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DISTRICT COURT
CLARK COUNTY, NEVADA

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

) Case Number: G-19-052263-A
Kathleen June Jones, ) Department: B
)
)
)

An Adult Protected Person.

GUARDIAN ROBYN FRIEDMAN AND INTERESTED PARTY DONNA SIMMONS’
OPPOSITION TO MOTION TO STAY ORDER FOR REMOVAL OF GUARDIAN AND
ORDER APPOINTING SUCCESSOR GENERAL GUARDIAN OF THE PERSON AND

ESTATE AND FOR ISSUANCE OF LETTERS OF GENERAL GUARDIANSHIP

X] NOTICES / SAFEGUARDS X] GENERAL GUARDIANSHIP
X] Blocked Account [ ] Person
[] Bond Posted [] Estate ] Summary Admin.
[] Public Guardian Bond X] Person and Estate

Guardian, Robyn Friedman, and Interested Party, Donna Simmons (hereinafter “Robyn”
and “Donna”), by and through their counsel at Michaelson Law, respectfully submit to this
Honorable Court this Opposition to Motion to Stay Order for Removal of Guardian and Order
Appointing Successor General Guardian of the Person and Estate and for Issuance of Letters of

-1-

Case Number: G-19-052263-A
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General Guardianship that was filed by the Legal Aid Center of Southern Nevada (“LACSN”)
on behalf of the protected person on December 22, 2021 (hereinafter “Motion to Stay”); and

represent the following to this Honorable Court:

MEMORANDUM OF POINTS AND AUTHORITIES

A. Introduction

1. This Motion to Stay is a false representation of the facts and law and is therefore meritless
in its entirety and should be denied. True to form, the legal aid attorney appointed in this case
files another document with this Court that removes all context, misstates the facts, rewrites the
law, and provides shallow to no analysis. Further, counsel demands that her statements overrule
all else (including the medical evidence and the Court’s wide discretion). She demands absolute
authority above questioning and investigation. To counsel, it is a violation of June’s due process
rights merely for this Court to question or look for independent verification of counsel’s
statements. This Court was to do nothing except sign orders making counsel’s statements the law
of the case. But that’s not all. Because the legal aid attorney says that June wants Kim as guardian,
then this Court was not to do any investigation into any allegations that Kim was doing anything
unlawful or wrong. Now, counsel seeks to exploit June to pursue LACSN’s own political agenda
with a meritless appeal (as she has done twice before in this matter with a meritless appeal and
petition for writ of mandamus and writ of prohibition) that stands no chance before the appellate
court. To do so, counsel asks this Court to throw June into turmoil and chaos by maintaining a
status quo that this Court already found to be harming June. Counsel fails to meet any and all
factors in NRAP 8 and therefore this Court should deny the Motion to Stay.
/1

2.
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B. Statement of Facts

2. It is important to understand the complex context of this matter because without context
the NRAP 8 factors cannot be evaluated. Since June’s counsel provided a Motion to Stay devoid
of all context, Robyn and Donna provide the context in its full.

3. The context proves that this Court had to appoint a guardianship to protect June because
1) the medical evidence showed that June could not care for herself (financially, legally, and
medically); 2) her lack of capacity, June was actively being exploited by others; and 3) her
executed Power of Attorney was inadequate to protect her against the exploiters. The context
shows that the Court tried to reasonably follow June’s preferences by initially appointing Kim as
guardian. But once appointed, Kim violated June’s bill of rights by isolating her and restricting
visits between June and her children (visits that June wants to have but is mentally incapable of
coordinating and scheduling on her own). The context proves that this Court went through great
lengths to investigate the allegations of wrongdoing by the guardian and that ultimately the Court
determined that the guardian’s unlawful conduct was so extensive and harming June so greatly
that the Court was left with no other choice but to remove Kim sua sponte. In doing so, the Court
appointed Robyn as successor guardian after earlier vetting Robyn as temporary guardian and
finding her qualified to serve as guardian.

i. June is a Protected Person because Medical Evidence Shows that June Lacks
Capacity to Care for Herself and to Direct Her Legal Affairs

4. June’s court-appointed counsel is the only individual in this matter claiming that June has
the capacity to direct her legal affairs. Counsel’s insistence that June has capacity to direct counsel
point-blank contradicts all of the medical evidence in this matter.

3.
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5. In2019, Robyn and Donna provided medical evidence and evaluations showing that June
is very limited in her ability to care for herself, manage her affairs, and process decision making.
See Confidential Physician’s Certificate filed on September 19, 2019. Dr. Gregory Brown stated
that he reviewed a June 2016 Mini-Cog Id. examination wherein June scored a 1, “a score
indicative of a dementing condition.” Id. Dr. Brown also reviewed a February 17, 2016, record
that indicated that June was diagnosed with Alzheimer’s dementia and a September 5, 2019 letter
from Dr. Sabbagh that said June “had a degenerative neurological condition which led her to be
unable to manage her own affairs including medical, financial, and legal decisions.” Id.

6. Dr. Brown found that June suffered from “profound deficits in long-term memory and
general recall of overall life historical data, with a general paucity of detail.” Id. Specifically, Dr.
Brown found that even back in 2019 June:

a. Was unable to provide basic information about her life including the number
of marriages that she had, how many children and grandchildren she has, the
location or title of any of the jobs she held as an adult;

b. Unable to understand paying her bills independently;

c. Had an inaccurate assessment of both the nature and extent of her estate;

d. Was completely unaware of her own medical history and her husband’s
medical condition; and

e. Was unaware of her prescribed medications and the reasons for them.

7. Dr. Brown concluded, “This lack of information would prevent her from being able to

reasonably process decision making in multiple domains in life.” Id.

4.
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8. Kim opposed and objected to the need for a guardianship, and alternatively, counter-
petitioned to be general guardian. See Kim’s Opposition and Counter-Petition filed on October 2,
2019. However, Kim was appointed as guardian of the person and estate of June when she finally
agreed to serve as guardian and Robyn and Donna stepped aside to allow her to serve. Id.
Consistent with all the medical evidence, even Kim has acknowledged several times and in
multiple pleadings June’s profound lack of capacity. In contrast, LACSN doubles down, arguing
to June’s detriment and against every piece of medical evidence, the opinion of every member of
June’s family and the report and testimony provided by the guardian ad litem, over and over again,
that June is able to direct her own affairs and even files appeal after appeal that is staggeringly
costly to June both in terms of potential cost to her estate and the emotional and financial toll
these proceedings cause to her children. Put simply, LACSN is ruining June’s life.

9. Since being appointed as Successor Guardian, Robyn had Dr. Brown re-evaluate June on
December 28, 2021, wherein Dr. Brown found that June’s mental situation has only further
declined since 2019. See Confidential Medical Records filed on January 4, 2022. Dr. Brown stated
in his latest report:

[June] demonstrated an additional decline in mental functioning as demonstrated
by a 2 point addition drop in the Folstein MMSE. Her long term memory
demonstrated marked deterioration over the past two years. Her ability to correctly
identify current responsibilities [bill paying], medications, medical conditions,
financial resources, etc. is greatly diminished and largely not accurate. Although
she may assent to various activities, her current functioning would suggest the
inability to reasonably [weigh] the costs and benefits of many decisions. MMSE
likely over represents ability based upon other deficits.

10. Dr. Brown further concluded that June “has a sufficient loss of executive function

99 ¢cr

resulting in a barrier to meaningful understanding or rational response,” “is unable to execute on
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desires, preferences, or stated goals, preventing the ability to pursue [June’s] own best interest,”
and “is unable to make or communicate decisions to such an extent that [June] lacks the ability to
meet essential requirements for physical health, safety, or self-care without proper assistance.”
Id. at PDF p. 3. Dr. Brown opined that June requires 24-hour supervision and either requires
substantial or total care in almost every aspect of her life from self-care to finances to medical
care. Id. at PDF p. 5-6. Dr. Brown opined that June lacks capacity to enter into a contract, financial
commitment, or lease arrangement, make or modify a will or power of attorney, or participate in
mediation. Id. at PDF p. 6.

11. June’s mental status has deteriorated so far that she told Dr. Brown that she has never
heard of Legal Aid Center of Southern Nevada and stated, “I have no attorney.” Id. at PDF p. 12.
June further guessed that she speaks with an “Anna Marie” from time to time. Id. June reported
to Dr. Brown that she has no idea what appeals are in general or in specific relative to her case.
Id. She stated having no idea who Elizabeth Brickfield is or ever meeting with her. Id. She further
stated having never met or seen Dr. Brown before in the past. Id.

12. June believes she is still paying all her own bills on her own though she could not state
what bank she uses or what bills she pays. Id. She has no idea how much money she has and states
that her Anaheim home is only valued at $125,000. Id.

13. Her lack of capacity is so profound that she denied taking any medications and does not
think she has any medical conditions even though she currently takes nine medications per day
for various medical conditions. Id.

14. Dr. Brown opined that June lacks capacity to “provide reasonable detailed responses to
questions” and has an “inability to hold information in awareness long enough to weigh the risks,

-6-
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the benefits, and outcomes of decisions.” Id. at PDF p. 13. Dr. Brown concluded that June “would
have less ability to defend her own interests from the interests of others and thus have increased
susceptibility to undue influence of others.” Id.
ii. This Guardianship was Necessary to Protect June from Exploitation

15. On September 19, 2019, Robyn and Donna filed a petition for, among other relief, a
temporary and general guardianship for June. In the Petition for Temporary Guardianship, Robyn
and Donna alleged that June was: (1) unable to care for herself medically, financially, and legally
without assistance; and (2) harmed by other individuals related by marriage ignoring June’s
Financial and Healthcare Power of Attorney (“POA”) documents that appointed Kim as June’s
attorney-in-fact and exploiting June. See Ex Parte Petition filed on September 19, 2019. This
alleged exploitation included: (a) transferring June’s ownership interest in her home to the alleged
exploiters for far less than market value, (b) the same individuals forcibly preventing Kim from
bringing June home from a visit to see them in Arizona, (c¢) then-husband cancelling June’s
medical appointments, (d) the initiation of eviction proceedings against Kim who had moved into
June’s home to care for June, and (e) missing funds from June’s bank accounts. Id. All while
Robyn and Donna were made aware by medical professionals that June required 24/7 medical
care and lacked testamentary and contractual capacity. Id. For these reasons, this Court granted
and later extended the temporary guardianship. At the time, this Court fully vetted Robyn as
guardian. Robyn’s petition for temporary and general guardianship included all factors required
by statute about her qualifications to act as guardian and the Court found that she was qualified

to be temporary guardian. Id.
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16. Through this guardianship, the pre-guardianship exploitation ceased. Moreover, June was
able to receive some remedies including a settlement from a civil lawsuit pursued by Kim as
guardian and negotiated the issue with the dogs. Those are two major issues that were never going
to be resolved had this guardianship never been appointed.

iii. Once Appointed as Guardian, Kim Violated June’s Bill of Rights by Isolating
her from her Family Members and Failing to Provide Statutorily Required
Information to this Court, June, and Interested Parties

17. On December 30, 2020, Robyn and Donna filed a Verified Petition for Communication,
Visits, and Vacation Time with Protected Person (“Visit Petition”) after enduring nearly a year
of absolutely inappropriate and cruel stonewalling about visitation and other matters from the
guardian. See Visit Petition on file herein. In the Visit Petition, Robyn and Donna stated that
they were forced to bring the Visit Petition “to compel Kim, as guardian, to be more humane”
and “provide the same kind of logistical support to Ms. Jones’ family as Kim provides to Ms.
Jones’ medical professionals, legal aid attorney, this Court, friends, neighbors, gardeners, dry
cleaners, the veterinarian and the dog groomer.” Id. at p. 2-3. Robyn and Donna requested a
“course correction for Kim, as the guardian of [June], to help Kim follow through with protecting
[June’s] right, among others, as recognized in the Protected Person’s Bill of Rights, to ‘receive
telephone calls and personal mail and have visitors.”” 1d. at p. 3 (quoting NRS 159.328(1)(n)).
Robyn and Donna had and have no “desire to compel [June] to visit with them. Rather, they seek
a routine or series of windows of opportunity so that all sides can plan to be available to

accomplish the visits” if and only if June wants the visit to happen. Id. (emphasis added).
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18. The Visit Petition provided numerous examples and evidence of how Kim would restrict
visits and communication with June. The examples usually began when June voiced her desire to
visit with Robyn on the phone. Id. at p. 4. “When Robyn asks when they can meet, [June] hesitates
and then says she will call Robyn to set something up. However, invariably, [June] does not call,
possibly because she simply does not remember to do so. When Robyn appeals to Kim for
assistance in coordinating the meetings, Kim typically ignores the communications for a time and
then eventually tersely refers Robyn back to their mother . . . to make the arrangements directly
as if [June] realistically can carry through on any planning to set up a visit — continuing the cruel
cycle.” Id.

19. Moreover, Kim did not adhere to a prior agreement with Robyn and Donna for Kim’s
assistance with communication and visits with June. Id. at p. 8. The agreement was painstakingly
negotiated at great expense to Robyn and Donna. Some of Kim’s failures included disabling
FaceTime on June’s phone, yelling at June and Robyn in front of Robyn’s child about whether
June wanted to go on a vacation with Robyn, and Kim taking June to Arizona on the exact dates
in July 2020 that were set apart in the agreement for Robyn to take June on vacation with no
advance notice to Robyn that Kim was effectively precluding the pre-planned trip. Id. Kim did
the same thing to Donna — took June to Arizona at the exact time when Kim knew that Donna,
who lives in California, was going to travel to Las Vegas to see June without notifying Donna
until Donna was already in Las Vegas. Id. at p. 10-11.

20. Robyn and Donna provided further evidence showing that Kim restricted visits and
communication between June and Robyn on October 10, 2020, with a last-minute unplanned offer
from Kim to drop June off at Robyn’s home. Id. at p. 15. Desperate to see her mother, Robyn

9.
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dropped everything she was doing with her business that day to see June with no notice only to
have Kim stop responding to text messages and resort to Kim’s “just call June” doctrine so that
the visit was very limited and short by the time Kim finally relented and allowed Robyn to see
her mother that day. Id. Kim’s “just call mom” doctrine also restricted visits on October 13, 2020,
October 30, 2020, December 3, 2020, and December 14, 2020. Id. at p. 17-19. The “just call
June” doctrine is a ruse enforced by Kim and supported by the LACSN attorney whereby family
members were refused logistical help, coordination or cooperation by the then-guardian Kim and
were instead accused of treating June like a child for attempting to coordinate with June’s
guardian, Kim. Kim would cruelly demand family members to coordinate all their visits directly
with June who could not do so. When family members would occasionally get very brief
moments on the phone with June, June would invariably say she wants to visit, but to call back
later. When family members repeatedly tried calling later, June would say the same things and
the cycle would repeat. Kim would not help to break the cycle. She would say “just call June”.

21. Robyn and Donna alleged that Kim coordinates visits between June and her other daughter
Teri Butler who lives in Arizona, with whom she agrees, but other family members get last-minute
notice, if any at all, terse, vague text messages, and short phone calls. Id. at p. 5. Clearly Kim
was able to make appointments with numerous individuals and institutions, especially some
family members with whom she agreed. Obviously, calendars were utilized, and a certain level
of communication was employed to accomplish the visit or appointment. But when it came to
Robyn and Donna, there Kim refused to assist June in seeing her daughters.

22. June’s court-appointed counsel filed an Opposition to the Visit Petition that did not
acknowledge the myriad of allegations that Kim was restricting visits and communication in

-10-
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violation of June’s rights. See June’s Opposition filed on January 25, 2021. Instead, the
Opposition stated that June did not “want an imposition of anything that looks like a visitation
schedule .” Id. at p. 2. Unintuitively, June’s Counsel’s logic was that “[a]n additional
communication tool will only isolate June from her own family.” Id. Counsel made these
representations even while acknowledging a “never-ending tug-of-war communication battle”
among June’s daughters wherein the daughters should be “sent to mandatory mediation to work
out their communication problems” because June has paid “such a high price” for the battle. Id.
at p. 3. Moreover, counsel acknowledged that “the only issue here is that grown women refuse to
work together with what should be simple logistics for setting up communication when June
wishes to see a family member.” Id. at p. 6. Eerily, counsel remained adamant that the court
should take no action to resolve the “tug-of-war communication battle” even in light of the high
price June was and is paying. Id.

23. Kim also filed an Opposition to the Visit Petition that asked the Court not to impose any
time-consuming procedures on her. See Kim’s Opposition on file herein on January 25, 2021.
Kim refused to speak directly to Robyn and Donna’s allegations, but instead swept aside the
allegations by contending that Robyn and Donna did not provide any evidence (defined as limited
to records showing that Kim or June constantly ignored phone calls or that June had not seen or
communicated with family) to support the allegations that Kim restricted access to June. Id. at p.
5.

24. In Reply, Robyn and Donna reiterated that they did not want June “to do things that she
does not want to do” or “disregard[] [her] wishes.” See Reply filed on February 1, 2021 at p. 4.
But rather, they sought simple logistics including a framework of preset opportunities to assist

11-
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June “when she expresses her desires to her daughters that she wants to see them.” Id. Robyn and
Donna have always maintained that June should never be forced to visit with them or anyone else.
Despite this, and despite the Court recognizing this, Robyn and Donna are accused in virtually
every pleading by Kim and the LACSN attorney of trying to force their mother to visit with them
and others. Robyn and Donna also alleged that Kim was playing favorites—if a family member
agreed with Kim’s position that the guardianship needed to terminate and revert back to the POA,
then the family member received Kim’s assistance, but family members that disagreed with Kim
did not get any assistance at all—effectively weaponizing Kim’s position as guardian against her
own family. Id. at p. 8-9.

25. Moreover, the Reply detailed a “strong disconnect between reality and what counsel
represents” to the Court. Id. at p. 3. The Reply provided verified statements and photographs
showing that June enjoys the time she spends with Robyn’s family. Id.; see also Supplement filed
on February 3, 2021. The Reply also provided a transcript from a recording of June struggling
and failing to use her own cell phone to call Kim. See Reply, Exhibit B. Obviously, if June can’t
call Kim who is with her every day, she can’t call anyone reliably. The Reply further alleged that
statements from June’s counsel and Kim are examples of the disconnect. Id. at p. 4. “For example,
Ms. Parra-Sandoval [the LACSN attorney] repeatedly states to the Court that [June] continues to
forget that she lost [her home] and that Ms. Parra-Sandoval informed this Court that she is the
one that informed [June] that her husband died.” Id. Due to the disconnect, Robyn and Donna
asked the District Court to utilize its other available tools to investigate allegations of isolation of

June by the guardian. Id. at p. 5.

J12-
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26. At a hearing on February 11, 2021, the Court acknowledged the disconnect between
June’s counsel’s representations and Robyn and Donna’s representations. June’s counsel
continued to represent to the court that no further investigation was necessary because June is
able to direct her counsel in these legal proceedings and does not want any schedule or framework
for visitation. See Transcript of the February 11, 2021 hearing, at p. 9-11. At the hearing, Robyn
and Donna’s counsel argued that Robyn and Donna tried the “just call June train” and “it doesn’t
work. She does not have the ability to schedule and call back on her own.” Id. at p. 13. Further, it
was explained to the court that June’s other daughter Teri Butler “gets visitation” because
“Kimberly arranged it. She facilitated. She helps out with that like a normal person.” Id. at p. 13-
14.

27. Additionally, Robyn and Donna stated that Legal Aid’s position (including the pending
appeal in Case No. 81799) undermined and was in opposition to the position taken by the guardian
in the related civil case action to recover June’s home. The undersigned counsel contended that
any appeal in Case No. 81799 should have been brought and directed by the guardian, but that
“the guardian didn’t do it in this case because they recognized that saying that [June] can direct
[an] appeal, it factors into whether she can consent to her house being transferred.” Id. at p. 16.
Again, taking this position in opposition to the medical evidence that June lacked the capacity to
direct her legal affairs.

28. Around Mother’s Day 2021, Robyn and Donna filed a Petition for a court-ordered
Mother’s Day visit (“Mother’s Day Petition”) to allow Robyn, Donna, and other family members
to have a day-long celebration with June free of worry that Kim might spoil the celebration. See
generally, Mother’s Day Petition on file herein. The Mother’s Day Petition alleged that the order

13-
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was necessary because Kim precluded and restricted Robyn and Donna from visiting with June a
month earlier around Easter while simultaneously relocating June out of her Las Vegas home to
Anaheim, California before the district court authorized the move. Id. at pp. 4-9.

29. Sadly, on May 5, 2021, the LACSN attorney filed a tone-deaf Petition to Approve the
Protected Person’s Proposed Visitation Schedule. See Schedule Petition on file herein. The
proposed visitation schedule filed by LACSN included: any visitors who wanted to see June could
only do so between 10:00 a.m. and 12:00 p.m. on Fridays with only one visitor per hour. Id. at p.
4. If family members wanted to see June but could not do so during the proposed two-hour time
block, then they were to text Kim by Thursday morning wherein Kim would help June with a
phone call during the Friday time block to the family member. Id. at p. 5. Any visitors had to
confirm with the guardian 24 hours before the visit. 1d. And there were to be no more overnight
vacations with June. Id. And visits were only to take place at June’s home (or volunteered Donna’s
home as a potential second place for visits). Id. at p. 4. At a later evidentiary hearing, every
witness testified such an unworkable visitation schedule could not have been conceived by June
as they knew her through her life.

iv. This Court Exercised its Wide Discretion to Implement Multiple Tools Available
to it to Investigate Allegations that Kim was Harming June and violating June’s
Bill of Rights

30. In response to the serious allegations, the district court implemented multiple tools to
investigate the allegations that the guardian was restricting visits between the protected person
and her family in violation of NRS 159.332 and the Protected Person’s Bill of Rights—NRS
159.328.

_14-
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31. At the February 11, 2021, hearing, the district court appointed the guardian ad litem and
investigator after stating that there was a disconnect between the medical reports and the
statements from June’s counsel, “I haven’t been provided any evidence or suggestion that [June]
is able to execute, facilitate, plan, schedule time with [Robyn and Donna].” See Transcript of
February 11, 2021, hearing at p. 22. Further, “we have heard that she loves all of her daughters;
that she wants to direct her day.” Id. The Court stated that it was “not considering necessarily a
visitation schedule that is an order that the protected person participate in or attend, but a
scheduled opportunity to facilitate visitation if the protected person [would] like to take
advantage.” Id. at p. 23. To do that, the Court needed more information to determine whether
things changed since the appointment of the guardianship to “make a determination about how
much facilitation, how much prompting, how much encouragement, scheduling and participating
and execution is appropriate given the protected person’s wants.” Id. at p. 24.

32. On February 12, 2021, the Court entered its order appointing the State Guardianship
Compliance Officer to meet with all parties about the “visitation, time together, communications,
and their needs, requests, and concerns regarding the Protected Person.” Further, the Court asked
the investigator to review all records of conversations and text messages “to assist the Court in
determining if the Guardian has been acting unreasonably under statute.”

33. On February 16, 2021, the Court entered its order appointing Elizabeth Brickfield, Esq.
as the guardian ad litem for June. The Court asked the guardian ad litem to speak with the
protected person and her children about “whether the Guardian has an obligation to facilitate,

prompt, encourage, plan, schedule, and/or create an environment that promotes an opportunity

-15-
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for continued communication between Protected Person and her adult daughters based upon the
current level of care and needs of the Protected Person.

34. On March 29, 2021, the Guardian ad Litem provided her report and stated that June wants
to visit and communicate with her family, but “lacks the ability to manage, initiate or plan these
communications or visits.” See Report on file herein at p. 2. Specifically, “Ms. Jones’ mental
decline is more advanced than her physical decline, that she lacks the ability to comprehend or
answer compound questions and that she lacks decision making ability or schedule management.”
Id. Although June expressed a desire not to have a schedule, Ms. Brickfield believed it is in June’s
best interest to have a caregiver or guardian who encourages and arranges for such visiting
because June lacks the ability to initiate telephone calls or schedule and/or actually carry out
visits. Id. at p. 3.

35. On May 12, 2021, the Court scheduled an evidentiary hearing upon determining that
“there remain issues of fact that must first be determined by the Court at an Evidentiary Hearing
before the Court can enter an order relative to Robyn Friedman and Donna Simmons’ request for
communication, access, and time with their mother, the Protected Person, pursuant to NRS
159.332 through NRS 159.337, and NRS 159.328.” The Court ordered all parties to file a pre-
trial memorandum that focused on legal points and authorities.

36. LACSN did not object to or petition for clarification of the scope of the evidentiary
hearing or request that June not be required to testify at the evidentiary hearing. LACSN filed a
Pre-Trial Memo that continued to object to a visitation schedule, but did not object to the
evidentiary hearing or the scope thereof. Instead, June’s LACSN attorney filed the Writ Petition
on the eve of the evidentiary hearing and a Motion to Stay the evidentiary hearing. See Motion to
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Stay filed on June 2, 2021. Counsel contended that the stay was necessary to ensure that June
would not be subjected to cross-examination and incur additional attorney’s fees. Id. at p. 5.

37. On June 7, 2021, the district court entered an Order Denying Petition for Stay. The Court
stated that June’s Counsel asked the Court to “order a rather complicated and specific schedule.”
See Order at p. 4. Moreover, the Court took issue with June’s counsel’s “misleading” assertions
that the Visit Petition was “simply a request for visitation orders.” Id. at p. 5. Instead, “the
allegations are that the Guardian has restricted communication, visitation and/or interaction
between the Protected Person and two of her daughters in violation of NRS 159.334.” Id. The
Court was concerned that this Writ Petition “fails to reference the ramifications of a finding of
restriction or refer to the statutory process allowed to a relative who believes access has been
restricted.” 1d. The Court noted that the Motion to Stay was worried about whether “the Court
might canvass the Protected Person or the Court might allow the daughters to cross-examine their
mother during the Evidentiary Hearing” but the Protected Person’s worries had “not been properly
raised before the District Court” and “would have been an appropriate issue to be raised in the
additional legal briefs the Court previously ordered.” Id. at p. 8.

38. The Court proceeded with the evidentiary hearing on June 8, 2021. June’s counsel did not
have June appear and objected to June testifying at the hearing. The Court ruled that June would
not be forced to attend or testify at the hearing.

39. Additionally, Kim has repeatedly failed to meet the statutory requirements for the first
annual accounting that was initially due in December 2020. The initial Accounting submitted had
numerous deficiencies. Over the last year, this Court provided Kim numerous opportunities to
correct the deficiencies. She failed to do so with each supplement continually failing to meet the

-17-

2347




10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

statutory requirements and alleviate concerns from the Guardianship Compliance Office. Then,
this Court ordered Kim to provide all receipts to support the Accounting. She did not. Instead,
she turned over certain bank account statements. The Guardianship Compliance Office noted
many issues with this latest supplemental accounting including thousands of dollars of
transactions that the investigator could not tell whether they were for the benefit of June (for
example, thousands of dollars paying a Citibank credit card not in June’s name and over $8,000
in cash withdrawals).
v. Robyn and Donna Petitioned and Requested for this Court to Consider
Exercising its Sua Sponte Authority to Remove Kim as Guardian
40. Due to the serious nature of what Kim was doing, Robyn asked for this Court to sua sponte
remove Kim. On April 5, 2021, Robyn and Donna filed an Opposition to Kim’s Petition to
Relocate Protected Person and Transfer Guardianship. In that Opposition, Robyn and Donna
detailed how Kim pre-maturely relocated June out of state to Anaheim, California, without this
Court’s authorization and willingly chose not to provide notice to interested parties in violation
of Nevada law. It is important to note that Kim claims an advanced degree is geriatric care and
claims to have been involved in hundreds of court proceedings similar to this guardianship matter.
The Opposition went into great detail about how the unauthorized relocation of June happened,
how Robyn and Donna learned of it, and supported by emails between counsel and statements
from neighbors in Anaheim that they had spoken to Kim’s boyfriend Dean over the weekend in
question who confirmed that he and Kim were moving into the home. Kim’s boyfriend has had
altercations with several family members and his presence in June’s home is a major stumbling
block to family visiting with their mother and grandmother, June. The Opposition further
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discussed how Kim has failed since being appointed guardian to provide the information required
for a budget, inventory, and care plan, and that the Petition to Relocate failed to provide the
statutory required information. Based on Kim’s unlawful conduct, Robyn and Donna asked this
Court to consider exercising its power and authority to sua sponte remove Kim as guardian.
LACSN did not file anything in response to the Opposition or otherwise responding to the request
for sua sponte removal.

41. On April 23, 2021, Robyn and Donna filed a Petition for Visitation with the Protected
Person for a scheduled visit for Mother’s Day. Robyn and Donna requested that if Kim failed to
allow the visit to occur, that the Court should also consider removing Kim as guardian. LACSN
did not file an opposition or response to the Petition for Visitation.

42. On June 18, 2021, Robyn and Donna filed their Closing Brief for the Evidentiary Hearing
wherein they requested that this Court consider removal pursuant to NRS 159.185 if this Court
was persuaded that Kim weaponized her power as guardian or in other ways harmed June or
depleted June’s estate.

43. On July 15, 2021, Robyn and Donna filed an Objection to Kim’s Accounting and First
Amended Accounting. Again, Robyn and Donna asked this Court to sua sponte remove Kim as
guardian for her failures to adhere to her duties, her dishonesty with the Court, June, and interested
parties, and her absolute flouting of the rules and laws governing guardianship. June’s counsel
filed nothing in response to this request. Indeed, LACSN has taken virtually no action or stance
against Kimberly in this matter and even advised the Court against allowing Robyn and Donna to
produce additional text messages when it was discovered that Kim had deleted them from her
doctored disclosures to both the Court and the guardianship compliance office.
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C. Legal Argument
44. NRAP 8(c) reads as follows:

Rule 8. Stay or Injunction Pending Appeal or Resolution of Original Writ
Proceedings

(c) Stays in Civil Cases Not Involving Child Custody. In deciding whether to issue a
stay or injunction, the Supreme Court or Court of Appeals will generally consider the
following factors:

(1) whether the object of the appeal or writ petition will be defeated if the stay or
injunction is denied;

(2) whether appellant/petitioner will suffer irreparable or serious injury if the stay or
injunction is denied;

(3) whether respondent/real party in interest will suffer irreparable or serious injury if
the stay or injunction is granted; and

(4) whether appellant/petitioner is likely to prevail on the merits in the appeal or writ
petition.

i. LACSN has no chance of prevailing in the appeal.

45. Underlying all of LACSN’s argument it intends to pursue on appeal is LACSN’s
contention that June has capacity to direct her court-appointed counsel. This is meritless. All of
the medical evidence in this case shows that June lacks capacity to care for herself in nearly every
facet of life including directing legal affairs. Back in 2019, Dr. Brown found that June’s mental
capacity was in serious decline requiring a guardianship to protect her from undue influence. Now
on December 28, 2021, Dr. Brown found that June’s mental capacity has severely deteriorated
even more over the last two years. June lacks capacity to direct her legal affairs, manage her
finances, and otherwise take care of herself. She requires 24/7 care and supervision. Her mental
capacity is so deteriorated that she cannot weigh the costs and benefits of decisions and cannot

retain information long enough to make decisions. She does not think she is taking any

medications (even though she’s taking nine of them) nor does she think she has any current
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medical conditions (even though she is suffering from numerous conditions). She does not think
she has an attorney. She does not know what an appeal is generally or what appeals are being
filed on her behalf specifically. All of the medical evidence proves that June cannot be directing
her counsel because she literally and quite severely cannot mentally grasp what is being presented
to her long enough to make decisions. June’s counsel has never provided any contradictory
medical evidence. Without capacity to direct her legal affairs, June cannot and is not directing
LACSN to, among other things, direct an appeal.

46. Second, LACSN contends that June’s due process rights have been violated because the
Court is not listening to counsel. This is meritless because it is June’s counsel — not the Court —
that has precluded June from appearing before this Court at hearings and the evidentiary hearing.
June’s counsel received notice of all the filings in this case. She was also notified and attended
all the hearings. She stopped June from appearing or from speaking directly with the Court. And
there have been many hearings in this case — plenty of opportunities for June to be heard — all
denied by June’s counsel; not the Court. Moreover, LACSN is misuses “due process” without any
definition or legal authority supporting the assertions.

47. Third, LACSN contends that June’s “due process” rights and bill of rights were violated
when this Court appointed a guardianship rather than allowing the Power of Attorney to stand.
However, it is also undisputed by June’s counsel that June was being exploited prior to the
appointment of guardianship in this matter. In every document filed before this Court, June’s
counsel has never denied that June lost the Kraft home for less than market value, had June’s dogs
taken from her, or any of the other serious allegations that were presented before this Court in
2019. All of which occurred while the Power of Attorney in question controlled. The Power of
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Attorney was insufficient to protect June. Therefore, June’s counsel has never provided this Court
any reason to even contemplate that June would have been protected had the Power of Attorney
continued to stand.

48. Fourth, LACSN contends that it was a violation of June’s bill of rights for this Court to
investigate and contemplate a “visitation schedule.” Such a contention is so narrow and lacks all
important context of what was really going on. Kim, as June’s guardian, was restricting and
precluding visits and communication between June and her family in direct violation of June’s
bill of rights. June’s counsel never disputed Robyn and Donna’s allegations that Kim was
isolating June and violating her bill of rights by restricting visits. June’s counsel has never told
this Court that June denies having her visits and communication restricted by Kim. June’s counsel
has never argued that Robyn and Donna made up all the numerous specific instances in which
Kim restricted or precluded visits and communication from occurring. June’s counsel took no
position on other serious allegations such as Kim pre-maturely relocating June to Anaheim before
this Court authorized the temporary relocation. LACSN has also remained silent on Kim’s
statutorily deficient or entirely missing accounting, budget, care plan, and inventories.
Accordingly, LACSN has never contended that Kim was not violating June’s bill of rights.

49. Fifth, LACSN contends that this Court violated June’s due process rights and bill of rights
by removing Kim as guardian because June wants Kim to be her guardian. It is important to note
that Robyn and Donna have repeatedly filed documents over the course of months with this Court
asking the Court to consider removing Kim as guardian sua sponte. June’s counsel never
responded or objected to any of those requests. The requests also came up in numerous court
hearings that June’s counsel attended. She never argued against the Court’s ability to sua sponte
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remove a guardian or that the issue was not properly before the Court. June’s counsel has had
many opportunities to do so and did not. Additionally, the Motion to Stay still fails to contend or
even discuss the Court’s authority to sua sponte remove a guardian. The Motion to Stay does not
contend that the Court lacks authority to do so and provides no legal authority against it.

50. Sixth, LACSN contends that June’s due process rights and other guardianship statutes
were violated because the Court did not appropriately vet Robyn before appointing her as
successor guardian. But this Court already had. It is the law of the case that Robyn meets the
statutory requirements to be appointed as guardian.

51. Even further, LACSN has provided no legal authority supporting its legal conclusions.
When the LACSN attorney cites to Nevada law, counsel rewrites the statutes in dramatic fashion
that completely changes the statutes. Even the Nevada Court of Appeals acknowledge this and
declined counsel’s invitation to rewrite the laws pertaining to when this Court may award
attorney’s fees and costs. Moreover, June’s counsel provides no authority contesting this Court’s
wide discretion to schedule evidentiary hearings or appoint guardian ad litems. Additionally,
LACSN provides no authority showing that the Court had no right to investigate allegations that
Kim was violating June’s bill of rights.

ii. The object of the appeal will not be defeated if the stay is denied.

52. The object of the appeal is to request that the Nevada Supreme Court legislate new law
from the bench that the word of counsel for a protected person is not to be questioned or verified.
The object of the appeal is to elevate counsel for protected persons above all else — including the
Court. The object of the appeal is to remove this Court’s discretion in appointing guardian ad
litems, scheduling evidentiary hearings, and investigating allegations that the court-appointed
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guardian is violating Nevada law, isolating the protected person, and violating a protected
person’s Bill of Rights. The object of the appeal has little to do with June and everything to do
with LACSN pushing its own political agenda that its attorneys’ word should be supreme and
unreviewable. That object will not be defeated if this Court denies the stay.

iii. June will not suffer irreparable or serious injury if the stay is denied.

53. Since Robyn has been Successor Guardian, June has been thriving and doing very well.
She had a Christmas celebration with more of her family around her than she would have had
with Kim as guardian — certainly more of a Christmas celebration than she would have had had
this Court granted counsel’s petition for a Friday morning only visitation schedule. June was also
able to celebrate Donna’s birthday with Donna and the rest of her family. June was smiling and
having a good time during those celebrations. Additionally, Robyn learned that Kim was giving
June medications off schedule from what the doctors prescribed. That mistake has been corrected
and June is receiving the appropriate medications at the appropriate intervals. June is doing well
with Robyn as guardian.

54. Robyn also has significant concerns whether counsel even consulted with June before
filing the appeal and Motion to Stay because counsel has not reached out to Robyn to coordinate
any meeting or phone call between counsel and June since Robyn has been guardian. Robyn does
not know how counsel could say she was directed by June to file the appeal and Motion to Stay
when: 1) counsel did not discuss this first with June and 2) June lacks the mental ability to
understand what is going on. As Dr. Brown further noted, June does not even think she has an
attorney and does not know what an appeal is generally or what appeals are being filed on her

behalf specifically.
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iv. Robyn will suffer irreparable harm should the stay be granted.

55. Since being appointed successor guardian, Robyn has incurred significant cost and time
taking over the guardian duties and responsibilities from Kim. She spent a significant amount of
time in California away from her husband and son. She spent a significant amount of time and
money caring for June, coordinating in-home care, and undoing the mess left behind and created
by Kim (including medications and finances). She has completely taken over all of the duties and
responsibilities for caring for June. Accordingly, both June and Robyn would suffer extreme
irreparable harm should she be required to go back to the status quo and turn everything back
over to Kim. Robyn would also note that Kim has not filed a joinder to this and has not asked in
any way to return to the prior status quo with her as guardian. This draws into question whether
Kim even wants to return to her responsibilities as guardian.

v. The Motion to Stay includes multiple incorrect statements.

56. Appointed Counsel’s statement on page 2 of the Motion to Stay is incorrect that this Court
has continually ignored June’s due process rights and her rights under the Protected Person’s Bill
of Rights. As was shown early in these proceedings, the steps June took to not have a guardian
appointed, including June’s Power of Attorney documents, were not sufficient to keep June or her
finances secure. To remedy the insufficiency of the Power of Attorney documents, this Court
properly appointed Temporary Guardians, and then a General Guardian to keep June and her
assets secure.

57. Appointed Counsel’s statement on page 2 of the Motion to Stay is inaccurate and
misleading that this Court disregarded the plan June put into place, prior to any claim of a lack of
capacity. This Court did not simply disregard June’s plan. Rather, this Court, after careful
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consideration of the record created appointed Temporary Guardians, and then a General Guardian
because June’s plan was not keeping her or her assets secure.
D. Conclusion
WHEREFORE, based on the foregoing, Robyn and Donna respectively request that the
Court:
1. Deny the relief requested in the Motion for Stay; and
2. Order such other and further relief as it deems appropriate.
DATED: January 5, 2022.

MICHAELSON LAW

/s/ John P. Michaelson

John P. Michaelson, Esq.
Nevada Bar No. 7822

Ammon E. Francom, Esq.
Nevada Bar No. 14196

1746 W. Horizon Ridge Parkway
Henderson, Nevada 89012
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

Pursuant to NRCP 5 and NEFCR 9, the undersigned hereby certifies that on January 5
2022, a copy of the foregoing GUARDIAN ROBYN FRIEDMAN AND INTERESTED PARTY|
DONNA SIMMONS’ OPPOSITION TO MOTION TO STAY ORDER FOR REMOVAL OF
GUARDIAN AND ORDER APPOINTING SUCCESSOR GENERAL GUARDIAN OF THE
PERSON AND ESTATE AND FOR ISSUANCE OF LETTERS

GUARDIANSHIP was e-served to the following individuals and entities at the following

addresses:

OF GENERAL|

Jeffrey R. Sylvester, Esq.
jeffl@sylvesterpolednak.com

Kelly L. Easton
kellye@sylvesterpolednak.com

Co-Counsel for Petitioners, Robyn
Friedman and Donna Simmons

Maria L. Parra-Sandoval, Esq.

mparra@]lacsn.org
Attorney for Kathleen June Jones

Penny Walker
pwalker@lacsn.org

Counsel for June Jones

Legal Aid Center of Southern Nevada

Geraldine Tomich, Esq.
gtomich(@maclaw.com

James Beckstrom. Esq.
jbeckstrom@maclaw.com

Javie-Anne A. Bauer
jbauer@maclaw.com

Deana DePry
ddepry@maclaw.com

Attorneys for Kimberly Jones

Kate McCloskey
NVGCO@nvcourts.nv.gov

LaChasity Carroll
lcarrol@nvcourts.nv.gov

Sonja Jones
sjones@nvcourts.nv.gov

Elizabeth Brickfield
DAWSON & LORDAHL PLLC
ebrickfield@dlnevadalaw.com

Melissa R. Douglas
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mdouglas@dlnevadalaw.com

Karen Friedrich
kfriedrich@dlnevadalaw.com

Guardian Ad Litem for Kathleen June Jones

Cameron Simmons
Cameronnnscottt@yahoo.com

Scott Simmons
scott@technocoatings.com

MICHAELSON LAW

/s/ Matthew Whittaker

Employee of Michaelson Law
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Electronically Filed
1/7/2022 4:01 PM
Steven D. Grierson

CLERK OF THE CO
CAPL %‘A 4@."“‘""*

John P. Michaelson, Esq.

Nevada Bar No. 7822

Email: john@michaelsonlaw.com
Ammon E. Francom, Esq.

Nevada Bar No. 14196

Email: ammon(@michaelsonlaw.com
MICHAELSON LAW

1746 West Horizon Ridge Parkway
Henderson, Nevada 89012

(702) 731-2333

Counsel for Robyn Friedman, Guardian,
and Donna Simmons, Interested Party

DISTRICT COURT
CLARK COUNTY, NEVADA
IN THE MATTER OF THE GUARDIANSHIP )
OF THE PERSON AND ESTATE OF: )
) Case Number: G-19-052263-A
Kathleen June Jones, ) Department: B
)
)
)

An Adult Protected Person.

CARE PLAN IF KATHLEEN JUNE JONES LIVES IN NEVADA: AND
IN THE ALTERNATIVE,
CARE PLAN IF KATHLEEN JUNE JONES LIVES IN CALIFORNIA

Robyn Friedman, Guardian, and Donna Simmons, interested party, by and through their
counsel at Michaelson Law, hereby submit this Care Plan if Kathleen June Jones Lives in
Nevada; and, in the Alternative, Care Plan if Kathleen June Jones Lives in California, regarding
the Protected Person, Kathleen June Jones (“Ms. Jones™).

NEVADA CARE PLAN

The following proposed Nevada Care Plan is in Ms. Jones’ best interest and is far less
expensive than the Alternative California Care Plan, as shown in further detail in the proposed
Monthly Budgets and Supplement to Petition to Relocate the Protected Person to Nevada that

will be filed herein.
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The proposed Nevada Care Plan is for Kathleen June Jones to reside in the home of
Guardian, Robyn Friedman (“Robyn™), at 1315 Enchanted River Drive, Henderson, Nevada
89012:

1. Ms. Jones will have her own suite with a bedroom, bathroom (wheelchair
accessible) and kitchenette.

2. Ms. Jones would have an excess of $743.55 per month, and more than
$600,000.00 in savings if she were to sell the property located at 1054 S. Verde Street, Anaheim,
California 92805).

3. Ms. Jones would have an excess of $2,195.00 per month if she were to rent out
the Anaheim Property.

4, A caregiver is already present in the home in Nevada (paid for by Robyn), that
will assist with Kathleen June Jones at no cost to Ms. Jones’ guardianship estate.

5. Additional in-home healthcare will be arranged as needed in consultation with
Ms. Jones’ physicians in or near Henderson, Nevada. The hourly rates for Nevada caregivers
range from approximately $21-$30 per hour, depending on the service provider and the number
of hours per week the caregiver is contracted to work. The cost for caregiver services to the
guardianship estate is far less than similar services will cost in California as a caregiver is
already present in the home that will assist with Kathleen June Jones and a lower hourly rate. To
avoid caregiver costs, Robyn will try to rely on family and some of those already providing care
for her child for overnight or extended care, as the first option.

6. Guardian, Robyn Friedman will make sure Ms. Jones attends all needed medical

and/or other appointments in Nevada, either personally or with assistance.
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7. Guardian can more easily plan for Ms. Jones’ social schedule and family visits if
Ms. Jones resides with Guardian in Nevada. Guardian believes keeping Ms. Jones physically
connected to all family/friends that are willing, and/or being connected over phone/video is very
important for Ms. Jones’ quality of life and Guardian will personally assist with this if Ms. Jones
resides with Guardian. Guardian will assist with travel costs to Nevada, and Guardian will cover
the travel costs for Ms. Jones to travel to other states to stay with other family members for
extended visits in their home. Additionally, Guardian will make sure, at a minimum, a weekly
call/video to willing family members with Ms. Jones will be provided, although more feely open
communication is encouraged and desired.

The proposed Nevada Care Plan will be implemented if the Petition to Relocate the
Protected Person to Nevada is granted during or after the hearing scheduled for January 12,
2022.

ALTERNATIVE CALIFORNIA CARE PLAN

The Alternative California Care Plan does not promote Ms. Jones’ best interest as well as
the proposed Nevada Care Plan. It is far more expensive than the proposed Nevada Care Plan, as
shown in further detail in the proposed Monthly Budgets. It is also not in Ms. Jones” best interest
emotionally or for her safety, as shown in further detail in the Supplement to Petition to Relocate
the Protected Person to Nevada that will be filed herein.

Continued care from Kimberly Jones is not appropriate at this time for the reasons stated
in this Court’s order removing her as guardian, and all of the reasons stated in the Petition to
Transfer Protected Person to Nevada, and the Supplement to the Petition to Transfer the

Protected Person to Nevada.

2422




10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

The Alternative California Care Plan is for Ms. Jones to reside in the residence located at
1054 S. Verde Street, Anaheim, California 92805:

1. Ms. Jones will have her own bedroom and bathroom;

2. Ms. Jones would have a monthly budget shortfall of -$26,303.61 per month.

3. 24-hour in-home healthcare will continue to be arranged as needed in consultation
with Ms. Jones’ physicians in or near Anaheim, California. The hourly rates for California
caregivers is approximately $35.00 per hour depending on the number of hours per week the
caregiver is contracted to work. The cost to the guardianship estate will be far more than similar
services will cost in Nevada as a caregiver is already present in the home in Nevada that will
assist with Ms. Jones. With Kimberly being removed as guardian, and inappropriate as a
caretaker for Ms. Jones, paid 24-hour care in California would be required.

4. Guardian, Robyn Friedman will make sure Ms. Jones attends all needed medical
and/or other appointments in California, either personally or with assistance.

The Alternative California Care Plan will be implemented if the Petition to Relocate the
Protected Person to Nevada is denied during or after the hearing scheduled for January 12, 2021.

yia
DATED this / day of January 2022.

MICHA;,LSON LAW

Joh&P. Michaelson, Esq.///

Nevada Bar No. 7822

Ammon E. Francom, Esq.

Nevada Bar No. 14196

Counsel for Robyn Friedman, Guardian,
and Donna Simmons, Interested Party

2423




10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

VERIFICATION OF GUARDIAN
The undersigned, Robyn Friedman, states she is the Guardian of the Estate of Kathleen

June Jones, and that she has read the foregoing Inventory, the attached Care Plan if Kathleen
June Jones Lives in Nevada; and, in the Alternative, Care Plan if Kathleen June Jones Lives in
California, she knows the contents thereof, and they are true to the best of her own knowledge,
except for those matters stated therein on information and belief, and as for those matters, she
believes them to be true. The undersigned declares under penalty of perjury under the law of the

State of Nevada that the foregoing is true and correct.

/s/ Robyn Friedman
Robyn Friedman
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

Pursuant to NRCP 5(b) and NEFCR 9 the undersigned hereby certifies that on January
z , 2022, a copy of the Care Plan if Kathleen June Jones Lives in Nevada; and, in the]
Alternative, Care Plan if Kathleen June Jones Lives in California was e-served and/or mailed by

regular US first class mail, postage prepaid, in a sealed envelope in Henderson, Nevada to the

following individuals and/or entities at the following addresses:

Kathleen June Jones Robyn Friedman
1054 S. Verde Street vgsfun@hotmail.com
Anaheim, CA 92805 Guardian

Protected Person

Perry Friedman Donna Simmons

friedman(@cs.stanford.edu

donnamsimmons@hotmail.com

Jeffrey R. Sylvester, Esq.
jeff@sylvesterpolednak.com

Kelly L. Easton
kellye@sylvesterpolednak.com

Co-Counsel for Guardian, Robyn
Friedman, and Interested Party, Donna
Simmons

Maria L. Parra-Sandoval, Esq.

Legal Aid Center of Southern Nevada
mparra@lacsn.org

Attorney for Kathleen June Jones

Rosie Najera
rnajera@lacsn.org
Assistant to Attorney for Kathleen June Jones

Elizabeth Brickfield
DAWSON & LORDAHL PLLC
ebrickfield@dlnevadalaw.com

Melissa R. Douglas
mdouglas@dInevadalaw.com

Guardian Ad Litem for Kathleen June
Jones

Geraldine Tomich, Esq.
gtomich@maclaw.com

Kimberly Jones
c/o James Beckstrom. Esq.
jbeckstrom@maclaw.com

Deana DePry
ddepry@maclaw.com

Kellie Piet
kpiet@maclaw.com

Attorneys for Kimberly Jones
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Monica L. Gillins
mlg@johnsonlegal.com

David C. Johnson
dcj@johnsonlegal.com

Kate McCloskey
NVGCO@nvcourts.nv.gov

LaChasity Carroll
Icarrol@nvceourts.nv.gov

Sonja Jones
sjones@nvcourts.nv.gov

Teri Butler
586 N. Magdelena Street
Dewey, AZ 86327

Scott Simmons

scott@technocoatings.com

Jen Adamo
14 Edgewater Drive
Magnolia, DE 19962

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

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

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

Courtney Simmons
765 Kimbark Avenue
San Bernardino, CA 92407

Cameron Simmons
Cameronnnscottt@yahoo.com

Ampersand Man
1315 Enchanted River Drive
Henderson, Nevada 89012

MICHAELSON LAW Z i

Employee of Michaelson Law
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Electronically Filed
1/7/2022 4:01 PM
Steven D. Grierson

CLERK OF THE COU
BUDG Cﬁﬁ»f! "Qi"‘“‘"’

John P. Michaelson, Esq.

Nevada Bar No. 7822

Email: john@michaelsonlaw.com
Ammon E. Francom, Esq.

Nevada Bar No. 14196

Email: ammon(@michaelsonlaw.com
MICHAELSON LAW

1746 West Horizon Ridge Parkway
Henderson, Nevada 89012

(702) 731-2333

Counsel for Robyn Friedman, Guardian,
and Donna Simmons, Interested Party

DISTRICT COURT
CLARK COUNTY, NEVADA

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

) Case Number: G-19-052263-A
Kathleen June Jones, ) Department: B
)
)
)

An Adult Protected Person.

PROPOSED NEVADA MONTHLY BUDGET IF PROTECTED PERSON LIVES IN
NEVADA AND THE ANAHEIM PROPERTY IS SOLD; AND
IN THE ALTERNATIVE,
PROPOSED NEVADA MONTHLY BUDGET IF PROTECTED PERSON LIVES IN
NEVADA AND THE ANAHEIM PROPERTY IS RENTED; AND
IN THE ALTERNATIVE,
PROPOSED CALIFORNIA MONTHLY BUDGET IF PROTECTED PERSON LIVES IN

T

CALIFORNIA IN THE ANAHEIM PROPERTY

Robyn Friedman, Guardian, and Donna Simmons, interested party, by and through their
counsel at Michaelson Law, hereby submit these Proposed Nevada Monthly Budget if Protected
Person Lives in Nevada and the Anaheim Property is Sold: and in the Alternative, Proposed
Nevada Monthly Budget if Protected Person Lives in Nevada and the Anaheim Property is
Rented; and in the Alternative, Proposed California Monthly Budget if Protected Person Lives in
California in the Anaheim Property regarding the Protected Person, Kathleen June Jones

(“June”) as follows:

_.1_

Case Number: G-19-052263-A
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1. Robyn Friedman (“Robyn” or “Guardian’) was appointed as Successor Guardian
on December 6, 2021.

2. June’s Monthly Budget is subject to the outcome of the hearing on the Petition to
Relocate. Guardian has given the issues of where June should live, her monthly finances, and
what is in her best interest considerable thought. Guardian is mindful of all June’s medical,
emotional, financial and physical needs. Guardian proposes three monthly budgets to be
considered by the Court. Further explanation is contained in detail in the Supplement to
Petition to Relocate the Protected Person to Nevada that will be filed herein.

3. The Budgets are named and cover the following scenarios:

a. If June is allowed to relocate to Nevada and sells the Anaheim Property.
b. If June is allowed to relocate to Nevada and rents out the Anaheim Property.
c. If June remains in California and lives at the Anaheim property with a caretaker.

BUDGET IF JUNE LIVES IN NEVADA AND THE ANAHEIM PROPERTY IS SOLD
4, The Proposed Nevada Monthly Budget if Protected Person Lives in Nevada and

the Anaheim Property is Sold is attached hereto as Exhibit 1.

5. Under this proposal, June would have an excess of $743.55 per month.

6. This proposed monthly budget shows this is the most affordable option for June
as a caregiver is already present in the home in Nevada (paid for by Robyn) that will assist with
June at no cost to June’s estate. Robyn is at home to care for June and her child and has
assistance throughout the day.

7. This budget provides for 24 hours of caregiver services per month at $21/hour.
Though it is not anticipated, if Robyn needed to go out of town and her mother could not travel

with her, Robyn would arrange for in-home care while she was away. And there may be no cost
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at all in such instances, depending upon caretakers already in place or if Guardian arranges for
care from other family members.

BUDGET IF JUNE LIVES IN NEVADA AND THE ANAHEIM PROPERTY IS RENTED
8. The Proposed Nevada Monthly Budget if Protected Person Lives in Nevada and

the Anaheim Property is Rented is attached hereto as Exhibit 2.

9. Under this proposal, June would have an excess of $2,202.03 per month.

10.  This proposed monthly budget brings in more income to June’s estate. However,
it also requires more out of pocket expenses and would require significant, necessary code
repairs to the Anaheim Property before a renter could be obtained.

11.  This budget provides for 24 hours of caregiver services per month at $21/hour.
Though it is not anticipated, if Robyn needed to go out of town and her mother could not travel
with her, Robyn would arrange for in-home care while she was away. Robyn may also simply
arrange for care from family members.

BUDGET IF JUNE LIVES IN CALIFORNIA AT THE ANAHEIM PROPERTY

12.  The Proposed California Monthly Budget if Protected Person Lives in California
in the Anaheim Property is attached hereto as Exhibit 3.

13, Under this proposal, June would have a shortfall of -$27,010.17 to -$27,610.17
per month.

14, This proposed monthly budget shows this is the least affordable option for June.

15.  Living in California would require caregiver services 24 hours per day, 7 days per
week. June would only be able to maintain this for approximately six (6) months before her
entire cash estate was depleted. Continued care from Kimberly Jones is not appropriate at this

time for the reasons stated in this Court’s order removing her as guardian.

I

2429




10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

A Proposed Budget will be implemented depending on the outcome of Petition to
Relocate the Protected Person to Nevada scheduled for January 12, 2021.
DATED this 7 - day of January 2022.

MICHAELSON LAW

Joh#P. Michaelson, Es

Nevada Bar No. 7822

Ammon E. Francom, Esq.

Nevada Bar No. 14196

Counsel for Robyn Friedman. Guardian,
and Donna Simmons, Interested Party
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VERIFICATION OF GUARDIAN

The undersigned, Robyn Friedman, states she is the Guardian of the Estate of Kathleen
June Jones, and that she has read the foregoing Inventory, the attached Proposed Nevada
Monthly Budget if Protected Person Lives in Nevada and the Anaheim Property is Sold; and in
the Alternative, Proposed Nevada Monthly Budget if Protected Person Lives in Nevada and the
Anaheim Property is Rented; and in the Alternative, Proposed California Monthly Budget ij
Protected Person Lives in California in the Anaheim Property, she knows the contents thereof]
and they are true to the best of her own knowledge, except for those matters stated therein on
information and belief, and as for those matters, she believes them to be true. The undersigned
declares under penalty of perjury under the law of the State of Nevada that the foregoing is trugj

and correct.

/s/ Robyn Friedman

Robyn Friedman
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

Pursuant to NRCP 5(b) and NEFCR 9 the undersigned hereby certifies that on January
J, 2022, a copy of the Proposed Nevada Monthly Budget if Protected Person Lives in
Nevada and the Anaheim Property is Sold:; and in the Alternative. Proposed Nevada Monthl)
Budget if Protected Person Lives in Nevada and the Anaheim Property is Rented; and in thd
Alternative, Proposed California Monthly Budget if Protected Person Lives in California in the
Anaheim Property was e-served and/or mailed by regular US first class mail, postage prepaid, in

a sealed envelope in Henderson, Nevada to the following individuals and/or entities at the

following addresses:

Kathleen June Jones
1054 S. Verde Street
Anaheim, CA 92805

Protected Person

Robyn Friedman
vgsfun@hotmail.com
Guardian

Perry Friedman
friedman(@cs.stanford.edu

Donna Simmons
donnamsimmons@hotmail.com

Jeffrey R. Sylvester, Esq.
jeffl@sylvesterpolednak.com

Kelly L. Easton
kellye@sylvesterpolednak.com

Co-Counsel for Guardian, Robyn
Friedman, and Interested Party, Donna
Simmons

Maria L. Parra-Sandoval, Esq.

Legal Aid Center of Southern Nevada
mparra@lacsn.org

Attorney for Kathleen June Jones

Rosie Najera
rnajera@lacsn.org
Assistant to Attorney for Kathleen June Jones

Elizabeth Brickfield
DAWSON & LORDAHL PLLC
ebrickfield@dlnevadalaw.com

Melissa R. Douglas
mdouglas@dlnevadalaw.com

Guardian Ad Litem for Kathleen June

Jones

Geraldine Tomich, Esq.
gtomich@maclaw.com

Kimberly Jones
c/o James Beckstrom. Esq.
jbeckstrom@maclaw.com

Deana DePry
ddepry@maclaw.com
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Kellie Piet
kpiet@maclaw.com

Attorneys for Kimberly Jones

Monica L. Gillins
mlg@johnsonlegal.com

David C. Johnson
dcj@johnsonlegal.com

Kate McCloskey
NVGCO@nvcourts.nv.gov

LaChasity Carroll
Icarrol@nvcourts.nv.gov

Sonja Jones
sjones@nvcourts.nv.gov

Teri Butler
586 N. Magdelena Street
Dewey, AZ 86327

Scott Simmons
scott@technocoatings.com

Jen Adamo
14 Edgewater Drive
Magnolia, DE 19962

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

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

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

Courtney Simmons
765 Kimbark Avenue
San Bernardino, CA 92407

Cameron Simmons
Cameronnnscottt@yahoo.com

Ampersand Man
1315 Enchanted River Drive
Henderson, Nevada 89012

MICHAELSON LAW

Empsoyee of Michaelson Law
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EXHIBIT 1
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BUDG

John P. Michaelson, Esq.

Nevada Bar No. 7822

Email: john@michaelsonlaw.com
Ammon E. Francom, Esq.

Nevada Bar No. 14196

Email: ammon@michaelson.law.com
MICHAELSON LAW

1746 West Horizon Ridge Parkway
Henderson, Nevada 89012

Ph: (702) 731-2333

Fax: (702) 731-2337

Counsel for Guardian, Robyn Friedman,
and Interested Party, Donna Simmons

DISTRICT COURT
CLARK COUNTY, NEVADA
IN THE MATTER OF THE GUARDIANSHIP )
OF THE PERSON AND ESTATE OF: )
) Case Number: G-19-052263-A
Kathleen June Jones, ) Department: B
)
)
)

An Adult Protected Person.

PROPOSED NEVADA MONTHLY BUDGET IF PROTECTED PERSON LIVES IN
NEVADA AND THE ANAHEIM PROPERTY IS SOLD

Robyn Friedman, as Guardian of the Person and Estate of Kathleen June Jones, hereby
submits this Proposed Nevada Monthly Budget if Protected Person Lives in Nevada and the
Anaheim Property is Sold.

The following numbers are estimates provided to the best of the Guardian’s ability, given
that her current access to the Protected Person’s financial information is limited due to former
Guardian not having created guardianship accounts and not providing full and accurate

information for same.

PROTECTED PERSON’S MONTHLY INCOME
Wages from Employment (before taxes) $0
Unemployment Benefits $0
Social Security $1.554.00
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Source: Bank of America Statement for Account ending 7492

Veteran’s Affairs $0
Retirement / Pension $0
Interest / Dividends $0
Rental Income $0
Mandatory Trust Distributions $0
Discretionary Trust Distributions $0
Other: N/A $0
TOTAL MONTHLY INCOME $1,554.00
MONTHLY EXPENSES

Housing

Rent / Mortgage $0
Facility (room and board, patient liability) $0
Homeowner’s/Rental Insurance $0
Property Taxes $0
Home Maintenance (yard, pool, housecleaning, etc.) §0
HOA Dues $0
Utilities (electricity, gas, phone, sewer/water, other utilities) $0

Source: Second Amendment to First Accounting filed 08/09/2021

Transportation

The Protected Person is not able to drive. The primary driver would be Robyn Friedman, Perry

Friedman, Donna Simmons, or a Caretaker, if needed

Car Payment $0
Insurance $0
Gas $0
Maintenance $0
Public Transportation $0
Groceries $0
Dining Out $0
Personal Hygiene (toiletries, haircuts, etc.) $0
Household Supplies $0
Medical Expenses (including health insurance)
Source: Second Amendment to First Accounting filed 08/09/2021 22445
-This amount varies grossly based on medical needs, e.g. current $224.
$2,000 ambulance bill (approx..)
Dental Expenses $Unknown
Caregiving Services
$21.00 per hour times 24 hours for one (1) day each month on $504.00
average, although this may not occur at all as family may provide care
Travel / Entertainment $42.00

OC Register and Las Vegas Review Journal
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-Guardian plans to Petition the Court for permission for June to spend
excess income or funds for her own pleasure while striking a balance
to protect the estate for long-term care

Gifts
-Guardian plans to Petition the Court for permission for June to spend

excess income or funds for her own pleasure while striking a balance $40.00
to protect the estate for long-term care
Charitable Giving $0
Taxes $0
Social Security income is not taxed
Accountant Fees 50
Child Support / Alimony $0
Bank Fees
- Guardian and June are currently unable to assess this, or
access bank account information due to Kimberly not
providing June’s PIN number. Also, June cannot be the
. . . $Unknown
signatory for account changes on these non-guardianship
accounts. The bank will not allow Guardian sign for June on
non-guardianship accounts, and Guardian cannot cause June,
who is incapacitated, to sign for herself.
Guardian / Attorney Fees $0
$0 per hour times 0 hours per month
Attorney’s Fees must be requested through a Petition Pursuant to Petitioning
Process
TOTAL MONTHLY EXPENSES $810.45
TOTALS
TOTAL MONTHLY INCOME $1,554.00
TOTAL MONTHLY EXPENSES $810.45
DIFFERENCE (income — expenses) $743.55

The monthly income is enough to cover monthly expenses. There is no shortfall to calculatg

how long the shortfall could be maintained.

This approximation is for if the Anaheim House is sold and the monthly expenses
associated for same no longer apply. Assets would not need to be sold or liquidated to pay for thej

Protected Person’s monthly expenses, but sale proceeds in excess of $600.000.00 would be held

2437



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

in reserve in a blocked guardianship account, and same should provide for Protected Person’s

monthly expenses for years to come, even if she eventually needs to be placed in a skilled facility.
The foregoing monthly budge represents a true and accurate estimate of the Protected

Person’s ongoing monthly sources of income and monthly income if the Protected Person moves

to Nevada, resides with the Guardian, and sells the Anaheim House for market value after repairs.
DATED this 7 day of January, 2022.

MICHAELSON LAW

/ |
/QWW/MJb £« A et
{(6hn P. Michaelson, Esq,/

Nevada Bar No. 7822

Ammon E. Francom, Esq.

Nevada Bar No. 14196

1746 West Horizon Ridge Parkway
Henderson, Nevada 89012

Counsel for Guardian, Robyn Friedman,
and Interested Party. Donna Simmons
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VERIFICATION OF GUARDIAN
The undersigned, Robyn Friedman, states she is the Guardian of the Estate of Kathleen

June Jones, and that she has read the foregoing Proposed Nevada Monthly Budget if Protected
Person Lives in Nevada and the Anaheim Property is Sold, she knows the contents thereof, and
they are true to the best of her own knowledge, except for those matters stated therein on
information and belief, and as for those matters, she believes them to be true. The undersigned|
declares under penalty of perjury under the law of the State of Nevada that the foregoing is true

and correct.

/s/ Robyn Friedman
Robyn Friedman
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EXHIBIT 2
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BUDG

John P. Michaelson, Esq.

Nevada Bar No. 7822

Email: john@michaelsonlaw.com
Ammon E. Francom, Esq.

Nevada Bar No. 14196

Email: ammon@michaelson.law.com
MICHAELSON LAW

1746 West Horizon Ridge Parkway
Henderson, Nevada 89012

Ph: (702) 731-2333

Fax: (702) 731-2337

Counsel for Guardian. Robyn Friedman,
and Interested Party, Donna Simmons

DISTRICT COURT
CLARK COUNTY, NEVADA

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

) Case Number: G-19-052263-A
Kathleen June Jones, ) Department: B
)
)
)

An Adult Protected Person.

PROPOSED NEVADA MONTHLY BUDGET IF THE PROTECTED PERSON LIVES IN
NEVADA AND THE ANAHEIM PROPERTY IS RENTED

Robyn Friedman, as Guardian of the Person and Estate of Kathleen June Jones, hereby
submits this Proposed Nevada Monthly Budget if the Protected Person Lives in Nevada and the
Anaheim Property is Rented.

The following numbers are estimates provided to the best of the Guardian’s ability, given
that her current access to the Protected Person’s financial information is limited due to former
Guardian not having created guardianship accounts and not providing full and accurate _

information for same.

PROTECTED PERSON’S MONTHLY INCOME
Wages from Employment (before taxes) $0
Unemployment Benefits $0
Social Security $1,554.00
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Source: Bank of America Statement for Account ending
7492

Veteran’s Affairs $0
Retirement / Pension $0
Interest / Dividends $0
Rental Income
Source: Zillow.com $3,115.00
Mandatory Trust Distributions $0
Discretionary Trust Distributions $0
Other: N/A $0
TOTAL MONTHLY INCOME $4,669.00
MONTHLY EXPENSES
Housing
Rent / Mortgage $913.15
Facility (room and board, patient liability) $0
Homeowner’s/Rental Insurance $350.00
Property Taxes
- May be included in mortgage payment
- Guardlar} is currfmtly lgcked out gf mortgage company $Unknown
account information while they review current order, and
former Guardian, Kimberly, refuses to provide mortgage
statements.
Home Maintenance (yard, pool, housecleaning, etc.)
- This does not include needed repairs or unforeseen upkeep $400.00
caused by renters
HOA Dues $0
- There is no HOA
Utilities (electricity, gas, phone, sewer/water, other utilities) $0

- Renter will pay, or will be added to rental amount

Transportation

The Protected Person is not able to drive. The primary driver would be Robyn Friedman, Perry

Friedman, Donna Simmons, or a Caretaker, if needed

Car Payment $0
Insurance $0
Gas $0
Maintenance $0
Public Transportation $0
Groceries $0
Dining Out $0
Personal Hygiene (toiletries, haircuts, etc.) $0
Household Supplies $0
Medical Expenses (including health insurance) $224.45

Source: Second Amendment to First Accounting filed 08/09/2021
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-This amount varies grossly based on medical needs, e.g. current
$2,000 ambulance bill (approx.)

Dental Expenses $Unknown
Caregiving Services
$21.00 per hour times 24 hours for one (1) day each month on $504.00
average, although this may not occur at all as family may provide )
care
Travel / Entertainment
OC Register and Las Vegas Review Journal
-Guardian plans to petition the Court for permission for June to $42.00
spend excess income or funds for her own pleasure while striking
a balance to protect the estate for long-term care
Gifts
-Guardian plans to Petition the Court for permission for June to $40.00
spend excess income or funds for her own pleasure while striking |
a balance to protect the estate for long-term care
Charitable Giving $0
Taxes $0
Social Security income is not taxed
Accountant Fees $0
Child Support / Alimony $0
Bank Fees
- Guardian and June are currently unable to assess this, or

access bank account information due to Kimberly not

providing June’s PIN number. Also, June cannot be the $Unknown

signatory for account changes on these non-guardianship

accounts. The bank will not allow Guardian sign for June

on non-guardianship accounts, and Guardian cannot cause

June, who is incapacitated, to sign for herself.
Guardian / Attorney Fees $0

$0 per hour times 0 hours per month

Attorney’s Fees must be requested through a Petition

Pursuant to Petitioning

Process
TOTAL MONTHLY EXPENSES $2,473.60
TOTALS
TOTAL MONTHLY INCOME $4,669.00
TOTAL MONTHLY EXPENSES $2,473.60
DIFFERENCE (income — expenses) $2,195.40
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The monthly income is enough to cover monthly expenses. There is no shortfall to calculate

how long the shortfall could be maintained.

Assets will not need to be sold or liquidated to pay for the Protected Person’s monthlyj

expenses.

No assets need to be sold or liquidated, thus no calculation is needed to show how long

such sale or liquidation would cover the Protected Person’s monthly expenses.

The foregoing monthly budge represents a true and accurate estimate of the Protected|

Person’s ongoing monthly sources of income and monthly income if the Protected Person moves

to Nevada, resides with the Guardian, and rents the Anaheim House for $3,115.00 per month.
DATED this 7" day of January, 2022.

MICHAELSON LAW

1
’

c 7

Jottn P. Michaelson, E,sq/

Nevada Bar No. 7822" *

Ammon E. Francom, Esq.

Nevada Bar No. 14196

1746 West Horizon Ridge Parkway
Henderson, Nevada 89012

Counsel for Guardian, Robyn Friedman,
and Interested Party. Donna Simmons

2444



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

VERIFICATION OF GUARDIAN

The undersigned, Robyn Friedman, states she is the Guardian of the Estate of Kathleen)
June Jones, and that she has read the foregoing Inventory, the attached Proposed Nevada Monthly
Budget if the Protected Person Lives in Nevada and the Anaheim Property is Rented, she knows
the contents thereof, and they are true to the best of her own knowledge, except for those matters
stated therein on information and belief, and as for those matters, she believes them to be true. Thel
undersigned declares under penalty of perjury under the law of the State of Nevada that thej

foregoing is true and correct.

/s/ Robyn Friedman
Robyn Friedman
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EXHIBIT 3
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BUDG

John P. Michaelson, Esq.

Nevada Bar No. 7822

Email: john@michaelsonlaw.com
Ammon E. Francom, Esq.

Nevada Bar No. 14196

Email: ammon{@michaelson.law.com
MICHAELSON LAW

1746 West Horizon Ridge Parkway
Henderson, Nevada 89012

Ph: (702) 731-2333

Fax: (702) 731-2337

Counsel for Guardian, Robyn Friedman,
and Interested Party, Donna Simmons

DISTRICT COURT
CLARK COUNTY, NEVADA

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

) Case Number: G-19-052263-A
Kathleen June Jones, ) Department: B
)
)
)

An Adult Protected Person.

PROPOSED CALIFORNIA MONTHLY BUDGET IF PROTECTED PERSON LIVES IN
CALIFORNIA IN THE ANAHEIM HOUSE

Robyn Friedman, as Guardian of the Person and Estate of Kathleen June Jones, hereby]
submits this Proposed California Monthly Budget if Protected Person Lives in California in the
Anaheim House.

The following numbers are estimates provided to the best of the Guardian’s ability, given|
that her current access to the Protected Person’s financial information is limited due to former
Guardian not having created guardianship accounts and not providing full and accurate

information for same.

PROTECTED PERSON’S MONTHLY INCOME
Wages from Employment (before taxes) $0
Unemployment Benefits $0
Social Security $1,554.00
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Source: Bank of America Statement for Account ending
7492

Veteran’s Affairs $0
Retirement / Pension $0
Interest / Dividends $0
Rental Income $0
Mandatory Trust Distributions $0
Discretionary Trust Distributions $0
Other: N/A $0
TOTAL MONTHLY INCOME $1,554.00
MONTHLY EXPENSES
Housing
Rent / Mortgage $913.15
Facility (room and board, patient liability) $0
Homeowner’s/Rental Insurance
Source: Amended First Accounting, Guardian’s Explanation of $276.57
Expenses, page 2
Property Taxes
- May be included in mortgage payment
- Guardlar} is curr.ently l(?cked out (?f mortgage company $Unknown
account information while they review current order, and
former Guardian, Kimberly, refuses to provide mortgage
statements.
Home Maintenance (yard, pool, housecleaning, etc.) $100.00
- This does not include needed repairs or unforeseen upkeep )
HOA Dues $0
- _There is no HOA
Utilities (electricity, gas, phone, sewer/water, other utilities) $500.00

(approx.)

Transportation

The Protected Person is not able to drive. The primary driver would be the Caretaker. Robyn
Friedman, Perry Friedman, and Donna Simmons will drive June around when visiting in

California.
Car Payment $0
Insurance $0

Gas: Caretakers may charge mileage fee

Maintenance: Caretakers may charge mileage fee

$400 to $1,000 depending
on appointments and

- June enjoys daily outings, in addition to appointments outings
Public Transportation $0
Groceries $250.00
Dining Out (approx. $50.00 per week) $200.00

Personal Hygiene (toiletries, haircuts, etc.)
. $100.00
- Include disposable underwear
Household Supplies $60.00
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Medical Expenses (including health insurance)
Source: Second Amendment to First Accounting filed 08/09/2021
-This amount varies grossly based on medical needs, e.g. current $224.45
grossly , e.g. curre
$2,000 ambulance bill (approx.)
Dental Expenses $Unknown
Caregiving Services
$35.00 per hour times 24 hours for 30 days per month $25,200.00
Estimate based on California rates
Travel / Entertainment
- For outings, shows, parking fees, etc. $300.00
Gifts $40.00
Charitable Giving $0
Taxes $0
- Social Security income is not taxed
Accountant Fees $0
Child Support / Alimony $0
Bank Fees
- Guardian and June are currently unable to assess this, or
access bank account information due to Kimberly not
providing June’s PIN number. Also, June cannot be the
. . . $Unknown
signatory for account changes on these non-guardianship
accounts. The bank will not allow Guardian sign for June
on non-guardianship accounts, and Guardian cannot cause
June, who is incapacitated, to sign for herself.
Guardian / Attorney Fees $0
$0 per hour times 0 hours per month
Attorney’s Fees must be requested through a Petition Pursuant to Petitioning
Process
TOTAL MONTHLY EXPENSES $28,564.17 to $29,164.17

TOTALS

TOTAL MONTHLY INCOME

$1,554.00

TOTAL MONTHLY EXPENSES

$28,564.17 to $29,164.17

DIFFERENCE (income — expenses)

-$27,010.17 to -$27,610.17

The monthly income is not enough to cover the monthly expenses. Based on the amount

of funds the Protected Person has in financial accounts, as shown in the Inventory filed herein, thej

shortfall could be maintained for approximately six (6) months.
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After the Protected Person resides in the Anaheim House for approximately six (6) months,
it would need to be sold or liquidated to pay for the Protected Person’s monthly expenses
thereafter, and she would have to move to a different residence, most likely the Guardian’s
residence.

The foregoing monthly budget represents a true and accurate estimate of the Protected|
Person’s ongoing monthly sources of income and monthly income if the Protected Person
continues to reside in the Anaheim House.

DATED this 7 day of January, 2022.

MICH:}ELSON LAW

e -
JolA P. Michaelson, Esq.

Nevada Bar No. 7822

Ammon E. Francom, Esq.

Nevada Bar No. 14196

1746 West Horizon Ridge Parkway
Henderson, Nevada 89012

Counsel for Guardian, Robyn Friedman,
and Interested Party, Donna Simmons
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VERIFICATION OF GUARDIAN

The undersigned, Robyn Friedman, states she is the Guardian of the Estate of Kathleen
June Jones, and that she has read the foregoing Proposed California Monthly Budget if Protected,
Person Lives in California in the Anaheim House, she knows the contents thereof, and they are
true to the best of her own knowledge, except for those matters stated therein on information and
belief, and as for those matters, she believes them to be true. The undersigned declares under

penalty of perjury under the law of the State of Nevada that the foregoing is true and correct.

/s/ Robyn Friedman
Robyn Friedman
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Electronically Filed
1/8/2022 8:59 PM
Steven D. Grierson
CLERK OF THE COU

SUPP W

John P. Michaelson, Esq.

Nevada Bar No. 7822

Email: john@michaelsonlaw.com
Ammon E. Francom, Esq.

Nevada Bar No. 14196

Email: ammon@michaelsonlaw.com
MICHAELSON LAW

1746 West Horizon Ridge Parkway
Henderson, Nevada 89012

(702) 731-2333

Counsel for Robyn Friedman, Guardian,
and Donna Simmons, Interested Party

DISTRICT COURT
CLARK COUNTY, NEVADA
IN THE MATTER OF THE GUARDIANSHIP )
OF THE PERSON AND ESTATE OF: )
) Case Number: G-19-052263-A
Kathleen June Jones, ) Department: B
)
)
)

An Adult Protected Person.

SUPPLEMENT TO PETITION TO RELOCATE
THE PROTECTED PERSON TO NEVADA

Robyn Friedman (“Guardian”), and Donna Simmons, Interested Party, by and through
their counsel at Michaelson Law, submit this Supplement to Petition to Relocate the Protected
Person to Nevada regarding the Protected Person, Kathleen June Jones (“June”).

1. In addition to the information and reasoning provided in the Petition to Relocate
the Protected Person to Nevada filed December 15, 2021, to request that Guardian be authorized
to relocate June to reside with her in Henderson Nevada, the Court should grant said request also
based upon the following:

2. Guardian can more easily plan for June’s social schedule and family visits if June
resides with Guardian in Nevada. Guardian believes keeping June physically connected to all

family/friends that are willing, and/or being connected over phone/video is very important for

_l_

Case Number: G-19-052263-A
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June’s quality of life and Guardian will personally assist with this if June resides with Guardian.
Guardian will assist with travel costs to Nevada, and Guardian will cover the travel costs for
June to travel to other states to stay with other family members for extended visits in their home.
Additionally, Guardian will make sure, at a minimum, a weekly call/video to willing family
members with June will be provided, although more freely open communication is encouraged
and desired.

3. Guardian cannot reside with June in the Anaheim House.

4, Guardian cannot provide June with low-cost caretakers if June continues to reside
in the Anaheim House.

5. The Proposed California Monthly Budget if Protected Person Lives in California
in the Anaheim House filed herein (“Proposed California Monthly Budget”) shows that June will
experience a financial monthly shortfall between -$27,010.17 and -$27,610.17 if she resides in
the Anaheim House with 24-hour caretakers. This is largely a result of the fact that the cost of
caretakers will be approximately $25,200.00 per month if June continues to reside in the
Anaheim House. It is also the result of the additional monthly expenses June will have if she
continues to reside in the Anaheim House, as documented in the Proposed California Monthly
Budget.

6. In stark contrast, the Proposed Nevada Monthly Budget if the Protected Person
Lives in Nevada and the Anaheim Property is Rented (“Proposed Monthly Budget and Rental of
Anaheim Property”) shows that June will have very low monthly expenses if she resides with
Guardian in Guardian’s residence in Nevada.

7. The Proposed Monthly Budget and Rental of Anaheim Property also shows that

renting the Anaheim House for the rate of $3,115.00 would provide June with excess funds of
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approximately $2,195.40 each month. This will preserve the guardianship estate for June’s future
needs.

8. Also in stark contrast, the Proposed Nevada Monthly Budget if the Protected
Person Lives in Nevada and the Anaheim Property is Sold filed herein (“Proposed Monthly
Budget and Sale of Anaheim Property”’) shows, again, that June will have very low monthly
expenses if she resides with Guardian in Guardian’s residence in Nevada.

9. The Proposed Monthly Budget and Sale of Anaheim Property also shows that
even foregoing monthly rental income from the Anaheim House, and instead selling the
property, would provide June with excess funds of approximately $743.55 per month. This also
would preserve the guardianship estate for June’s future needs given that the sale of the Anaheim
House at the current time, even after payment of needed repairs that will cost approximately
$60,000, should net more than $600,000 for the guardianship estate, as shown by the Inventory,
Appraisal, Oath and Verified Record of Value filed herein. These sale proceeds could then be
invested to produce income for the Protected Person to be saved against a future day when June
may need to utilize her estate for her ongoing care, maintenance, and support. Additionally,
selling the property would protect the estate from potential maintenance costs and/or other
liability that can arise from owning a rental property. Many people in June’s position are
looking to simplify their estates.

10.  The foregoing shows that it is in June’s best interest to relocate to Nevada to
reside with the Guardian for as long as possible, and either rent, or sell the Anaheim House.

11. In contrast, it is not in June’s best interest to reside in the Anaheim House and pay
for 24-hour caretakers.

1/
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JUNE CHOSE TO RESIDE IN NEVADA

12. While she still had capacity, June chose to reside in Nevada, in the Kraft House,
for more than two decades.

13. The statements by attendees at the last hearing regarding June having resided in
California for an extended period, and her choosing to reside in California, were incorrect.

14.  The settlement of the A-Case allegedly caused former Guardian Kimberly Jones
to move June to California, and to do so without the Court’s authority for the relocation. It was
not really a choice June made. Had she so desired, June could have relocated to California
anytime in the past 20 plus years. She did not.

15.  Although the Court sanctioned Kim’s move to California after the fact, it has
never authorized or directed a permanent move. The move was authorized for the time being
pending further review, investigation of Kimberly and further findings of the Court.

16. At the last hearing, June’s friend Marilyn indicated curiously that June wants to
stay in California, even though she has lived in Nevada for over 20 years. Since the last hearing,
on or about December 26, Kimberly asked Guardian to facilitate a call between June and Kim.
When June got on the phone, Kimberly had Marilyn on a three-way call without telling June or
Guardian Marilyn was on the call. In response to Marilyn’s question regarding living in
Nevada, June expressed to Marilyn that June is happy living in Nevada.

KIMBERLY JONES’ BEHAVIORS CREATE AN UNSAFE ENVIRONMENT FOR
JUNE TO CONTINUE TO LIVE AT THE ANAHEIM HOUSE

17.  Kimberly Jones’ ongoing bad behaviors create an unsafe environment for June to
continue to live at the Anaheim House, as explained further in the sections below.
/1l

1/
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KIMBERLY JONES SHOULD NOT ACT AS JUNE’S CARETAKER

18.  Kimberly Jones should not act as June’s caretaker in California or Nevada.

19. Kimberly Jones was removed as Guardian for the reasons established in this
Court’s Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law and Order Regarding Visitation, First Annual
Accounting, Guardian’s Fees, Caretaking Fees, Attorney’s Fees and Costs, and Removal of the
Guardian entered December 6, 2021, and for many of the same reasons Kimberly Jones is still
creating an unsafe environment of June and she should not act as June’s caretaker.

20. Additionally, Kimberly Jones wanted to be paid for her caretaking services for
June even while Kimberly Jones was guardian. Kimberly Jones has advised the Court she cannot
and will not be June’s caregiver if she is not paid. Guardian, in contrast, does not want to be
paid for her caretaking services for June, or for her services as Guardian.

21. Kimberly Jones has not filed anything to show that she can and will now provide
caretaking services for a lower cost than what Guardian can provide in Nevada.

22.  Kimberly Jones is continuing to fail to act in June’s best interest, in part, by
failing to comply with this Court’s Order from December 20, 2021 Hearing.

23.  Said Order states, “Kimberly Jones shall endeavor to provide the information
necessary to ensure a smooth transition between the guardians and make sure that the Protected
Person continues to have access to medical treatment, prescriptions, and other resources.” As
she has done in the past with many other orders and directives from the Court, and contrary to
what is routinely expected of any ethical person, much less someone who professes an advanced
degree in geriatric care and experience in hundreds of similar cases, Kimberly Jones is ignoring

this mandate in the following ways:
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a. Kimberly was admonished to attend the cardiologist appointment with
Robyn and June on January 5, 2021. Kimberly showed up at the facility lobby for the
appointment but did not go into the actual exam when June was being evaluated.
Kimberly was advised by the front desk personnel that because she had established the
entire medical engagement with this provider, and had not advised the provider of the
existence of a guardianship, her permission would be needed to update all emails, access
codes and other permissions to transition access from Kimberly to Guardian. Kimberly
was asked to stay to resolve those matters so that Guardian would have complete access
and permissions on a go forward basis. Rather than remaining to cooperate as she was
asked, and as the Court directed her to do, Kimberly waited until Guardian and June went
in to see the doctor, and then she left. This is one of the literally thousands of ways
Kimberly uses subterfuge to undermine Guardian and the rest of her family on a regular
basis. Kimberly’s leaving delayed the cardiologist’s office allowing access to Guardian
because Kimberly had not previously identified herself as Guardian of June. The
cardiologist’s office was not aware that June was under a guardianship, nor that Kimberly
was previously acting as Guardian when she attended the visits with June. Additionally,
and as discussed further below in sub-section (c), when Guardian and her husband Perry
Friedman attempted to reset online access points, the PIN or other verifications codes
needed for the resets were sent to Kimberly. Instead of providing the codes promptly (the
reset protocols had limited time durations before new codes are sent), Kimberly slowly
but eventually only advised that she had received codes. When asked what those codes

were, she did not respond.
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b. Kimberly is also acting contrary to June’s best interest by not providing a
copy of June’s medical records, in part, by not providing Guardian with June’s original
vaccination cards/records. Exhibit 1 attached hereto and incorporated herein by reference
shows that such records exist. It is a copy of June’s COVID vaccination card. Kimberly
needs to provide June’s original vaccination cards to Guardian.

c. As explained more briefly above, on January 5, 2022, Kimberly refused to
go to the medical records department at UCI to empower Guardian to get medical
records. Then, on January 6, 2022, Kimberly Jones did finally send verification codes for
the medical records to Guardian, but with only one (1) and three (3) minutes remaining to
enter the codes. Exhibit 2 attached hereto and incorporated herein by reference is a copy
of the email Kimberly Jones sent to Guardian with the verification codes. Exhibit 2
shows Kimberly withholding from Guardian the power to access the records transferred
to Guardian, either in person, or even by providing the email associated with the account
to Guardian.

d. On January 5, 2022, Guardian learned at the cardiologist appointment that
June was only supposed to wear her heart monitor for two weeks from when it was
applied. This is totally different from Kimberly’s representation to this Court in the last
hearing that June was supposed to wear the monitor until the next appointment. As a
result, June wore the monitor for weeks, and maybe even a month longer than she was
supposed to wear it. This was contrary to June’s best interest as the monitor caused her
stress, discomfort, she continually tried to remove it, and the tape irritated her skin from

prolonged use. Kimberly knew all this and did not assist June’s situation by providing

2458




10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

1/

simple, accurate information. Once again, Kimberly lied, and June suffered because of
her lie.

e. This is another of the almost limitless ways in which Kimberly’s
negligence and refusal to attend to any detail whatsoever, even as a supposedly seasoned
and educated professional, has hurt June.

f. Also on January 5, 2022, Guardian learned from the cardiologist that
June’s blood pressure was supposed to be monitored twice a day to get an accurate
assessment of her heart. Kimberly provided a blood pressure cuff, but no instruction on
the record that was supposed to be kept for June. Once again, Kimberly acted contrary to
June’s best interest by failing to provide this information to Guardian. This interfered
with June getting an accurate heart assessment back to her cardiologist, again, due to
Kimberly, a supposedly trained professional in geriatric care, failing to provide in good
faith basic information about June’s care.

g. Kimberly’s modus operandi is to provide no information at all. Then, wait|
to be compelled to assist or provide information after costly and exhaustive legal battles,
following which she will provide only partial information or assistance. Whereupon the
cycle begins again with more expensive and exhaustive litigation, and so forth, as she
causes it to continue.

h. Kimberly put all utilities for the Anaheim House in her individual name.
Guardian is now in the process of converting the utilities from Kimberly’s name to June’s
name. This is an extremely frustrating and time-consuming process now forced on the

Guardian because Kimberly did not property set up the utilities in June’s name.
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KIMBERLY JONES AND/OR DEAN LOGGANS ARE IMPROPERLY RECORDING
THE PROTECTED PERSON AND THE GUARDIAN, DEAN LOGGANS IS
CONTINUALLY AROUND THE ANAHEIM HOUSE, AND KIMBERLY HAS
FURTHER ISOLATED JUNE BY PLACING ALL OR SUBSTANTIALLY ALL JUNE’S
UTITLITIES IN KIM’S NAME

24, As set forth in additional detail in the Petition to Relocate the Protected Person to
Nevada, paragraph 35, on December 14, 2021, Dean Loggans or Kimberly placed a cell phone
recording in the garage of the Anaheim House when Guardian and a locksmith opened the
building and found him inside. This was after Kimberly told Guardian the garage was her office
but that no one had a key so no one could access the garage. Guardian was suspicious so first
thing in the morning Guardian had a locksmith meet them at the Anaheim House. Donna
Simmons’ daughter Samantha who is afraid of Dean Loggans had stayed the night at the house tof
help care for June, her grandmother. After a few minutes, the locksmith opened the garage door,
and Dean Loggans was found inside with his Corvette, several statues of naked women and
boxes of property that do not belong to June, and upon information and belief, do not belong to
Kimberly. To date, the boxes that do not belong to June are still in the garage and should be
removed immediately. Obviously, Dean Loggans could have simply opened the door at any time
rather than let the locksmith struggle to get the door open. All, including Donna’s daughter, who
had spent the night just a few feet away, were astonished to find a man inside. Furthermore,
there were absolutely none of the usual trappings of an office, such as a desk, a phone, a chair,
any loose papers, etc. Kimberly has always maintained that Dean does not live at either June’s
Anaheim House or previously June’s Kraft House in Las Vegas. However, other parties in these
proceedings and statements from neighbors have frequently indicated Kimberly has not been

truthful. It is odd that a man who does not live at a property would store his vehicle there, or at

least frequently drive in and park his vehicle and store his property in the garage of a protected
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person to whom he is not related. This is especially odd while Kimberly simultaneously claims
no one can get into the garage because all keys to the garage are lost, or alternatively that even if
a key were to be found, no one can go into June’s garage because it is Kimberly’s office.
Nothing in the lease on the property authorizes Kimberly to sublease or takeover additional parts
of June’s home for her business.

25.  All of this is troubling because a central feature of the pleadings and testimony in
this case is that many in June’s family, if not most, are afraid of Dean and do not want him
around their mother and will not visit if he is constantly there or frequently and randomly
dropping by. Dean Loggans’ continued unwillingness, especially after the recent evidentiary and|
other hearings, to leave June alone is shocking and hurts June.

26.  When Dean left the day he was found in the garage, he calmly walked out of the
garage, while leaving his phone, which was recording, in a cabinet in the garage. He also locked
the garage door leading to the house, and shut and locked the large door leading to the street,
thus making the garage completely inaccessible again. The locksmith had to be retained a second
time to reopen the door. The locksmith rekeyed the Anaheim House because Kimberly refused
to provide keys to any of the rooms including the garage, except for the very front door. The
cost of the locksmith in total was $2,280.00. Kimberly should be made to pay for these
expenses. Receipts of the payment Guardian paid out of her funds and is requesting the Court
have Kimberly reimburse Guardian is attached hereto as Exhibit 3.

217. Oddly, all of this happened after Guardian gave Kimberly many days notice of the
exact date and time she would show up at the Anaheim House to takeover care of June.

28. On or about Christmas Eve, December 24, 2021, after Guardian dropped June off

to visit Kimberly at the Anaheim House, Kimberly texted Guardian, stating she has Guardian’s

_10_
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statements “on audio.” Exhibit 4 attached hereto and incorporated herein by reference is a copy
of the text from Kimberly admitting to recording Guardian.

29. In that same section of text thread, it is documented that as Guardian drove away
she observed Dean Loggans parked in his Corvette on the street behind June’s home. This was
the second time in the few days since arriving that Guardian observed Dean Loggans parked in
his Corvette on streets near June’s home. Guardian and other witnesses, including Donna
Simmons’ daughter Tiffany, observed Dean drive by in his white Corvette several times.
Guardian texted Kimberly about these incidents, noting it is “super creepy,” as Dean Loggans
was parked where he could watch June’s house. Exhibit 4. Guardian also objected to Kimberly
recording her without her knowledge. Exhibit 4.

30.  Guardian reports that it is eerie that each time she shows up at the Anaheim
House, almost without fail, Kimberly and/or Dean will miraculously show up within minutes,
seeming to indicate the house is being watched or monitored in some way that Guardian is not

aware of.

31. On January 5, 2022, while June, Guardian and Kimberly were at Bank of America

discussing June’s bank accounts, Guardian observed Kimberly take her cell phone out of her
purse, press record on the video function, and slide the phone back into her purse. Guardian
stated she was not comfortable with Kimberly recording the conversation. The bank employee
they were meeting with, Marisol, stated recording was not okay. Kimberly ignored her.
Eventually, however, she removed the phone from her purse and stopped recording. Guardian
stated she believed Kimberly was probably still recording, possibly with another device, that

Guardian was not comfortable with that, and asked if the bank could ask Kimberly to leave her

_ll_
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bag somewhere else. Kimberly held up her phone, stated she was not recording, and then walked
away.

32. Although neither Guardian, nor her counsel is admitted to practice law in
California, upon information and belief, the California Penal Code, Part 1, Title 15, Chapter 1.5
governing Invasion of Privacy makes it a crime to audio or video record unless it is “for the
purpose of obtaining evidence reasonably believed to relate to the commission by another party
to the communication of the crime of extortion, kidnapping, bribery, any felony involving
violence against the person, including, but not limited to, human trafficking...". Cal. Penal Code
§ 630-638.55 . Guardian has steadfastly objected and continues to object to Kimberly
and/or Dean constantly recording June and those near her. Kimberly has not claimed, nor
could she reasonably claim, she is recording June or those near June to obtain evidence of one of
the crimes listed in the statute. Guardian suspects June may be the subject of video and audio
recording frequently at the hands of Kimberly and/or Dean or others they allow to record June.
Kimberly has expressed to Guardian in years past on more than one occasion her desire and
consideration of secretly recording people such as at places she has worked for the purpose of
writing a book or making a tell-all type documentary. This is NOT in June’s best interest as
she has always remained an exceptionally private person and would only result in personal
gain for Kimberly and others at June’s expense.

33.  Guardian asks the Court to admonish the parties and interested persons and direct
that whereas June lacks the capacity to judge for herself when, where and how she may be
recorded, that all parties are to cease and desist from making any such recordings, and if any
have been made, except any such that have already been filed in this proceeding, to delete them

immediately.

_12_
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34, Ultimately, because the bank realized the accounts were set up while June was
under a guardianship but that the guardianship was not disclosed by Kimberly, the bank is
refusing access to the accounts now, even to Guardian, without a further specific order, despite
Guardian showing her Letters of Guardianship to the bank. Furthermore, the bank cannot speak
to June as she is under guardianship. This leaves Kimberly as the only person to have access to
June’s accounts.

35.  To date, though it has been 30 days since the Court’s order, Guardian still does
not have emails or PIN numbers associated with the bank accounts.

36. Kimberly claims to be a seasoned professional, took an oath to properly represent
the protected person and signed an acknowledgement of her duties. Her failure to disclose the
guardianship and properly set up guardianship accounts and relationships with medical providers
has caused, as is her modus operandi, a lot of extra effort, emotional, financial and medical
turmoil, and Kimberly should have to pay legal and other expenses her misconduct has caused
and continues to cause.

37. Moreover, upon information and belief, most or all of June’s utilities, including
her phone and internet service, were set up under Kimberly and not June, making transition to
anyone else, not to mention transparency to the Court, much more difficult. As soon as Kimberly
was removed as guardian, she shut off internet access at June’s Anaheim House, claiming it is
her own business. No internet makes it impossible to run June’s “Ring” doorbell or access any
history that might show who has been visiting. Likewise, external security cameras are now non-
operational, and no video or audio history can be obtained. Kimberly often escapes personal
responsibility for her conduct. However, at this time, she should be held personally liable for the

expense her conduct is causing, including for Guardian being forced to file this lengthy
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supplement and other filings to get Kimberly to help June by cooperating in the transition of
information. Guardian will provide an affidavit of fees with a Brunzell analysis when appropriate
and/or directed to do so.

38. Kimberly also created problems by placing June’s mobile phone records under
Kimberly. Guardian has answered at least one phone call for June where the person calling,
curiously, asked for Dean. Guardian explained who she was and the caller, who sounded like an
adult male, seemed confused. The caller said repeatedly he has this down as Dean’s number. The
caller asked if Guardian was Kimberly. Guardian said she was not. The caller said “tell Dean,

299

‘you’re running out of time’”. Guardian has since called the number back and learned it belongs
to Dean’s brother, Rex Loggans. Guardian is concerned about how anyone would have June’s
number listed as Dean’s contact. Guardian is very interested in reviewing call logs from June’s
phone to learn who istrying to reach June, both to help June stay in touch with friends, and also
to protect June from people who may think her phone belongs to Dean. Guardian has asked
Kimberly for phone records. Kimberly has refused. Unfortunately, without Kim’s cooperation,
these records are extremely difficult if not impossible to obtain at this time. It would hurt June
and would be a shame to have to obtain a new phone number for June for her safety, since
presumably, many friends and family who know June use her existing number. Kimberly should
be held personally responsible for any legal fees spent trying to access these records as she added
June’s line to her personal line and used June’s number as Dean’s personal cell phone. Again,
Guardian will provide an aftidavit of fees with a Brunzell analysis when appropriate and/or
directed to do so.

39. On the subject of isolation, neither Guardian, nor anyone else in June’s family has

found any evidence of a landline being installed or existing at the Anaheim House. Neither of
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Donna Simmons’ daughters, Tiffany or Samantha, has seen a landline, much less one near June
that she could access. Kimberly testified repeatedly that such a line existed and that she
provided the number to all the family. However, when the number provided was called, a
recorded message stated that the number was not in service. Kimberly has not provided any
records of the landline or how it was being paid for.

40.  Also, Guardian observed that Kimberly activated location tracking on June’s
Apple Watch. Exhibit 5 attached hereto and incorporated herein by reference is a photo of
June’s Apple Watch showing Kimberly Jones set up location tracking.

41. On January 6, 2022, Kimberly again texted to Guardian that she recorded
Guardian. Exhibit 6 attached hereto and incorporated by reference is a copy of the text message
Kimberly and Guardian exchanged. On that occasion, Guardian who has been staying some
nights at a hotel for her safety, brought June to the Anaheim House. Kimberly was not there.
When Guardian and June were leaving the neighborhood, they saw Kimberly arriving. Guardian
returned to the home so June could visit Kimberly. Guardian went back inside to see if
Kimberly wanted to visit with June, but Kimberly had gone to her room and locked the door
without speaking to anyone. Then, when June called Kimberly, Kimberly did not answer.
Kimberly responded later that Guardian was silly, and Kimberly had it all on audio tape.

42. The foregoing shows Kimberly is improperly recording June and Guardian,
attempting to track June’s location, and Dean Loggans is continually parking in his Corvette near
the Anaheim House in such a way that he can watch the house. None of this is appropriate and
all of it is creating an unsafe, creepy, stressful environment for June. It is contrary to June’s best

interest to remain in California. It is also having an extremely chilling effect on other family

_15_

2466



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

members’ desire to visit June under the current circumstances. Past altercations and issues
between Dean and the family are well-documented in this case.

KIMBERLY JONES ACTED CONTRARY TO JUNE’S BEST INTERESTS WHILE
GUARDIAN, AND IS CONTINUING TO DO SO WHILE RESIDING IN JUNE’S HOME

43. While she was guardian, Kimberly Jones established joint accounts with June at
Bank of America, rather than guardianship accounts, in violation of her duties as guardian. It is
good the Court has already appointed an investigator to investigate and report on June’s and
Kimberly’s finances.

44, While she was guardian, Kimberly failed to notify financial institutions that June
was a protected person and in fact Kimberly herself was the guardian.

45.  While she was guardian, Kimberly placed all the utilities at the Anaheim house in
her own name, with no indication June was under guardianship, thereby making it extremely
difficult, especially without Kim’s cooperation, to transition the accounts to anyone else, or for
the Court to obtain full transparency about expenditures.

46.  While she was guardian, Kimberly failed to notify UCI and other medical
professionals that June was a protected person and Kimberly was her guardian.

47.  Now, as June’s former guardian, and despite court orders to the contrary, as
explained above, Kimberly is failing to provide needed information to Guardian, is recording
Guardian and June without their knowledge or permission, is attempting to track June, and Dean
Loggans is continually parking in his Corvette in locations where he can watch the Anaheim
House.

48. Under these circumstances, the Anaheim House is no place for June, or Guardian,

or any other person that would like to visit June.
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KIMBERLY JONES IS EXHIBITING ONGOING CONTEMPT FOR JUNE IN NOT
COMPLYING WITH THE ORDERS OF THIS COURT

49.  Inthe Order from December 20, 2021 Hearing, Kimberly Jones (“Kimberly”)
was ordered to provide all ordered information to Robyn via email on or before Monday,
December 27, 2021 at 5:00 pm. Kimberly did not follow the order of this Court. Instead, after
the Court-imposed deadline, Kimberly sent partial answers and incorrect information via email
to James Beckstrom, Esq., her attorney, and Maria Parra-Sandoval, Esq. from the Legal Aid
Center of Southern Nevada, only.

50. Information was not provided to Robyn, or Robyn’s Counsel until Wednesday,
December 29, 2021, contrary to the Court’s simple direction.

51.  Inthe month that Robyn has been Guardian, she has made many phone calls to
doctor’s offices, utility companies, financial institutions, government agencies and other
institutions and/or individuals that are associated with June to obtain information regarding to
medical, financial and physical aspects of June’s care and well-being.

52. Guardian continues to receive misinformation, or complete refusal and silence
from Kimberly, the former guardian, as she works to make the transition.

53. Attached hereto as Exhibit 7 is a breakdown of the items Kimberly was ordered
to provide by December 27, 2021 but has failed to do so.

54. Furthermore, Kimberly has failed to provide Robyn with critical information
regarding the remodel of the Anaheim House. This Court ordered that Kimberly could use
individuals qualified to make repairs on the home. Some of the repairs to the home have been in
place less than a year, but already need to be replaced. For example, the floor that was replaced a
little over seven months ago is already coming up in places and will need to be either corrected

or redone. Given the relatively short time from the installation of the flooring until now,
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Guardian hopes there may be a warranty on the installation of the flooring that may fix the issues
without using any more of June’s funds. Guardian has asked Kimberly for the information on
who installed the flooring many times, but has not received any information. If June continues to
live in the home, the flooring creates a potential tripping hazard and will need to be corrected or
replaced. If the home is to be rented or sold, the floor would need to be corrected or replaced.
Kimberly failing to give the Guardian needed information on the flooring may cost June’s estate
thousands of dollars to pay to replace, rather than invoke a warranty to get the repairs done under
the original contract.

55. Guardian asks the Court to order Kimberly, again, to comply with the Order from
December 20, 2021 Hearing and to order Kimberly to pay attorney’s fees and costs personally
for Guardian having to ask this Court to compel information that should have been turned over
already under the Order from December 20, 2021 Hearing. Providing the information and
documentation explicitly referenced in the Order as well as logically related or additional
information that becomes pertinent is both the ethical thing to do and the least that should be
expected of Kimberly who took an oath to serve as guardian, boasts an advanced degree in
geriatric care and who claims to have been involved in hundreds of similar cases in California
courts.

ATTORNEY’S FEES AND COSTS

56. Guardian requests that fees for being forced to bring the Petition to Relocate
Protected Person to Nevada and this Supplement be assessed to Kimberly to the extent the Court
finds her responsible for delays and misconduct.

57. Kimberly Jones believed and still believes she can engage in misconduct and be

passive aggressive with no cost to her, despite orders of this Court. This Court should order
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A. Law — Attorney’s Fees and Costs
58.  NRS 18.010 establishes as follows:

NRS 18.010 Award of attorney’s fees.

1. The compensation of an attorney and counselor for his or her services is
governed by agreement, express or implied, which is not restrained by law.

2. In addition to the cases where an allowance is authorized by specific
statute, the court may make an allowance of attorney’s fees to a prevailing party:

(a) When the prevailing party has not recovered more than $20,000; or

(b) Without regard to the recovery sought, when the court finds that the
claim, counterclaim, cross-claim or third-party complaint or defense of the
opposing party was brought or maintained without reasonable ground or to harass
the prevailing party. The court shall liberally construe the provisions of this
paragraph in favor of awarding attorney’s fees in all appropriate situations. It is
the intent of the Legislature that the court award attorney’s fees pursuant to this
paragraph and impose sanctions pursuant to Rule 11 of the Nevada Rules of Civil
Procedure in all appropriate situations to punish for and deter frivolous or
vexatious claims and defenses because such claims and defenses overburden
limited judicial resources, hinder the timely resolution of meritorious claims and
increase the costs of engaging in business and providing professional services to
the public.

3. In awarding attorney’s fees, the court may pronounce its decision on the
fees at the conclusion of the trial or special proceeding without written motion
and with or without presentation of additional evidence.

4. Subsections 2 and 3 do not apply to any action arising out of a written
instrument or agreement which entitles the prevailing party to an award of
reasonable attorney’s fees.

[1911 CPA § 434; A 1951, 59] — (NRS A 1957, 129; 1967, 1254; 1969,
435, 667; 1971, 165, 802; 1975, 309; 1977, 774; 1985, 327; 1999, 903; 2003,
3478)

59. NRS 18.020 establishes as follows:

NRS 18.020 Cases in which costs allowed prevailing party. Costs must
be allowed of course to the prevailing party against any adverse party against
whom judgment is rendered, in the following cases:

1. In an action for the recovery of real property or a possessory right thereto.

2. In an action to recover the possession of personal property, where the
value of the property amounts to more than $2,500. The value must be determined
by the jury, court or master by whom the action is tried.
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3. In an action for the recovery of money or damages, where the plaintiff
seeks to recover more than $2,500.
4. In a special proceeding, except a special proceeding conducted pursuant

to NRS 306.040.

B. Analysis and Conclusion — Attorney’s Fees and Costs

60. Under NRS 18.010(2)(a), Guardian’s payment of attorney’s fees as the prevailing
party is available, and should be ordered, if Guardian recovers less than $20,000.00 for the
guardianship estate.

61. Under NRS 18.010(2)(b), the Court should order Kimberly Jones to pay
Guardian’s attorney’s fees without regard to the recovery sought, given that this Court is able to
find that Kimberly or any other party who opposes the relocation has brought and maintained
opposition to the relocation of June and ignored the requirements of this Court’s order without
reasonable grounds, or to harass Guardian. This Court can find that Kimberly Jones has no good
reason for failing to provide required information. This is especially true given that NRS 18.010
is written such that the Court is required to liberally construe it in favor of awarding attorney’s
fees in this, an appropriate situation for same. NRS 18.010 explains further that the Legislature
intends the Court to award attorney’s fees pursuant to NRS 18.010(2)(b) in this appropriate
situation to punish for and deter frivolous or vexatious claims and defenses because such claims
and defenses overburden limited judicial resources, hinder the timely resolution and meritorious
claims and increase the costs of engaging in business and providing professional services to the
public.

62.  Under NRS 18.020, upon becoming the prevailing party, Guardian’s costs should
also be allowed in this action.

63. Guardian will provide an affidavit of fees with a Brunzell analysis when

appropriate and/or directed to do so.
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RELIEF REQUESTED

WHEREFORE, based upon the foregoing, Successor Guardian Robyn Friedman, and
Interested Party, Donna Simmons, request:

1. That this Court grant the relief requested in Petition to Relocate the Protected
Person to Nevada and authorize Robyn to relocate Ms. Jones from her residence located at
1054 S. Verde Street, Anaheim, California to Robyn’s home located at 1315 Enchanted River
Drive, Henderson, Nevada 89012.

2. That to protect Ms. Jones, this Court enter an Order in this case that no person is
to record the Protected Person without this Court’s permission.

3. That this Court admonish Kimberly Jones to provide the information required of
her in the Order from December 10, 2021 Hearing and as outlined in the updated information
in this Supplement.

4. That inasmuch as the Petition to Relocate the Protected Person to Nevada and
this Supplement are opposed with arguments brought or maintained without reasonable ground
or to harass, that the party bringing such arguments be ordered to pay Guardian’s attorney’s
fees and costs.

5. That this Court order Kimberly Jones to pay Guardian’s attorney’s fees and costs
for having to request in this Supplement that Kimberly Jones provide information this Court
already required of her in the Order from December 10, 2021 hearing.

6. That this Court order Kimberly Jones to pay $2,280 to Guardian as repayment of
the out-of-pocket expense Guardian incurred to hire the locksmith to access the garage and rekey
the locked doors that Kimberly claimed she did not have the keys to unlock.

1/
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proper.

7. That this Court grant such other and further relief as it deems necessary and

DATED this 8" day of January 2022.
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MICHAELSON LAW

/s/ John P. Michaelson

John P. Michaelson, Esq.
Nevada Bar No. 7822
Ammon E. Francom, Esq.
Nevada Bar No. 14196

Counsel for Robyn Friedman, Guardian,

and Donna Simmons, Interested Party
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VERIFICATION

Robyn Friedman, being first duly sworn, under penalty of perjury, hereby deposes and|
says: that she is Guardian in the Supplement above; that she has read the foregoing Supplement
to Petition to Relocate the Protected Person to Nevada and knows the contents thereof; that the

same are true of her own knowledge except as to those matters therein stated upon information

and belief, and as to those matters, she believes them to be true.

/s/ Robyn Friedman

ROBYN FRIEDMAN
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

Pursuant to NRCP 5(b) and NEFCR 9 the undersigned hereby certifies that on January

8, 2022, a copy of the Supplement to Petition to Relocate the Protected Person to Nevada was e-

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

Scott Simmons
scott@technocoatings.com

Robyn Friedman
vgsfun@hotmail.com
Guardian

Perry Friedman
friedman(@cs.stanford.edu

Donna Simmons
donnamsimmons(@hotmail.com

Jeffrey R. Sylvester, Esq.
jeff@sylvesterpolednak.com

Kelly L. Easton
kellye@sylvesterpolednak.com

Co-Counsel for Guardian, Robyn
Friedman, and Interested Party, Donna
Simmons

Maria L. Parra-Sandoval, Esq.

Legal Aid Center of Southern Nevada
mparra@lacsn.org

Attorney for Kathleen June Jones

Rosie Najera
rnajera@lacsn.org
Assistant to Attorney for Kathleen June Jones

Elizabeth Brickfield
DAWSON & LORDAHL PLLC
ebrickfield@dlnevadalaw.com

Melissa R. Douglas
mdouglas@dlnevadalaw.com

Guardian Ad Litem for Kathleen June
Jones

Geraldine Tomich, Esq.
gtomich@maclaw.com

Kimberly Jones
c/o James Beckstrom. Esq.
jbeckstrom@maclaw.com

Deana DePry
ddepry@maclaw.com

Kellie Piet
kpiet@maclaw.com

Attorneys for Kimberly Jones

Monica L. Gillins Kate McCloskey
mlg@johnsonlegal.com NVGCO@nvcourts.nv.gov
David C. Johnson LaChasity Carroll
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dcj@johnsonlegal.com

lcarrol@nvcourts.nv.gov

Sonja Jones
sjones(@nvcourts.nv.gov

Cameron Simmons

Cameronnnscottt@yahoo.com

Pursuant to NRCP 5(b) and NEFCR 9 the undersigned hereby certifies that on January
10, 2022, a copy of the Supplement to Petition to Relocate the Protected Person to Nevada will

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

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

Kathleen June Jones
1054 S. Verde Street
Anaheim, CA 92805

Protected Person

Courtney Simmons
765 Kimbark Avenue
San Bernardino, CA 92407

Teri Butler
586 N. Magdelena Street
Dewey, AZ 86327

Ampersand Man
1315 Enchanted River Drive
Henderson, Nevada 89012

Jen Adamo
14 Edgewater Drive
Magnolia, DE 19962

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

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

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

MICHAELSON LAW

/s/ Heather Ranck

Employee of Michaelson Law
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ITEMS KIMBERLY WAS TO PROVIDE PURSUANT TO COURT ORDER
AND DID NOT

2. Did Not Complete - doctors missing: gastroenterologist, ENT, gynecologist, dentist

4. Lied - Did not list what the medications were given for causing great stress, time and some
money to refill prescriptions

6./7. Lied - said there were no caregivers for my mom. We didn't just ask for them at the present.
We know they exist per court documents KIM filed. Who are they, what company, what rate of
pay, when did they work, phone numbers and emails, contracts for tax filing? Kim also said in
court documents she had set up services with another company for my mom. Who are they,
phone address, account number, service rep. and all other information. She provided vague
information about this in court record so she can't say there aren't/weren't any.

9. Did Not Complete = No passwords, associated emails or other required information given.

10. Lied - Only provided one single key that ONY worked for the front door. All other keys
(upwards of 5) were not given even though they were newly installed after Scott moved out. We
were told there were ZERO keys for the garage door, yet somehow, they very next morning,
Dean was found in the very same garage that had no key and was currently locked by a
locksmith after they were called to the home. This was an approximate $2000 expense.

11. Did Not Complete - Utilities were in Kim's name instead of June’s name. Even though, Kim
provided no account information and did not provide the landscapers phone number and he is not
listed as business on the internet and also no rate of pay or services he provides.

12. Did Not Complete - didn't provide password or any other identifying information for this
account and did not provide the most recent statement which we have since come to find out, the
insurance is being cancelled later this month because the roof of the home is being visibly
neglected.

13. Did Not Complete - Kim's actions have resulted in June and Robyn being effectively locked
out of some the accounts with Kim remaining as the only one with access to Junes funds (Bank
of America) because it wasn't informed properly, per their rules, that this had become a
guardianship with a protected person with a capacity change. One account was set up recently
and was not a guardianship account. The bank PINS still have not been provided and neither
have the credit card pins. None were informed there was a change in capacity or guardianship

properly.

14. Lied - My mom has more than 14 people that she stays in contact with. Some of them send
Christmas cards each year and their addresses and names and who they are would be nice for my
mom. While her circle is small it is NOT 3 people. To assist with this, if Kim insists that there
are only 3 people, we would like access to my mom's phone records, that Kim had on her
personal account, instead of my mom's own account.

2497




10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

15. Did Not Complete - Or even try to provide a list of foods beyond that she doesn't like
vegetables. Yet she has commented since then that Weinerschnitzel is her favorite, and that she
loves Costco chicken directly to my mom. Kim has a recording of one of these taken of the
Costco chicken conversation in the UCI cardio waiting room. It's abhorrent that Kim wouldn't
even try to do this to make life better for my mom as my mom does not generally have the
capacity or recall to tell you what she wants to eat or likes regularly and then relies solely on
suggestions to be made. My mom didn't need to suffer this disruption to her nutrition when it
could have taken 20 seconds for Kim to make a list. She has been the person exclusively feeding
her for years. This, singularly, in my opinion, shows why Kim is a danger to my mom. She
would rather my mom suffer than give simple information that doesn't cost Kim a penny.

16. Did Not Complete - Did not provide the general size even of the disposable underwear
resulting in multiple packs of $30 plus underwear needing to be purchased and tried out. Did not
provide toothpaste she uses or deodorant or shampoo or soap, all causing a change for my mom
as she can't tell you what products she has used and liked.

17. Did Not Complete and Lied: Did not provide my mom's bra size or shoe size, resulting in
shoes and bras being purchased at additional expense until the proper size was found. Provided
inaccurate sizing for my mom’s shirt (she's a large, never an XL, she has a petite frame and the
sleeves would cover her entire hand in an XL), and there weren't a single pair of pants in an 18-
20 (standard xx1) nor were ANY pants beyond one pair of XL produced upon request, zero pants
in her closet in December, just shorts. This disappearing wardrobe phenomenon occurred prior
when Kim was the guardian and we were made temporary guardians. My mom had more than
one pair of pants and two pair of pajamas. Period. Again, this is just cruelty to my mom and lack
of effort along with taking or disposing of my mom's property.

19. Did Not Complete - mentions bingo that's a senior center but refuses to say or list which one
when directly asked in order to continue something June enjoys. Again, this information would
cost Kim NOTHING, she has just refused to give the information to play games and satisfy her
own needs.

21. Did Not Complete - Multiple doctors and dentist missing

25. Lied - There were past safety deposit boxes mentioned in court records. Donna and was
involved and spoke with Kim as Kim attempted to access safety deposit boxes in CA and was
denied. What banks were these at and ALL records to verify should be provided.

26. CONCERCNING - The mortgage was not informed that there was a lack of capacity OR a
guardianship and we believe the refinance was signed ONLY by the protected person without the
guardian's signature which quite possibly is about to result in the mortgage being called due
under false pretense of the loan being made. Kim was well aware that she, alone, should be
signing and that the bank should be made aware of the guardianship and incapacity of the client.
This may result in an immediate $157,000 plus demand from June that she can't pay without
selling the home. It's absurd and possibly illegal to have done what Kim allowed while she was
the guardian. The current guardian will not be involved with this deception upon a financial
institution.
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26. B - CONCERNING - Incomplete or Innacurrate Information - we have reason to believe
after seeing the phone and the case that the phone that Dean represented to the police as his that
was found recording and that Kim then represented as one she had and left in the cabinet to be
June's old phone. That it was not "exchanged" for the Apple watch, but rather was taken and if
any phone was exchanged it was not June's. Furthermore - the phone number was added to Kim
(or Dean's) personal cell phone account versus being handled properly and retained as June’s
sole account. This has caused a complete lack of access needed for June's phone records, which
are needed to determine if June's phone number has been recently used in activity for Dean.
People have called June's phone asking for Dean or expecting him to answer when called from
June's number - including his brother, Rex Loggans. WHY? is Dean in any way connected to
June's cell phone number or Apple Watch. Exceptionally concerning given the suspicion of
illegal theft activities occurring previously at the Anaheim house on behalf of neighbors and
family due to suspicious activity while there was a renter there and with Dean there. Kim will not
answer these questions when asked and will not provide access to the phone records. If this has
to be done through a court order, Kim, personally, should have to pay the legal costs associated
as she could easily provide access and NEVER should of added June to someone else's account
when June is completely capable financially and otherwise of retaining her own account. Finally
- the pin and information given for the number to be transferred did not work and the store
employee had to call Kim directly to get the release. IF the phone number needs to be changed
because of other people using her number for who knows what communication, this will cause a
complete loss of contact with people that have had my mom's number for many many years.
Especially considering Kim will only provide information for 3 people my mom has known.

26. C. CONCERNING - Did Not Complete - PIN numbers to access the accounts NEVER
given. Accounts not operating as guardianship accounts as properly required, including for
transfers of tens of thousands of dollars. June currently locked out completely of these funds.
The financial cost of this knowing neglect to act properly as the guardian in regards to June's
finances has yet to be determined but has already been costly legally. This burden should be
borne solely by the person causing it, Kim. Legal Aid should also have great concern over these
financial issues and inappropriateness and act on June’s behalf to rectify and recoup any losses to
June through legal costs and not having access to her own assets. Every last penny of her liquid
assets. Effectively leaving June penniless in liquidity.

List of times Kimberly should have but states she does not:

1. Social security card
2. Insurance cards

3. Birth certificate

4. Passport

5. Medicaid card

6. Handicap Placard

Further items needed:
1. Pins for Citibank and Wells Fargo
2. FULL and continued access to Bank of America accounts
3. Veterinary information, including chips, shots, etc.
4. Pet food brand/type
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15.

16.
17.
18.
19.
20.
21.
22.
23.
24.
25.

26.
27.
28.

29.
30.
. Internet or cable account that currently exists, or was previously used, at the Anaheim

31

June’s original vaccine cards

Ophthalmologists information for Nevada and/or California
Dermatologist information for Nevada and/or California
Hearing doctor information for Nevada and/or California
Hearing aids

. Records, receipts, contracts, warranties, paint colors, contact information for any person

and/or contractor that had anything to do with the remodel of the Anaheim House

. Refinance company and information
12.
13.
14.

Key to the master bedroom

Email account associated with Apple Watch

Care providers contact information, contracts, rate of pay — Kimberly said in court
records there were at least two

Contact and account information she mentioned in court documents about setting up care
or communication for June

UCI portal all information including email and password

$2,500 in emergency funds

All funds transferred, including the extra mortgage payment

Any mail or personal effects like her phone book

Humana password — email

Medicare passwords — email

State Farm passwords — email

OC Register account and passwords

Farmers Ins. (house) password — email

Cards for Bank of America accounts were not given, only given password for one - need
emails and passwords for both online

All June’s clothing

June’s Tax returns during the years Kimberly was Guardian

Any and all mail, including but not limited to financial statements, legal documents and
insurance information mailed to the Anaheim house for the last month.

List of outstanding bills that need to be paid.

Phone records for the time Kimberly was Guardian

House
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