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Marquis Aurbach Coffing
Geraldine Tomich, Esq.
Nevada Bar No. 8369
James A. Beckstrom, Esq.
Nevada Bar No. 14032
10001 Park Run Drive
Las Vegas, Nevada 89145
Telephone: (702) 382-0711
Facsimile: (702) 382-5816
gtomich@maclaw.com
jbeckstrom@maclaw.com

Attorneys for Kimberly Jones,
Guardian of Kathleen June Jones

DISTRICT COURT
CLARK COUNTY, NEVADA

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

KATHLEEN JUNE JONES

An Adult Protected Person.

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

NOTICE OF INTENT TO SEEK PAYMENT OF ATTORNEYS’ FEES AND COSTS
FROM GUARDIANSHIP CASE

□ TEMPORARY GUARDIANSHIP GENERAL GUARDIANSHIP

□ Person □ Person

 □ Estate □ Estate □ Summary Admin.

□ Person and Estate Person and Estate

□ SPECIAL GUARDIANSHIP □ NOTICES/SAFEGUARDS

□ Person □ Blocked Account Required

 □ Estate □ Summary Admin. □ Bond Required

□ Person and Estate

MARQUIS AURBACH COFFING HEREBY GIVES NOTICE that they intend to

seek reimbursement of their attorneys' fees and costs incurred in this Guardianship action and

any necessary action resulting therein, pursuant to NRS 159.344 from the date of this Notice

forward. As required by NRS 159.344(3) and in support of the foregoing notice, Marquis

Aurbach Coffing provides the following information:

a. Compensation Arrangement.

Case Number: G-19-052263-A

Electronically Filed
2/21/2020 3:12 PM
Steven D. Grierson
CLERK OF THE COURT
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The attorneys and staff at Marquis Aurbach Coffing, bill their services by the hour on a

six-minute increment of time rounded to the nearest one-tenth of an hour. Billing occurs on a

monthly basis and payment is required within fifteen days of the date of the billing statement.

b. Hourly Billing Rates. The hourly billing rates of the attorneys and paralegals at

Marquis Aurbach Coffing, presently assigned to this matter are as follows:

i. Geraldine Tomich, Esq. - $415.00 per hour.

ii. James Beckstrom, Esq. - $275.00 per hour.

Geraldine Tomich, Esq., is the principal attorney assigned to the matter. James A.

Beckstrom, Esq., is the associate attorney assigned to the matter. The firm reserves the right to

change the attorneys assigned to the matter. Attorneys at the firm generally bill at hourly rates

between $235 and $450. Senior paralegals of the firm bill at an hourly rate of $170 per hour for

Guardianship matters. An increase in billing rates may occur in the future.

c. Necessity of Services. The services of an attorney for the Guardian is necessary in

this matter to aid Kimberly Jones in preserving her status as Guardian of the Person and Estate,

to investigate and respond to exploitative actions taken by certain interested parties, and to

provide guidance to the Guardian on Nevada law for the Guardian to make informed decisions

regarding the administration of the Guardianship. To the extent the Guardian requires counsel to

prosecute any collateral case on behalf of the Protected Person as a result of the Guardianship,

including the civil action approved by this Court, future fees and costs incurred after this Notice

may accrue.

Dated this 21st day of February, 2020.

MARQUIS AURBACH COFFING

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

I hereby certify that the foregoing NOTICE OF INTENT TO SEEK PAYMENT OF

ATTORNEYS’ FEES AND COSTS FROM GUARDIANSHIP CASE was submitted

electronically for filing and/or service with the Eighth Judicial District Court on the 21st day of

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

the E-Service List as follows:1

Ty E. Kehoe, Esq.
KEHOE & ASSOCIATES

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

Matthew C. Piccolo, Esq.
PICCOLO LAW OFFICES

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

Laura Deeter, Esq.
Nedda Ghandi, Esq.

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

Attorneys for Rodney Gerald Yeoman

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

725 E. Charleston Blvd.
Las Vegas, NV 89104

Attorneys for Protected Person

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

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

Attorneys for Robyn Friedman and Donna Simmons

I further certify that I served a copy of this document by mailing a true and correct copy

thereof, postage prepaid, addressed to:

N/A

/s/ Cheryl Becnel
An employee of Marquis Aurbach Coffing

1 Pursuant to EDCR 8.05(a), each party who submits an E-Filed document through the E-Filing System
consents to electronic service in accordance with NRCP 5(b)(2)(D).
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G-19-052263-A 

PRINT DATE: 03/02/2020 Page 1 of 2 Minutes Date: March 02, 2020 

Notice:  Journal entries are prepared by the courtroom clerk and are not the official record of the Court. 

DISTRICT COURT 

  CLARK COUNTY, NEVADA 

Guardianship of Adult            COURT MINUTES March 02, 2020 

 
G-19-052263-A In the Matter of the Guardianship of: 

Kathleen Jones, Protected Person(s) 

 
March 02, 2020 2:30 PM Minute Order  
 
HEARD BY: Marquis, Linda  COURTROOM: RJC Courtroom 10A 
 
COURT CLERK: ; Antoria Pickens 
 
PARTIES:   
Donna Simmons, Petitioner, Temporary 
Guardian, not present 

John Michaelson, Attorney, not present 

Kathleen Jones, Protected Person, not present Maria Parra-Sandoval, Attorney, not present 
Kimberly Jones, Other, Guardian of Person 
and Estate, not present 

Jeffrey Luszeck, Attorney, not present 

Richard Powell, Other, not present Pro Se 
Robyn Friedman, Petitioner, Temporary 
Guardian, not present 

John Michaelson, Attorney, not present 

Rodney Yeoman, Other, not present Ty Kehoe, Attorney, not present 
State Guardianship Compliance Officer, 
Agency, not present 

 

 

 
JOURNAL ENTRIES 

 
- MINUTE ORDER:  NO HEARING HELD AND NO APPEARANCES 
RE: G-19-052263-A 
 
NRCP 1 and EDCR 1.10 state that the procedure in district courts shall be administered to ensure 
efficient, speedy, and inexpensive determinations in every action.  Pursuant to EDCR 2.23(c), this 
Court can consider a motion and issue a decision on the papers at any time without a hearing.  
 
This matter was placed on the Court’s Chamber’s Calendar to issue a Written Order. Accordingly, 
this matter shall be continued to March 16, 2020 at 8:30 a.m. on the Court’s Chamber s Calendar. No 
appearances necessary.  
 
A copy of this minute order shall be provided to all Parties. (ap)  
 
INTERIM CONDITIONS:   
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G-19-052263-A 

PRINT DATE: 03/02/2020 Page 2 of 2 Minutes Date: March 02, 2020 

Notice:  Journal entries are prepared by the courtroom clerk and are not the official record of the Court. 

FUTURE HEARINGS:  

March 16, 2020 8:30 AM Status Check 

RJC Courtroom 10A 

Marquis, Linda 

 

March 17, 2020 9:30 AM Motion for Protective Order 

RJC Courtroom 10A 

Marquis, Linda 

Christensen, Karen 

Stengel, Tanya 

 

March 17, 2020 9:30 AM Motion for Protective Order 

RJC Courtroom 10A 

Marquis, Linda 

Christensen, Karen 

Stengel, Tanya 

 

Canceled: March 17, 2020 11:00 AM Hearing 

 

Canceled: March 17, 2020 10:30 AM Hearing 

 

March 17, 2020 9:30 AM Hearing 

RJC Courtroom 10A 

Marquis, Linda 

Christensen, Karen 

Stengel, Tanya 

 

March 17, 2020 9:30 AM Opposition 

RJC Courtroom 10A 

Marquis, Linda 

Christensen, Karen 

Stengel, Tanya 
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JOIN 
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 the Guardianship of the Person 
and Estate of: 
 
         KATHLEEN JUNE JONES,  
              
                       Adult Protected Person. 

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

 
 

PROTECTED PERSON’S JOINDER TO GUARDIAN’S MOTION FOR 
PROTECTIVE ORDER   

 

Kathleen June Jones (“June”), the protected person herein, by and through her counsel, 

Maria L. Parra-Sandoval, Esq., hereby files this Joinder in support of Guardian’s Motion for 

Protective Order.  June’s Joinder is based upon and supported by the Memorandum of Points 

contained in the Guardian’s Motion for Protective Order, the pleadings and papers on file in this 

case, and the argument of counsel as allowed by the Court at the time of hearing. 

June further alleges as follows: 

 June requests for the guardianship to stay in place as is with Kimberly Jones 

(“Kimberly”) serving as guardian of the person and estate. June is content and feels comfortable 

with visitations being supervised, as they currently are, including with Kimberly as supervisor.  

It is clear that Gerry Yeoman (“Mr. Yeoman”) seeks to ultimately modify the 

guardianship. Mr. Yeoman’s Opposition to the Guardian’s Motion for Protective Order states, 

“The Parties claim they are not aware of the scope of Gerry’s discovery without a petition 

Case Number: G-19-052263-A

Electronically Filed
3/3/2020 4:08 PM
Steven D. Grierson
CLERK OF THE COURT
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pending; however, this argument is not sound. Gerry raised factual concerns, subject to 

discovery, in his original petition herein and at every hearing held herein, including, but not 

limited to, issues involving the suitability of the proposed and current guardians, the Protected 

Person’s physical and mental state, Gerry’s visitation rights, the sale of the Kraft House, and the 

guardian’s use of the Protected Person’s assets.”1 What Mr. Yeoman is seeking with his tactics 

and depositions is to somehow persuade this Court to make him June’s guardian. Mr. Yeoman 

is disgruntled that he did not get his way from the beginning of this guardianship case and is not 

willing to give up.  

Furthermore, Mr. Yeoman advances: “The Motion argues much about wasted resources 

and yet continues to demand Gerry file an additional pleading prior to conducting discovery 

which would be a tremendous and legally unnecessary waste.”2  (Emphasis added). In fact, there 

is absolutely no reason for Mr. Yeoman to waste time and resources by filing any kind of 

pleading to remove the current guardian since June is happy with the status quo. Under NRS 

159.328 (h), a protected person has the right to “Remain 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.”3 

The Bill of Rights also states that a protected person has the right to “Be granted the 

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

control of all aspects of his or her life that are not delegated to a guardian specifically by a court 

order.”4 The purpose of these rights is to give the protected person the driver’s seat in his or her 

guardianship case. Thus, the law is clear that it is June who decides who she wants to manage 

her affairs as well as her daily care. June is able to make her preferences known. Mr. Yeoman 

has never been June’s first choice nor her second choice for that matter. Since June is able to 

direct her attorney, there is no reason for Mr. Yeoman to increase litigation costs for all parties 

                                                                    

1 Opposition to Motion for Protective Order, p. 9, filed February 20, 2020. 
2 Id. 
3 See NRS 159.328(h). 
4 See NRS 159.328(i). 
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involved by filing a petition regarding June’s stated preferences; Mr. Yeoman should refrain 

from doing so. 

However, if Mr. Yeoman chooses to depose a party regarding the Kraft home, the 

deposition or depositions should be appropriately filed in the civil action matter, not this 

guardianship case. 

 

DATED this 3rd day of March, 2020.   

 

LEGAL AID CENTER OF 

SOUTHERN NEVADA, INC. 

 

       /s/ Maria L. Parra-Sandoval, Esq. . 

Maria L. Parra-Sandoval, Esq. 

Nevada Bar No. 13736 

LEGAL AID CENTER OF 

SOUTHERN NEVADA, INC. 

725 E. Charleston Blvd 

Las Vegas, NV  89104 

Telephone: (702) 386-1526 

Facsimile:  (702) 386-1526 

mparra@lacsn.org 
Attorney for Adult Protected Person Kathleen 
June Jones 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

 I HEREBY CERTIFY that on the 3rd day of March 2020, I deposited in the United States 

Mail at Las Vegas, Nevada, a copy of the foregoing document entitled PROTECTED 

PERSON’S JOINDER TO GUARDIAN’S MOTION FOR PROTECTIVE ORDER 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 Street 

Dewey, AZ 86327 

Tiffany O’Neal 

177 N. Singingwood Street, Unit 13 

 Orange, CA 92869 

 

Jen Adamo 

14 Edgewater Drive 

 Magnolia, DE 19962 

 

Courtney Simmons 

765 Kimbark Avenue 

San Bernardino, CA 92407  

 

Scott Simmons 

1054 S. Verde Street 

Anaheim, CA 92805 

 

Ampersand Man 

2824 High Sail Court 

Las Vegas, NV 89117 

 

Division of Welfare and Supportive Services 

Medicaid Chief Eligibility and Payments 

1470 College Parkway 

Carson City, NV 89706 

 

 

Kimberly Jones 

6277 Kraft Avenue 

Las Vegas, NV 89130 

 

 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:  

Jeffrey Luszeck, Esq 

jluszeck@sdfnvlaw.com 

 

Ross Evans, Esq. 

revans@sdfnvlaw.com 

Attorneys for Guardian 

 

James Beckstrom 

jbecstrom@maclaw.com 

Attorney for Guardian 

 

John Michaelson, Esq. 

john@michaelsonlaw.com 
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Lora Caindec-Poland 

lora@michaelsonlaw.com 

 

Jeffrey Sylvester, Esq. 

jeff@sylvesterpolednak.com 

Attorneys for Robyn Friedman and Donna 

Simmons 

 

Ty Kehoe, Esq. 

TyKehoeLaw@gmail.com 

 

Matthew Piccolo, Esq. 

matt@piccololawoffices.com 

 

Laura A. Deeter, Esq. 

laura@ghandilaw.com 

Attorneys for Rodney Gerald Yeoman 

Cheryl Becnel 

ebecnel@maclaw.com 

 

 

David C. Johnson 

dcj@johnsonlegal.com 

Geraldine Tomich 

Gtomich@maclaw.com 

 

LaChasity Carroll 

lcarroll@nvcourts.nv.gov 

 

Kate McCloskey 

NVGCO@nvcourts.nv.gov 

 

  
 

   

/s/Alexa Reanos____________________________ 

Employee of Legal Aid Center of Southern Nevada 
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M arqu is A u rbachC offing
Geraldine Tomich, Esq.
Nevada Bar No. 8369
James A. Beckstrom, Esq.
Nevada Bar No. 14032
10001 Park Run Drive
Las Vegas, Nevada 89145
Telephone: (702) 382-0711
Facsimile: (702) 382-5816
gtomich@maclaw.com
jbeckstrom@maclaw.com

A ttorneys forKimberly Jones,
Gu ardian of Kathleen Ju ne Jones

D IS TRIC T C O URT

C L A RK C O UN TY ,N E V A D A

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

KATHLEEN JUNE JONES

An Adult Protected Person.

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

Date of Hearing: March 17, 2020
Time of Hearing: 9:30 a.m.

RE P L Y IN S UP P O RT O F M O TIO N FO R P RO TE C TIV E O RD E R

Kimberly Jones, by and through her counsel of record, Geraldine Tomich, Esq. and James

A. Beckstrom, Esq. of the law firm of Marquis Aurbach Coffing, hereby files her Reply in Support

of Motion for Protective Order. This Motion is made and based upon all papers, pleadings, and

records on file herein, the attached Memorandum of Points and Authorities, and any oral argument

allowed at a hearing on this matter.

Dated this 3rd day of March, 2020.

MARQUIS AURBACH COFFING

By /s/James A .B eckstrom
Geraldine Tomich, Esq.
Nevada Bar No. 8369
James A. Beckstrom, Esq.
Nevada Bar No. 14032
10001 Park Run Drive
Las Vegas, Nevada 89145

Case Number: G-19-052263-A

Electronically Filed
3/3/2020 4:40 PM
Steven D. Grierson
CLERK OF THE COURT
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M E M O RA N D UM O F P O IN TS A N D A UTH O RITIE S

I. IN TRO D UC TIO N

Discovery is not free of boundaries and is not a freestanding legal device. Indeed, by

definition, the legal prerequisite to discovery is an actionable claim between one or more parties.

In the present Guardianship action, this basic prerequisite does not exist because there is no

actionable claim advanced by Mr. Yeoman. While counsel for Mr. Yeoman continually attempts

to ignore this basic fundamental of civil litigation and has fallen increasingly out of touch with the

purpose of Guardianship and this Court’s prior orders, this is a simple issue. A party cannot

conduct blind discovery with no pending cause of action before the Court.

Rather than file a Petition to provide notice to the Court, the Guardian, or the Protected

Person’s legal counsel regarding any issues Mr. Yeoman believes require judicial intervention,

Mr. Yeoman and his counsel have served as the proverbial bull in a china shop throughout these

proceedings. In doing so, Mr. Yeoman seems to be under the impression that some unknown

adversarial proceeding remains in this guardianship action for him to litigate tooth and nail. This

is incorrect.

These guardianship proceedings remain dormant as a matter of law as to Mr. Yeoman who

remains nothing more than an interested party. A guardian has been appointed by a final order of

this Court and no appeal has been taken within the statutory time to do so. Any pending petition

of Mr. Yeoman was denied in full. All that remains following this Court’s Order is for the

investigators to provide their report(s) to the Court and for Kimberly to conduct any discovery she

feels is necessary to marshal the assets of the Protected Person.

Thus, while Mr. Yeoman attempts to scream procedural murder, it is he who fails to

recognize that none of the discovery he propounded was authorized and therefore the Guardian,

nor any other interested party to this case, was under any obligation to take any action in response

to the deposition notices, nor written requests for information. The Protective Order was filed after

an exhausting back and forth with Mr. Yeoman’s counsel who simply did not understand this. The

Motion was filed properly and the request for fees and costs should be granted.
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The Court never authorized Mr. Yeoman to start engaging in discovery. While Mr. Yeoman

attempts to mischaracterize snippets from the January 14, 2020 hearing, which was needlessly

expanded by Mr. Kehoe, Mr. Yeoman never raised any specific issue as to what he sought

discovery on and the Court referenced discovery in only the most cursory and general fashion.

While the Court is capable of making its own arguments concerning what was said, the undisputed

fact remains that no legal issue remains subject to litigation in the guardianship proceedings and

this case is not a facility for Mr. Yeoman to vindicate his personal pride. Indeed, the Court was

well aware during the January 14, 2020 hearing, that an A-Case was filed and acknowledged that

while “somebody could always file a petition to terminate [the Guardianship] tomorrow” as it

stood, nothing concerning the Guardianship was in a state of flux. See Hearing Transcript, January

14, 2020 at 21:2-7, on file.

Accordingly, the Motion must be granted as a matter of law and fees and costs should be

awarded.

II. L E GA L A RGUM E N T

A . A S A M A TTE R O F L A W ,M R.Y E O M A N H A S N O TH IN G TO C O N D UC T
D IS C O V E RY O N , B E C A US E TH E RE IS N O P E N D IN G P E TITIO N
B E FO RE TH IS C O URT.

Discovery flows from an actionable legal claim, it is not an independent right. Mr.

Yeoman’s attorney mistakes the Court’s generic reference to discovery being open to mean he can

conduct discovery on everything under the sun with no notice to any party as to what he seeks to

adjudicate. While Mr. Yeoman did have a pending petition, that petition was denied, eliminating

any need for Mr. Yeoman to conduct any discovery. To be clear, the Court’s order did not mince

words:

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED, ADJUDGED AND DECREED that RodneyGerald
Y eoman's C ou nter-P etition is herebyD E N IE D in its entirety.

Order at Exhibit 1.

Thus, as a matter of law, with no pending petition on file for any legal relief, discovery

cannot take place on behalf of Mr. Yeoman. While Mr. Yeoman’s attorney likely knows this, he

refuses to file a petition to state what legal issues he believes exist, because he knows the
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guardianship statutes allow for the Guardian to move for fees and costs against him should a

frivolous or meritless petition be filed. See NRS 159.1853. Nonetheless, as it stands, an interested

party cannot conduct discovery without some cognizable legal claim at issue and as it stands Mr.

Yeoman is nothing more than a party on the sideline.

The only person who has the right to conduct discovery is the Guardian, because this right

was specifically granted to the Guardian by written order of the Court, as follows:

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED, ADJUDGED AND DECREED that Kimberly Jones
shall investigate the facts and circumstances regarding the purported transfer of real
property located at 6277 Kraft Avenue, Las Vegas, Nevada 89130, APN 138-02-
511-076, from June Jones to Richard & Kandi Powell on or around January 16,
2018, and pursue any potential claims and/or resolution relating to the same.

Order at Exhibit 1.

This Order properly tasked Kimberly with taking any action necessary to protect the

Protected Person. Kimberly has abided by that duty and has engaged in no discovery in the

Guardianship case, with the exception of subpoenaing financial documents connected to

transactions and accounts of the Protected Person, becau se M r.Yeoman has stillneverdisclosed

those docu ments, even after he was ordered to do so by the Court. Therefore, while Kimberly

maintains an ongoing duty to conduct discovery should she see it necessary, there is no other party

in this case at the present, except for interested parties who are as a matter of law, sitting on the

sideline.

In short, Mr. Yeoman can seek no relief from the Court, nor meaningfully oppose this

Motion because he has no present claims to litigate.

B . TH E P RO TE C TIV E O RD E R W A S P RO P E R A N D S H O UL D B E
GRA N TE D .

Counsel for Mr. Yeoman has lost sight of the forest for the trees. The purpose of a

protective order is to challenge improper and abusive discovery. While the filing of a motion for

protective order does not as a matter of law halt the complained of discovery, procedurally and

logically, a protective order that is granted does. In the Eighth Judicial District, the Federal District

of Nevada, and courts across the nation, a party seeking a protective order often does so at its own

risk. This case is no different. Mr. Yeoman refused to cooperate in good faith and his attorney
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attempted to move forward with three depositions unilaterally set in a case with no pending

adversarial dispute. In response, counsel for the protected person met and conferred with Mr.

Yeoman’s attorney on a number of occasions. See Emails, Mtn. at Exhibit 5. After realizing Mr.

Kehoe was out of touch with reality and had no legal basis to support his position, the undersigned

refused to kowtow to the unsupported demands and sought refuge from the Court.

Despite this, Mr. Kehoe refused to vacate his unilaterally set depositions and insisted his

“written discovery” be answered. In response to Mr. Kehoe’s apparent inability to set forth any

viable legal argument in support of the Guardian expending thousands of dollars of additional fees

and costs in Mr. Kehoe’s boundless discovery, on February 6, 2020, well before the deposition of

the Guardian was set, the instant motion was filed. After filing the Motion for Protective Order,

Mr. Kehoe was well aware the Guardian would not be appearing for the unilaterally set deposition,

nor responding to the abusive discovery requests he propounded. Mr. Kehoe having practiced in

this town for as long as he has apparently thought it was still a good idea to appear for a deposition

and incur costs. Opposition at 3:16-19. That is his fault. The idea of Mr. Kehoe even hinting at

fees or costs is absurd and is a true snapshot of the professionalism the undersigned is dealing with.

C . TH E GUA RD IA N IS E N TITL E D TO FE E S A N D C O S TS IN C URRE D FO R
H A V IN G TO B RIN G TH E IN S TA N T M O TIO N .

NRCP 26 (c)(3) governs fees to a party who prevails on moving for a protective order and

incorporates the provisions of NRCP 37(a)(5), which states in relevant part:

If the motion is granted — or if the disclosure or requested discovery is provided
after the motion was filed — the court must, after giving an opportunity to be heard,
require the party or deponent whose conduct necessitated the motion, the party or
attorney advising that conduct, or both to pay the movant’s reasonable expenses
incurred in making the motion, including attorney fees. But the court must not
order this payment if:

(i) the movant filed the motion before attempting in good faith
to obtain the disclosure or discovery without court action;

(ii) the opposing party’s nondisclosure, response, or objection
was substantially justified; or

(iii) other circumstances make an award of expenses unjust.

Here, there is no doubt that the discovery sought is (1) improper and (2) abusive. There is

no pending petition or motion in front of the Court—despite this counsel for Yeoman continues to

improperly propound discovery and set depositions. The email exchanges between the attorneys
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representing each person relevant to this Motion paint a surprisingly clear picture of Yeoman’s

counsel’s inability to follow proper procedures. See E-Mail Correspondence, at Exhibit 5. This is

sanctionable and fees and costs should not be required to come from the protected person or

Guardian’s pocket. Instead, fees are required and should be ordered against Yeoman and his

attorney. Upon the Court ordering fees and costs, counsel for the Guardian will timely submit a

memorandum and points of authorities as to the fees sought.

To the extent Mr. Yeoman contends a “meet and confer” did not take place, that too is

simply false. The email chain provided for the Court makes it very clear that numerous efforts by

the undersigned took place to discuss this issue. The attestation of a licensed attorney signing a

pleading under penalty of perjury in Nevada satisfies the certification requirement of NRCP 37.

Any argument that fees and costs shouldn’t follow because some sort of notarized declaration did

not accompany the Motion is further proof of Mr. Yeoman’s failure to appreciate the purpose of

Guardianship court, which is to protect the Protected Person, by among other things, conserving

costs and avoiding excessive and unnecessary motion practice.

/ / /

/ / /

/ / /

/ / /

/ / /

/ / /

/ / /
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III. C O N C L US IO N

To date, the Protected Person and the Guardian have been victimized by the actions of Mr.

Yeoman and his counsel. First by withholding the Protected Person’s two dogs and now with

abusive attempts to harass the Guardian by increasing litigation costs. The Guardian has enough

to deal with in taking care of the Protected Person and needless “discovery” on a dispute that

simply doesn’t exist is a waste of the Protected Person’s resources, this Court’s resources, and the

time of all interested parties involved. Consequently, the Protective Order must be granted and

fees and costs awarded to the Guardian for the work performed in having to bring this issue to the

Court’s attention.

Dated this 3rd day of March, 2020.

MARQUIS AURBACH COFFING

By /s/James A .B eckstrom
Geraldine Tomich, Esq.
Nevada Bar No. 8369
James A. Beckstrom, Esq.
Nevada Bar No. 14032
10001 Park Run Drive
Las Vegas, Nevada 89145
A ttorneys for Kimberly Jones,Gu ardian
of Kathleen Ju ne Jones
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C E RTIFIC A TE O F S E RV IC E

I hereby certify that the foregoing RE P L Y IN S UP P O RT O F M O TIO N FO R

P RO TE C TIV E O RD E R was submitted electronically for filing and/or service with the Eighth

Judicial District Court on the 3rd day of March, 2020. Electronic service of the foregoing document

shall be made in accordance with the E-Service List as follows:1

Ty E. Kehoe, Esq.
KEHOE & ASSOCIATES

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

Email: tykehoelaw@gmail.com

Matthew C. Piccolo, Esq.
PICCOLO LAW OFFICES

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

Email: matt@piccololawoffices.com

I further certify that I served a copy of this document by mailing a true and correct copy

thereof, postage prepaid, addressed to:

N/A

/s/C ally H atfield
An employee of Marquis Aurbach Coffing

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

981



 

Page 1 of 27 

 

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 

 

OBJ 
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 the Guardianship of the Person 
and Estate of: 
 
         KATHLEEN JUNE JONES,  
              
                       Adult Protected Person. 

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

 
 

KATHLEEN JUNE JONES’ OBJECTION TO PETITION FOR APPROVAL OF 
ATTORNEYS FEES AND COSTS AND REQUEST TO ENTER A JUDGMENT 

AGAINST THE REAL PROPERTY OF THE ESTATE 
 

Kathleen June Jones (“June”), the protected person herein, by and through her counsel, 

Maria L. Parra-Sandoval, Esq., hereby objects to the Petition for Approval of Attorneys Fees and 

Costs and Request to Enter a Judgment Against the Real Property of the Estate, filed by Robyn 

Friedman and Donna Simmons, (“Petitioners”), the prior temporary guardians.  June’s objection 

is based upon and supported by the following Memorandum of Points and Authorities, the 

pleadings and papers on file in this case, and the argument of counsel as allowed by the Court at 

the time of hearing. 

/// 

/// 

/// 

/// 

Case Number: G-19-052263-A

Electronically Filed
3/4/2020 2:18 PM
Steven D. Grierson
CLERK OF THE COURT
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MEMORANDUM OF POINTS AND AUTHORITIES 

A. The Nevada Revised Statutes generally provide that attorney’s fees incurred by 

a guardian must be borne by a guardian.  However, in only limited 

circumstances may an attorney’s fee request be shifted from a guardian to a 

protected person’s estate, but this shift is discretionary and the attorney’s 

services must have conferred actual benefit to the protected person. 

 

 Under Nevada law, a guardian is responsible for the payment of all attorney’s 

fees and costs the guardian incurs absent an order from the Court allowing payment from the 

protected person’s estate.  See NRS 159.344(1)-(2).  The court may order the payment of fees 

from the protected person’s estate only if those fees are just, reasonable, and necessary.  See 

NRS 159.344(5).  In determining whether fees are just, reasonable, and necessary, the court is to 

consider, among other things, whether the services conferred any actual benefit on the protected 

person or advanced the protected person’s best interest, see NRS 159.344(5)(b); the extent to 

which the services were provided in a reasonable, efficient, and cost-effective manner, see NRS 

159.344(5)(i); efforts made by the party or attorney to reduce and minimize issues, see NRS 

159.344(5)(k); actions by the party or attorney that unnecessarily expanded issues or delayed or 

hindered the efficient administration of the estate, see NRS 159.344(5)(l); and “[a]ny other factor 

that is relevant in determining whether attorney’s fees are just, reasonable and necessary, 

including, without limitation, any other factor that is relevant in determining whether the person 

was acting in good faith and was actually pursuing the best interests of the protected person,” 

NRS 159.344(5)(n). 

There is no Nevada case law that addresses when the Court should decline to shift 

attorney’s fees.  However, the Arizona Supreme Court has addressed this issue and held that 

when a court considers a request for fees and costs in a guardianship case, the court should 

consider, among other things, whether or not the guardian actually pursued the ward’s best 

interests or conferred any benefit upon the ward.1  The Court further explained that as a matter 

of policy, parties to a guardianship case cannot be permitted to assume that their fees and 

                                                                    
1 In re Guardianship of Sleeth, 244 P.3d 1169, 226 Ariz.171 (2010). 
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expenses will be automatically paid out of the guardianship estate.  Instead, they must face the 

possibility that they will be liable for some of these costs.  Otherwise, they have no financial 

incentive to avoid poor decisions if the entirety of any financial risk is borne on the protected 

person: 

 “When a guardian or conservator has no personal obligation for attorney’s fees and no 

concern over whether his expenditures will be fully approved, he may lack incentive to avoid 

financial improvidence. In a case in which the protected person’s estate suffers significant and 

harmful losses, the superior court must exercise its independent judgment to determine what 

portion of the attorney’s fees were reasonably incurred.”2  

 Here, Robyn Friedman and Donna Simmons, submit their request for reimbursement of 

$62,029.66 in attorney’s fees and costs.3  Petitioners seek to place a lien for this amount on the 

protected person’s largest asset, her real property, located in California.  Although Petitioners 

only served as temporary guardians for less than a one month period, from September 23, 

20194 to October 15, 2019,5 Petitioners seek reimbursement of, what can only be characterized 

as, an absurd amount of attorneys’ fees—including fees that stem from an earlier matter.  

Petitioners submit attorneys’ fees requests that stem from a previous contentious probate matter 

that did not benefit the protected person and was simply unproductive litigation. Similarly to the 

guardian’s request in Sleeth, the present attorney’s fee request is a primary example of temporary 

guardians lacking a financial incentive to avoid costly fees after substantial efforts to advance 

their own interests, through both the present matter and the previous probate matter.   

                                                                    
2 Id., 244 P.3d 1175, 266 Ariz. 177. 
3 See Petition for Approval of Attorneys Fees and Costs and Request to Enter a Judgment Against the Real 

Property of the Estate, filed February 13, 2020. 
4 See Order Granting Ex Parte Petition for Appointment of Temporary Guardian of the Person and Estate and 

Issuance of Letters of Temporary Guardianship, filed September 23, 2019. 
5 See Court Minutes, October 15, 2019. 
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Petitioners argue that they have been the “driving force in moving the stabilization of 

[June’s] living situation forward via this Honorable Court’s protection,” to assert they are 

somehow entitled to payment of all their fees, from both this matter and the previous probate 

matter, from June’s estate.  They are wrong.  An effort to stabilize June’s living situation was 

not necessary or appropriate in this matter, especially as the current general guardian of the 

person and estate was June’s named agent under a power of attorney, and preferred guardian 

under a nomination of guardian, and capable of managing June’s affairs as per June’s express 

wishes, as outlined in her substantial estate planning documentation.  Current guardian has been 

willing to serve as guardian from the beginning of this matter,6 and was rightfully the prevailing 

party. 

Consequentially, this Court should deny Petitioners’ request for all fees incurred in the 

prior probate matter and deny all fees incurred by the temporary guardians, both before and after 

their appointment as temporary guardians. Petitioners are not automatically entitled to 

reimbursement for attorneys’ fees and costs as a matter of right. 

 

B. Even if this Court allows for reimbursement of attorney fees and costs from the 

guardianship estate, Petitioners filed their notice of intent to seek attorney’s fees 

from the guardianship estate on September 19, 2019, and are therefore only 

arguably entitled to attorney’s fees and costs from the estate for guardianship-

related work while serving as Temporary Guardians, and subject to all other NRS 

159.344 provisions.  

 

 Here, Petitioners have submitted their request for reimbursement of $62,029.66 in 

attorneys’ fees and costs.7  A significant portion of these fees,  as detailed in Mr. Michaelson’s 

Invoices 12460 and 12560, are almost all entirely related to the probate matter—not this 

                                                                    

6 See Opposition to Ex Parte Petition for Appointment of Temporary and General Guardian of the Person and 

Estate; Alternatively, Counter-Petition for Appointment of Kimberly Jones as Temporary and General Guardian 

of the Person and Estate, p. 12, filed October 2, 2019. 
7 See Petition for Approval of Attorneys Fees and Costs and Request to Enter a Judgment Against the Real 

Property of the Estate, filed February 13, 2020. 
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guardianship matter, and consequently, the majority can be easily disallowed.  The total to be 

disallowed as related to the prior probate matter is $14,051.00.8  The protected person should not 

need to reimburse the Petitioners for any attorney’s fees incurred prior to the present 

guardianship case.  An exception is the preparation of the guardianship pleadings, which can 

easily be derived from the invoices, beginning with date 9/09/2019:  LCP “Begin drafting 

Petition for Guardianship.” This is the first billing entry that should have been submitted to the 

Court to consider.9  And this is the only billing entry from Invoice 12560 that may even arguably 

be considered for possible reimbursement by June’s estate.  Any fee request for work prepared 

on another matter is a complete disregard for the protected person’s interests.  Pre-guardianship 

work, including engaging in unproductive litigation, should not be considered by this Court 

pursuant to NRS 159.344(5)(k)-(n). 

 Finally, if this Court allows for a reimbursement of attorney’s fees and costs, June 

requests that fees be significantly reduced based on noncompliance with NRS 159.344. In 

addition to the $14,051.00 that should be disallowed from Invoices 12460 and 12560; 

$34,070.00 10  should be disallowed from Invoices: 12595, 12720 and 12748, for a total 

reduction of $48,121.00 to be disallowed.  See relevant objections next to each problematic 

billing entry: 

/// 

/// 

/// 

                                                                    
8 This number was calculated by adding the total reimbursable amounts requested from Invoice 12460 ($4,900) 

plus Invoice 12560 ($10,201.00) = $15,101. From the latter amount, counsel subtracted $1,050 that should likely 

be allowed for entry dated 9/9/2019 Begin Drafting Petition for Guardianship (Attorney LCP 3.5 hrs x $350). 
9 There is a 9/08/2019 billing entry that could be the first billing entry; however, the fact that JPM did not delegate 

this duty to a paralegal to communicate with Dr. Brown, is problematic. Under NRS 159.344(5)(i), this task 

should have been delegated to a paralegal.  
10 An additional $14,395 from Invoice no. 12595; $9,960 from Invoice no. 12720; and $9,715 from Invoice no. 

12748. 
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Invoice No. 12595       

Date Tmkr Rate Time  Amount ($)  Description Objection 

 Proposed 

Reduction 

($)  

9/10/2019 JPM 450 0.4  $        180.00  

 Phone conference with 

attorney David Johnson 

re pros and cons of 

guardianship petition in 

this matter. 

Under NRS 159.344 

(6)(a)(no compensation 

for internal business 

activity)-Attorney 

Johnson is not a party to 

this matter (he was on 

the probate matter)  $      180.00  

9/10/2019 JPM 450 1  $        450.00  

 Various 

communications 

including getting Dr. 

Brown paid. 

Draft/edit/revise 

petition for 

guardianship. 

Under NRS 

159.344(5)(i), this task 

should have been 

delegated to a paralegal 

& Under NRS 

159.344(6)(b), no award 

is to be made for time 

that is block-billed.  $      450.00  

9/11/2019 JPM 450 0.7  $        315.00  

 Coordinate with Dr. 

Brown, including 

review his report. 

Client 

communications.  

Under NRS 

159.344(5)(i), the first 

task should have been 

delegated to a paralegal 

& Under NRS 

159.344(6)(b), no award 

is to be made for time 

that is block-billed.  $      315.00  

9/13/2019 LCP 300 2.6  $        780.00  

 Revisions to Petition 

for Guardianship to 

reflect clients as 

Petitioners  

Under NRS 

159.344(5)(i), time for 

task is excessive and 

unreasonable. By this 

date, LCP had already 

spent 8.7 hours drafting 

the Petition for 

Guardianship.  $      600.00  

9/13/2019 LCP 300 1  $        300.00  

 Petition for 

Guardianship; forward 

draft to JPM for review  

Under NRS 

159.344(5)(i), time for 

task is excessive and 

unreasonable; and 

description of task is 

vague. If LCP meant 

more revisions, time for 

task is excessive and 

unreasonable; & Under 

NRS 159.344(6)(b), no 

award is to be made for 

time that is block-billed.  $      300.00  

9/13/2019 LCP 300 0.4  $        120.00  

 TC with JPM; email to 

clients re: info needed 

for Petition  

NRS 159.344(5)(b) & 

Under NRS 159.344 

(6)(a)(no compensation 

for internal business 

activity) & Under NRS 

159.344(6)(b), no award 

is to be made for time 

that is block-billed.  $      120.00  

9/16/2019 LCP 300 2.3  $        690.00  

 Further revisions to 

Petition for 

Guardianship  

Under NRS 

159.344(5)(i), time for 

task is excessive and 

unreasonable; there is 

no rationale for the 

revisions (in contrast, in 

other entries, revisions 

are made "per client  $      690.00  
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request," which makes 

sense). 

9/16/2019 LM 200 0.3  $          60.00  

 Begin preparing 

ancillary documents for 

appointment of 

temporary 

guardianship  

NRS 159.344(5)(g)(2) 

paralegal rate is 

excessive; the most 

should be $150 & Under  

NRS 159.344(5)(g)(4) 

no compensation for 

time spent performing 

secretarial or clerical 

services  $        60.00  

9/16/2019 LCP 300 1  $        300.00  

 Research Temporary 

vs. Special 

Guardianship and 

discuss with JPM 

review of draft of 

Petition  

Under NRS 

159.344(6)(b), no award 

is to be made for time 

that is block-billed & 

Under NRS 159.344 

(6)(a)(no compensation 

for internal business 

activity) & Under NRS 

159.344(5)(i), time for 

task is excessive and 

unreasonable.  $      300.00  

9/16/2019 JPM 450 1.6  $        720.00  

 Review draft petition. 

Edit and revise. Direct 

team.  

Under NRS 

159.344(6)(b), no award 

is to be made for time 

that is block-billed & 

Under NRS 159.344 

(6)(a)(no compensation 

for internal business 

activity).   By this date 

LCP has already worked 

on the petition for 13.6 

hours.  $      720.00  

9/17/2019 LM 200 1.2  $        240.00  

 Continue to Draft all 

ancillary temporary 

guardianship 

documents; draft 

guardian's 

acknowledgment of 

duties; draft citation to 

appear and show cause 

for general  

Under NRS 

159.344(5)(g)(2) 

paralegal rate is 

excessive; the most 

should be $150 & Under  

NRS 159.344(5)(g)(4) 

no compensation for 

time spent performing 

secretarial or clerical 

services & Under NRS 

159.344(6)(b), no award 

is to be made for time 

that is block-billed. And 

fyi, a form is readily 

available for guardian's 

acknowledgment of 

duties, so that paralegal 

does not have to draft it 

or reinvent the wheel.  $      240.00  
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9/17/2019 LM 200 0.2  $          40.00  

 draft certificate of 

service for appointment 

of general guardian  

Under NRS 

159.344(5)(g)(2) 

paralegal rate is 

excessive; the most 

should be $150 & Under  

NRS 159.344(5)(g)(4) 

no compensation for 

time spent performing 

secretarial or clerical 

services.  $        40.00  

9/17/2019 LCP 300 1.5  $        450.00  

 Further draft Petition 

for Temporary and 

General Guardianship  

NRS 159.344(5)(b) & 

Under NRS 

159.344(5)(i), time for 

task is excessive and 

unreasonable; there is 

no rationale listed. With 

this entry, LCP has 

worked a total of 15.1 

hours drafting and 

revising the same 

petition.  $      450.00  

9/17/2019 LCP 300 1  $        300.00  

 Further draft Petition 

for guardianship  

NRS 159.344(5)(b) & 

Under NRS 

159.344(5)(i), time for 

task is excessive and 

unreasonable; there is 

no rationale listed. With 

this entry, LCP has 

worked a total of 16.1 

hours drafting and 

revising the same 

petition.  $      300.00  

9/17/2019 LCP 300 3.6  $     1,080.00  

 Revisions to Petition; 

email to clients for 

review  

NRS 159.344(5)(b) & 

Under NRS 

159.344(5)(i), time for 

task is excessive and 

unreasonable; there is 

no rationale listed for 

further revisions (in 

contrast, in other entries, 

revisions are made "per 

client request," which 

makes sense) & Under 

NRS 159.344(6)(b), no 

award is to be made for 

time that is block-billed. 

With this entry, LCP has 

worked a total of 19.7 

hours drafting and 

revising the same 

petition!  $   1,080.00  

9/17/2019 JPM 450 3  $     1,350.00  

 Gather facts, research 

arguments, direct team 

and draft/edit/revise 

petition for temp and 

petition for general 

guardianship.  

Under NRS 

159.344(5)(i), the first 

task should have been 

delegated to a lower 

biller; Under NRS 

159.344(6)(b), no award 

is to be made for time 

that is block-billed & 

Under NRS 159.344 

(6)(a)(no compensation 

for internal business 

activity).     $   1,350.00  
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9/18/2019 LM 200 0.4  $          80.00  

 Compile exhibits to be 

attached to ex parte 

petition for 

appointment of 

temporary guardian.  

Under NRS 

159.344(5)(g)(2) 

paralegal rate is 

excessive; the most 

should be $150 & Under  

NRS 159.344(5)(g)(4) 

no compensation for 

time spent performing 

secretarial or clerical 

services.  $        80.00  

9/18/2019 LM 200 0.3  $          60.00  

 Email Robyn and 

Donna regarding 

signatures on 

verifications to ex parte 

petition and on oath for 

the Letters of 

Temporary 

Guardianship  

Under NRS 

159.344(5)(g)(2) 

paralegal rate is 

excessive; the most 

should be $150 & Under 

NRS 159.344(5)(i), time 

for task is excessive and 

unreasonable; an email 

should be .1.   $        45.00  

9/18/2019 LM 200 0.3  $          60.00  

 Telephone call and 

leave message with 

Teri and Scott 

regarding our filing for 

appointment of 

temporary 

guardianship  

Under NRS 

159.344(5)(g)(2) 

paralegal rate is 

excessive; the most 

should be $150 & Under 

NRS 159.344(5)(i), time 

for task is excessive and 

unreasonable; each call 

should be .1. x $150.  $        30.00  

9/18/2019 LM 200 0.4  $          80.00  

 telephone call with 

Teri regarding her 

opposing the petition 

for appointment of 

temporary guardian  

Under NRS 

159.344(5)(g)(2) 

paralegal rate is 

excessive; the most 

should be $150.  $        20.00  

9/18/2019 LCP 300 2.4  $        720.00  

 Further revisions to 

Petition; email draft to 

clients  

Under NRS 

159.344(5)(i), time for 

task is excessive and 

unreasonable; there is 

no rationale listed for 

further revisions (in 

contrast, in other entries 

revisions are made "per 

client request," which 

makes sense; and I did 

not object to those) & 

Under NRS 

159.344(6)(b), no award 

is to be made for time 

that is block-billed. 

Important to note: with 

this entry, LCP has 

spent 23.7 hours 

drafting and revising 

this petition.  $      720.00  

9/18/2019 JPM 450 5  $     2,250.00  

 Gather facts, research 

arguments, direct team 

and draft/edit/revise 

petition for temp and 

petition for general 

guardianship.  

Under NRS 

159.344(5)(i), the first 

task should have been 

delegated to a lower 

biller; Under NRS 

159.344(6)(b), no award 

is to be made for time 

that is block-billed & 

Under NRS 159.344 

(6)(a)(no compensation 

for internal business 

activity).     $   2,250.00  
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9/18/2019 LCP 300 0.9  $        270.00  

 Various tasks 

associated with 

finalizing Petition  

 Under NRS 

159.344(6)(b), no award 

is to be made for time 

that is block-billed; 

"various tasks" is too 

vague as well.  $      270.00  

9/19/2019 LCP 300 0.1  $          30.00   TC with JPM  

Under NRS 159.344 

(6)(a)(no compensation 

for internal business 

activity).     $        30.00  

9/19/2019 LCP 300 0.5  $        150.00   revisions to Petition  

Under NRS 

159.344(5)(i), time for 

task is excessive and 

unreasonable; there is 

no rationale listed for 

further revisions (in 

contrast, in other entries 

revisions are made "per 

client request," which 

makes sense). By this 

billing entry, 18.2 solid 

hours have already been 

billed just to revising 

the Petition for 

Guardianship. There's 

more time that can't be 

deciphered from block-

billing entries. And 

there's more time billed 

for "drafting" the 

petition. The final 

document is 30 pages, 

plus exhibits.   $      150.00  

9/19/2019 LM 200 0.2  $          40.00  

 Efiled petition for 

appointment of 

temporary guardian  

Under NRS 

159.344(5)(g)(2) 

paralegal rate is 

excessive; the most 

should be $150 & Under  

NRS 159.344(5)(g)(4) 

no compensation for 

time spent performing 

secretarial or clerical 

services.  $        40.00  

9/19/2019 LM 200 1  $        200.00  

 drafted order granting 

temporary 

guardianship  

Under NRS 

159.344(5)(g)(2) 

paralegal rate is 

excessive; the most 

should be $150 & Under 

NRS 159.344(5)(i), time 

for task is excessive and 

unreasonable; the law 

firm would likely have a 

template already 

available for this task 

that can be recycled.  $      100.00  

9/19/2019 LM 200 0.2  $          40.00  

 efiled citation to 

appear and show cause  

Under NRS 

159.344(5)(g)(2) 

paralegal rate is 

excessive; the most 

should be $150 & Under  

NRS 159.344(5)(g)(4) 

no compensation for 

time spent performing 

secretarial or clerical 

services.  $        40.00  
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9/19/2019 LM 200 0.3  $          60.00  

 prepared amended 

citation  

Under NRS 

159.344(5)(g)(2) 

paralegal rate is 

excessive; the most 

should be $150 & Under 

NRS 159.344(5)(g)(4) 

no compensation for 

time spent performing 

secretarial or clerical 

services.  $        60.00  

9/19/2019 LCP 300 0.5  $        150.00  

 Email to clients re 

status of filing and next 

steps; sign Citation; 

review and sign Order  

 Under NRS 

159.344(6)(b), no award 

is to be made for time 

that is block-billed.  $      150.00  

9/19/2019 JPM 450 1.7  $        765.00  

 Various calls and 

communications with 

staff and attorneys for 

other parties in 

attempts to meet and 

confer to resolve 

claims and also prepare 

our petition for 

guardianship- 

draft/edit/ and revising 

same.  

NRS 159.344(5)(b) & 

Under NRS 

159.344(6)(b), no award 

is to be made for time 

that is block-billed   $      765.00  

9/20/2019 LM 200 0.2  $          40.00  

 Receipt of email from 

client with location of 

her mother  

Under NRS 

159.344(5)(g)(2) 

paralegal rate is 

excessive; the most 

should be $150 & Under 

NRS 159.344(5)(i), time 

for task is excessive and 

unreasonable; an email 

should be .1.   $        25.00  

9/20/2019 LM 200 0.2  $          40.00  

 email Dave at Servlaw 

to attempt personal 

service at the Kraft 

house address   

Under NRS 

159.344(5)(g)(2) 

paralegal rate is 

excessive; the most 

should be $150 & Under 

NRS 159.344(5)(i), time 

for task is excessive and 

unreasonable; an email 

should be .1 & Under  

NRS 159.344(5)(g)(4) 

no compensation for 

time spent performing 

secretarial or clerical 

services (this is not a 

legally substantive task).  $        40.00  

9/20/2019 LCP 300 0.2  $          60.00  

 TC with JPM re 

providing advance 

copy of pleading to 

opposing counsel  

Under NRS 159.344 

(6)(a)(no compensation 

for internal business 

activity).     $      150.00  

9/20/2019 JPM 450 1.3  $        585.00  

 Various 

communications re 

obtaining guardianship 

and noticing other 

parties, as well as 

logistics b/w the parties 

re June's care and 

including responding to 

Ty Kehoe's ex parte 

contact with probate 

court re POA's that are 

Under NRS 

159.344(6)(b), no award 

is to be made for time 

that is block-billed & 

Under NRS 

159.344(5)(b), for "ex 

parte contact with 

probate court." How 

does that benefit the 

protected person?  $      585.00  
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not being honored, 

etc…  

9/23/2019 LM 200 0.2  $          40.00  

 Telephone call with 

Chryste in Dept. B 

regarding approval of 

order granting 

temporary 

guardianship  

Under NRS 

159.344(5)(g)(2) 

paralegal rate is 

excessive; the most 

should be $150 & Under  

NRS 159.344(5)(g)(4) 

no compensation for 

time spent performing 

secretarial or clerical 

services (this is not a 

legally substantive task).  $        40.00  

9/23/2019 LM 200 0.1  $          20.00  

 calendar return date 

for appointment of 

temporary guardian  

Under NRS 

159.344(5)(g)(2) 

paralegal rate is 

excessive; the most 

should be $150 & Under 

NRS 159.344(5)(g)(4) 

no compensation for 

time spent performing 

secretarial or clerical 

services.  $        20.00  

9/23/2019 LM 200 0.3  $          60.00  

 telephone call with 

Dave at Servlaw 

regarding status of 

service of amended 

citation and petition 

upon June Jones (.2); 

follow-up email from 

Dave at Servlaw to also 

serve the order 

granting the temporary 

guardianship (.1);   

Under NRS 

159.344(5)(g)(2) 

paralegal rate is 

excessive; the most 

should be $150 & Under  

NRS 159.344(5)(g)(4) 

no compensation for 

time spent performing 

secretarial or clerical 

services. 

 $        60.00  

9/23/2019 LM 200 0.4  $          80.00  

 second telephone call 

with Chryste regarding 

faxing over a copy of 

the order (.2); emailed 

a copy of the order 

granting the temporary 

guardianship to the 

clients (.2);   

Under NRS 

159.344(5)(g)(2) 

paralegal rate is 

excessive; the most 

should be $150 & Under 

NRS 159.344(5)(g)(4) 

no compensation for 

time spent performing 

secretarial or clerical 

services.  $        80.00  

9/23/2019 LM 200 0.3  $          60.00  

 efiled the notice of 

entry of order granting 

temporary 

guardianship and 

arranged for mailing of 

same (.2); emailed 

Dave to also serve the 

Order Granting the 

Temporary 

Guardianship (.1)  

Under NRS 

159.344(5)(g)(2) 

paralegal rate is 

excessive; the most 

should be $150 & Under 

NRS 159.344(5)(g)(4) 

no compensation for 

time spent performing 

secretarial or clerical 

services.  $        60.00  
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9/23/2019 LCP 300 0.4  $        120.00  

 Call from JPM re 

obtaining Order from 

Judge's Clerk (.1); call 

from D. Johnson (.2); 

communication with 

JPM re status of Order 

and message from D. 

Johnson (.1)  

Under NRS 159.344 

(6)(a)(no compensation 

for internal business 

activity).    $      120.00  

9/23/2019 JPM 450 0.4  $        180.00  

 Various 

communications and 

direction to team re 

guardianship.  

Under NRS 

159.344(6)(b), no award 

is to be made for time 

that is block-billed & 

Under NRS 159.344 

(6)(a)(no compensation 

for internal business 

activity).    $      180.00  

9/23/2019 JPM 450 2.2  $        990.00  

 Various 

communications with 

client, counsel for 

Kimberly, counsel for 

Dick and Gerry. On 

phone while Robyn 

visits Kraft house and 

informs Kimberly of 

guardianship, to 

answer questions. Later 

conversations and 

emails with clients.  

Under NRS 

159.344(6)(b), no award 

is to be made for time 

that is block-billed.  $      990.00  

9/24/2019 LM 200 0.5  $        100.00  

 Emailed a copy of the 

Letters…(.2); arrange 

to obtain certified 

copies …(.2); emailed 

a copy of the 

Letters…to Ty Kehoe 

and David Johnson 

(.1).  

Under NRS 

159.344(5)(g)(2) 

paralegal rate is 

excessive; the most 

should be $150 & Under 

NRS 159.344(5)(g)(4) 

no compensation for 

time spent performing 

secretarial or clerical 

services.  $      100.00  

      

Total proposed 

reduction for invoice 

no. 12595  $ 14,395.00  

 

 

Invoice No. 12720       

Date Tmkr Rate Time  Amount  Description Objection 

 Proposed 

Reduction 

($)  

9/25/2019 LM 200 0.6  $        120.00  

Receipt of 

email…regarding 

obtaining certified 

copies (.1); Respond to 

same (.2); prepare 

receipt of documents 

(.1); email Robyn that 

certified copies are 

ready for pickup (.1); 

telephone call and 

leave message with 

Donna…; efiled 

Under NRS 

159.344(5)(g)(2) 

paralegal rate is 

excessive; the most 

should be $150 & Under 

NRS 159.344(5)(g)(4) 

no compensation for 

time spent performing 

secretarial or clerical 

services. These are all 

secretarial tasks--tasks 

that are not legally 

substantive.  $      120.00  
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affidavit of personal 

appearance (.1) 

9/25/2019 LCP 300 1.1  $        330.00  

 Review multiple 

emails from client; 

lengthy response email 

re: duties of guardian  

Under NRS 

159.344(5)(i), time for 

task is excessive and 

unreasonable; maybe a 

call would have lasted 

less? & Under NRS 

159.344(6)(b), no award 

is to be made for time 

that is block-billed.  $      330.00  

9/25/2019 JPM 450 0.6  $        270.00  

 Review some 

communications. 

Phone conference with 

Robyn. Direct team.  

Under NRS 

159.344(6)(b), no award 

is to be made for time 

that is block-billed & 

Under NRS 159.344 

(6)(a)(no compensation 

for internal business 

activity).     $      270.00  

9/25/2019 LCP 300 0.7  $        210.00  

 Redraft of demand 

letters to T. Kehoe and 

D. Johnson per request 

of R. Friedman.  

NRS 159.344(5)(b). 

How did this task 

benefit the protected 

person?  $      210.00  

9/25/2019 JPM 450 0.7  $        315.00  

 Review of 

correspondence from 

Robyn. Direct team re 

letters to attorneys for 

other parties. 

Draft/edit/revise those 

letters. Send email to 

client with letter 

attached.  

Under NRS 

159.344(6)(b), no award 

is to be made for time 

that is block-billed & 

Under NRS 159.344 

(6)(a)(no compensation 

for internal business 

activity) & Under NRS 

159.344(5)(b), How did 

this task benefit the 

protected person?  $      315.00  

9/26/2019 LCP 300 0.9  $        270.00  

 Revisions to demand 

letters to T. Kehoe and 

D. Johnson per client 

request.  

NRS 159.344(5)(b). 

How did this task 

benefit the protected 

person?  $      270.00  

9/26/2019 LCP 300 0.3  $          90.00  

 Send demand letters to 

opposing counsel  

Under NRS 

159.344(5)(i), time for 

task is excessive and 

unreasonable; & Under 

NRS 159.344(6)(b), no 

award is to be made for 

time that is block-billed 

& Under NRS 

159.344(5)(g)(4) no 

compensation for time 

spent performing 

secretarial or clerical 

services, regardless of 

who the biller is. These 

are all secretarial tasks--

tasks that are not legally 

substantive (transmitting 

a letter).  $        90.00  
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9/27/2019 AEF 350 0.4  $        140.00  

 Review email from 

opposing counsel 

regarding requested 

items, temporary 

guardianship and 

visitation, then review 

and revise draft 

response email to 

opposing counsel 

regarding same.   

Under NRS 

159.344(5)(i), time for 

task is excessive and 

unreasonable; Under 

NRS 159.344(6)(b), no 

award is to be made for 

time that is block-billed 

&  Under NRS 

159.344(5)(b), How did 

it benefit the protected 

person?  $      140.00  

9/27/2019 LM 200 0.2  $          40.00  

 Telephone call with 

Robyn Friedman 

regarding email to her 

sister.  

Under NRS 

159.344(5)(g)(2) 

paralegal rate is 

excessive; the most 

should be $150 & Under 

NRS 159.344(5)(g)(4), 

no compensation for 

time spent performing 

secretarial or clerical 

services (tasks that are 

not legally substantive).  $        40.00  

9/27/2019 JPM 450 2  $        900.00  

 Numerous 

communications and 

emails to/from clients, 

David Johnson, Ty 

Kehoe trying to obtain 

June's identification 

and other property and 

resolve visitation 

issues.  

Under NRS 

159.344(6)(b), no award 

is to be made for time 

that is block-billed & 

Under NRS 159.344 

(6)(a)(no compensation 

for internal business 

activity)-attorney David 

Johnson is a party in the 

probate matter, not this 

guardianship matter.     $      900.00  

9/27/2019 JPM 450 0.5  $        225.00  

 Later phone call with 

Ty Kehoe. Call with 

client.  

Under NRS 

159.344(6)(b), no award 

is to be made for time 

that is block-billed.  $      225.00  

9/28/2019 JPM 450 0.8  $        360.00  

 Review of combative 

Ty Kehoe 

communication and 

response thereto. 

Multiple 

communications with 

clients, counsel for 

Kimberly and Mr. 

Kehoe.  

Under NRS 

159.344(6)(b), no award 

is to be made for time 

that is block-billed.  $      360.00  

9/29/2019 JPM 450 0.6  $        270.00  

 Communications with 

all parties. Setup and 

participate in phone 

conference with 

Kimberly and her 

attorney.  

Under NRS 

159.344(6)(b), no award 

is to be made for time 

that is block-billed.  $      270.00  

9/30/2019 LCP 300 0.3  $          90.00  

 TC with Legal Aid 

attorney, M. Parra-

Sandoval  

Under NRS 

159.344(5)(i), time for 

task is excessive and 

unreasonable; this was a 

short conversation, and 

Parra-Sandoval recorded 

a .1 on this date.  $        60.00  
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10/1/2019 JPM 450 0.2  $          90.00  

 Communication with 

attorney David 

Johnson.  

Under NRS 159.344 

(6)(a)(no compensation 

for internal business 

activity)-attorney David 

Johnson was a party in 

the probate matter/POA 

action, not the 

guardianship matter; 

and has never appeared 

on the guardianship 

matter; & Under NRS 

159.344(5)(b). How did 

this task benefit the 

protected person?  $        90.00  

10/1/2019 JPM 450 0.5  $        225.00  

 Phone conference with 

Kimberly's new 

attorney Jeff Luszeck. 

Dictation and staff 

direction.  

Under NRS 

159.344(6)(b), no award 

is to be made for time 

that is block-billed & 

Under NRS 159.344 

(6)(a)(no compensation 

for internal business 

activity).     $      225.00  

10/1/2019 LM 200 0.3  $          60.00  

 Review court file for 

oppositions to petition 

for appointment of 

guardianship.  

Under NRS 

159.344(5)(g)(2) 

paralegal rate is 

excessive; the most 

should be $150.  $        15.00  

10/1/2019 LCP 300 0.5  $        150.00  

 Draft Notice of Intent 

to Move Protected 

Person  

Under NRS 

159.344(5)(i), time for 

task is excessive and 

unreasonable--actual 

body includes three 

sentences plus a 

certificate of service; & 

Under NRS 

159.344(5)(g)(4) no 

compensation for time 

spent performing 

secretarial or clerical 

services, regardless of 

who the biller is. This 

Notice is equivalent to 

drafting a Notice of 

Entry of Order, which is 

a clerical task. There is 

also a form available.  $      150.00  

10/2/2019 LM 200 1.4  $        280.00  

 Receipt and review of 

Ty Kehoe's opposition 

to petition for 

appointment of 

temporary guardian 

and counter petition for 

appointment of 

temporary and general 

guardian.  

Under NRS 

159.344(5)(g)(2) 

paralegal rate is 

excessive-the most 

should be $150; & 

Under NRS 

159.344(5)(i) this is not 

efficient or cost-

effective--instead it is 

duplicative work (LCP 

charged .5 at the $300 

rate for reviewing this 

same document on the 

same date); & Under 

NRS 159.344(5)(b) 

How did this task 

benefit the protected 

person? LM did not 

draft anything from this.  $      280.00  
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LCP is the one that has 

been drafting and 

revising documents.  

10/2/2019 JPM 450 4.5  $     2,025.00  

 Communications all 

day with clients, 

opposing counsel re 

hearing prep and 

efforts to settle issues. 

Review opposition 

briefs and supplements 

thereto.  

Under NRS 

159.344(6)(b), no award 

is to be made for time 

that is block-billed (each 

task must be itemized 

with a time).  $   2,025.00  

10/3/2019 JPM 450 3.2  $     1,440.00  

 Settlement 

negotiations at court; 

client conferences at 

court; participate in 

hearing and follow up 

conversations with 

clients and opposing 

attorneys.  

Under NRS 

159.344(6)(b), no award 

is to be made for time 

that is block-billed (each 

task must be itemized 

with a time).   $   1,440.00  

10/4/2019 LM 200 0.5  $        100.00  

 Receipt of email from 

Donna to confirm her 

address and to send 

future mail to her 

certified mail (.2); 

email to Donna and 

Robyn letting them 

know certified copies 

of the Order Extending 

the Temporary 

Guardianship are ready 

for pickup (.3).  

Under NRS 

159.344(5)(g)(2) 

paralegal rate is 

excessive-the most 

should be $150; & 

Under NRS 

159.344(5)(g)(4) no 

compensation for time 

spent performing 

secretarial or clerical 

services--these are not 

legally substantive 

tasks.  $      100.00  

10/4/2019 LCP 300 0.4  $        120.00  

 Discuss with JPM re: 

caregiver 

compensation  

Under NRS 159.344 

(6)(a)(no compensation 

for internal business 

activity).     $      120.00  

10/4/2019 LCP 300 0.5  $        150.00  

 Incorporate R. 

Friedman's requests for 

items into the existing 

list of demanded items  

Under NRS 

159.344(5)(i), time for 

task is excessive and 

unreasonable, and could 

have been delegated to a 

lower biller (paralegal 

$150 x .3).  $      105.00  

10/4/2019 JPM 450 0.3  $        135.00  

 Communications re 

compensation for 

Kimberly as caregiver.  

Under NRS 

159.344(6)(b), no award 

is to be made for time 

that is block-billed (each 

task must be itemized 

with a time).   $      135.00  
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10/7/2019 LM 200 0.4  $          80.00  

 Review of email from 

Geraldine Tomich 

requesting copy of the 

petition for 

guardianship (.2); 

emailed a copy to Ms. 

Tomich (.2).  

Under NRS 

159.344(5)(g)(2) 

paralegal rate is 

excessive-the most 

should be $150; & 

Under NRS 

159.344(5)(g)(4) no 

compensation for time 

spent performing 

secretarial or clerical 

services--these tasks are 

not legally substantive 

tasks.  $        80.00  

10/8/2019 LM 200 0.3  $          60.00  

 Attempt to cal Cindy 

Sauchak of the Las 

Vegas Metropolitan 

Police Department (.1); 

email Ms. Sauchak 

regarding setting up a 

telephone conference 

with JPM (.1); 

telephone call with 

Metro's abuse and 

neglect (.1)  

Under NRS 

159.344(5)(g)(2) 

paralegal rate is 

excessive-the most 

should be $150; & 

Under NRS 

159.344(5)(g)(4) no 

compensation for time 

spent performing 

secretarial or clerical 

services--these tasks are 

not legally substantive 

tasks.  $        60.00  

10/8/2019 JPM 450 0.3  $        135.00  

 Communications with 

clients and Kimberly's 

counsel discussing 

issues and trying to 

arrange face to face 

settlement meeting.  

Under NRS 

159.344(6)(b), no award 

is to be made for time 

that is block-billed (each 

task must be itemized 

with a time).   $      135.00  

10/8/2019 LM 200 0.7  $        140.00  

 Telephone call with 

Detective Ludwig at 

Metro's abuse and 

neglect unit regarding 

setting up conference 

call.  

Under NRS 

159.344(5)(g)(2) 

paralegal rate is 

excessive-the most 

should be $150; Under 

NRS 159.344(5)(i), time 

for task is excessive and 

unreasonable; & Under 

NRS 159.344(5)(g)(4) 

no compensation for 

time spent performing 

secretarial or clerical 

services--this task is not 

a legally substantive 

task.  $      140.00  

10/9/2019 JPM 450 2.8  $     1,260.00  

 Continue preparing for 

settlement conference. 

Travel to and 

participate in 

settlement conference 

at Kimberly's attorney's 

office.  

Under NRS 

159.344(6)(b), no award 

is to be made for time 

that is block-billed (each 

task must be itemized 

with a time).   $   1,260.00  

      

Total proposed 

reduction for invoice 

no. 12720  $   9,960.00  
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Invoice No. 12748       

Date Tmkr Rate  Time  Amount  Description Objection 

 Proposed 

Reduction 

($)  

10/10/2019 LM 200 0.6  $        120.00  

 Drafted notice of 

intent for Scott 

Simmons to appear by 

telephone at the 

hearing on October 

15th (.5); telephone 

call and leave message 

for Scott to confirm 

the telephone number 

we can reach him at 

next week (.1)  

Under NRS 

159.344(5)(g)(2) 

paralegal rate is 

excessive-the most 

should be $150; Under 

NRS 159.344(5)(i), 

time for task is 

excessive and 

unreasonable--the 

notice of intent to 

appear by telephone is a 

standard 

document/form is 

available; & Under 

NRS 159.344(5)(g)(4) 

no compensation for 

time spent performing 

secretarial or clerical 

services--these tasks are 

not a legally substantive 

tasks.  $      120.00  

10/11/2019 LM 200 0.5  $        100.00  

 Review of emails 

received from client to 

compel opposing party 

to provide information 

and documentation on 

finances and personal 

information such as 

passport and medical 

records (.2); review 

guardianship statutes 

regarding petition for 

instruction (.3).  

Under NRS 

159.344(5)(g)(2) 

paralegal rate is 

excessive-the most 

should be $150. 

 $        25.00  

10/11/2019 LCP 300 4.2  $     1,260.00  

 Draft Reply to 

Opposition  

Under NRS 

159.344(5)(i) time for 

task is excessive and 

unreasonable--LCP 

spent a total of 12.4 

hours working on this 

Reply, and JPM spent 

an additional 2.2 on the 

same pleading. The 

filed pleading is 18 

pages of writing plus 

exhibits, for a total of 

56 pages. A chunk of 

the reply includes 

repetitive arguments 

from the Ex Parte 

Petition filed on 9-19-

2019.  The Reply 

should not have taken 

an excessive amount of 

time. If this Court will 

consider allowing this, 

it should only be the 2.2 

hours for JPM (I did not 

include those entries as 

problematic).  $   1,260.00  
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10/11/2019 LCP 300 0.5  $        150.00  

 Draft Reply to 

Opposition  

Under NRS 

159.344(5)(i) time for 

task is excessive and 

unreasonable--LCP 

spent a total of 12.4 

hours working on this 

Reply, and JPM spent 

an additional 2.2 on the 

same pleading. The 

filed pleading is 18 

pages of writing plus 

exhibits, for a total of 

56 pages. A chunk of 

the reply includes 

repetitive arguments 

from the Ex Parte 

Petition filed on 9-19-

2019.  The Reply 

should not have taken 

an excessive amount of 

time. If this Court will 

consider allowing this, 

it should only be the 2.2 

hours for JPM (I did not 

include those entries as 

problematic).  $      150.00  

10/11/2019 LM 200 0.8  $        160.00  

 Prepare response to 

counter petition for 

guardianship  

Under NRS 

159.344(5)(g)(2) 

paralegal rate is 

excessive-the most 

should be $150; & 

Under NRS 

159.344(5)(i) this is not 

efficient or cost-

effective--instead it is 

duplicative work, since 

LCP is the main staff 

member drafting the 

Reply to Opposition (in 

fact, LCP billed 12 

hours on this task).  $      160.00  

10/11/2019 LM 200 0.6  $        120.00  

 filing response before 

Tuesday's hearing and 

preparing a notice of 

move (.2); prepared a 

notice of move; efiled 

and eserved same with 

the court (.4).  

Under NRS 

159.344(5)(g)(2) 

paralegal rate is 

excessive-the most 

should be $150; & 

Under NRS 

159.344(5)(g)(4) no 

compensation for time 

spent performing 

secretarial or clerical 

services--these tasks are 

not legally substantive 

tasks; & Under NRS 

159.344(6)(b), no 

award is to be made for 

time that is block-

billed-latter entry.  $      120.00  

1001



 

Page 21 of 27 

 

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 

 

10/11/2019 LCP 300 1.7  $        510.00  

 Work on Reply to 

Opposition  

Under NRS 

159.344(5)(i) time for 

task is excessive and 

unreasonable--LCP 

spent a total of 12.4 

hours working on this 

Reply, and JPM spent 

an additional 2.2 on the 

same pleading. The 

filed pleading is 18 

pages of writing plus 

exhibits, for a total of 

56 pages. A chunk of 

the reply includes 

repetitive arguments 

from the Ex Parte 

Petition filed on 9-19-

2019.  The Reply 

should not have taken 

an excessive amount of 

time. If this Court will 

consider allowing this, 

it should only be the 2.2 

hours for JPM (I did not 

include those entries as 

problematic).  $      510.00  

10/12/2019 JPM 450 3.5  $     1,575.00  

 Review numerous 

pleadings and 

communications and 

draft/edit/revise 

response pleading. 

Communications with 

client and team re the 

same.  

Under NRS 

159.344(6)(b), no 

award is to be made for 

time that is block-billed 

(each task must be 

itemized with a time); 

& Under NRS 159.344 

(6)(a)(no compensation 

for internal business 

activity)  $   1,575.00  

10/13/2019 LCP 300 2.6  $        780.00  

 Work on Reply to 

Opposition  

Under NRS 

159.344(5)(i) time for 

task is excessive and 

unreasonable--LCP 

spent a total of 12.4 

hours working on this 

Reply, and JPM spent 

an additional 2.2 on the 

same pleading. The 

filed pleading is 18 

pages of writing plus 

exhibits, for a total of 

56 pages. A chunk of 

the reply includes 

repetitive arguments 

from the Ex Parte 

Petition filed on 9-19-

2019.  The Reply 

should not have taken 

an excessive amount of 

time. If this Court will 

consider allowing this, 

it should only be the 2.2 

hours for JPM (I did not 

include those entries as 

problematic).  $      780.00  

1002



 

Page 22 of 27 

 

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 

 

10/13/2019 JPM 450 0.2  $          90.00  

 Review some emails 

and direct team on 

draft of response.  

Under NRS 

159.344(6)(b), no 

award is to be made for 

time that is block-billed 

(each task must be 

itemized with a time); 

& Under NRS 159.344 

(6)(a)(no compensation 

for internal business 

activity)  $        90.00  

10/14/2019 LCP 300 1.5  $        450.00  

 Work on Reply to 

Opposition  

Under NRS 

159.344(5)(i) time for 

task is excessive and 

unreasonable--LCP 

spent a total of 12.4 

hours working on this 

Reply, and JPM spent 

an additional 2.2 on the 

same pleading. The 

filed pleading is 18 

pages of writing plus 

exhibits, for a total of 

56 pages. A chunk of 

the reply includes 

repetitive arguments 

from the Ex Parte 

Petition filed on 9-19-

2019.  The Reply 

should not have taken 

an excessive amount of 

time. If this Court will 

consider allowing this, 

it should only be the 2.2 

hours for JPM (I did not 

include those entries as 

problematic).  $      450.00  

10/14/2019 LCP 300 0.9  $        270.00  

 Gather and assemble 

documents that will be 

attached as exhibits to 

Reply.  

Under NRS 

159.344(5)(g)(4) no 

compensation for time 

spent performing 

secretarial or clerical 

services (regardless of 

who the biller is)--tasks 

that are not legally 

substantive.  $      270.00  

10/14/2019 LM 200 0.3  $          60.00  

 Telephone call with 

Robyn Friedman and 

Donna to sign the 

respective verification 

pages to reply  

Under NRS 

159.344(5)(g)(2) 

paralegal rate is 

excessive-the most 

should be $150; & 

Under NRS 

159.344(5)(g)(4) no 

compensation for time 

spent performing 

secretarial or clerical 

services--these tasks are 

not legally substantive 

tasks.  $        60.00  
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10/14/2019 LM 200 1.7  $        340.00  

 draft order granting 

petition for 

appointment of 

general guardian  

Under NRS 

159.344(5)(g)(2) 

paralegal rate is 

excessive-the most 

should be $150; & 

Under NRS 

159.344(5)(i), time for 

task is excessive and 

unreasonable, and not 

cost-efficient. This is 

work done prematurely. 

A general guardianship 

was never granted to 

these parties and thus 

this order could never 

have been filed.  $      340.00  

10/14/2019 JPM 450 2.5  $     1,125.00  

 Draft/edit/revise 

supplement and 

prepare arguments for 

hearing tomorrow.  

Under NRS 

159.344(5)(i), first task 

related to the 

supplement (which was 

really just a verification 

page and certificate of 

service) should have 

been delegated to a 

lower biller/paralegal; 

& Under NRS 

159.344(6)(b), no 

award is to be made for 

time that is block-billed 

(each task must be 

itemized with a time).  $   1,125.00  

10/15/2019 LM 200 0.4  $          80.00  

 Receipt of email from 

Geri Tomich regarding 

scheduling at 2:00 

p.m. meeting with 

JPM (.2); respond to 

same and calendar 

(.2).  

Under NRS 

159.344(5)(g)(2) 

paralegal rate is 

excessive-the most 

should be $150; & 

Under NRS 

159.344(5)(i), time for 

task is excessive and 

unreasonable; & Under 

NRS 159.344(5)(g)(4) 

no compensation for 

time spent performing 

secretarial or clerical 

services--these tasks are 

not legally substantive 

tasks.  $        80.00  

10/15/2019 LM 200 0.4  $          80.00  

 Telephone call with 

Sharon Coates 

regarding latest 

version of the care 

plan ... (.2); receipt 

and review of Rule 6 

the initial guardianship 

care plan rule (.2)  

Under NRS 

159.344(5)(g)(2) 

paralegal rate is 

excessive-the most 

should be $150; & 

Under NRS 

159.344(5)(g)(4) no 

compensation for time 

spent performing 

secretarial or clerical 

services--the telephone 

call is not a legally 

substantive task.  $        50.00  
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10/15/2019 LM 200 0.4  $          80.00  

 Telephone call with 

Sharon Coates 

regarding latest 

version of the care 

plan ... (.2); receipt 

and review of Rule 6 

the initial guardianship 

care plan rule (.2)  

Under NRS 

159.344(5)(g)(2) 

paralegal rate is 

excessive-the most 

should be $150; & 

Under NRS 

159.344(5)(g)(4) no 

compensation for time 

spent performing 

secretarial or clerical 

services--the telephone 

call is not a legally 

substantive task.  $        50.00  

10/15/2019 LM 200 0.6  $        120.00  

 Prepared supplement 

to reply to oppositions 

to include executed 

verification of clients 

(.4); efiled and mailed 

same (.2).  

Under NRS 

159.344(5)(g)(2) 

paralegal rate is 

excessive-the most 

should be $150; & 

Under NRS 

159.344(5)(g)(4) no 

compensation for time 

spent performing 

secretarial or clerical 

services--these tasks-

preparing documents to 

file, efiling, and mailing 

are not a legally 

substantive tasks.  $      120.00  

10/15/2019 JPM 450 5.2  $     2,340.00  

 Prepare for hearing. 

Participate in hearing 

including client 

conferences and 

negotiations.  

Under NRS 

159.344(6)(b), no 

award is to be made for 

time that is block-billed 

(each task must be 

itemized separately, 

with a time).  $   2,340.00  

10/18/2019 LM 200 0.2  $          40.00  

 Review court file for 

order regarding 

hearing; calendared 

evidentiary hearing 

and return hearing on 

investigator's report.  

Under NRS 

159.344(5)(g)(2), 

paralegal rate is 

excessive-the most 

should be $150; & 

Under NRS 

159.344(5)(g)(4) no 

compensation for time 

spent performing 

secretarial or clerical 

services--these are not 

legally substantive 

tasks.  $        40.00  

      

Total proposed 

reduction for invoice 

no. 12748  $   9,715.00  

 

 /// 

 /// 

 /// 

 /// 
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C. Conclusion 

 

Based upon the foregoing, June asks the Court to employ its discretionary powers to deny 

Petitioners’ attorney’s fee request in its entirety.  In the alternative, if the Court finds that the 

former temporary guardians are entitled to reimbursement from the protected person’s estate, 

then the reimbursement should be limited to only attorney’s fees request for work completed by 

the temporary guardian during and for their service as temporary guardians, reducing the request 

for reimbursement from $62,029.66 by $48,121.00, for a total amount to be allowed from June’s 

estate totaling $13,908.66. Any other amount is unjust, unreasonable, and unnecessary. 

DATED this 4th day of March 2020.   

 

LEGAL AID CENTER OF 

SOUTHERN NEVADA, INC. 

 

           /s/ Maria L. Parra-Sandoval, Esq. . 

Maria L. Parra-Sandoval, Esq. 

Nevada Bar No. 13736 

LEGAL AID CENTER OF 

SOUTHERN NEVADA, INC. 

725 E. Charleston Blvd 

Las Vegas, NV  89104 

Telephone: (702) 386-1526 

Facsimile:  (702) 386-1526 

mparra@lacsn.org 
Attorney for Adult Protected Person Kathleen 
June Jones 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

 I HEREBY CERTIFY that on the 4th day of March 2020, I deposited in the United States 

Mail at Las Vegas, Nevada, a copy of the foregoing document entitled KATHLEEN JUNE 

JONES’ OBJECTION TO PETITION FOR APPROVAL OF ATTORNEYS FEES AND 

COSTS AND REQUEST TO ENTER A JUDGMENT AGAINST THE REAL 

PROPERTY OF THE ESTATE 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 Street 

Dewey, AZ 86327 

Tiffany O’Neal 

177 N. Singingwood Street, Unit 13 

 Orange, CA 92869 

 

Jen Adamo 

14 Edgewater Drive 

 Magnolia, DE 19962 

 

Courtney Simmons 

765 Kimbark Avenue 

San Bernardino, CA 92407  

 

Scott Simmons 

1054 S. Verde Street 

Anaheim, CA 92805 

 

Ampersand Man 

2824 High Sail Court 

Las Vegas, NV 89117 

 

Kimberly Jones 

6277 Kraft Avenue 

Las Vegas, NV 89130 

 

 

 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: 

Jeffrey Luszeck, Esq 

jluszeck@sdfnvlaw.com 

 

Ross Evans, Esq. 

revans@sdfnvlaw.com 

Attorneys for Guardian 

 

James Beckstrom 

jbecstrom@maclaw.com 

Attorney for Guardian 

 

John Michaelson, Esq. 

john@michaelsonlaw.com 

Attorneys for Robyn Friedman and Donna 

Simmons 
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Lora Caindec-Poland 

lora@michaelsonlaw.com 

 

 

Ty Kehoe, Esq. 

TyKehoeLaw@gmail.com 

Attorney for Rodney Gerald Yeoman 

Matthew Piccolo, Esq. 

matt@piccololawoffices.com 

Attorney for Rodney Gerald Yeoman 

 

Cheryl Becnel 

ebecnel@maclaw.com 

 

David C. Johnson 

dcj@johnsonlegal.com 

 

Geraldine Tomich 

Gtomich@maclaw.com 

 

Sonia Jones 

sjones@nvcourts.nv.gov 

 

LaChasity Carroll 

lcarroll@nvcourts.nv.gov 

 

Kate McCloskey 

NVGCO@nvcourts.nv.gov 

 

  

 

  

/s/Alexa Reanos____________________________ 

Employee of Legal Aid Center of Southern Nevada 
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KEHOE & ASSOCIATES 
TY E. KEHOE, ESQ. 
Nevada Bar No. 006011 
871 Coronado Center Drive, Suite 200 
Henderson, Nevada 89052 
Telephone: (702) 837-1908 
Facsimile: (702) 837-1932 
TyKehoeLaw@gmail.com 
 
GHANDI DEETER BLACKHAM 
Laura A. Deeter, Esq. 
Nevada Bar No. 10562 
725 S. 8th Street, Suite 100 
Las Vegas, Nevada  89101 
Telephone:  (702) 878-1115 
Facsimile: (702) 979-2485 
laura@ghandilaw.com 
 

  Matthew C. Piccolo, Esq. 
  Nevada Bar No. 14331 
  PICCOLO LAW OFFICES 
  8565 S Eastern Ave Ste 150 
  Las Vegas, NV 89123 
  Tel: (702) 749-3699 
  Fax: (702) 944-6630 
  matt@piccololawoffices.com 
Attorneys for Rodney Gerald Yeoman 

DISTRICT COURT 
CLARK COUNTY, NEVADA 

 
In the Matter of the Guardianship of the 
Person and Estate of 
 
 KATHLEEN JUNE JONES, 
 Protected Person. 

 Case No:  G-19-052263-A 
Dept. No.:   B 
 
Date:  March 17, 2020 
Time:  9:30 a.m.   

 
JOINDER IN OPPOSITIONS TO PETITION FOR APPROVAL OF ATTORNEY’S FEES 

AND COSTS AND REQUEST TO ENTER A JUDGMENT AGAINST THE REAL 
PROPERTY OF THE ESTATE 

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

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

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

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

Case Number: G-19-052263-A

Electronically Filed
3/12/2020 2:35 AM
Steven D. Grierson
CLERK OF THE COURT
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Rodney Gerald Yeoman (“Gerry”), husband of the Protected Person Kathleen June Jones, 

by and through his counsel Ty E. Kehoe, Esq., Laura A. Deeter, Esq., and Matthew C. Piccolo, 

Esq., submits this Joinder in Oppositions to Petition for Approval of Attorney’s Fees And Costs 

and Request to Enter a Judgment Against the Real Property of the Estate (“Petition”).   Gerry 

joins in the oppositions filed by both the Protected Person, and Kimberly. 

 Additionally, Gerry points out the Petition seeks attorney’s fees and costs totaling a 

substantial portion of the financial concerns the original guardianship petition raised related to 

the Protected Person.  In fact, the disputed equity in the Kraft Property, which is the underlying 

basis of this guardianship, totals approximately $105,000.  The Petition seeks fees and costs over 

$60,000 from the Protected Person for a few weeks of a temporary guardianship.  One counsel 

for the current guardian has already asked for over $23,000 in additional attorney’s fees and costs 

from the Protected Person.  The other counsel for the current guardian has not yet filed an 

application for attorney’s fees and costs, but almost certainly has incurred over $22,000 which 

will be sought to be paid by the Protected Person.  Thus, the entire equity which the guardians 

have suggested they are seeking for the Protected Person has already been lost to attorney’s fees 

and costs, and the litigation regarding the equity has barely even commenced.  These financial 

realities indicate the attorney’s fees and costs sought in the Petition are not reasonable. 

Concerns are raised regarding the actions of Robyn and Donna based upon the fact that 

Kimberly (the person with the purported power of attorney for the Protected Person), and Gerry 

(the husband of the Protected Person), were working together for resolution prior to the ex parte 

petition for temporary guardianship, and both opposed the petition for temporary and general 

guardianship.  Additionally, both Kimberly and Gerry had priority under the statute to be 

appointed guardian over Robyn and Donna who started this guardianship process and sought the 
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temporary guardianship.  These facts indicate the attorney’s fees and costs sought in the Petition 

are not reasonable. 

Kimberly and her attorney argue there was no emergency need for the temporary 

guardianship.  Gerry has repeatedly argued the same.  Neither Robyn nor Donna have ever proven 

any emergency need.  The only alleged financial risk to the Protected Person had occurred 

approximately 18 months before the ex parte petition for temporary guardianship.  These facts 

indicate the attorney’s fees and costs sought in the Petition are not reasonable. 

The Petition is seeking over $60,000 in attorney’s fees and costs for just the temporary 

guardianship.  That is not reasonable.  $60,000 for a temporary guardianship because of a concern 

over $105,000 in alleged disputed equity is not reasonable.  There has still not been any adequate 

analysis of the disputed equity which precipitated this entire guardianship proceeding. 

Additionally, as to the pending discovery disputes, based upon the fee application by 

Robyn and Donna, as well as the disputed issues regarding the commencement of this 

guardianship (particularly the temporary guardianship upon which the Petition is based), along 

with the disputed issues regarding the alleged emergency need for the temporary guardianship, 

additional grounds exist for Robyn and Donna to be treated as parties herein and subject to the 

discovery requests propounded by Gerry and currently under consideration by this Court. 

Dated this 12th day of March, 2020.  KEHOE & ASSOCIATES 
       /s/ Ty E. Kehoe                      
       Ty E. Kehoe, Esq. 
 

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
 

 I HEREBY CERTIFY on the 12th day of March, 2020, I served a true and correct copy of 

the Joinder in Oppositions to Petition for Approval of Attorney’s Fees And Costs and Request to 

Enter a Judgment Against the Real Property of the Estate via electronic service through the court’s 

efile system to the following, or via US First Class Mail postage pre-paid to the addresses listed:  
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Jeffrey P. Luszeck, Esq. 
jluszeck@sdfnvlaw.com 
Ross E. Evans, Esq. 
revans@sdfnvlaw.com 
 
Counsel for Kimberly Jones 
 
All other parties on the court’s system 

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

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

 
Geraldine Tomich, Esq. 
gtomich@maclaw.com 
James A. Beckstom, Esq. 
jbeckstrom@maclaw.com 
 
Counsel for Kimberly Jones 
 
/s/ Ty E. Kehoe___________ 
Ty E. Kehoe 
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