents, and if such documents are found that all such documents be given to Robyn 

Friedman; 

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED, ADJUDGED, AND DECREED that the Court suspend 

any general durable power of attorney and/or healthcare power of attorney documents 

previously executed by Ms. Jones if any, during the pendency of the general guardianship of the 

estate or person, but that if any healthcare power of attorney documents are discovered, the 

General Guardian shall follow instructions contained within the healthcare power of attorney 

document related to medical or end-of-life decisions;  

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED, ADJUDGED, AND DECREED that Robyn Friedman is 

authorized access to any and all historical account information and for any and all of Ms. Jones’ 

assets for investigative purposes and to apply for government benefits, including Medicaid, if 

necessary;  

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED, ADJUDGED, AND DECREED that Robyn Friedman is 

authorized to open and inventory the contents of any and all safe deposit box(es) or personal 

safe(s) in the name of Ms. Jones, individually or jointly with other persons; 

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED, ADJUDGED, AND DECREED that Robyn Friedman is 

authorized to obtain confidential financial information of Ms. Jones, including, but not limited 
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to statements, cancelled checks, withdrawal authorizations and any other information from 

financial institutions, brokerage or mutual fund firms, the United States Social Security 

Administration, and other persons and agencies which have engaged in transactions concerning 

the financial affairs of Ms. Jones, whether said accounts or records reflect the name of Ms. 

Jones individually, or with one or more other persons or trust, in order to apply for government 

benefits, including Medicaid, if necessary; 

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED, ADJUDGED, AND DECREED that the Robyn Friedman 

will incur hourly guardian fees and costs for its services rendered as the Guardian, and the Court 

authorizes the General Guardian to apply for its guardian fees and costs to be paid from the 

Estate, if any, subject to Court confirmation; and 

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED, ADJUDGED, AND DECREED that Michaelson Law 

will incur hourly legal fees and costs for its services rendered to establish the Guardianship(s), 

and the Court authorizes Michaelson Law to apply for its legal fees and costs to be paid from 

the Estate, if any, subject to Court confirmation. 

 

      _________________________________ 

Submitted by: 
MICHAELSON LAW 

By:  /s/ Matthew D. Whittaker  
John P. Michaelson, Esq. 
Nevada Bar No. 7822 
john@michaelsonlaw.com 
Matthew D. Whittaker, Esq.  
Nevada Bar No. 13281 
matthew@michaelsonlaw.com  
1746 W. Horizon Ridge Parkway 
Henderson, NV 89012 
Counsel for Robyn Friedman and Donna Simmons 

 

________ __________________
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CSERV

DISTRICT COURT
CLARK COUNTY, NEVADA

CASE NO: G-19-052263-AIn the Matter of the Guardianship 
of:

Kathleen Jones, Protected 
Person(s)

DEPT. NO.  Department B

AUTOMATED CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

This automated certificate of service was generated by the Eighth Judicial District 
Court. The foregoing Order Appointing General Guardian - Person & Estate was served via 
the court’s electronic eFile system to all recipients registered for e-Service on the above 
entitled case as listed below:

Service Date: 12/7/2021

Heather Ranck heather@michaelsonlaw.com

Kelly Easton kellye@sylvesterpolednak.com

Monica Gillins mlg@johnsonlegal.com

Lenda Murnane lenda@michaelsonlaw.com

Rosie Najera rnajera@lacsn.org

James Beckstrom jbeckstrom@maclaw.com

John Michaelson john@michaelsonlaw.com

John Michaelson john@michaelsonlaw.com

David Johnson dcj@johnsonlegal.com

Geraldine Tomich gtomich@maclaw.com

Jeffrey Sylvester jeff@sylvesterpolednak.com
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Maria Parra-Sandoval, Esq. mparra@lacsn.org

Kate McCloskey NVGCO@nvcourts.nv.gov

Sonja Jones sjones@nvcourts.nv.gov

LaChasity Carroll lcarroll@nvcourts.nv.gov

Melissa Romano mdouglas@dlnevadalaw.com

Elizabeth Brickfield ebrickfield@dlnevadalaw.com

Deana DePry ddepry@maclaw.com

Scott Simmons scott@technocoatings.com

Cameron Simmons Cameronnnscottt@yahoo.com

Matthew Whittaker matthew@michaelsonlaw.com

Ammon Francom ammon@michaelsonlaw.com

Matthew Whittaker matthew@michaelsonlaw.com

Ammon Francom ammon@michaelsonlaw.com

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

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

NOTICE OF ENTRY OF ORDER

YOU AND EACH OF YOU WILL PLEASE TAKE NOTICE that the attached

FINDINGS OF FACT AND CONCLUSIONS OF LAW AND ORDER REGARDING

VISITATION, FIRST ANNUAL ACCOUNTING,GUARDIAN’S FEES, CARETAKING

FEES, ATTORNEY’S FEES AND COSTS, AND REMOVAL OF THE GUARDIAN in

the above captioned matter was entered on the 6th day of December 2021.

DATED this 10th day of December, 2021.

LEGAL AID CENTER OF
SOUTHERN NEVADA, INC.

/s/ Maria L. Parra-Sandoval, Esq. .
Maria L. Parra-Sandoval, Esq.
Nevada Bar No. 13736
mparra@lacsn.org
725 E. Charleston Blvd
Las Vegas, NV  89104
Telephone: (702) 386-1526
Facsimile:  (702) 386-1526
Attorney for Kathleen J. Jones, Protected Person 

Case Number: G-19-052263-A

Electronically Filed
12/10/2021 2:46 PM
Steven D. Grierson
CLERK OF THE COURTCLERK KKKKK OF THE COUURTRTRRTTTTR

AA 001030



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 

 

Page 2 of 2 
 

 

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

 
 I HEREBY CERTIFY that on the 10th day of December, 2021, I deposited in the United 

States Mail at Las Vegas, Nevada, a copy of the foregoing document entitled NOTICE OF 

ENTRY OF ORDER in a sealed envelope, mailed regular U.S. mail, upon which first class 

postage was fully prepaid, addressed to the following:   

N/A. 

 AND I FURTHER CERTIFY that on the same date I electronically served the same 

document to the following via ODYSSEY, the Court’s electronic filing system, pursuant to 

EDCR 8.05: 

John P. Michaelson, Esq. 
john@michaelsonlaw.com 
Jeffrey R. Sylvester, Esq. 
jeff@SylvesterPolednak.com 
Counsel for Robyn Friedman 
and Donna Simmons  
 

Geraldine Tomich, Esq. 
gtomich@maclaw.com 
James A. Beckstom, Esq. 
jbeckstrom@maclaw.com 
Counsel for Kimberly Jones 
 
All other recipients registered for e-Service on the above entitled case 
 
 
 
 
 

/s/ Rosie Najera      
Employee of Legal Aid Center of Southern Nevada 
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Linda Marquis 
DISTRICT JUDGE

FAMILY DIVISION, DEPT.B
LAS VEGAS, NV 89101

 

FFCL

EIGHTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT COURT
FAMILY DIVISION

CLARK COUNTY NEVADA
       
In the Matter of the Guardianship of the  ) Case No.: G-19-052263-A 
Person and Estate:     ) Dept. No.: B 
       ) 
Kathleen Jones,          )     
             )

Protected Person(s).         )
________________________________ )  

FINDINGS OF FACT AND CONCLUSIONS OF LAW AND ORDER 
REGARDING VISITATION, FIRST ANNUAL ACCOUNTING,

GUARDIAN’S FEES, CARETAKING FEES, ATTORNEY’S FEES
AND COSTS, AND REMOVAL OF THE GUARDIAN

   

  The above-entitled matter having come before this Honorable Court June 

8, 2021, and August 12, 2021, Maria Parra-Sandoval, Esq., appearing for 

Protected Person, James Beckstrom, Esq., appearing on behalf of Guardian 

Kimberly Jones, Kimberly Jones appearing, John Michaelson, Esq., 

appearing on behalf of interested parties Robyn Friedman and Donna 

Simmons, Robyn Friedman and Donna Simmons appearing, Elizabeth 

Brickfield, Esq., appearing as Court appointed Guardian Ad Litem, for an 

Evidentiary Hearing, relative to visitation and communication with the 

Protected Person and the First Annual Accounting, the Court hereby makes 

the following Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law and Orders:

Electronically Filed
12/06/2021 11:27 AM

Case Number: G-19-052263-A

ELECTRONICALLY SERVED
12/6/2021 11:27 AM
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Linda Marquis
DISTRICT JUDGE

FAMILY DIVISION, DEPT.B
LAS VEGAS, NV 89101

 

Relevant Procedural History

In September 2019, two of the daughters of the Protected Person, Robyn 

Friedman and Donna Simmons, petitioned the District Court for guardianship 

of their mother alleging, in part, that the Proposed Protected Person’s Power 

of Attorney, Kimberly Jones, was unwilling or unable to address serious 

issues effecting the health and welfare of the Proposed Protected Person. 

The Proposed Protected Person’s Power of Attorney, Kimberly Jones, is the 

daughter of the Proposed Protected Person and sister to both Robyn and 

Donna.  

Initially, Kimberly objected to the need for a guardian for her Mother.  

Later, Kimberly opposed Robyn and Donna’s petition and filed her own 

petition for guardianship.   Jerry, the husband of the Proposed Protected 

Person, objected and filed a counter petition for guardianship. The three 

competing petitions alleged: elder abuse; financial misconduct; exploitation; 

isolation; kidnapping; and many other things.  See Robyn and Donna’s 

Petition Guardianship, filed September 19, 2019; Kimberly’s Opposition and 

Counter-Petition, filed October 2, 2019; Jerry’s Opposition and Counter-

Petition, filed October 2, 2019.  

Ultimately, Robyn and Donna withdrew their Petition and supported 

Kimberly.  Kimberly was appointed guardian of the person and estate of her 

Mother on October 15, 2020.

AA 001033
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Linda Marquis
DISTRICT JUDGE

FAMILY DIVISION, DEPT.B
LAS VEGAS, NV 89101

 

After the appointment of Kimberly, the guardianship proceedings and 

related civil proceedings remained actively contentious.  Allegations of 

isolation of the Protected Person from her family by the Guardian persisted, 

simmering under the surface, while more immediate and complex litigation 

concerns were addressed.  

In December 2020, Robyn and Donna filed a Petition for Communication, 

Visits, and Vacation Time with the Protected Person.  The Petition requested 

that Kimberly assist the Protected Person to “[r]eceive telephone calls and 

personal mail and have visitors . . .” consistent with the Protected Person’s 

Bill of Rights.  See NRS 159.328(1)(n).  Robyn and Donna did not seek “to 

compel Ms. Jones to visit with them.  Rather, they seek a routine or series of 

windows of opportunity so that all sides can plan to be available to 

accomplish the visits.”  See Petition for Communication at page 3.  

In their Petition for Communication, Robyn and Donna alleged that the 

Protected Person needs assistance to receive telephone calls and have visitors 

because: she cannot operate her telephone without assistance; has severe 

memory impairment; and is often disoriented as to time.  Robyn and Donna 

further allege many specific instances in which their sister and Guardian, 

Kimberly, failed to facilitate telephone calls and visitors for the Protected 

Person.
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Linda Marquis
DISTRICT JUDGE

FAMILY DIVISION, DEPT.B
LAS VEGAS, NV 89101

 

The Protected Person, through counsel, vehemently objected to the request 

for communication.  The Protected Person “is clear that she does not want the 

imposition of anything that looks like a visitation schedule, nor does she 

want her guardian to be bound by a communication protocol to arrange calls 

or visitation when June is easily accessible.”  See Objection filed January 25, 

2021.  

The Guardian, Kimberly, also objected to the Petition for Communication, 

alleging that she has not restricted communication or visits, presenting her 

own allegations of specific instances in which she has facilitated 

communication and visitation.  The Guardian further argued that a schedule 

would be too burdensome for the Guardian because she is busy caring for the 

Protected Person whose mental and physical health is declining.  

The Court appointed a Guardian Ad Litem, Elizabeth Brickfield, Esq., 

pursuant to NRS 159.0455, and Nevada Statewide Guardianship Rule 8. See 

Order Appointing Guardian Ad Litem filed February 12, 2021.  Ms. 

Brickfield submitted her Report and Recommendations March 29, 2021.  

While these issues of communication and access to the Protected Person 

remained pending, issues regarding potential settlement of an associated civil 

litigation, requiring the Protected Person to promptly vacate her long-time 

residence, were presented, and mandated immediate attention and multiple 

hearings.  Because the permanent and temporary location of the Protected 
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DISTRICT JUDGE

FAMILY DIVISION, DEPT.B
LAS VEGAS, NV 89101

 

Person (California or Nevada) directly impacted issues of communication 

and visitation, the Court continued the Request for Communication pending 

the determination of the Protected Person’s relocation.

On April 23, 2021, Robyn filed a Petition for Visitation with the Protected 

Person relative to Mother’s Day 2021.

On May 5, 2021, the Protected Person dramatically reversed course.  

Protected Person’s Counsel initially objected to the request for 

communication and visitation by Robyn and Donna.  However, Protected 

Person’s Counsel now proposed a restriction for phone calls and in-person 

visits between the Protected Person and family members.  The Protected 

Person requested limiting all family visits and communications to a two hour 

window each Friday.  Counsel for Protected Person filed a Petition to 

Approve Proposed Visitation Schedule.  In the Petition, the Protected Person 

argued, “[d]espite her own desired wished and stated preferences, [Protected 

Person] feels she has been forced by all parties, including the court-appointed 

Guardian Ad Litem, to concede on the issue of visitation.”  See Petition at 

page 3. While maintaining she was still opposed to a Court ordered schedule, 

the Protected Person proposed the Court order a specific schedule.  

In a Minute Order, the Court vacated the Hearing on the Petition for 

Visitation (Mother’s Day) and the Hearing on the Petition to Approve 

Protected Person’s Proposed Visitation Schedule.  The Court ordered all 

AA 001036
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Linda Marquis
DISTRICT JUDGE

FAMILY DIVISION, DEPT.B
LAS VEGAS, NV 89101

 

pending visitation matters set for Evidentiary Hearing.  The Court further 

ordered that the Parties submit: proposed witness lists; proposed exhibit lists; 

and briefs by a certain date and time.  Importantly, the Court directed that the 

supplemental legal briefs further examine the issues contained in NRS 

159.332 through NRS 159.334 (visitation and communication); NRS 159.335 

through NRS 159.337 (removal of a guardian); and NRS 159.328 (Protected 

Persons’ Bill of Rights).  See Minute Order filed May 12, 2021.1

Later the same day, Protected Person filed a Motion for Stay in the District 

Court, referencing the already pending Nevada Supreme Court case. Exhibits 

supporting the Motion for Stay and a Notice of Hearing were filed the next 

day, June 3, 2021.  The hearing on the Motion to Stay was scheduled by the 

Clerk’s Office for July 8, 2021. On June 7, 2021, the Court denied the 

Protected Person’s request for stay pending her petition for extraordinary 

relief and the Evidentiary Hearing went forward.

Statement of Facts

The Protected Person was not present at the Evidentiary Hearing.

Mr. Michaelson, on behalf of Robyn and Donna, called the Protected 

Person as the first witness.  Both Counsel for the Protected Person and 

                                                            
1 Both the Protected Person and the Guardian failed to comply with the Court’s Order.  

Guardian and Protected Person did not submit legal briefs, proposed exhibits, or proposed 

witness lists in a timely manner.
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FAMILY DIVISION, DEPT.B
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Counsel for the Guardian objected to the Protected Person being subject to 

any questions by Counsel and/or the Court.  The objection was based upon: 

(1) Protected Person’s representations to her attorney that she did not want to 

participate in the proceeding; and (2) that based on Protected Person’s 

Counsel’s observations of the Protected Person, the Protected Person’s 

participation in the proceeding would cause emotional distress.

The Court declined to ORDER the Protected Person to testify or 

participate in the proceedings, despite Mr. Michaelson’s objection.  Mr. 

Michaelson anticipated that the Protected Person would testify as to her 

desires for visitation with family members and her personal ability and 

familiarity with the telephone.   See Pre Trial Memorandum filed June 1, 

2021, at page 10.

Many family members testified that they would like to visit with the 

Protected Person and/or have communication with the Protected Person.  

However, the family members did not feel comfortable being around the 

Guardian or the Guardian’s boyfriend for various reasons.

The Protected Person cannot operate a telephone.  She cannot answer or 

place telephone calls.  Guardian Kimberly Jones testified that she makes all 

appointments for the Protected Person.  Guardian Kimberly Jones testified 

that she placed or received all telephone calls on behalf of the Protected 

Person.
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Scott Simmons

Scott Simmons, son of the Protected Person, testified.  He last saw his 

Mother on the Saturday before Mother’s Day 2021.  Prior to that Mother’s 

Day visit, he had not seen his Mother for fifteen to seventeen (15-17) months 

because he does not want to see or interact with Kimberly, the Guardian, 

and/or Kimberly’s boyfriend, Dean.  Scott has not tried to call the Protected 

Person or respond to Kimberly’s communication because he does not want to 

interact with Kimberly or Kimberly’s boyfriend, Dean.  Approximately 15-

17 months ago, Kimberly indicated to Scott that she planned to bring 

Protected Person to his home.  Instead, Kimberly brought Dean to the 

meeting.  During the meeting, Scott believes Dean threatened him, saying 

“things are going to come down hard and come down on you.”  

Scott does not have the land line telephone number for his Mother’s 

current residence. Mr. Simmons further testified that he works on Fridays.

Scott testified that his Mother was unable to verbally answer to questions 

during his recent visit.  Instead, his Mother simply nodded and shook her 

head in the affirmative or negative.  The only thing she verbalized during that 

visit was that she wanted to take a nap. He assisted her and helped her move 

to take a nap.

In his experience, the Protected Person’s proposed visitation schedule is 

inconsistent with her previous attitude toward visitation and communication 
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FAMILY DIVISION, DEPT.B
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with her family.  Scott indicated her door was always open and she was 

always happy to visit with her entire family.

Scott indicates that he would like to visit with his Mother at another 

neutral location, like at his sister’s house.

Scott was evicted from the Anaheim rental owned by Protected Person.

Scott paid $1,200.00 per month for approximately 18 years.  The Guardian 

increased the rent by $800.00 per month.  The home is approximately 60 

years old.

Cameron Simmons

Cameron Simmons is the son of Scott Simmons and the grandson of the 

Protected Person.  He has a background in IT.

At the Mother’s Day visit, the Protected Person was not talkative.  By her 

face and smile, Mr. Simmons could see she was happy.  He showed her 

pictures and gave her information about new happenings in the family.  The 

Protected Person nodded and smiled.  She did verbally ask him to help her 

lay down to take a nap.  Grandmother nodded her head affirming, upon his 

question if she wanted him to come visit.

Jerry and the Protected Person had a joint cell phone.  Cameron and the 

Protected Person would call and text each other.  The last time he FaceTime

her, Cameron thought he was at Rodney’s wedding, and he thinks the 

Protected Person used Donna’s cell phone.
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Cameron testified that the visitation schedule is inconsistent with her 

historic desire toward visitation and communication with her family. 

Cameron testified that his Grandmother is unable to effectively communicate 

via telephone. He does not have Kimberly’s cellular number because 

Kimberly had no assigned cellular phone number.  The last he knew, 

Kimberly had three phones dependent upon Wi-Fi.  However, he 

acknowledged that he could have obtained the telephone numbers.

Cameron testified he will not go to the Anaheim house because of 

Kimberly’s boyfriend, Dean.    He is afraid to be around Dean because of his 

history, an incident with Kimberly, and information and statements provided 

from the neighbors.  

In an incident, Kimberly requested that Cameron wipe all data from her 

laptop and make sure there is no tracking devices or location sharing 

applications on her two cellular telephones or laptop in order to ensure that 

Dean was unable to access information relative to her location.  Cameron 

indicated that the request was a red flag. He does not believe Kimberly feels

safe with Dean.  He remains concerned for Kimberly’s safety.

Cameron testified that, based upon the Protected Person’s mobility, a 

landline will not assist in communication. Cameron testified that he sent her

a Christmas present.
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Cameron further testified that he did not receive a text from Kimberly nor 

his Grandmother at Christmas time. 

Samantha Simmons

Samantha Simmons, Granddaughter of the Protected Person and daughter 

of Donna Simmons, testified. On her 21st birthday, Samantha came to Las 

Vegas to visit and celebrate with the Protected Person.  The night before 

Samantha visited, she was advised by Kimberly that the Protected Person 

would be unavailable and was vacationing in Arizona.

Kimberly later reached out to Samantha relative to a visit. Kimberly made 

a reservation at the restaurant. Kimberly brought Protected Person to 

Donna’s house for a boat ride about eight months ago. Samantha does not 

have great relationship with Kimberly.  She has not reached out to Kimberly 

relative to visits or communication. Samantha saw her Grandmother in 

January 2021 and Mother’s Day 2021.

Donna Simmons

Donna Simmons is the daughter of the Protected Person.  Donna worked 

as a caregiver for many years for two individuals. Donna testified that her 

Mother, the Protected Person, is hard of hearing and takes a “long time” to 

process things.  Consequently, the Protected Person responds to a lot of 

conversations with a head nod in the affirmative.
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Donna testified that the Protected Person cannot operate a cellular phone 

and cannot answer phone calls.  All telephone calls with the Protected Person 

are made through Kimberly.  

In the last year, Donna has called her Mother at least fifty times.  The 

Protected Person does not answer but sometimes calls back, only with the 

assistance of Kimberly. Donna receives texts from Kimberly indicating that 

the Protected Person is trying to call her.  Kimberly helps the Protected 

Person use the cellular telephone.  Usually, the speaker is on and Donna can 

hear Kimberly in the background.  Kimberly talks for her Mother and/or 

interjects in the conversation, denying the opportunity for one-on-one 

communication between Donna and her mother. Donna testified that she 

prefers one-on-one communication with her Mother.

Approximately six months ago, Donna spoke with her Mother via 

FaceTime. When Donna speaks to her Mother on the telephone, her Mother 

is in a rush to get off the phone because she has hearing issues. Donna wishes 

she could have private conversations with her Mother.

Donna testified that her Mother does not know what day of the week, 

month of the year, or time of the day it is. The Protected Person cannot 

schedule or plan a visit.  She does not remember plans, nor does she know 

how to cancel plans.
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Donna testified that when she speaks with her Mother, her Mother is 

unable to discern when she last saw her. Donna testified she thinks her 

Mother likes her, but is unable to remember that she is supposed to call.

Donna testified that Kimberly is not trustworthy.  

Donna testified that, instead of permitting phone calls with the Protected 

Person, Kimberly tries to force Donna into communicating with the Protected 

Person via text messages in order to show the Judge. Donna prefers to 

communicate with her own mother via telephone.

Most of the time that Donna has seen her Mother, Kimberly asks Donna to 

watch her Mother.  Most of the time, Kimberly contacts Donna last minute 

for the same.

In one instance, just before a hearing in September 2020, Kimberly called 

Donna at the last minute with no advance notice and indicated to Donna that 

she was in California.  Donna dropped everything and met Kimberly on the 

side of the road so that she could see her Mother.  As they met, Donna and 

Kimberly discussed where to go and eat.  There were several fast foods 

restaurants nearby.  Donna asked her Mother which one she wanted to eat at.  

Kimberly told Donna that the Protected Person is unable to make decisions, 

and that Donna needed to “just tell her where you were going.”
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Relative to the Report of the Guardian Ad Litem, Donna believes the 

Report is an accurate description of her Mother’s wishes. The Protected 

person has never said that she does not want to see Donna. 

Previously, Jerry, the Protected Person’s late husband, facilitated 

telephone calls from his telephone to ensure that the Protected Person was 

speaking with her family. Donna desires that Kimberly facilitate 

communication as was previously done.

Donna would further like to drive the Protected Person to the beach, visit 

people, visit in the area, and get her nails done, all in the best interest and 

happiness of the Protected Person.

Donna does not feel safe visiting with her Mother at the house if Dean, 

Kimberly’s boyfriend, is living at the house or is at the house.  Donna

describes a suspicious instance involving keys that were missing from her 

purse. Donna does not want to be around Dean and his associates.  Donna is 

worried that someone will come after her.

Donna is unable to accommodate the family visits at her residence on 

Fridays because Donna works on Friday. Donna believed things would be 

easier once the Protected Person moved to Anaheim, California.  However, 

communication and visitation remain difficult.

Donna does not believe that the Protected Person’s proposed schedule was 

created or drafted by her Mother.
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The Protected Person has hearing aids, however, she will not wear them 

because she hears background noises.  Donna has talked to Kimberly about 

assisting Protected Person with the hearing aids.

Donna indicated that she never asked Kimberly to leave the room so that 

Donna and her Mother could have a private conversation. Donna testified 

that Kimberly has never said “no, you cannot see her.”  However, Donna 

indicates that Kimberly has made it hard or impossible to see or 

communicate with the Protected Person.  

Kimberly only offers an opportunity to see her Mother before a Court 

hearing. Donna testified that she would like to stop by her Mother’s house at 

any time.  

Robyn Friedman

Robyn Friedman, daughter of the Protected Person, similarly testified that 

her telephone calls with the Protected Person are limited by Kimberly.

For a period during the guardianship, Robyn and Kimberly reached an 

agreement or understanding allowing Robyn to visit with her Mother every 

Wednesday and every other Saturday, have FaceTime communication one 

time per week, twice weekly telephone communication, and scheduled 

vacations.  The agreement lasted only a short period of time and resulted in 

significant attorney’s fees.
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At one scheduled visit in June 2020, Kimberly brought out a wheelchair.  

Robyn indicated that she did not need the wheelchair during the visit as she 

planned to take her Mother on a scenic drive. 

Robyn took her Mother on a scenic drive to Mt. Charleston and returned

approximately two hours later. Upon their return to the Protected Person’s 

home, there was no answer at the door.  Robyn took her Mother, the

Protected Person, and her four year old son to a neighbor’s home so that they 

both could utilize the restroom.

Robyn used her Mother’s phone to call Kimberly.  Kimberly indicated that 

she could be there in thirty minutes, or she could pick her up at Robyn’s 

house.

Kimberly texted Robyn that the key to the front door was in the 

wheelchair.  However, Kimberly had not advised Robyn that the keys were in 

the wheelchair when Robyn picked up her Mother.

Robyn believes that Kimberly’s intentional failure to assist and support the 

Protected Person in facilitating communication and visitation is hurting the 

Protected Person.  The Protected Person is unable to make and execute plans, 

which is stressful to the Protected Person.  Robyn believes that it is especially 

cruel of Kimberly to require the Protected Person to manage her own 

schedule and execute plans without the assistance of Kimberly.
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Robyn testified about the trouble she encountered with Kimberly when 

wanting to bring her four-year-old son over to the Protected Person’s home, 

so that the Protected Person could see him in his Halloween costume.

Robyn testified about the difficulty in getting Kimberly to confirm a flower 

delivery for the Protected Person.

Robyn testified about problems associated with spending time with her 

Mother around the Christmas season to exchange gifts.  The first floor of

Robyn’s home was inaccessible because the flooring was being redone.  The 

Protected Person could not easily access the second floor via a spiral 

staircase.  Robyn wanted to visit alone with her Mother for an hour.  

Kimberly would not leave her home so that Robyn could spend time alone 

with her Mother.  Instead, Kimberly drove her Mother forty-five minutes to 

Robyn’s residence.  Robyn visited with her Mother inside Robyn’s car, in 

front of her house, and exchanged gifts.  Robyn pretended everything was ok 

so that her Mother would not be upset. 

Robyn testified about the events surrounding Easter 2021.  Robyn had an 

Easter Basket delivered to the Protected Person’s home and was advised that 

the residence was empty and vacant.  Robyn knew the Protected Person’s 

housing situation was unstable and she would likely move to California.  

However, Robyn did not know where her Mother was at that time.
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Robyn testified that 48 hours before the Protected Person’s birthday, 

Kimberly advised that she and the Protected Person might be going to 

Arizona the next day.  Robyn believed the trip to Arizona was an effort by 

Kimberly to avoid visitation between the Protected Person and Robyn.     

Robyn has contacted Kimberly very few times in the last few months.   

Robyn has not attempted to see her Mother in Anaheim based on Kimberly’s 

actions.  Kimberly’s actions and inactions have resulted in a restriction of 

visitation, communication, or interaction between the family and the 

Protected Person.

Kimberly Jones, Guardian

Kimberly testified that she cares for her Mother, the Protected Person, 

twenty-four hours per day.  She lives with the Protected Person, in the 

Protected Person’s home.  Kimberly cooks, manages medication, schedules 

all appointments, and must assist the Protected Person in answering incoming 

telephone calls and placing outgoing telephone calls.

Kimberly testified that she believes her Mother, the Protected Person, 

wants to communicate and visit with all of her family members.

Kimberly testified that she never refused a request for visitation with her 

Mother.  Kimberly acknowledged that she refuses to leave the Protected 

Person’s residence so that family may have private visits with the Protected 

Person.

AA 001049



PAGE 19 of 45 

 

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

Linda Marquis
DISTRICT JUDGE

FAMILY DIVISION, DEPT.B
LAS VEGAS, NV 89101

 

Kimberly testified that her boyfriend, Dean, is at the Protected Person’s 

home quite often, but Dean does not live at the home.  Dean stays overnight 

sometimes.

Kimberly testified that she has never not allowed her Mother to answer the 

telephone.  Yet, concedes her Mother requires assistance to operate the 

telephone. 

Kimberly does not want a visitation schedule imposed.

Guardian Ad Litem

The Court appointed a Guardian Ad Litem pursuant to Nevada 

Guardianship Rule 8.  The Court appointed attorney Elizabeth Brickfield 

who has practiced in the area of probate, trust, and guardianship for over 

twenty-five years.  In her March 29, 2021, Report, Guardian Ad Litem

Brickfield stated that:  it is in the best interest of the Protected Person for the 

Protected Person to visit and communicate with her children and 

grandchildren; Guardian Kimberly Jones has not encouraged or facilitated 

visits and communications between the Protected Person and her family; and 

that Guardian Kimberly Jones in unlikely to encourage and facilitate visits 

without supervision by the Court.  

Specifically, Guardian Ad Litem Brickfield indicates, given the Protected 

Person’s unique abilities and need for assistance, the Guardian should be 
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facilitating and encouraging the mutual desire of parent and child to visit and 

communicate with each other on a regular basis.

Annual Accounting

The Annual Accounting in this matter was due within sixty (60) days of 

the anniversary date and must include those items mandated by statute. See

NRS 159.176; NRS 159.177; NRS 159.179.

Here, the first accounting was filed by the Guardian Kimberly Jones on 

December 21, 2020.  The relevant accounting period is October 15, 2019, 

through October 15, 2020.

The Eighth Judicial District Court Guardianship Compliance Division’s 

reviewed the First Annual Accounting and filed an Accounting Review on 

January 8, 2021.  The Accounting Review noted the following issues:  time 

missing between prior accounting; account summary is not consistent with 

information on supporting worksheets; ending balance does not equal the 

assets listed; starting balance is inconsistent with past filings; ending balance 

is inconsistent with transactions; starting balance does not match various 

inventories filed; assets do not match recap; income is not itemized and in 

depth analysis is not available; expenditures are not itemized; expenses not 

itemized and in depth analysis is not available. 

On June 3, 2021, Guardian Kimberly Jones filed an Amended First 

Accounting, and an Accounting Review was filed on June 7, 2021.  The 
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Accounting Review indicated the following issues:   contains mathematical 

errors; is not consistent with information in supporting worksheets; assets do 

not total the amount listed in Account Summary Starting or Ending Balances; 

the starting balance is inconsistent with past filings; the ending balance is 

inconsistent with transactions; income is not itemized and in depth analysis 

of income is not available; expenditures not itemized; expenses not itemized 

and in depth analysis of the appropriateness of the expenses is not available.

On June 16, 2021, the Guardian Kimberly Jones filed a Notice of Hearing, 

six months after the first accounting was filed, and set the Accounting 

Hearing for July 15, 2021.  The Accounting Hearing was continued, pursuant 

to stipulation.

On July 15, 2021, Robyn Friedman and Donna Simmons filed an objection 

to the Guardian’s Accounting and First Amended Accounting. 

On August 9, 2021, the Guardian filed a Second Amendment to the First 

Accounting, just days prior to Accounting Hearing scheduled for August 12, 

2021.  

The Guardian’s Second Amendment to the First Accounting purports to 

correct and recalculate based upon CPA’s omission of credit card 

transactions and replaces all prior versions of first annual accounting.  See

Guardian’s Second Amendment, filed August 9, 2021, at footnote 1.  
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After the August 9, 2021, Accounting Hearing, the Court ordered the 

Guardian Kimberly Jones to produce all receipts or vouchers that support the 

accounting pursuant to NRS 159.179(5) on or before September 14, 2021.  

See Order to Produce filed August 31, 2021.

On September 16, 2021, Guardian Kimberly Jones filed Receipts and/or 

Vouchers in Support of the First Accounting.  The documents provided in 

support of the First Accounting include the following: (1) statements from 

Bank of American XX7492, approximately August 2019 through October 

2020; (2) statements from Citibank Credit Card XX1157, approximately

September 2019 through November 2020; and (3) statements from Bank of 

American XX8243, approximately August 2020 through November 2020.

Despite the title of Guardian Kimberly Jones’ pleading, the documents 

filed do not include any receipts.  Instead, the documents are bank statements 

and credit card statements.

The Bank of America records indicate that there was a withdrawal on 

September 11, 2020, of $15,215.15.  See Production at Jones 000857.  The 

withdrawal was made just days after the proceeds from the refinance were 

deposited into the Bank of America account.  The Accounting contains no 

information or itemization relative to this large withdrawal.

After the Guardian’s production of “receipts and/or vouchers” pursuant to 

NRS 159.179, an Accounting Review was again conducted at the direction of 
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the Court.  See Accounting Review filed November 16, 2021.  The 

Accounting Review identified the following issues relative to Worksheet A:  

The starting balance is inconsistent with past filings; 
The ending balance is inconsistent with the transactions; and 
The starting balance used for the 8/9/2021 Supplement does not reflect the 
actual balances of the listed assets.  The bank accounts listed in the 
9/16/2021 Support total $2,549.34 as of the accounting starting date.  The 
8/9/2021 Supplements lists $98.00 as the accounting starting balance.  The 
real and personal property total either $478,247.89 or $485,247.89.  The 
actual total is unknow because the personal property is listed as $21,000 
when in fact the itemized values total only $14,000.  This value was not 
adjusted in the accounting.  It is unknow which value is correct.

The Accounting Review further states, in reference to Worksheet C:

There were seven payments to a Citibank credit card totaling $1,108.62.  
The credit card was not in the name of the protected person.  It is not 
known if these payments are for the benefit of the protected person.
There were five cash withdrawals in the account totaling $8,100.  The 
statements provided also show other cash withdrawals of $1,550.00 prior 
to the start of the accounting period.
There are multiple expenses related to an automobile and auto fuel.  No 
automobile is listed in the starting or ending balance.

Another Notice of Accounting Review was filed on December 2, 2021, 

and highlights six cash withdrawals, totaling $23,300.00 which include: 

Customer Withdrawal Image on September 11, 2020, of $15,230.00; branch 

withdrawal on April 2, 2020, of $5,000.00; branch withdrawal on September 

21, 2020, of $2,260.00; and cash withdrawals of $1,550.00 prior to the start 

of the accounting period.

The Guardian’s Second Supplement indicates that the Estate received 

$88,011.00 and expended $56,018.88 during the accounting period.  The 
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Guardian alleges that the Protected Person received $18,381.00 in Social 

Security income and $13,500.00 in income relative to a rental property.  The 

largest source of income for the Protected Person’s Estate was $54,345.00, 

which was received as a result of the real property refinance.  The Guardian 

alleges that $22,870.56 was expended on the remodel of the real property.  

However, the expenditures relative to the remodel were not itemized and 

only a handful of receipts provided.  

After a careful review of the Debit Card and Credit Card records provided 

in the Production of Documents, approximately $4,000.00 can arguably be 

categorized as expended relative to a renovation because the purchases were 

made at Home Depot, Lowes, and a paint store.  

Some of the small number of receipts provided by the Guardian do not 

coincide with the relevant accounting period.  Exhibit 1 to the Second

Amendment provides receipts and invoices for expenditures as follows:

Document Dated Amount

American Vision Windows, Inc. Invoice 11/24/2020 740.00
Windows/Sliding Doors
Marked “Paid 12/10/2020”

American Vision Windows, Inc. Invoice 11/30/3020 2,960.00
Windows/Sliding Doors
Marked “Paid 12/10/2020”

American Vision Windows, Inc. Invoice 03/03/2021 3,965.91
Windows/Sliding Doors $3,700.00
Permit fee 190.91
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Service Pulled fee 75.00

Home Depot Receipt Garden Grove 07/25/2020 146.52

Home Depot Cut Merchandise Ticket
Laminate 23.69
60 cases 
13 under
Vinyl 20.8, $51.79
66 case
“Not to be used as a Release of Merchandise.  This does not constitute a 
sales receipt unless Register Receipt attached”

Home Depot Receipt Orange County 07/25/2020 65.87

Home Depot Quote 07/27/2020 1,070.11
19 HDC Baneberry Oak 20.8, $51.79

Home Depot Customer Receipt 2,654.00

Costco Receipt (Costco Visa X1157) 07/03/2020 265.29

Walmart Receipt (US Debit 2282) 03/24/2020 304.33

Walmart Receipt (US Debit 2282) 03/05/2020 385.51

Walmart Receipt (US Debit 2282) 02/04/2020 376.74

Walmart Receipt (US Debit 2282) 12/10/2019 281.68

Walmart Receipt (US Debit 2282) 11/05/2019 349.24

Walmart Receipt (US Debit 2282) 11/16/2019 379.99

The accounting period for the first accounting should be October 15, 2019, 

through October 15, 2020.  All three of the American Vision Windows 

Invoices are dated and paid outside the accounting period.  Two of the 
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American Vision Invoices, dated 11/24/2020 and 11/30/2020, are stamped 

“Paid.”  The “Paid” date on both Invoices is 12/10/2020.  

The notations on the first two American Vision Invoices, dated 11/24/2020 

and 11/30/2020, are for “Windows/Sliding Doors.”  The first, dated 

11/24/2020, totals $740.00.  The second, dated 11/30/2020, totals $2,960.00.  

The third American Vision Invoice, dated 03/03/2021, seems to represent a 

summary of all charges and incorporates the earlier Invoices.  The third 

Invoice notes, “Windows/Sliding Doors” $3,700.00, which is coincidently 

the exact sum of the first two Invoices for the identical item (11/24/2020 

Invoice $740.00, plus 11/30/2020 Invoice $2,960.00, equals the 3/03/2021 

Invoice $3,700.00).  The 03/03/2021 Invoice also adds the permit fee 

($190.91) and the service charge for pulled fee ($75.00).

Financial History

A Financial Forensic Audit, filed March 13, 2020, revealed that Kimberly 

Jones withdrew $4,836.00 from Bank of American Account X6668 in August 

2019 and placed the cash in a Safe Deposit Box.  The Audit further revealed, 

consistent with allegations by the Protected Person’s late husband that 

Kimberly Jones was utilizing the Protected Person’s accounts.   Kimberly 

Jones withdrew $2,652.82 from Bank of America x7492 in July 2019.  At the 

time of the Audit, Kimberly Jones provided an accounting of the $2,652.82 

withdrawn by her from Bank of America x7492 and indicated that she paid 
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for a Safety Deposit Box.  See Financial Forensic Audit filed March 13, 2020

at page 6, 7, 10, and Exhibit E.

The Guardian’s Inventory, filed before the March 2020 Forensic Audit, 

does not reference a Safe Deposit Box or cash on hand.  The three versions of 

accountings, filed before and after the Forensic Audit, also fail to reference 

cash held in a Safe Deposit Box.  However, the records produced from Bank 

of America note $100 paid on August 5, 2020, toward a Safe Box rental. See

Production filed on 9/16/21 at Jones 000853.

Conclusions of Law

Communication and Visitation

A guardian may not restrict communication or visitation between a 

protected person and the protected person’s family.  A protected person is 

entitled to unrestricted contact with their family.  If a guardian opposes a 

request from a family member for communication and contact with the 

Protected Person, the guardian bears the burden of proof.

Only a guardian may request a restriction of a family member’s 

communication and contact with the Protected Person.  Here, Nevada 

Guardianship statutes require that protected people be allowed 

communication and visitation with their families.  A guardian is specifically 

prohibited from restricting communication and visits.  See NRS 159.332.  

Only under specific circumstances may a guardian seek to limit or restrict 
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contact through the court.  The procedure and evidence necessary to restrict 

contact is clearly detailed within the statute.  See NRS 159.332.  

The Protected Person’s Bill of Rights is codified in NRS 159.328.  

However, the rights enumerated do not abrogate any remedies provided by 

law. See NRS 159.328(2). A protected person is to be granted the greatest 

degree of freedom possible, consistent with the reasons for guardianship, and 

exercise control of all aspects of his or her life that are not delegated to a 

guardian specifically by a court order. NRS 159.328(1)(i).

A protected person may receive telephone calls and have visitors, unless 

her guardian and the court determine that particular correspondence, or a 

particular visitor will cause harm to the protected person.  NRS 

159.328(1)(n). 

Each protected person has a right to “[r]emain as independent as possible, 

including, without limitation to have his or her preference honored regarding 

his or her residence and standard of living, either as expressed or 

demonstrated before a determination was made relating to capacity or as 

currently expressed, if the preference is reasonable under the circumstances.”  

NRS 159.328(h).

Each protected person has a “right to have a family member . . . raise any 

issues of concern on behalf of the protected person during a court hearing, 
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either orally or in writing, including without limitation, issues relating to a 

conflict with a guardian.”

Communication, visitation, and interaction between a protected person and 

a relative is governed by NRS 159.331 through NRS 159.338.  A guardian is 

prohibited from restricting communication, visitation, or interaction between 

a protected person and a relative.  See NRS 159.332.  NRS 159.332 provides 

as follows:

1. A guardian shall not restrict the right of a protected person to 
communicate, visit or interact with a relative or person of natural 
affection, including, without limitation, by telephone, mail or 
electronic communication, unless:

(a) The protected person expresses to the guardian and 
at least one other independent witness who is not affiliated 
with or related to the guardian or the protected person that the 
protected person does not wish to communicate, visit or 
interact with the relative or person of natural affection;

(b) There is currently an investigation of the relative or
person of natural affection by law enforcement or a court 
proceeding concerning the alleged abuse of the protected 
person and the guardian determines that it is in the best 
interests of the protected person to restrict the 
communication, visitation or interaction between the 
protected person and the relative or person of natural 
affection because of such an investigation or court 
proceeding;

(c) The restriction on the communication, visitation or 
interaction with the relative or person of natural affection is 
authorized by a court order;

(d) Subject to the provisions of subsection 2, the 
guardian determines that the protected person is being 
physically, emotionally or mentally harmed by the relative or 
person of natural affection; or

(e) Subject to the provisions of subsection 3, a 
determination is made that, as a result of the findings in a plan 
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for the care or treatment of the protected person, visitation, 
communication or interaction between the protected person 
and the relative or person of natural affection is detrimental to 
the health and well-being of the protected person.

2. Except as otherwise provided in this subsection, if a guardian 
restricts communication, visitation or interaction between a 
protected person and a relative or person of natural affection 
pursuant to paragraph (d) of subsection 1, the guardian shall file a 
petition pursuant to NRS 159.333 not later than 10 days after 
restricting such communication, visitation or interaction. A guardian 
is not required to file such a petition if the relative or person of 
natural affection is the subject of an investigation or court 
proceeding pursuant to paragraph (b) of subsection 1 or a pending 
petition filed pursuant to NRS 159.333.
3. A guardian may consent to restricting the communication, 
visitation or interaction between a protected person and a relative or 
person of natural affection pursuant to paragraph (e) of subsection 1 
if the guardian determines that such a restriction is in the best 
interests of the protected person. If a guardian makes such a 
determination, the guardian shall file a notice with the court that 
specifies the restriction on communication, visitation or interaction 
not later than 10 days after the guardian is informed of the findings 
in the plan for the care or treatment of the protected person. The 
guardian shall serve the notice on the protected person, the attorney 
of the protected person and any person who is the subject of the 
restriction on communication, visitation or interaction.

In any proceeding held pursuant to NRS 159.331 to 159.338, the guardian 

has the burden of proof, if a guardian opposes a petition filed pursuant to 

NRS 159.335.  

Here, in response to a request for communication and visitation by the 

Protected Person’s two daughters, the Guardian and the Protected Person 

propose a visitation schedule that would allow family members to visit and 

call the Protected Person during a two-hour window one time per week.  
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However, the Protected Person is entitled to unrestricted communication 

and visitation with her family.  The Guardian and Protected Person have 

failed to meet the statutory requirements that would allow the Court to 

restrict communication with the Protected Person.

Robyn and Donna’s Petition for Communication filed December 30, 2020, 

and Petition for Visitation filed April 23, 2021, were both filed pursuant to 

NRS 159.335 and requested that the Court grant a relative access to the 

Protected Person and removal of the guardian. See Verified Petition for 

Communication, Visits, and Vacation Time with Protected Person, filed 

December 30, 2020, at page 20, paragraph 62.

Kimberly has the burden of proof, as she opposes Robyn and Donna’s 

petition for communication.  See Kimberly’s Opposition filed January 25, 

2021; Kimberly’s Pre-Trial Memorandum filed June 7, 2021. 

No care plan has suggested that interaction between any family members 

is detrimental to the health and well-being of the Protected Person. Kimberly 

has not filed any petition with the Court advising that she has restricted 

interaction. Only a guardian may file a petition for order restricting 

communication, visitation, or interaction between a protected person and a 

relative.  See NRS 159.333 [emphasis added].

Here, the Guardian, Kimberly, did not file a petition for order restricting 

communication.  Instead, the Protected Person has filed a petition for
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visitation order.  This request by the protected person is a request for a court 

order restricting.  See Petition to Approve Kathleen June Jones’ Visitation 

Schedule filed May 5, 2021.

The request to restrict communication does not contain any Affidavit or 

Declaration executed by the Protected Person.  At the Evidentiary Hearing, 

Counsel for Protected Person failed to present evidence or testimony through 

an independent statement by an unrelated party.  The argument by Counsel 

for the Protected Person does not represent a statement by witness who is not 

affiliated with the Protected Person.  

If the Guardian believed that she was restricting interaction between 

Protected Person and her relatives based upon the Protected Person’s wishes, 

the Guardian would be required to file a petition with the Court within ten 

days of the restriction pursuant to NRS 159.332(2).  No such petition was 

filed by the Guardian. 

Annual Accounting

NRS 159.179 governs the contents of an annual accounting and requires a 

guardian to retain receipts or vouchers for all expenditures.  The statute also 

provides a pathway to prove payment when a receipt or voucher is lost.  NRS 

159.179 provides as follows:

1. An account made and filed by a guardian of the estate or 
special guardian who is authorized to manage the property of a 
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protected person must include, without limitation, the following 
information:

(a) The period covered by the account.
(b) The assets of the protected person at the beginning and 
end of the period covered by the account, including the 
beginning and ending balances of any accounts.
(c) All cash receipts and disbursements during the period 
covered by the account, including, without limitation, any 
disbursements for the support of the protected person or other
expenses incurred by the estate during the period covered by 
the account.
(d) All claims filed and the action taken regarding the 
account.
(e) Any changes in the property of the protected person due to 
sales, exchanges, investments, acquisitions, gifts, mortgages 
or other transactions which have increased, decreased or 
altered the property holdings of the protected person as 
reported in the original inventory or the preceding account, 
including, without limitation, any income received during the 
period covered by the account.
(f) Any other information the guardian considers necessary to 
show the condition of the affairs of the protected person.
(g) Any other information required by the court.

2. All expenditures included in the account must be itemized.
3. If the account is for the estates of two or more protected persons, 
it must show the interest of each protected person in the receipts, 
disbursements and property. As used in this subsection, “protected 
person” includes a protected minor.
4. Receipts or vouchers for all expenditures must be retained by the 
guardian for examination by the court or an interested person. A 
guardian shall produce such receipts or vouchers upon the request of
the court, the protected person to whom the receipt or voucher 
pertains, the attorney of such a protected person or any interested 
person. The guardian shall file such receipts or vouchers with the 
court only if the court orders the filing.
5. On the court's own motion or on ex parte application by an 
interested person which demonstrates good cause, the court may:

(a) Order production of the receipts or vouchers that support 
the account; and
(b) Examine or audit the receipts or vouchers that support the

account.
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6. If a receipt or voucher is lost or for good reason cannot be 
produced on settlement of an account, payment may be proved by 
the oath of at least one competent witness. The guardian must be 
allowed expenditures if it is proven that:
(a) the receipt or voucher for any disbursement has been lost or 
destroyed so that it is impossible to obtain a duplicate of the receipt 
or voucher; and
(b) Expenses were paid in good faith and were valid charges against 
the estate.

Here, the Guardian failed to itemize all expenditures.  Further, the 

Guardian failed to retain receipts and vouchers.  If the receipts and vouchers 

were lost, the Guardian failed to establish that it is impossible to obtain a 

duplicate and that the expenses were paid in good faith and were valid 

charges.

The Court details herein the failure of the Guardian to account for the 

approximately $22,000.00 expended in a home renovation.  Further, the 

Guardian fails to account for a significant amount of funds withdrawn.

Removal

NRS 159.185 governs the conditionals for removal of a guardian and 

provides as follows:

1. The court may remove a guardian if the court determines that:
(a) The guardian has become mentally incapacitated, unsuitable or 

otherwise incapable of exercising the authority and performing the 
duties of a guardian as provided by law;
     (b) The guardian is no longer qualified to act as a guardian pursuant 
to NRS 159.0613;

(c) The guardian has filed for bankruptcy within the previous 5 
years;

AA 001065



PAGE 35 of 45 

 

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

Linda Marquis
DISTRICT JUDGE

FAMILY DIVISION, DEPT.B
LAS VEGAS, NV 89101

 

(d) The guardian of the estate has mismanaged the estate of the 
protected person;
     (e) The guardian has negligently failed to perform any duty as 
provided by law or by any order of the court and:
            (1) The negligence resulted in injury to the protected person or 
the estate of the protected person; or
            (2) There was a substantial likelihood that the negligence 
would result in injury to the protected person or the estate of the 
protected person;
     (f) The guardian has intentionally failed to perform any duty as 
provided by law or by any lawful order of the court, regardless of 
injury;
     (g) The guardian has violated any right of the protected person that 
is set forth in this chapter;
     (h) The guardian has violated a court order or committed an abuse 
of discretion in making a determination pursuant to paragraph (b) of 
subsection 1 or subsection 3 of NRS 159.332;
     (i) The guardian has violated any provision of NRS 
159.331 to 159.338, inclusive, or a court order issued pursuant to NRS 
159.333;

(j) The best interests of the protected person will be served by the 
appointment of another person as guardian; or
     (k) The guardian is a private professional guardian who is no 
longer qualified as a private professional guardian pursuant to NRS 
159.0595 or 159A.0595.
     2. A guardian may not be removed if the sole reason for removal 
is the lack of money to pay the compensation and expenses of the 
guardian.

Here, Kimberly has negligently failed to assist the Protected Person to 

have visitation and communication with her family.  Kimberly through her 

actions and inactions has created an environment in which the Protected 

Person has been isolated from her family.  Kimberly has made it difficult for 

the family to have visitation and communication with the Protected Person.  
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In addition, Kimberly has failed to provide the required annual accounting.  

Specifically, Kimberly failed to itemize all expenditures and retain receipts 

and/or vouchers for expenses related to the guardianship estate, as required 

by NRS 159.179.

Successor Guardian

Pursuant to NRS 159.1871, the Court may appoint a successor guardian at 

any time to serve immediately or when a designated event occurs. The 

revocation of letters of guardianship by the court or any other court action to 

suspend the authority of a guardian may be considered to be a designated 

event for the purposes of NRS 159.1871 if the revocation or suspension of 

authority is based on the guardian’s noncompliance with his or her duties and 

responsibilities as provided by law.

Guardian’s Request for Caregiver and Guardians Fees

Guardian, Kimberly Jones, requests caregiver fees and guardian fees.  

Kimberly requests $90,000 in past caregiver fees for the services she 

rendered during the first eighteen months of the guardianship.

Kimberly also requests that the Court prospectively approve and allow 

Kimberly to bill the Guardianship Estate for both caregiver fees and 

guardianship fees in the future.  Kimberly requests the Court approve 

caregiver fees of $21.00 per hour, ten hours per day, five days a week.  
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Kimberly requests the Court approve guardianship fees of $100 per hour for 

up to five hours each week.  

NRS159.183 governs compensation of a guardian and allows 

compensation, subject to the discretion and approval of the court, of expenses 

incurred.  Here, Kimberly requests compensation for work already completed 

($90,000 in caregiving fees for the first eighteen months of the guardianship) 

and compensation for work to be completed in the future ($500 per week in 

The petition is insufficient to establish, pursuant to NRS 159.183, that the 

caregiver fees requested were reasonable and necessary in exercising the 

authority and performing the duties of a guardian.  Further, the petition is 

insufficient to establish the type, duration, and complexity of the services 

rendered.  The petition makes general statements about the type of duties and 

services that the Guardian has undertaken.  Additionally, the petition is 

insufficient to establish that future caregiver fees and guardianship fees can 

be approved.  The statute allows for the payment of expenses incurred.  The 

statute does not allow for anticipated or future expenses to be pre-approved.

Guardian’s Request for Attorney’s Fees

Guardian, Kimberly Jones, requests the Court approve the payment of 

attorney’s fees and costs in the amount of $101,558.24 from the 

Guardianship Estate for fees and costs incurred from December 31, 2019, 
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through February 25, 2021.  Kimberly’s Counsel also submitted a Brunzell

Affidavit in support of the request for fees.

Kimberly failed to file a timely notice of intent to seek reimbursement of 

attorney’s fees pursuant to NRS 159.344.  Kimberly filed a Notice of Intent 

to seek reimbursement of attorney’s fees on January 15, 2020, well after her 

first appearance in this matter on October 2, 2019.  The Protected Person 

initially objected to the untimely notice.  See Objection filed February 11, 

2020.  

On February 21, 2020, new attorneys for Kimberly, Marquis Aurbach 

Coffing, filed a “Notice of Intent to Seek Payment of Attorneys’ Fees and 

Costs from Guardianship Case” on behalf of themselves, not on behalf of 

Kimberly.  

Nevertheless, the petition fails to address all of the fourteen factors, which 

include Brunzell factors, the Court may consider in determining whether 

attorney’s fees are just, reasonable, and necessary in NRS 159.344(5).  

Certainly, Counsel for Kimberly is well qualified, and the difficult work 

performed required skill.  However, the Court is very concerned about the 

ability of the estate to pay, considering: the value of the estate; the nature, 

extent, and liquidity of the assets of the estate; the disposable net income of

the estate; the anticipated future needs of the protected person; and other 

foreseeable expenses.  The value of the Guardianship Estate, based upon the 
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recent accounting and production of documents, is fuzzy.  The Guardian’s 

lack of receipts and failure to itemize expenses, do not allow the Court to 

reasonably rely upon the Guardian’s representations relative to the value of 

the estate.  The income each month is minimal, and the largest asset is the 

California residence.  The estate is unable to cover the current needs of the 

Protected Person.   The Guardian requests approximately $190,000.00 be 

paid from the Estate to cover past expenses.  The Estate will be unable to 

provide for the future needs of the Protected Person given the enormity of 

these expenses.

Further, the Court cannot say given the totality of litigation to this point 

that Kimberly has conferred any actual benefit upon the Protected Person or 

attempted to advance the best interest of the Protected Person pursuant to 

NRS 159.344(5)(b).  Kimberly has not made efforts to reduce and minimize 

issues in this guardianship litigation.  See NRS 159.344(5)(k).  Further, the 

Court cannot find that Kimberly has acted in good faith during her time 

managing the Guardianship Estate.

Kimberly initially objected to the guardianship and then petitioned for 

guardianship.  She withheld medications and information from the 

Temporary Guardians.  She created an environment in which the Protected 

Person was isolated from her family.  She withdrew approximately 

$23,000.00 from the Estate without the required detailed explanation.  She 
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failed, despite many opportunities, to provide a sufficient accounting.  Many 

statements by Kimberly are a combination of double-talk and feigned 

confusion.  

NRS 159.183(5) does not allow compensation or expenses incurred as a 

result of petition to have a guardian removed, if the court removes the 

guardian.

NRS 159.338 allows a court to impose sanctions and award attorney’s fees 

against a guardian, if the court finds a guardian has acted frivolously or in 

bad faith in restricting communication between a protected person and a 

family member.

Findings of Fact

THE COURT HEREBY FINDS that in the instant case, the 

statutory requirements relative to restriction of visitation and communication 

were not met by the Guardian in restricting access to the Protected Person. 

THE COURT FURTHER FINDS that the Protected Person failed to 

establish the statutory requirements necessary in order to restrict visitation 

and communication with her family members.

THE COURT FURTHER FINDS Kimberly had difficulty 

answering questions and difficulty understanding questions related to 

visitation and communication between the Protected Person and her family.  

The Court finds that Kimberly’s testimony was not credible.  

AA 001071



PAGE 41 of 45 

 

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

Linda Marquis
DISTRICT JUDGE

FAMILY DIVISION, DEPT.B
LAS VEGAS, NV 89101

 

THE COURT FURTHER FINDS that the Guardian through her 

actions and inactions restricted the Protected Person’s communication, 

visitation, and access to her relatives contrary to the Protected Person’s Bill 

of Rights and NRS 159.331 to NRS 159.338. 

THE COURT FURTHER FINDS that the Guardian, Kimberly 

Jones, in violation of NRS 159.179: failed to itemize all expenditures in the 

annual accounting; failed to retain receipts and/or vouchers related to 

expenditures to support the annual accounting; and failed to retain receipts 

relative to cash and disbursements.

THE COURT FURTHER FINDS that pursuant to NRS 159.185(i), 

the conditions for removal of the Guardian have been met because the 

Guardian has violated provisions of NRS 159.331 to 159.338, inclusive, 

relative to communication and visitation.  

THE COURT FURTHER FINDS that pursuant to NRS 159.185(e), 

the conditions for removal of the Guardian have been met because the 

Guardian has negligently failed to perform a duty as provided by law and 

there is a substantial likelihood that the negligence would result in injury to 

the Protected Person’s estate, relative to failure to itemize expenditures, 

retain cash and disbursement receipts, and retain receipts relating to 

expenditures.

AA 001072



PAGE 42 of 45 

 

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

Linda Marquis
DISTRICT JUDGE

FAMILY DIVISION, DEPT.B
LAS VEGAS, NV 89101

 

THE COURT FURTHER FINDS that pursuant to NRS 159.185(d), 

the conditions for removal of the Guardian have been met because the 

Guardian of the Estate has mismanaged the estate of the Protected Person.

THE COURT FURTHER FINDS that pursuant to NRS 159.185(j), 

the conditions for removal of the Guardian have been met because the best 

interest of the Protected Person will be served by the appointment of another 

person as guardian.

THE COURT FURTHER FINDS that pursuant to NRS 159.1871, a 

Successor Guardian shall be appointed. A designated event has occurred, 

specifically, the revocation of Kimberly Jones’ letters of guardianship, 

herein.

THE COURT FURTHER FINDS that pursuant to NRS 159.199, 

Kimberly Jones shall not be discharged as Guardian or relieved from liability 

as she has not had an Accounting approved by this Court, and has not filed 

receipts or vouchers showing compliance with the orders of the court in 

winding up the affairs of the guardianship.

Orders

IT IS HEREBY ORDERED that the Request for Our Family Wizard 

or Talking Parents is DENIED.

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that the request for Family Mediation 

is DENIED.
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IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that the request for communication 

and visitation is GRANTED.  Pursuant to the Protected Person’s Bill of 

Rights, the Protected Person shall have unrestricted access to all family 

members.  The Guardian shall support, assist, and facilitate communication 

and visitation with family as necessary based upon the Protected Person’s 

unique abilities. 

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that the Protected Person’s request to 

limit all communication and visitation with family members to a two hour 

window one day per week is DENIED.

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED the Guardian Kimberly Jones’ request 

for caregiver fees already incurred is DENIED.

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that Guardian Kimberly Jones’ 

request for attorneys’ fees and costs from the Guardianship Estate is 

DENIED.

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that Guardian Kimberly Jones’ 

request for pre-approval to bill caregiver and guardianship fees from the 

Guardianship Estate in the future is DENIED.

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that the request to remove Kimberly 

Jones as guardian of the person and estate is GRANTED.
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IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that pursuant to NRS 159.185, 

Kimberly Jones SHALL be removed as Guardian over the Person and Estate 

of Protected Person, Kathleen Jones.

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that the Letters of Guardianship 

issued to Kimberly Jones are hereby REVOKED.

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that pursuant to NRS 159.1871, 

Robyn Friedman SHALL be appointed as Successor Guardian of the Person 

and Estate of Kathleen Jones.  An Order Appointing Successor Guardian 

shall issue, along with Letters of Guardianship.

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that Successor Guardian, Robyn 

Friedman, SHALL file an Inventory of the Estate with sixty (60) days of the 

Order Appointing Guardian.  

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that the Successor Guardian, Robyn 

Friedman, file a proposed care plan within ninety (90) days of the Order 

Appointing Guardian, after review of medical records, medical evaluation, 

and consultation with medical professionals.

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that the Successor Guardian, Robyn 

Friedman, file a proposed budget within ninety (90) days of the Order 

Appointing Guardian, considering the Inventory and the proposed Care Plan.
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IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that the Successor Guardian, Robyn 

Friedman, shall not move the Protected Person’s temporary residence without 

permission from the Court.

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that a forensic financial investigation 

shall be ordered relative to the management of the Guardianship Estate by 

former Guardian Kimberly Jones to include the personal finances of former 

Guardian Kimberly Jones.  An Order Appointing Investigator shall issue and 

a return for Investigator’s Report scheduled on the Court’s Chambers 

Calendar set for March 2, 2022, at 5:00 AM.

IT IS SO ORDERED. 
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DISTRICT COURT
CLARK COUNTY, NEVADA

CASE NO: G-19-052263-AIn the Matter of the Guardianship 
of:

Kathleen Jones, Protected 
Person(s)

DEPT. NO.  Department B

AUTOMATED CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

This automated certificate of service was generated by the Eighth Judicial District 
Court. The foregoing &indings of &act, Conclusions of Law and Judgment was served via the 
court’s electronic e&ile system to all recipients registered for e-Service on the above entitled 
case as listed below:

Service Date: 12F6F2021

/ eather RancH heatherk michaelsonlaw.com

Kelly Easton Hellyek sylvesterpolednaH.com

Monica Gillins mlgk @ohnsonlegal.com

Lenda Murnane lendak michaelsonlaw.com

Rosie Na@era rna@erak lacsn.org

James BecHstrom @becHstromk maclaw.com

Jeffrey Sylvester @effk sylvesterpolednaH.com

John Michaelson @ohnk michaelsonlaw.com

John Michaelson @ohnk michaelsonlaw.com

David Johnson dc@k @ohnsonlegal.com

Geraldine Tomich gtomichk maclaw.com
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Maria Parra-Sandoval, Esj . mparrak lacsn.org

Kate McClosHey NVGCOk nvcourts.nv.gov

Son@a Jones s@onesk nvcourts.nv.gov

LaChasity Carroll lcarrollk nvcourts.nv.gov

Melissa Romano mdouglask dlnevadalaw.com

Eliqabeth BricHfield ebricHfieldk dlnevadalaw.com

Deana DePry ddepryk maclaw.com

Matthew z hittaHer matthewk michaelsonlaw.com

Ammon &rancom ammonk michaelsonlaw.com

Matthew z hittaHer matthewk michaelsonlaw.com

Scott Simmons scottk technocoatings.com

Cameron Simmons Cameronnnscotttk yahoo.com

Ammon &rancom ammonk michaelsonlaw.com

Kellie Piet Hpietk maclaw.com

If indicated below, a copy of the above mentioned filings were also served by mail 
via United States Postal Service, postage prepaid, to the parties listed below at their last 
Hnown addresses on 12F7F2021

Eliqabeth BricHfield Dawson W Lordahl PLLC
Attn: Eliqabeth BricHfield, Esj
9130 z est Post Road, Suite 200
Las Vegas, NV, 89148
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NEOJ
Maria L. Parra-Sandoval, Esq.
Nevada Bar No. 13736
mparra@lacsn.org
LEGAL AID CENTER OF
SOUTHERN NEVADA, INC.
725 E. Charleston Blvd
Las Vegas, NV  89104
Telephone: (702) 386-1526
Facsimile:  (702) 386-1526

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

NOTICE OF ENTRY OF ORDER

YOU AND EACH OF YOU WILL PLEASE TAKE NOTICE that the attached

FINDINGS OF FACT AND CONCLUSIONS OF LAW AND ORDER REGARDING

VISITATION, FIRST ANNUAL ACCOUNTING,GUARDIAN’S FEES, CARETAKING

FEES, ATTORNEY’S FEES AND COSTS, AND REMOVAL OF THE GUARDIAN in

the above captioned matter was entered on the 6th day of December 2021.

DATED this 13th day of December, 2021.

LEGAL AID CENTER OF
SOUTHERN NEVADA, INC.

/s/ Maria L. Parra-Sandoval, Esq. .
Maria L. Parra-Sandoval, Esq.
Nevada Bar No. 13736
mparra@lacsn.org
725 E. Charleston Blvd
Las Vegas, NV  89104
Telephone: (702) 386-1526
Facsimile:  (702) 386-1526
Attorney for Kathleen J. Jones, Protected Person 

Case Number: G-19-052263-A

Electronically Filed
12/13/2021 4:55 PM
Steven D. Grierson
CLERK OF THE COURTCLERK KKKKK OF THE COUURTRTRRTTTTR

AA 001079



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 

 

Page 2 of 3 
 

 

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

 I HEREBY CERTIFY that on the 13th day of December, 2021, I deposited in the United 

States Mail at Las Vegas, Nevada, a copy of the foregoing document entitled NOTICE OF 

ENTRY OF ORDER in a sealed envelope, mailed regular U.S. mail, upon which first class 

postage was fully prepaid, addressed to the following:   

Teri Butler     Jen Adamo 
586 N Magdelena St.    14 Edgewater Dr. 
Dewey, AZ 86327   Magnolia, DE 19962 
 
Scott Simmons   Jon Criss 
1054 S. Verde Street   804 Harkness Lane, Unit 3 
Anaheim, CA 92805   Redondo Beach, CA 90278 
 
Ryan O’Neal    Tiffany O’Neal 
112 Malvern Avenue, Apt. E  177 N. Singingwood Street, Unit 13 
Fullerton, CA 92832   Orange, CA 92869 
 
Ampersand Man   Courtney Simmons 
2824 High Sail Court   765 Kimbark Avenue 
Las Vegas, NV 89117   San Bernardino, CA 92407 
 
AND I FURTHER CERTIFY that on the same date I electronically served the same 

document to the following via ODYSSEY, the Court’s electronic filing system, pursuant to 

NEFCR 9: 

John P. Michaelson, Esq. 
john@michaelsonlaw.com 
Jeffrey R. Sylvester, Esq. 
jeff@SylvesterPolednak.com 
Counsel for Robyn Friedman 
and Donna Simmons  
 
Geraldine Tomich, Esq. 
gtomich@maclaw.com 
James A. Beckstom, Esq. 
jbeckstrom@maclaw.com 
Counsel for Kimberly Jones 
 
Elizabeth Brickfield, Esq. 
ebrickfield@dlnevadalaw.com  
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Court-Appointed Guardian Ad Litem 
 
Scott Simmons 
scott@technocoatings.com 
 
Cameron Simmons 
Cameronnscott@yahoo.com  
 
Kate McCloskey 
NVGCO@nvcourts.nv.gov 
 
Sonja Jones 
sjones@nvcourts.nv.gov 
 
LaChasity Carroll 
lcarrol@nvcourts.nv.gov  
 
All other recipients registered for e-Service on the above entitled case 
 
 
 
 

/s/ Rosie Najera      
Employee of Legal Aid Center of Southern Nevada 
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Linda Marquis 
DISTRICT JUDGE

FAMILY DIVISION, DEPT.B
LAS VEGAS, NV 89101

 

FFCL

EIGHTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT COURT
FAMILY DIVISION

CLARK COUNTY NEVADA
       
In the Matter of the Guardianship of the  ) Case No.: G-19-052263-A 
Person and Estate:     ) Dept. No.: B 
       ) 
Kathleen Jones,          )     
             )

Protected Person(s).         )
________________________________ )  

FINDINGS OF FACT AND CONCLUSIONS OF LAW AND ORDER 
REGARDING VISITATION, FIRST ANNUAL ACCOUNTING,

GUARDIAN’S FEES, CARETAKING FEES, ATTORNEY’S FEES
AND COSTS, AND REMOVAL OF THE GUARDIAN

   

  The above-entitled matter having come before this Honorable Court June 

8, 2021, and August 12, 2021, Maria Parra-Sandoval, Esq., appearing for 

Protected Person, James Beckstrom, Esq., appearing on behalf of Guardian 

Kimberly Jones, Kimberly Jones appearing, John Michaelson, Esq., 

appearing on behalf of interested parties Robyn Friedman and Donna 

Simmons, Robyn Friedman and Donna Simmons appearing, Elizabeth 

Brickfield, Esq., appearing as Court appointed Guardian Ad Litem, for an 

Evidentiary Hearing, relative to visitation and communication with the 

Protected Person and the First Annual Accounting, the Court hereby makes 

the following Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law and Orders:

Electronically Filed
12/06/2021 11:27 AM

Case Number: G-19-052263-A

ELECTRONICALLY SERVED
12/6/2021 11:27 AM
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Relevant Procedural History

In September 2019, two of the daughters of the Protected Person, Robyn 

Friedman and Donna Simmons, petitioned the District Court for guardianship 

of their mother alleging, in part, that the Proposed Protected Person’s Power 

of Attorney, Kimberly Jones, was unwilling or unable to address serious 

issues effecting the health and welfare of the Proposed Protected Person. 

The Proposed Protected Person’s Power of Attorney, Kimberly Jones, is the 

daughter of the Proposed Protected Person and sister to both Robyn and 

Donna.  

Initially, Kimberly objected to the need for a guardian for her Mother.  

Later, Kimberly opposed Robyn and Donna’s petition and filed her own 

petition for guardianship.   Jerry, the husband of the Proposed Protected 

Person, objected and filed a counter petition for guardianship. The three 

competing petitions alleged: elder abuse; financial misconduct; exploitation; 

isolation; kidnapping; and many other things.  See Robyn and Donna’s 

Petition Guardianship, filed September 19, 2019; Kimberly’s Opposition and 

Counter-Petition, filed October 2, 2019; Jerry’s Opposition and Counter-

Petition, filed October 2, 2019.  

Ultimately, Robyn and Donna withdrew their Petition and supported 

Kimberly.  Kimberly was appointed guardian of the person and estate of her 

Mother on October 15, 2020.

AA 001083



PAGE 3 of 45 

 

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

Linda Marquis
DISTRICT JUDGE

FAMILY DIVISION, DEPT.B
LAS VEGAS, NV 89101

 

After the appointment of Kimberly, the guardianship proceedings and 

related civil proceedings remained actively contentious.  Allegations of 

isolation of the Protected Person from her family by the Guardian persisted, 

simmering under the surface, while more immediate and complex litigation 

concerns were addressed.  

In December 2020, Robyn and Donna filed a Petition for Communication, 

Visits, and Vacation Time with the Protected Person.  The Petition requested 

that Kimberly assist the Protected Person to “[r]eceive telephone calls and 

personal mail and have visitors . . .” consistent with the Protected Person’s 

Bill of Rights.  See NRS 159.328(1)(n).  Robyn and Donna did not seek “to 

compel Ms. Jones to visit with them.  Rather, they seek a routine or series of 

windows of opportunity so that all sides can plan to be available to 

accomplish the visits.”  See Petition for Communication at page 3.  

In their Petition for Communication, Robyn and Donna alleged that the 

Protected Person needs assistance to receive telephone calls and have visitors 

because: she cannot operate her telephone without assistance; has severe 

memory impairment; and is often disoriented as to time.  Robyn and Donna 

further allege many specific instances in which their sister and Guardian, 

Kimberly, failed to facilitate telephone calls and visitors for the Protected 

Person.
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The Protected Person, through counsel, vehemently objected to the request 

for communication.  The Protected Person “is clear that she does not want the 

imposition of anything that looks like a visitation schedule, nor does she 

want her guardian to be bound by a communication protocol to arrange calls 

or visitation when June is easily accessible.”  See Objection filed January 25, 

2021.  

The Guardian, Kimberly, also objected to the Petition for Communication, 

alleging that she has not restricted communication or visits, presenting her 

own allegations of specific instances in which she has facilitated 

communication and visitation.  The Guardian further argued that a schedule 

would be too burdensome for the Guardian because she is busy caring for the 

Protected Person whose mental and physical health is declining.  

The Court appointed a Guardian Ad Litem, Elizabeth Brickfield, Esq., 

pursuant to NRS 159.0455, and Nevada Statewide Guardianship Rule 8. See 

Order Appointing Guardian Ad Litem filed February 12, 2021.  Ms. 

Brickfield submitted her Report and Recommendations March 29, 2021.  

While these issues of communication and access to the Protected Person 

remained pending, issues regarding potential settlement of an associated civil 

litigation, requiring the Protected Person to promptly vacate her long-time 

residence, were presented, and mandated immediate attention and multiple 

hearings.  Because the permanent and temporary location of the Protected 
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Person (California or Nevada) directly impacted issues of communication 

and visitation, the Court continued the Request for Communication pending 

the determination of the Protected Person’s relocation.

On April 23, 2021, Robyn filed a Petition for Visitation with the Protected 

Person relative to Mother’s Day 2021.

On May 5, 2021, the Protected Person dramatically reversed course.  

Protected Person’s Counsel initially objected to the request for 

communication and visitation by Robyn and Donna.  However, Protected 

Person’s Counsel now proposed a restriction for phone calls and in-person 

visits between the Protected Person and family members.  The Protected 

Person requested limiting all family visits and communications to a two hour 

window each Friday.  Counsel for Protected Person filed a Petition to 

Approve Proposed Visitation Schedule.  In the Petition, the Protected Person 

argued, “[d]espite her own desired wished and stated preferences, [Protected 

Person] feels she has been forced by all parties, including the court-appointed 

Guardian Ad Litem, to concede on the issue of visitation.”  See Petition at 

page 3. While maintaining she was still opposed to a Court ordered schedule, 

the Protected Person proposed the Court order a specific schedule.  

In a Minute Order, the Court vacated the Hearing on the Petition for 

Visitation (Mother’s Day) and the Hearing on the Petition to Approve 

Protected Person’s Proposed Visitation Schedule.  The Court ordered all 
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pending visitation matters set for Evidentiary Hearing.  The Court further 

ordered that the Parties submit: proposed witness lists; proposed exhibit lists; 

and briefs by a certain date and time.  Importantly, the Court directed that the 

supplemental legal briefs further examine the issues contained in NRS 

159.332 through NRS 159.334 (visitation and communication); NRS 159.335 

through NRS 159.337 (removal of a guardian); and NRS 159.328 (Protected 

Persons’ Bill of Rights).  See Minute Order filed May 12, 2021.1

Later the same day, Protected Person filed a Motion for Stay in the District 

Court, referencing the already pending Nevada Supreme Court case. Exhibits 

supporting the Motion for Stay and a Notice of Hearing were filed the next 

day, June 3, 2021.  The hearing on the Motion to Stay was scheduled by the 

Clerk’s Office for July 8, 2021. On June 7, 2021, the Court denied the 

Protected Person’s request for stay pending her petition for extraordinary 

relief and the Evidentiary Hearing went forward.

Statement of Facts

The Protected Person was not present at the Evidentiary Hearing.

Mr. Michaelson, on behalf of Robyn and Donna, called the Protected 

Person as the first witness.  Both Counsel for the Protected Person and 

                                                            
1 Both the Protected Person and the Guardian failed to comply with the Court’s Order.  

Guardian and Protected Person did not submit legal briefs, proposed exhibits, or proposed 

witness lists in a timely manner.
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Counsel for the Guardian objected to the Protected Person being subject to 

any questions by Counsel and/or the Court.  The objection was based upon: 

(1) Protected Person’s representations to her attorney that she did not want to 

participate in the proceeding; and (2) that based on Protected Person’s 

Counsel’s observations of the Protected Person, the Protected Person’s 

participation in the proceeding would cause emotional distress.

The Court declined to ORDER the Protected Person to testify or 

participate in the proceedings, despite Mr. Michaelson’s objection.  Mr. 

Michaelson anticipated that the Protected Person would testify as to her 

desires for visitation with family members and her personal ability and 

familiarity with the telephone.   See Pre Trial Memorandum filed June 1, 

2021, at page 10.

Many family members testified that they would like to visit with the 

Protected Person and/or have communication with the Protected Person.  

However, the family members did not feel comfortable being around the 

Guardian or the Guardian’s boyfriend for various reasons.

The Protected Person cannot operate a telephone.  She cannot answer or 

place telephone calls.  Guardian Kimberly Jones testified that she makes all 

appointments for the Protected Person.  Guardian Kimberly Jones testified 

that she placed or received all telephone calls on behalf of the Protected 

Person.
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Scott Simmons

Scott Simmons, son of the Protected Person, testified.  He last saw his 

Mother on the Saturday before Mother’s Day 2021.  Prior to that Mother’s 

Day visit, he had not seen his Mother for fifteen to seventeen (15-17) months 

because he does not want to see or interact with Kimberly, the Guardian, 

and/or Kimberly’s boyfriend, Dean.  Scott has not tried to call the Protected 

Person or respond to Kimberly’s communication because he does not want to 

interact with Kimberly or Kimberly’s boyfriend, Dean.  Approximately 15-

17 months ago, Kimberly indicated to Scott that she planned to bring 

Protected Person to his home.  Instead, Kimberly brought Dean to the 

meeting.  During the meeting, Scott believes Dean threatened him, saying 

“things are going to come down hard and come down on you.”  

Scott does not have the land line telephone number for his Mother’s 

current residence. Mr. Simmons further testified that he works on Fridays.

Scott testified that his Mother was unable to verbally answer to questions 

during his recent visit.  Instead, his Mother simply nodded and shook her 

head in the affirmative or negative.  The only thing she verbalized during that 

visit was that she wanted to take a nap. He assisted her and helped her move 

to take a nap.

In his experience, the Protected Person’s proposed visitation schedule is 

inconsistent with her previous attitude toward visitation and communication 
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with her family.  Scott indicated her door was always open and she was 

always happy to visit with her entire family.

Scott indicates that he would like to visit with his Mother at another 

neutral location, like at his sister’s house.

Scott was evicted from the Anaheim rental owned by Protected Person.

Scott paid $1,200.00 per month for approximately 18 years.  The Guardian 

increased the rent by $800.00 per month.  The home is approximately 60 

years old.

Cameron Simmons

Cameron Simmons is the son of Scott Simmons and the grandson of the 

Protected Person.  He has a background in IT.

At the Mother’s Day visit, the Protected Person was not talkative.  By her 

face and smile, Mr. Simmons could see she was happy.  He showed her 

pictures and gave her information about new happenings in the family.  The 

Protected Person nodded and smiled.  She did verbally ask him to help her 

lay down to take a nap.  Grandmother nodded her head affirming, upon his 

question if she wanted him to come visit.

Jerry and the Protected Person had a joint cell phone.  Cameron and the 

Protected Person would call and text each other.  The last time he FaceTime

her, Cameron thought he was at Rodney’s wedding, and he thinks the 

Protected Person used Donna’s cell phone.
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Cameron testified that the visitation schedule is inconsistent with her 

historic desire toward visitation and communication with her family. 

Cameron testified that his Grandmother is unable to effectively communicate 

via telephone. He does not have Kimberly’s cellular number because 

Kimberly had no assigned cellular phone number.  The last he knew, 

Kimberly had three phones dependent upon Wi-Fi.  However, he 

acknowledged that he could have obtained the telephone numbers.

Cameron testified he will not go to the Anaheim house because of 

Kimberly’s boyfriend, Dean.    He is afraid to be around Dean because of his 

history, an incident with Kimberly, and information and statements provided 

from the neighbors.  

In an incident, Kimberly requested that Cameron wipe all data from her 

laptop and make sure there is no tracking devices or location sharing 

applications on her two cellular telephones or laptop in order to ensure that 

Dean was unable to access information relative to her location.  Cameron 

indicated that the request was a red flag. He does not believe Kimberly feels

safe with Dean.  He remains concerned for Kimberly’s safety.

Cameron testified that, based upon the Protected Person’s mobility, a 

landline will not assist in communication. Cameron testified that he sent her

a Christmas present.
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Cameron further testified that he did not receive a text from Kimberly nor 

his Grandmother at Christmas time. 

Samantha Simmons

Samantha Simmons, Granddaughter of the Protected Person and daughter 

of Donna Simmons, testified. On her 21st birthday, Samantha came to Las 

Vegas to visit and celebrate with the Protected Person.  The night before 

Samantha visited, she was advised by Kimberly that the Protected Person 

would be unavailable and was vacationing in Arizona.

Kimberly later reached out to Samantha relative to a visit. Kimberly made 

a reservation at the restaurant. Kimberly brought Protected Person to 

Donna’s house for a boat ride about eight months ago. Samantha does not 

have great relationship with Kimberly.  She has not reached out to Kimberly 

relative to visits or communication. Samantha saw her Grandmother in 

January 2021 and Mother’s Day 2021.

Donna Simmons

Donna Simmons is the daughter of the Protected Person.  Donna worked 

as a caregiver for many years for two individuals. Donna testified that her 

Mother, the Protected Person, is hard of hearing and takes a “long time” to 

process things.  Consequently, the Protected Person responds to a lot of 

conversations with a head nod in the affirmative.
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Donna testified that the Protected Person cannot operate a cellular phone 

and cannot answer phone calls.  All telephone calls with the Protected Person 

are made through Kimberly.  

In the last year, Donna has called her Mother at least fifty times.  The 

Protected Person does not answer but sometimes calls back, only with the 

assistance of Kimberly. Donna receives texts from Kimberly indicating that 

the Protected Person is trying to call her.  Kimberly helps the Protected 

Person use the cellular telephone.  Usually, the speaker is on and Donna can 

hear Kimberly in the background.  Kimberly talks for her Mother and/or 

interjects in the conversation, denying the opportunity for one-on-one 

communication between Donna and her mother. Donna testified that she 

prefers one-on-one communication with her Mother.

Approximately six months ago, Donna spoke with her Mother via 

FaceTime. When Donna speaks to her Mother on the telephone, her Mother 

is in a rush to get off the phone because she has hearing issues. Donna wishes 

she could have private conversations with her Mother.

Donna testified that her Mother does not know what day of the week, 

month of the year, or time of the day it is. The Protected Person cannot 

schedule or plan a visit.  She does not remember plans, nor does she know 

how to cancel plans.
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Donna testified that when she speaks with her Mother, her Mother is 

unable to discern when she last saw her. Donna testified she thinks her 

Mother likes her, but is unable to remember that she is supposed to call.

Donna testified that Kimberly is not trustworthy.  

Donna testified that, instead of permitting phone calls with the Protected 

Person, Kimberly tries to force Donna into communicating with the Protected 

Person via text messages in order to show the Judge. Donna prefers to 

communicate with her own mother via telephone.

Most of the time that Donna has seen her Mother, Kimberly asks Donna to 

watch her Mother.  Most of the time, Kimberly contacts Donna last minute 

for the same.

In one instance, just before a hearing in September 2020, Kimberly called 

Donna at the last minute with no advance notice and indicated to Donna that 

she was in California.  Donna dropped everything and met Kimberly on the 

side of the road so that she could see her Mother.  As they met, Donna and 

Kimberly discussed where to go and eat.  There were several fast foods 

restaurants nearby.  Donna asked her Mother which one she wanted to eat at.  

Kimberly told Donna that the Protected Person is unable to make decisions, 

and that Donna needed to “just tell her where you were going.”
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Relative to the Report of the Guardian Ad Litem, Donna believes the 

Report is an accurate description of her Mother’s wishes. The Protected 

person has never said that she does not want to see Donna. 

Previously, Jerry, the Protected Person’s late husband, facilitated 

telephone calls from his telephone to ensure that the Protected Person was 

speaking with her family. Donna desires that Kimberly facilitate 

communication as was previously done.

Donna would further like to drive the Protected Person to the beach, visit 

people, visit in the area, and get her nails done, all in the best interest and 

happiness of the Protected Person.

Donna does not feel safe visiting with her Mother at the house if Dean, 

Kimberly’s boyfriend, is living at the house or is at the house.  Donna

describes a suspicious instance involving keys that were missing from her 

purse. Donna does not want to be around Dean and his associates.  Donna is 

worried that someone will come after her.

Donna is unable to accommodate the family visits at her residence on 

Fridays because Donna works on Friday. Donna believed things would be 

easier once the Protected Person moved to Anaheim, California.  However, 

communication and visitation remain difficult.

Donna does not believe that the Protected Person’s proposed schedule was 

created or drafted by her Mother.
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The Protected Person has hearing aids, however, she will not wear them 

because she hears background noises.  Donna has talked to Kimberly about 

assisting Protected Person with the hearing aids.

Donna indicated that she never asked Kimberly to leave the room so that 

Donna and her Mother could have a private conversation. Donna testified 

that Kimberly has never said “no, you cannot see her.”  However, Donna 

indicates that Kimberly has made it hard or impossible to see or 

communicate with the Protected Person.  

Kimberly only offers an opportunity to see her Mother before a Court 

hearing. Donna testified that she would like to stop by her Mother’s house at 

any time.  

Robyn Friedman

Robyn Friedman, daughter of the Protected Person, similarly testified that 

her telephone calls with the Protected Person are limited by Kimberly.

For a period during the guardianship, Robyn and Kimberly reached an 

agreement or understanding allowing Robyn to visit with her Mother every 

Wednesday and every other Saturday, have FaceTime communication one 

time per week, twice weekly telephone communication, and scheduled 

vacations.  The agreement lasted only a short period of time and resulted in 

significant attorney’s fees.
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At one scheduled visit in June 2020, Kimberly brought out a wheelchair.  

Robyn indicated that she did not need the wheelchair during the visit as she 

planned to take her Mother on a scenic drive. 

Robyn took her Mother on a scenic drive to Mt. Charleston and returned

approximately two hours later. Upon their return to the Protected Person’s 

home, there was no answer at the door.  Robyn took her Mother, the

Protected Person, and her four year old son to a neighbor’s home so that they 

both could utilize the restroom.

Robyn used her Mother’s phone to call Kimberly.  Kimberly indicated that 

she could be there in thirty minutes, or she could pick her up at Robyn’s 

house.

Kimberly texted Robyn that the key to the front door was in the 

wheelchair.  However, Kimberly had not advised Robyn that the keys were in 

the wheelchair when Robyn picked up her Mother.

Robyn believes that Kimberly’s intentional failure to assist and support the 

Protected Person in facilitating communication and visitation is hurting the 

Protected Person.  The Protected Person is unable to make and execute plans, 

which is stressful to the Protected Person.  Robyn believes that it is especially 

cruel of Kimberly to require the Protected Person to manage her own 

schedule and execute plans without the assistance of Kimberly.
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Robyn testified about the trouble she encountered with Kimberly when 

wanting to bring her four-year-old son over to the Protected Person’s home, 

so that the Protected Person could see him in his Halloween costume.

Robyn testified about the difficulty in getting Kimberly to confirm a flower 

delivery for the Protected Person.

Robyn testified about problems associated with spending time with her 

Mother around the Christmas season to exchange gifts.  The first floor of

Robyn’s home was inaccessible because the flooring was being redone.  The 

Protected Person could not easily access the second floor via a spiral 

staircase.  Robyn wanted to visit alone with her Mother for an hour.  

Kimberly would not leave her home so that Robyn could spend time alone 

with her Mother.  Instead, Kimberly drove her Mother forty-five minutes to 

Robyn’s residence.  Robyn visited with her Mother inside Robyn’s car, in 

front of her house, and exchanged gifts.  Robyn pretended everything was ok 

so that her Mother would not be upset. 

Robyn testified about the events surrounding Easter 2021.  Robyn had an 

Easter Basket delivered to the Protected Person’s home and was advised that 

the residence was empty and vacant.  Robyn knew the Protected Person’s 

housing situation was unstable and she would likely move to California.  

However, Robyn did not know where her Mother was at that time.
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Robyn testified that 48 hours before the Protected Person’s birthday, 

Kimberly advised that she and the Protected Person might be going to 

Arizona the next day.  Robyn believed the trip to Arizona was an effort by 

Kimberly to avoid visitation between the Protected Person and Robyn.     

Robyn has contacted Kimberly very few times in the last few months.   

Robyn has not attempted to see her Mother in Anaheim based on Kimberly’s 

actions.  Kimberly’s actions and inactions have resulted in a restriction of 

visitation, communication, or interaction between the family and the 

Protected Person.

Kimberly Jones, Guardian

Kimberly testified that she cares for her Mother, the Protected Person, 

twenty-four hours per day.  She lives with the Protected Person, in the 

Protected Person’s home.  Kimberly cooks, manages medication, schedules 

all appointments, and must assist the Protected Person in answering incoming 

telephone calls and placing outgoing telephone calls.

Kimberly testified that she believes her Mother, the Protected Person, 

wants to communicate and visit with all of her family members.

Kimberly testified that she never refused a request for visitation with her 

Mother.  Kimberly acknowledged that she refuses to leave the Protected 

Person’s residence so that family may have private visits with the Protected 

Person.
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Kimberly testified that her boyfriend, Dean, is at the Protected Person’s 

home quite often, but Dean does not live at the home.  Dean stays overnight 

sometimes.

Kimberly testified that she has never not allowed her Mother to answer the 

telephone.  Yet, concedes her Mother requires assistance to operate the 

telephone. 

Kimberly does not want a visitation schedule imposed.

Guardian Ad Litem

The Court appointed a Guardian Ad Litem pursuant to Nevada 

Guardianship Rule 8.  The Court appointed attorney Elizabeth Brickfield 

who has practiced in the area of probate, trust, and guardianship for over 

twenty-five years.  In her March 29, 2021, Report, Guardian Ad Litem

Brickfield stated that:  it is in the best interest of the Protected Person for the 

Protected Person to visit and communicate with her children and 

grandchildren; Guardian Kimberly Jones has not encouraged or facilitated 

visits and communications between the Protected Person and her family; and 

that Guardian Kimberly Jones in unlikely to encourage and facilitate visits 

without supervision by the Court.  

Specifically, Guardian Ad Litem Brickfield indicates, given the Protected 

Person’s unique abilities and need for assistance, the Guardian should be 
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facilitating and encouraging the mutual desire of parent and child to visit and 

communicate with each other on a regular basis.

Annual Accounting

The Annual Accounting in this matter was due within sixty (60) days of 

the anniversary date and must include those items mandated by statute. See

NRS 159.176; NRS 159.177; NRS 159.179.

Here, the first accounting was filed by the Guardian Kimberly Jones on 

December 21, 2020.  The relevant accounting period is October 15, 2019, 

through October 15, 2020.

The Eighth Judicial District Court Guardianship Compliance Division’s 

reviewed the First Annual Accounting and filed an Accounting Review on 

January 8, 2021.  The Accounting Review noted the following issues:  time 

missing between prior accounting; account summary is not consistent with 

information on supporting worksheets; ending balance does not equal the 

assets listed; starting balance is inconsistent with past filings; ending balance 

is inconsistent with transactions; starting balance does not match various 

inventories filed; assets do not match recap; income is not itemized and in 

depth analysis is not available; expenditures are not itemized; expenses not 

itemized and in depth analysis is not available. 

On June 3, 2021, Guardian Kimberly Jones filed an Amended First 

Accounting, and an Accounting Review was filed on June 7, 2021.  The 
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Accounting Review indicated the following issues:   contains mathematical 

errors; is not consistent with information in supporting worksheets; assets do 

not total the amount listed in Account Summary Starting or Ending Balances; 

the starting balance is inconsistent with past filings; the ending balance is 

inconsistent with transactions; income is not itemized and in depth analysis 

of income is not available; expenditures not itemized; expenses not itemized 

and in depth analysis of the appropriateness of the expenses is not available.

On June 16, 2021, the Guardian Kimberly Jones filed a Notice of Hearing, 

six months after the first accounting was filed, and set the Accounting 

Hearing for July 15, 2021.  The Accounting Hearing was continued, pursuant 

to stipulation.

On July 15, 2021, Robyn Friedman and Donna Simmons filed an objection 

to the Guardian’s Accounting and First Amended Accounting. 

On August 9, 2021, the Guardian filed a Second Amendment to the First 

Accounting, just days prior to Accounting Hearing scheduled for August 12, 

2021.  

The Guardian’s Second Amendment to the First Accounting purports to 

correct and recalculate based upon CPA’s omission of credit card 

transactions and replaces all prior versions of first annual accounting.  See

Guardian’s Second Amendment, filed August 9, 2021, at footnote 1.  
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After the August 9, 2021, Accounting Hearing, the Court ordered the 

Guardian Kimberly Jones to produce all receipts or vouchers that support the 

accounting pursuant to NRS 159.179(5) on or before September 14, 2021.  

See Order to Produce filed August 31, 2021.

On September 16, 2021, Guardian Kimberly Jones filed Receipts and/or 

Vouchers in Support of the First Accounting.  The documents provided in 

support of the First Accounting include the following: (1) statements from 

Bank of American XX7492, approximately August 2019 through October 

2020; (2) statements from Citibank Credit Card XX1157, approximately

September 2019 through November 2020; and (3) statements from Bank of 

American XX8243, approximately August 2020 through November 2020.

Despite the title of Guardian Kimberly Jones’ pleading, the documents 

filed do not include any receipts.  Instead, the documents are bank statements 

and credit card statements.

The Bank of America records indicate that there was a withdrawal on 

September 11, 2020, of $15,215.15.  See Production at Jones 000857.  The 

withdrawal was made just days after the proceeds from the refinance were 

deposited into the Bank of America account.  The Accounting contains no 

information or itemization relative to this large withdrawal.

After the Guardian’s production of “receipts and/or vouchers” pursuant to 

NRS 159.179, an Accounting Review was again conducted at the direction of 
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the Court.  See Accounting Review filed November 16, 2021.  The 

Accounting Review identified the following issues relative to Worksheet A:  

The starting balance is inconsistent with past filings; 
The ending balance is inconsistent with the transactions; and 
The starting balance used for the 8/9/2021 Supplement does not reflect the 
actual balances of the listed assets.  The bank accounts listed in the 
9/16/2021 Support total $2,549.34 as of the accounting starting date.  The 
8/9/2021 Supplements lists $98.00 as the accounting starting balance.  The 
real and personal property total either $478,247.89 or $485,247.89.  The 
actual total is unknow because the personal property is listed as $21,000 
when in fact the itemized values total only $14,000.  This value was not 
adjusted in the accounting.  It is unknow which value is correct.

The Accounting Review further states, in reference to Worksheet C:

There were seven payments to a Citibank credit card totaling $1,108.62.  
The credit card was not in the name of the protected person.  It is not 
known if these payments are for the benefit of the protected person.
There were five cash withdrawals in the account totaling $8,100.  The 
statements provided also show other cash withdrawals of $1,550.00 prior 
to the start of the accounting period.
There are multiple expenses related to an automobile and auto fuel.  No 
automobile is listed in the starting or ending balance.

Another Notice of Accounting Review was filed on December 2, 2021, 

and highlights six cash withdrawals, totaling $23,300.00 which include: 

Customer Withdrawal Image on September 11, 2020, of $15,230.00; branch 

withdrawal on April 2, 2020, of $5,000.00; branch withdrawal on September 

21, 2020, of $2,260.00; and cash withdrawals of $1,550.00 prior to the start 

of the accounting period.

The Guardian’s Second Supplement indicates that the Estate received 

$88,011.00 and expended $56,018.88 during the accounting period.  The 
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Guardian alleges that the Protected Person received $18,381.00 in Social 

Security income and $13,500.00 in income relative to a rental property.  The 

largest source of income for the Protected Person’s Estate was $54,345.00, 

which was received as a result of the real property refinance.  The Guardian 

alleges that $22,870.56 was expended on the remodel of the real property.  

However, the expenditures relative to the remodel were not itemized and 

only a handful of receipts provided.  

After a careful review of the Debit Card and Credit Card records provided 

in the Production of Documents, approximately $4,000.00 can arguably be 

categorized as expended relative to a renovation because the purchases were 

made at Home Depot, Lowes, and a paint store.  

Some of the small number of receipts provided by the Guardian do not 

coincide with the relevant accounting period.  Exhibit 1 to the Second

Amendment provides receipts and invoices for expenditures as follows:

Document Dated Amount

American Vision Windows, Inc. Invoice 11/24/2020 740.00
Windows/Sliding Doors
Marked “Paid 12/10/2020”

American Vision Windows, Inc. Invoice 11/30/3020 2,960.00
Windows/Sliding Doors
Marked “Paid 12/10/2020”

American Vision Windows, Inc. Invoice 03/03/2021 3,965.91
Windows/Sliding Doors $3,700.00
Permit fee 190.91
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Service Pulled fee 75.00

Home Depot Receipt Garden Grove 07/25/2020 146.52

Home Depot Cut Merchandise Ticket
Laminate 23.69
60 cases 
13 under
Vinyl 20.8, $51.79
66 case
“Not to be used as a Release of Merchandise.  This does not constitute a 
sales receipt unless Register Receipt attached”

Home Depot Receipt Orange County 07/25/2020 65.87

Home Depot Quote 07/27/2020 1,070.11
19 HDC Baneberry Oak 20.8, $51.79

Home Depot Customer Receipt 2,654.00

Costco Receipt (Costco Visa X1157) 07/03/2020 265.29

Walmart Receipt (US Debit 2282) 03/24/2020 304.33

Walmart Receipt (US Debit 2282) 03/05/2020 385.51

Walmart Receipt (US Debit 2282) 02/04/2020 376.74

Walmart Receipt (US Debit 2282) 12/10/2019 281.68

Walmart Receipt (US Debit 2282) 11/05/2019 349.24

Walmart Receipt (US Debit 2282) 11/16/2019 379.99

The accounting period for the first accounting should be October 15, 2019, 

through October 15, 2020.  All three of the American Vision Windows 

Invoices are dated and paid outside the accounting period.  Two of the 
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American Vision Invoices, dated 11/24/2020 and 11/30/2020, are stamped 

“Paid.”  The “Paid” date on both Invoices is 12/10/2020.  

The notations on the first two American Vision Invoices, dated 11/24/2020 

and 11/30/2020, are for “Windows/Sliding Doors.”  The first, dated 

11/24/2020, totals $740.00.  The second, dated 11/30/2020, totals $2,960.00.  

The third American Vision Invoice, dated 03/03/2021, seems to represent a 

summary of all charges and incorporates the earlier Invoices.  The third 

Invoice notes, “Windows/Sliding Doors” $3,700.00, which is coincidently 

the exact sum of the first two Invoices for the identical item (11/24/2020 

Invoice $740.00, plus 11/30/2020 Invoice $2,960.00, equals the 3/03/2021 

Invoice $3,700.00).  The 03/03/2021 Invoice also adds the permit fee 

($190.91) and the service charge for pulled fee ($75.00).

Financial History

A Financial Forensic Audit, filed March 13, 2020, revealed that Kimberly 

Jones withdrew $4,836.00 from Bank of American Account X6668 in August 

2019 and placed the cash in a Safe Deposit Box.  The Audit further revealed, 

consistent with allegations by the Protected Person’s late husband that 

Kimberly Jones was utilizing the Protected Person’s accounts.   Kimberly 

Jones withdrew $2,652.82 from Bank of America x7492 in July 2019.  At the 

time of the Audit, Kimberly Jones provided an accounting of the $2,652.82 

withdrawn by her from Bank of America x7492 and indicated that she paid 
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for a Safety Deposit Box.  See Financial Forensic Audit filed March 13, 2020

at page 6, 7, 10, and Exhibit E.

The Guardian’s Inventory, filed before the March 2020 Forensic Audit, 

does not reference a Safe Deposit Box or cash on hand.  The three versions of 

accountings, filed before and after the Forensic Audit, also fail to reference 

cash held in a Safe Deposit Box.  However, the records produced from Bank 

of America note $100 paid on August 5, 2020, toward a Safe Box rental. See

Production filed on 9/16/21 at Jones 000853.

Conclusions of Law

Communication and Visitation

A guardian may not restrict communication or visitation between a 

protected person and the protected person’s family.  A protected person is 

entitled to unrestricted contact with their family.  If a guardian opposes a 

request from a family member for communication and contact with the 

Protected Person, the guardian bears the burden of proof.

Only a guardian may request a restriction of a family member’s 

communication and contact with the Protected Person.  Here, Nevada 

Guardianship statutes require that protected people be allowed 

communication and visitation with their families.  A guardian is specifically 

prohibited from restricting communication and visits.  See NRS 159.332.  

Only under specific circumstances may a guardian seek to limit or restrict 
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contact through the court.  The procedure and evidence necessary to restrict 

contact is clearly detailed within the statute.  See NRS 159.332.  

The Protected Person’s Bill of Rights is codified in NRS 159.328.  

However, the rights enumerated do not abrogate any remedies provided by 

law. See NRS 159.328(2). A protected person is to be granted the greatest 

degree of freedom possible, consistent with the reasons for guardianship, and 

exercise control of all aspects of his or her life that are not delegated to a 

guardian specifically by a court order. NRS 159.328(1)(i).

A protected person may receive telephone calls and have visitors, unless 

her guardian and the court determine that particular correspondence, or a 

particular visitor will cause harm to the protected person.  NRS 

159.328(1)(n). 

Each protected person has a right to “[r]emain as independent as possible, 

including, without limitation to have his or her preference honored regarding 

his or her residence and standard of living, either as expressed or 

demonstrated before a determination was made relating to capacity or as 

currently expressed, if the preference is reasonable under the circumstances.”  

NRS 159.328(h).

Each protected person has a “right to have a family member . . . raise any 

issues of concern on behalf of the protected person during a court hearing, 
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either orally or in writing, including without limitation, issues relating to a 

conflict with a guardian.”

Communication, visitation, and interaction between a protected person and 

a relative is governed by NRS 159.331 through NRS 159.338.  A guardian is 

prohibited from restricting communication, visitation, or interaction between 

a protected person and a relative.  See NRS 159.332.  NRS 159.332 provides 

as follows:

1. A guardian shall not restrict the right of a protected person to 
communicate, visit or interact with a relative or person of natural 
affection, including, without limitation, by telephone, mail or 
electronic communication, unless:

(a) The protected person expresses to the guardian and 
at least one other independent witness who is not affiliated 
with or related to the guardian or the protected person that the 
protected person does not wish to communicate, visit or 
interact with the relative or person of natural affection;

(b) There is currently an investigation of the relative or
person of natural affection by law enforcement or a court 
proceeding concerning the alleged abuse of the protected 
person and the guardian determines that it is in the best 
interests of the protected person to restrict the 
communication, visitation or interaction between the 
protected person and the relative or person of natural 
affection because of such an investigation or court 
proceeding;

(c) The restriction on the communication, visitation or 
interaction with the relative or person of natural affection is 
authorized by a court order;

(d) Subject to the provisions of subsection 2, the 
guardian determines that the protected person is being 
physically, emotionally or mentally harmed by the relative or 
person of natural affection; or

(e) Subject to the provisions of subsection 3, a 
determination is made that, as a result of the findings in a plan 
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for the care or treatment of the protected person, visitation, 
communication or interaction between the protected person 
and the relative or person of natural affection is detrimental to 
the health and well-being of the protected person.

2. Except as otherwise provided in this subsection, if a guardian 
restricts communication, visitation or interaction between a 
protected person and a relative or person of natural affection 
pursuant to paragraph (d) of subsection 1, the guardian shall file a 
petition pursuant to NRS 159.333 not later than 10 days after 
restricting such communication, visitation or interaction. A guardian 
is not required to file such a petition if the relative or person of 
natural affection is the subject of an investigation or court 
proceeding pursuant to paragraph (b) of subsection 1 or a pending 
petition filed pursuant to NRS 159.333.
3. A guardian may consent to restricting the communication, 
visitation or interaction between a protected person and a relative or 
person of natural affection pursuant to paragraph (e) of subsection 1 
if the guardian determines that such a restriction is in the best 
interests of the protected person. If a guardian makes such a 
determination, the guardian shall file a notice with the court that 
specifies the restriction on communication, visitation or interaction 
not later than 10 days after the guardian is informed of the findings 
in the plan for the care or treatment of the protected person. The 
guardian shall serve the notice on the protected person, the attorney 
of the protected person and any person who is the subject of the 
restriction on communication, visitation or interaction.

In any proceeding held pursuant to NRS 159.331 to 159.338, the guardian 

has the burden of proof, if a guardian opposes a petition filed pursuant to 

NRS 159.335.  

Here, in response to a request for communication and visitation by the 

Protected Person’s two daughters, the Guardian and the Protected Person 

propose a visitation schedule that would allow family members to visit and 

call the Protected Person during a two-hour window one time per week.  

AA 001111



PAGE 31 of 45 

 

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

Linda Marquis
DISTRICT JUDGE

FAMILY DIVISION, DEPT.B
LAS VEGAS, NV 89101

 

However, the Protected Person is entitled to unrestricted communication 

and visitation with her family.  The Guardian and Protected Person have 

failed to meet the statutory requirements that would allow the Court to 

restrict communication with the Protected Person.

Robyn and Donna’s Petition for Communication filed December 30, 2020, 

and Petition for Visitation filed April 23, 2021, were both filed pursuant to 

NRS 159.335 and requested that the Court grant a relative access to the 

Protected Person and removal of the guardian. See Verified Petition for 

Communication, Visits, and Vacation Time with Protected Person, filed 

December 30, 2020, at page 20, paragraph 62.

Kimberly has the burden of proof, as she opposes Robyn and Donna’s 

petition for communication.  See Kimberly’s Opposition filed January 25, 

2021; Kimberly’s Pre-Trial Memorandum filed June 7, 2021. 

No care plan has suggested that interaction between any family members 

is detrimental to the health and well-being of the Protected Person. Kimberly 

has not filed any petition with the Court advising that she has restricted 

interaction. Only a guardian may file a petition for order restricting 

communication, visitation, or interaction between a protected person and a 

relative.  See NRS 159.333 [emphasis added].

Here, the Guardian, Kimberly, did not file a petition for order restricting 

communication.  Instead, the Protected Person has filed a petition for
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visitation order.  This request by the protected person is a request for a court 

order restricting.  See Petition to Approve Kathleen June Jones’ Visitation 

Schedule filed May 5, 2021.

The request to restrict communication does not contain any Affidavit or 

Declaration executed by the Protected Person.  At the Evidentiary Hearing, 

Counsel for Protected Person failed to present evidence or testimony through 

an independent statement by an unrelated party.  The argument by Counsel 

for the Protected Person does not represent a statement by witness who is not 

affiliated with the Protected Person.  

If the Guardian believed that she was restricting interaction between 

Protected Person and her relatives based upon the Protected Person’s wishes, 

the Guardian would be required to file a petition with the Court within ten 

days of the restriction pursuant to NRS 159.332(2).  No such petition was 

filed by the Guardian. 

Annual Accounting

NRS 159.179 governs the contents of an annual accounting and requires a 

guardian to retain receipts or vouchers for all expenditures.  The statute also 

provides a pathway to prove payment when a receipt or voucher is lost.  NRS 

159.179 provides as follows:

1. An account made and filed by a guardian of the estate or 
special guardian who is authorized to manage the property of a 
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protected person must include, without limitation, the following 
information:

(a) The period covered by the account.
(b) The assets of the protected person at the beginning and 
end of the period covered by the account, including the 
beginning and ending balances of any accounts.
(c) All cash receipts and disbursements during the period 
covered by the account, including, without limitation, any 
disbursements for the support of the protected person or other
expenses incurred by the estate during the period covered by 
the account.
(d) All claims filed and the action taken regarding the 
account.
(e) Any changes in the property of the protected person due to 
sales, exchanges, investments, acquisitions, gifts, mortgages 
or other transactions which have increased, decreased or 
altered the property holdings of the protected person as 
reported in the original inventory or the preceding account, 
including, without limitation, any income received during the 
period covered by the account.
(f) Any other information the guardian considers necessary to 
show the condition of the affairs of the protected person.
(g) Any other information required by the court.

2. All expenditures included in the account must be itemized.
3. If the account is for the estates of two or more protected persons, 
it must show the interest of each protected person in the receipts, 
disbursements and property. As used in this subsection, “protected 
person” includes a protected minor.
4. Receipts or vouchers for all expenditures must be retained by the 
guardian for examination by the court or an interested person. A 
guardian shall produce such receipts or vouchers upon the request of
the court, the protected person to whom the receipt or voucher 
pertains, the attorney of such a protected person or any interested 
person. The guardian shall file such receipts or vouchers with the 
court only if the court orders the filing.
5. On the court's own motion or on ex parte application by an 
interested person which demonstrates good cause, the court may:

(a) Order production of the receipts or vouchers that support 
the account; and
(b) Examine or audit the receipts or vouchers that support the

account.
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6. If a receipt or voucher is lost or for good reason cannot be 
produced on settlement of an account, payment may be proved by 
the oath of at least one competent witness. The guardian must be 
allowed expenditures if it is proven that:
(a) the receipt or voucher for any disbursement has been lost or 
destroyed so that it is impossible to obtain a duplicate of the receipt 
or voucher; and
(b) Expenses were paid in good faith and were valid charges against 
the estate.

Here, the Guardian failed to itemize all expenditures.  Further, the 

Guardian failed to retain receipts and vouchers.  If the receipts and vouchers 

were lost, the Guardian failed to establish that it is impossible to obtain a 

duplicate and that the expenses were paid in good faith and were valid 

charges.

The Court details herein the failure of the Guardian to account for the 

approximately $22,000.00 expended in a home renovation.  Further, the 

Guardian fails to account for a significant amount of funds withdrawn.

Removal

NRS 159.185 governs the conditionals for removal of a guardian and 

provides as follows:

1. The court may remove a guardian if the court determines that:
(a) The guardian has become mentally incapacitated, unsuitable or 

otherwise incapable of exercising the authority and performing the 
duties of a guardian as provided by law;
     (b) The guardian is no longer qualified to act as a guardian pursuant 
to NRS 159.0613;

(c) The guardian has filed for bankruptcy within the previous 5 
years;
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(d) The guardian of the estate has mismanaged the estate of the 
protected person;
     (e) The guardian has negligently failed to perform any duty as 
provided by law or by any order of the court and:
            (1) The negligence resulted in injury to the protected person or 
the estate of the protected person; or
            (2) There was a substantial likelihood that the negligence 
would result in injury to the protected person or the estate of the 
protected person;
     (f) The guardian has intentionally failed to perform any duty as 
provided by law or by any lawful order of the court, regardless of 
injury;
     (g) The guardian has violated any right of the protected person that 
is set forth in this chapter;
     (h) The guardian has violated a court order or committed an abuse 
of discretion in making a determination pursuant to paragraph (b) of 
subsection 1 or subsection 3 of NRS 159.332;
     (i) The guardian has violated any provision of NRS 
159.331 to 159.338, inclusive, or a court order issued pursuant to NRS 
159.333;

(j) The best interests of the protected person will be served by the 
appointment of another person as guardian; or
     (k) The guardian is a private professional guardian who is no 
longer qualified as a private professional guardian pursuant to NRS 
159.0595 or 159A.0595.
     2. A guardian may not be removed if the sole reason for removal 
is the lack of money to pay the compensation and expenses of the 
guardian.

Here, Kimberly has negligently failed to assist the Protected Person to 

have visitation and communication with her family.  Kimberly through her 

actions and inactions has created an environment in which the Protected 

Person has been isolated from her family.  Kimberly has made it difficult for 

the family to have visitation and communication with the Protected Person.  
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In addition, Kimberly has failed to provide the required annual accounting.  

Specifically, Kimberly failed to itemize all expenditures and retain receipts 

and/or vouchers for expenses related to the guardianship estate, as required 

by NRS 159.179.

Successor Guardian

Pursuant to NRS 159.1871, the Court may appoint a successor guardian at 

any time to serve immediately or when a designated event occurs. The 

revocation of letters of guardianship by the court or any other court action to 

suspend the authority of a guardian may be considered to be a designated 

event for the purposes of NRS 159.1871 if the revocation or suspension of 

authority is based on the guardian’s noncompliance with his or her duties and 

responsibilities as provided by law.

Guardian’s Request for Caregiver and Guardians Fees

Guardian, Kimberly Jones, requests caregiver fees and guardian fees.  

Kimberly requests $90,000 in past caregiver fees for the services she 

rendered during the first eighteen months of the guardianship.

Kimberly also requests that the Court prospectively approve and allow 

Kimberly to bill the Guardianship Estate for both caregiver fees and 

guardianship fees in the future.  Kimberly requests the Court approve 

caregiver fees of $21.00 per hour, ten hours per day, five days a week.  
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Kimberly requests the Court approve guardianship fees of $100 per hour for 

up to five hours each week.  

NRS159.183 governs compensation of a guardian and allows 

compensation, subject to the discretion and approval of the court, of expenses 

incurred.  Here, Kimberly requests compensation for work already completed 

($90,000 in caregiving fees for the first eighteen months of the guardianship) 

and compensation for work to be completed in the future ($500 per week in 

The petition is insufficient to establish, pursuant to NRS 159.183, that the 

caregiver fees requested were reasonable and necessary in exercising the 

authority and performing the duties of a guardian.  Further, the petition is 

insufficient to establish the type, duration, and complexity of the services 

rendered.  The petition makes general statements about the type of duties and 

services that the Guardian has undertaken.  Additionally, the petition is 

insufficient to establish that future caregiver fees and guardianship fees can 

be approved.  The statute allows for the payment of expenses incurred.  The 

statute does not allow for anticipated or future expenses to be pre-approved.

Guardian’s Request for Attorney’s Fees

Guardian, Kimberly Jones, requests the Court approve the payment of 

attorney’s fees and costs in the amount of $101,558.24 from the 

Guardianship Estate for fees and costs incurred from December 31, 2019, 
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through February 25, 2021.  Kimberly’s Counsel also submitted a Brunzell

Affidavit in support of the request for fees.

Kimberly failed to file a timely notice of intent to seek reimbursement of 

attorney’s fees pursuant to NRS 159.344.  Kimberly filed a Notice of Intent 

to seek reimbursement of attorney’s fees on January 15, 2020, well after her 

first appearance in this matter on October 2, 2019.  The Protected Person 

initially objected to the untimely notice.  See Objection filed February 11, 

2020.  

On February 21, 2020, new attorneys for Kimberly, Marquis Aurbach 

Coffing, filed a “Notice of Intent to Seek Payment of Attorneys’ Fees and 

Costs from Guardianship Case” on behalf of themselves, not on behalf of 

Kimberly.  

Nevertheless, the petition fails to address all of the fourteen factors, which 

include Brunzell factors, the Court may consider in determining whether 

attorney’s fees are just, reasonable, and necessary in NRS 159.344(5).  

Certainly, Counsel for Kimberly is well qualified, and the difficult work 

performed required skill.  However, the Court is very concerned about the 

ability of the estate to pay, considering: the value of the estate; the nature, 

extent, and liquidity of the assets of the estate; the disposable net income of

the estate; the anticipated future needs of the protected person; and other 

foreseeable expenses.  The value of the Guardianship Estate, based upon the 

AA 001119



PAGE 39 of 45 

 

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

Linda Marquis
DISTRICT JUDGE

FAMILY DIVISION, DEPT.B
LAS VEGAS, NV 89101

 

recent accounting and production of documents, is fuzzy.  The Guardian’s 

lack of receipts and failure to itemize expenses, do not allow the Court to 

reasonably rely upon the Guardian’s representations relative to the value of 

the estate.  The income each month is minimal, and the largest asset is the 

California residence.  The estate is unable to cover the current needs of the 

Protected Person.   The Guardian requests approximately $190,000.00 be 

paid from the Estate to cover past expenses.  The Estate will be unable to 

provide for the future needs of the Protected Person given the enormity of 

these expenses.

Further, the Court cannot say given the totality of litigation to this point 

that Kimberly has conferred any actual benefit upon the Protected Person or 

attempted to advance the best interest of the Protected Person pursuant to 

NRS 159.344(5)(b).  Kimberly has not made efforts to reduce and minimize 

issues in this guardianship litigation.  See NRS 159.344(5)(k).  Further, the 

Court cannot find that Kimberly has acted in good faith during her time 

managing the Guardianship Estate.

Kimberly initially objected to the guardianship and then petitioned for 

guardianship.  She withheld medications and information from the 

Temporary Guardians.  She created an environment in which the Protected 

Person was isolated from her family.  She withdrew approximately 

$23,000.00 from the Estate without the required detailed explanation.  She 
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failed, despite many opportunities, to provide a sufficient accounting.  Many 

statements by Kimberly are a combination of double-talk and feigned 

confusion.  

NRS 159.183(5) does not allow compensation or expenses incurred as a 

result of petition to have a guardian removed, if the court removes the 

guardian.

NRS 159.338 allows a court to impose sanctions and award attorney’s fees 

against a guardian, if the court finds a guardian has acted frivolously or in 

bad faith in restricting communication between a protected person and a 

family member.

Findings of Fact

THE COURT HEREBY FINDS that in the instant case, the 

statutory requirements relative to restriction of visitation and communication 

were not met by the Guardian in restricting access to the Protected Person. 

THE COURT FURTHER FINDS that the Protected Person failed to 

establish the statutory requirements necessary in order to restrict visitation 

and communication with her family members.

THE COURT FURTHER FINDS Kimberly had difficulty 

answering questions and difficulty understanding questions related to 

visitation and communication between the Protected Person and her family.  

The Court finds that Kimberly’s testimony was not credible.  
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THE COURT FURTHER FINDS that the Guardian through her 

actions and inactions restricted the Protected Person’s communication, 

visitation, and access to her relatives contrary to the Protected Person’s Bill 

of Rights and NRS 159.331 to NRS 159.338. 

THE COURT FURTHER FINDS that the Guardian, Kimberly 

Jones, in violation of NRS 159.179: failed to itemize all expenditures in the 

annual accounting; failed to retain receipts and/or vouchers related to 

expenditures to support the annual accounting; and failed to retain receipts 

relative to cash and disbursements.

THE COURT FURTHER FINDS that pursuant to NRS 159.185(i), 

the conditions for removal of the Guardian have been met because the 

Guardian has violated provisions of NRS 159.331 to 159.338, inclusive, 

relative to communication and visitation.  

THE COURT FURTHER FINDS that pursuant to NRS 159.185(e), 

the conditions for removal of the Guardian have been met because the 

Guardian has negligently failed to perform a duty as provided by law and 

there is a substantial likelihood that the negligence would result in injury to 

the Protected Person’s estate, relative to failure to itemize expenditures, 

retain cash and disbursement receipts, and retain receipts relating to 

expenditures.
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THE COURT FURTHER FINDS that pursuant to NRS 159.185(d), 

the conditions for removal of the Guardian have been met because the 

Guardian of the Estate has mismanaged the estate of the Protected Person.

THE COURT FURTHER FINDS that pursuant to NRS 159.185(j), 

the conditions for removal of the Guardian have been met because the best 

interest of the Protected Person will be served by the appointment of another 

person as guardian.

THE COURT FURTHER FINDS that pursuant to NRS 159.1871, a 

Successor Guardian shall be appointed. A designated event has occurred, 

specifically, the revocation of Kimberly Jones’ letters of guardianship, 

herein.

THE COURT FURTHER FINDS that pursuant to NRS 159.199, 

Kimberly Jones shall not be discharged as Guardian or relieved from liability 

as she has not had an Accounting approved by this Court, and has not filed 

receipts or vouchers showing compliance with the orders of the court in 

winding up the affairs of the guardianship.

Orders

IT IS HEREBY ORDERED that the Request for Our Family Wizard 

or Talking Parents is DENIED.

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that the request for Family Mediation 

is DENIED.
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IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that the request for communication 

and visitation is GRANTED.  Pursuant to the Protected Person’s Bill of 

Rights, the Protected Person shall have unrestricted access to all family 

members.  The Guardian shall support, assist, and facilitate communication 

and visitation with family as necessary based upon the Protected Person’s 

unique abilities. 

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that the Protected Person’s request to 

limit all communication and visitation with family members to a two hour 

window one day per week is DENIED.

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED the Guardian Kimberly Jones’ request 

for caregiver fees already incurred is DENIED.

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that Guardian Kimberly Jones’ 

request for attorneys’ fees and costs from the Guardianship Estate is 

DENIED.

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that Guardian Kimberly Jones’ 

request for pre-approval to bill caregiver and guardianship fees from the 

Guardianship Estate in the future is DENIED.

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that the request to remove Kimberly 

Jones as guardian of the person and estate is GRANTED.
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Linda Marquis
DISTRICT JUDGE

FAMILY DIVISION, DEPT.B
LAS VEGAS, NV 89101

 

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that pursuant to NRS 159.185, 

Kimberly Jones SHALL be removed as Guardian over the Person and Estate 

of Protected Person, Kathleen Jones.

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that the Letters of Guardianship 

issued to Kimberly Jones are hereby REVOKED.

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that pursuant to NRS 159.1871, 

Robyn Friedman SHALL be appointed as Successor Guardian of the Person 

and Estate of Kathleen Jones.  An Order Appointing Successor Guardian 

shall issue, along with Letters of Guardianship.

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that Successor Guardian, Robyn 

Friedman, SHALL file an Inventory of the Estate with sixty (60) days of the 

Order Appointing Guardian.  

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that the Successor Guardian, Robyn 

Friedman, file a proposed care plan within ninety (90) days of the Order 

Appointing Guardian, after review of medical records, medical evaluation, 

and consultation with medical professionals.

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that the Successor Guardian, Robyn 

Friedman, file a proposed budget within ninety (90) days of the Order 

Appointing Guardian, considering the Inventory and the proposed Care Plan.
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Linda Marquis
DISTRICT JUDGE

FAMILY DIVISION, DEPT.B
LAS VEGAS, NV 89101

 

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that the Successor Guardian, Robyn 

Friedman, shall not move the Protected Person’s temporary residence without 

permission from the Court.

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that a forensic financial investigation 

shall be ordered relative to the management of the Guardianship Estate by 

former Guardian Kimberly Jones to include the personal finances of former 

Guardian Kimberly Jones.  An Order Appointing Investigator shall issue and 

a return for Investigator’s Report scheduled on the Court’s Chambers 

Calendar set for March 2, 2022, at 5:00 AM.

IT IS SO ORDERED. 
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DISTRICT COURT
CLARK COUNTY, NEVADA

CASE NO: G-19-052263-AIn the Matter of the Guardianship 
of:

Kathleen Jones, Protected 
Person(s)

DEPT. NO.  Department B

AUTOMATED CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

This automated certificate of service was generated by the Eighth Judicial District 
Court. The foregoing &indings of &act, Conclusions of Law and Judgment was served via the 
court’s electronic e&ile system to all recipients registered for e-Service on the above entitled 
case as listed below:

Service Date: 12F6F2021

/ eather RancH heatherk michaelsonlaw.com

Kelly Easton Hellyek sylvesterpolednaH.com

Monica Gillins mlgk @ohnsonlegal.com

Lenda Murnane lendak michaelsonlaw.com

Rosie Na@era rna@erak lacsn.org

James BecHstrom @becHstromk maclaw.com

Jeffrey Sylvester @effk sylvesterpolednaH.com

John Michaelson @ohnk michaelsonlaw.com

John Michaelson @ohnk michaelsonlaw.com

David Johnson dc@k @ohnsonlegal.com

Geraldine Tomich gtomichk maclaw.com

AA 001127



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

Maria Parra-Sandoval, Esj . mparrak lacsn.org

Kate McClosHey NVGCOk nvcourts.nv.gov

Son@a Jones s@onesk nvcourts.nv.gov

LaChasity Carroll lcarrollk nvcourts.nv.gov

Melissa Romano mdouglask dlnevadalaw.com

Eliqabeth BricHfield ebricHfieldk dlnevadalaw.com

Deana DePry ddepryk maclaw.com

Matthew z hittaHer matthewk michaelsonlaw.com

Ammon &rancom ammonk michaelsonlaw.com

Matthew z hittaHer matthewk michaelsonlaw.com

Scott Simmons scottk technocoatings.com

Cameron Simmons Cameronnnscotttk yahoo.com

Ammon &rancom ammonk michaelsonlaw.com

Kellie Piet Hpietk maclaw.com

If indicated below, a copy of the above mentioned filings were also served by mail 
via United States Postal Service, postage prepaid, to the parties listed below at their last 
Hnown addresses on 12F7F2021

Eliqabeth BricHfield Dawson W Lordahl PLLC
Attn: Eliqabeth BricHfield, Esj
9130 z est Post Road, Suite 200
Las Vegas, NV, 89148
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NOAS
Maria L. Parra-Sandoval, Esq.
Nevada Bar No. 13736
mparra@lacsn.org
LEGAL AID CENTER OF
SOUTHERN NEVADA, INC.
725 E. Charleston Blvd
Las Vegas, NV  89104
Telephone: (702) 386-1526
Facsimile:  (702) 386-1526
Attorney for Kathleen June Jones, Adult Protected Person 

EIGHTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT COURT
FAMILY DIVISION

CLARK COUNTY, NEVADA

In the Matter of 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 APPEAL

Notice is hereby given that Kathleen June Jones, Adult Protected Person, by and through

her attorney, Maria L. Parra-Sandoval, Esq. of Legal Aid Center of Southern Nevada, hereby

appeals to the Supreme Court of Nevada, in part, the Findings of Fact and Conclusions of

Law and Order Regarding Visitation, First Annual Accounting, Guardian’s Fees,

Caretaking Fees, Attorney’s Fees and Costs, and Removal of the Guardian entered in this

action on December 6, 2021.1

DATED this 15th day of December, 2021.

LEGAL AID CENTER OF
SOUTHERN NEVADA, INC.

/s/ Maria L. Parra-Sandoval, Esq. .
Maria L. Parra-Sandoval, Esq.
Nevada Bar No. 13736

                                                
1 A subsequent Order Appointing Successor Guardian of the Person and Estate and for 
Issuance of Letters of General Guardianship encompassing the December 6, 2021 Order and 
delineating the successor guardian’s duties, was filed on December 7, 2021, presumably filed 
for ease of use while acting as guardian with third parties.

Case Number: G-19-052263-A

Electronically Filed
12/15/2021 2:38 PM
Steven D. Grierson
CLERK OF THE COURTCLERK KKKKK OF THE COUURTRTRRTTTTR
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mparra@lacsn.org 
725 E. Charleston Blvd 
Las Vegas, NV  89104 
Telephone: (702) 386-1526 
Facsimile:  (702) 386-1526 
Attorney for Adult Protected Person  

 
CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

 I HEREBY CERTIFY that on the 15th day of December 2021, I deposited in the United 

States Mail at Las Vegas, Nevada, a copy of the foregoing document entitled NOTICE OF 

APPEAL in a sealed envelope, mailed regular U.S. mail, upon which first class postage was 

fully prepaid, addressed to the following: 

  Teri Butler 
586 N Magdelena St. 
Dewey, AZ 86327  
 
Scott Simmons 
1054 S. Verde Street 
Anaheim, CA 92805 
 
Ryan O’Neal    
112 Malvern Avenue, Apt. E  
Fullerton, CA 92832  
 
Ampersand Man    
2824 High Sail Court    
Las Vegas, NV 89117  

 Jen Adamo 
14 Edgewater Dr. 
Magnolia, DE 19962 
 
Jon Criss 
804 Harkness Lane, Unit 3 
Redondo Beach, CA 90278 
 
Tiffany O’Neal 
177 N. Singingwood Street, Unit 13 
Orange, CA 92869 
 
Courtney Simmons 
765 Kimbark Avenue 
San Bernardino, CA 92407 

AND I FURTHER CERTIFY that on the same date I electronically served the same document 

to the following via ODYSSEY, the Court’s electronic filing system, pursuant to NEFCR 9: 

John P. Michaelson, Esq. 
john@michaelsonlaw.com 
Jeffrey R. Sylvester, Esq. 
jeff@SylvesterPolednak.com 
Counsel for Robyn Friedman 
and Donna Simmons  
 
Geraldine Tomich, Esq. 
gtomich@maclaw.com 
James A. Beckstom, Esq. 

AA 001130



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 

 

Page 3 of 3 
 

 

jbeckstrom@maclaw.com 
Counsel for Kimberly Jones 
 
Elizabeth Brickfield, Esq. 
ebrickfield@dlnevadalaw.com  
Court-Appointed Guardian Ad Litem 
 
Scott Simmons 
scott@technocoatings.com 
 
Cameron Simmons 
Cameronnscott@yahoo.com  
 
Kate McCloskey 
NVGCO@nvcourts.nv.gov 
 
Sonja Jones 
sjones@nvcourts.nv.gov 
 
LaChasity Carroll 
lcarrol@nvcourts.nv.gov  
 
All other recipients registered for e-Service on the above entitled case 
 
 
 
 

/s/ Rosie Najera      
Employee of Legal Aid Center of Southern Nevada 
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ASTA

Case No.: G-19-052263-A
____________________________

Dept. No.: B

EIGHTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT COURT
FAMILY DIVISION

CLARK COUNTY, NEVADA

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

KATHLEEN JUNE JONES,

Adult Protected Person.

CASE APPEAL STATEMENT

1. Name of appellant filing this case appeal statement: 

Kathleen June Jones

2. Identify the judge issuing the decision, judgment, or order appealed from: 

Judge Linda Marquis

3. Identify each appellant and the name and address of counsel for each 

appellant:

Kathleen June Jones, Appellant

Maria L. Parra-Sandoval, Esq.
Nevada Bar No. 13736
mparra@lacsn.org
Legal Aid Center of Southern Nevada
725 E Charleston Blvd.
Las Vegas, NV 89104
(702) 386-1526

4. Identify each respondent and the name and address of appellate counsel, if 

known, for each respondent (if the name of a respondent's appellate counsel is unknown, 

indicate as much and provide the name and address of that respondent's trial counsel): 

Case Number: G-19-052263-A

Electronically Filed
12/15/2021 2:38 PM
Steven D. Grierson
CLERK OF THE COURTCLERK KKKKK OF THE COUURTRTRRTTTTR
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Robyn Friedman, Respondent* 
Donna Simmons, Respondent* 
*Both respondents are represented by the same attorneys: 

John P. Michaelson, Esq. 
Nevada Bar No. 7822 
john@michaelsonlaw.com 
Michaelson Law  
1746 W. Horizon Ridge Parkway 
Henderson, Nevada 89012 
(702) 731-2333 
 
Jeffrey R. Sylvester, Esq. 
Nevada Bar No. 4396 
jeff@SylvesterPolednak.com 
Sylvester & Polednak, Ltd. 
1731 Village Center Circle 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89134 
(702) 952-5200 

 
5. Indicate whether any attorney identified above in response to question 3 

or 4 is not licensed to practice law in Nevada and, if so, whether the district court 

granted that attorney permission to appear under SCR 42 (attach a copy of any district 

court order granting such permission):  

All attorneys identified above are licensed to practice law in Nevada. 

6. Indicate whether appellant was represented by appointed or retained 

counsel in the district court:  

Appellant Kathleen June Jones was represented in the district court by appointed 

counsel, Legal Aid Center of Southern Nevada, Inc. 

7. Indicate whether appellant is represented by appointed or retained 

counsel on appeal:  

Kathleen June Jones is represented by Legal Aid Center of Southern Nevada, Inc. 

8. Indicate whether appellant was granted leave to proceed in forma 

pauperis, and the date of entry of the district court order granting such leave:  
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N/A  

9. Indicate the date the proceedings commenced in the district court (e.g., 

date complaint, indictment, information, or petition was filed):  

September 19, 2019. 

10. Provide a brief description of the nature of the action and result in the 

district court, including the type of judgment or order being appealed and the relief 

granted by the district court:  

The District Court has continually ignored June’s due process rights and her rights under 

the Protected Person’s Bill of Rights. June has been clear that she does not want a guardian and 

had taken steps, like completing a Power of Attorney, to ensure that did not happen. The District 

Court disregarded the plan put in place by June, prior to any claim of a lack of capacity, and 

eventually appointed Kimberly Jones as guardian, the same person named as the agent under 

the Power of Attorney.  June has been clear that she never wanted the imposition of a visitation 

schedule with her family nor visitation restrictions. Yet, the Court continued to disregard June’s 

express wishes going so far as to appoint a guardian ad litem to determine what is in June’s best 

interests and then holding an evidentiary hearing regarding visitation (“Visitation Hearing”), 

which June objected to. 

The District Court set the Visitation Hearing via a Minute Order dated May 12, 2021.  

The Minute Order instructed, “an Evidentiary Hearing relative to the Petitions for Visitation, 

Petition to Approve Proposed Visitation Schedule, and Oppositions SHALL be set…”1  

The Court held the Visitation Hearing on June 8, 2021.  On that date, the Court set the 

scope of the hearing as “whether or not Kimberly unlawfully restricted communication, 

                                                 
1 See Minute Order dated May 12, 2021 on file herein. 

AA 001134



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 

 

4 
 

visitation or interaction between the protected person and Donna and Robyn2 pursuant to the 

protected person’s bill of rights and the portions of the guardian statutes which govern 

communication, visitation and interaction between the protected person and relatives.”3    

On December 6, 2021, the Court issued its Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law 

and Order Regarding Visitation, First Annual Accounting, Guardian’s Fees, Caretaking Fees, 

Attorney’s Fees and Costs, and Removal of the Guardian (“Order for Removal of Guardian”) 

based upon the June 8, 2021 evidentiary hearing.4   Despite the narrow scope of the evidentiary 

hearing and no Petition to Remove the Guardian having been filed, the Court ordered, “that the 

request to remove Kimberly Jones as guardian of the person and estate is GRANTED.”5   The 

Court then appointed Robyn Friedman (“Robyn”) as successor guardian.  This Order is a 

violation of NRS 159.1853, NRS 159.1855 and NRS 159.328. The Order for Removal of 

Guardian is being appealed.  

The District Court abused its discretion when it removed June’s preferred guardian 

without a proper Petition to Remove Guardian and Citation issued as is required under the 

guardianship statutes:  NRS 159.1853 and NRS 159.1855.  As a result, June has been denied 

her due process right to object and be heard as provided by the Protected Persons’ Bill of Rights, 

NRS 159.1853 and NRS 159.1855.  

                                                 
2 Robyn Friedman and Donna Simmons are also the daughters of June. 
3 See video of Case No. G-19-052263-A, June 8, 2021 at 28:13 
4 The Order Appointing Successor General Guardian of the Person and Estate and for 
Issuance of Letters of General Guardianship filed on December 7, 2021 incorporated the 
December 6, 2021 Findings of Fact presumably for ease of use while acting as guardian with 
third parties. 
5 See Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law and Order Regarding Visitation, First Annual 
Accounting, Guardian’s Fees, Caretaking Fees, Attorney’s Fees and Costs, and Removal of 
the Guardian, filed December 6, 2021 at page 43 on file herein. 
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 Furthermore, the district court failed to properly vet the successor guardian pursuant to 

NRS 159.044, NRS 159.0613 and NRS 159.1852. While Robyn was one of June’s temporary 

guardians from September 23, 2019 through October 15, 2019, the court failed to vet the 

suitability and qualifications of the successor guardian to determine if Robyn was still suitable 

and qualified. 

11. Indicate whether the case has previously been the subject of an appeal to 

or original writ proceeding in the Supreme Court and, if so, the caption and Supreme 

Court docket number of the prior proceeding:  

This case has been the subject of multiple appeals in the Nevada Supreme Court that are 

unrelated to this current appeal. See In re: Guardianship of Jones, case number: 81414; and In 

re: Guardianship of Jones, case number 81799 and 81799-COA (was transferred to the Court 

of Appeals).  

There is also a current writ proceeding. See Jones vs. Dist. Ct (Friedman), filed on 

06/02/2021, case number 82974. 

12. Indicate whether this appeal involves child custody or visitation:  

The case does not involve child custody or visitation. 

13. If this is a civil case, indicate whether this appeal involves the possibility of 

settlement:  

There is no possibility of settlement.  

DATED this 15th day of December, 2021. 

LEGAL AID CENTER OF 
SOUTHERN NEVADA, INC. 

 
 /s/ Maria L. Parra-Sandoval, Esq.                     . 
Maria L. Parra-Sandoval, Esq. 
Nevada Bar No. 13736 
mparra@lacsn.org 
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725 E. Charleston Blvd 
Las Vegas, NV  89104 
Attorneys for Appellant Kathleen June Jones  
 
 
 

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

 I HEREBY CERTIFY that on the 15th day of December 2021, I deposited in the United 

States Mail at Las Vegas, Nevada, a copy of the foregoing document entitled CASE APPEAL 

STATEMENT in a sealed envelope, mailed regular U.S. mail, upon which first class postage 

was fully prepaid, addressed to the following: 

  Teri Butler 
586 N Magdelena St. 
Dewey, AZ 86327  
 
Scott Simmons 
1054 S. Verde Street 
Anaheim, CA 92805 
 
Ryan O’Neal    
112 Malvern Avenue, Apt. E  
Fullerton, CA 92832  
 
Ampersand Man    
2824 High Sail Court    
Las Vegas, NV 89117  

 Jen Adamo 
14 Edgewater Dr. 
Magnolia, DE 19962 
 
Jon Criss 
804 Harkness Lane, Unit 3 
Redondo Beach, CA 90278 
 
Tiffany O’Neal 
177 N. Singingwood Street, Unit 13 
Orange, CA 92869 
 
Courtney Simmons 
765 Kimbark Avenue 
San Bernardino, CA 92407 

AND I FURTHER CERTIFY that on the same date I electronically served the same document 

to the following via ODYSSEY, the Court’s electronic filing system, pursuant to NEFCR 9: 

John P. Michaelson, Esq. 
john@michaelsonlaw.com 
Jeffrey R. Sylvester, Esq. 
jeff@SylvesterPolednak.com 
Counsel for Robyn Friedman 
and Donna Simmons  
 
Geraldine Tomich, Esq. 
gtomich@maclaw.com 
James A. Beckstom, Esq. 
jbeckstrom@maclaw.com 
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Counsel for Kimberly Jones 
 
Elizabeth Brickfield, Esq. 
ebrickfield@dlnevadalaw.com  
Court-Appointed Guardian Ad Litem 
 
Scott Simmons 
scott@technocoatings.com 
 
Cameron Simmons 
Cameronnscott@yahoo.com  
 
Kate McCloskey 
NVGCO@nvcourts.nv.gov 
 
Sonja Jones 
sjones@nvcourts.nv.gov 
 
LaChasity Carroll 
lcarrol@nvcourts.nv.gov  
 
All other recipients registered for e-Service on the above entitled case 
 
 
 
 

/s/ Rosie Najera      
Employee of Legal Aid Center of Southern Nevada 
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