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PET 
John P. Michaelson, Esq. 
Nevada Bar No. 7822 
Email: john@michaelsonlaw.com 
Peter R. Pratt, Esq. 
Nevada Bar No. 6458 
Email: peter@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. )   
__________________________________________)  
 

PETITION TO REMOVE LEGAL AID CENTER OF SOUTHERN NEVADA;  
OR, IN THE ALTERNATIVE, TO LIMIT THE SCOPE OF COURT APPOINTED 

COUNSEL; PETITION TO REAPPOINT THE GUARDIAN AD LITEM; PETITION 
FOR INSTRUCTIONS CONCERNING USING FUNDS TO PAY FOR LEGAL 

SERVICES 
 

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

 
    SPECIAL GUARDIANSHIP     NOTICES / SAFEGUARDS   

 Person          Blocked Account 
 Estate  Summary Admin.          Bond Posted 
 Person and Estate        Public Guardian Bond       

COMES NOW Guardian, Robyn Friedman, by and through the law firm, Michaelson Law, 

and respectfully submits to this Honorable Court this Petition to Remove Legal Aid Center of 

Southern Nevada; Or, in the Alternative, to Limit the Scope of Court-Appointed Counsel; Petition 

Case Number: G-19-052263-A

Electronically Filed
7/28/2022 2:58 PM
Steven D. Grierson
CLERK OF THE COURT
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to Reappoint the Guardian Ad Litem; Petition for Advice and Instructions Concerning Using 

Funds to Pay for Legal Services, as follows: 

BACKGROUND 
 

1. The Protected Person, Kathleen June Jones (hereinafter “Protected Person” or “June”), was 

born on July 20, 1937, and has now returned to Nevada where she has chosen to live for decades.  

June currently resides with her daughter at 1315 Enchanted River Drive, Henderson, Nevada 

89012, because her long-time Las Vegas home was taken from her in a series of events that gave 

rise to this guardianship.  June’s daughter Kimberly Jones (hereinafter “Kimberly” or “Kim”) held 

a power of attorney for June but was unable or unwilling to protect June from repeated and various 

forms of exploitation. 

2. In the fall of 2019, after June lost her home and following June being isolated from her 

family and care providers (including Kimberly) through the actions of several individuals, June’s 

daughters Robyn Friedman (hereinafter “Robyn” or “Successor Guardian”) and Donna Simmons 

(hereinafter “Donna”), petitioned for and were authorized by the Court to act as temporary 

guardians for June to secure June’s health and well-being, ensure she received proper medical 

care, prepare an actual plan of care which Kimberly refused to do, ensure June had access to the 

rest of her family and to secure her finances.   

3. From the very beginning of the case, the Court and all parties had clear indication of June’s 

diminished cognitive capacity.  In Kimberly’s very first pleading in this case, her Opposition To 

Ex Parte Petition for Appointment of Temporary and General Guardian of the Person and Estate; 

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

Guardian of the Person and Estate (“Opposition”), Kimberly argued, “Upon information and 

belief, in or about 2016, June was first noted in her medical records as experiencing lapses of 
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memory.  In 2017, June was diagnosed with a degenerative neurological disorder.”  See Opposition 

filed herein on October 2, 2019, Pg 6, lines 2-5.   

4. Also – again, at the very commencement of this action - Kimberly attached and referenced 

a doctor’s report from the Cleveland Clinic Lou Ruvo Center for Brain Health which stated that 

“Ms. Jones has a degenerative neurological disorder resulting in impairment of memory, 

judgment, and other cognitive functions.  She is not capable of handling her own affairs, 

including medical, financial, and legal decisions, and requires a guardian.”  See Exhibit 1, 

Letter from Dr. Marwan Sabbagh, M.D. (emphasis added).   

5. These medical records and evidence of incapacity were of course also provided at the very 

beginning of this case to June’s Court-appointed attorneys, the law firm of Legal Aid Center of 

Southern Nevada (hereinafter “LACSN” or “the legal aid law firm”). 

6. In the very first hearing on the case, on October 3, 2019, June’s LACSN attorney Ms. Parra-

Sandoval said in reference to June’s long-time Las Vegas home that was taken from her, “[s]he 

has no recollection at all of transferring her home to anyone.  She doesn’t remember signing a 

deed, so I’m very concerned.”  See Transcript re: All Pending Motions for hearing held on 

Thursday, October 3, 2019, filed herein on January 31, 2020, pg 9, lines 13-15.  She also said that 

June told her, regarding the sale of the house, “that was news to her”.  Ibid., lines 18-19. Ms. Parra-

Sandoval later expressed that “…she believes it’s her home.  She doesn’t recall the transaction 

that happened.  She still believes it’s her house.  So she wants to live there and she prefers the 

daughters to take care of her.”  Ibid., pg 11, lines 9-12. 

7. This is one of many examples of what Robyn, Donna, June’s son Scott and virtually all 

family members have tried to tell LACSN – in addition to the medical evidence that LACSN was 

in possession of – that although June can mouth words and speak a few words at a time, her 
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answers almost invariably lack context, memory or understanding of what is actually happening 

or the consequences of various actions, and this is why LACSN does not have a working attorney-

client relationship with June1.  The LACSN law firm fitfully acknowledges how out of touch with 

reality June is but then denies June’s condition without any support and continues to claim June 

is actively directing them in very complex and very costly and unnecessary appeals and other 

filings that are detrimental to June’s estate and her family.  

8. At the very next hearing in this matter, on October 15, 2019, Ms. Maria Parra-Sandoval, 

the court-appointed attorney for June, admitted that June lacked understanding about how she lost 

her home or that it was even sold: 

Ms. Parra-Sandoval: … So, you know, she has no recollection of that transaction happening 
and she still believes the house is completely hers. 
The Court: Did you explain to her that it is no longer hers? 
Ms. Parra-Sandoval: I did. 
The Court: Does it surprise her every time you speak to her about it? 
Ms. Parra-Sandoval: Yes.  
(See Transcript re: Citation to Appear for hearing held on Tuesday, October 15, 2019, filed 
herein on January 31, 2020, pg 11, lines 7-16). 
 

9. Robyn and Donna advocated strenuously for their sister Kimberly Jones to step up and act 

at least as temporary guardian since June had nominated her to serve as her guardian should the 

need arise, and since June’s power of attorney and other estate planning documents were 

completely ineffective to stop the financial exploitation and other abuse of June.   

 
1 As other examples of June’s incapacity, one can ask June what she ate for breakfast, whether she prepared it 
herself, or whether she has seen her son lately.  Successor Guardian reports that she has answered each of these 
questions incorrectly and frequently does so throughout the course of this guardianship.  For example, stating she 
had one thing for breakfast and prepared it herself, when in fact she ate something completely different prepared by 
a caregiver.  As has been frequently made mention in these proceedings she is prone to say she has seen her son 
recently when she may have not actually seen him in over two years.  June’s one or two-word answers that can seem 
like she is conversing often turn out to be untrue perceptions on her part.  This is what Dr. Brown and other medical 
professionals have reported.  But LACSN is often in denial of this reality.  This is why Successor Guardian and her 
sister have repeatedly requested June to be canvassed by the Court on the record, to show her lack of context and 
capacity.  However, LACSN has opposed June speaking for herself. 
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10. Kimberly initially cooperated with her sisters but, in the face of mounting questions about 

her own conduct and handling of June’s finances, instead of cooperating and providing 

transparency, later steadfastly refused to serve as guardian to bring transparency to the situation 

or to protect June or her property.  Thus, Robyn and Donna were forced to petition for relief from 

this Court to protect their mother.  This Court granted their request for a temporary guardianship 

and later extended the temporary guardianship.   

11. Robyn and Donna served as Temporary Guardians of June’s estate and person under 

extremely difficult and urgent circumstances, with issues of elder abuse including exploitation, 

isolation, and “granny snatching” to be resolved.  Robyn and Donna’s efforts to establish the 

temporary guardianship and transform this case into a general guardianship were essential for the 

protection of June and her estate.  When the award of fees for the temporary guardianship was 

appealed by the LACSN law firm, the Court of Appeals upheld the District Court’s findings 

recognizing the need for the expenditures and the significant efforts made by Robyn and Donna 

to protect their mother under the circumstances.  June’s estate will now likely be diminished by 

having to bear at least some of the cost of that needless appeal. 

12. Robyn and Donna continued to urge Kimberly to accept a role as June’s guardian and to 

be transparent with the Court to protect June and because there were so many questions about 

Kimberly’s own conduct.  Although June’s house had been taken, June’s medical appointments 

had been inappropriately cancelled, Kimberly herself had been prevented by other parties many 

times from seeing her own mother – even though all parties acknowledged Kimberly was June’s 

designated agent in a power of attorney document – and while contention and anger and questions 

about June’s finances were reaching a boiling point, Kimberly doggedly refused to seek the 

protection and transparency of the guardianship Court.  Kimberly relented at the last minute in a 
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hearing when upon information and belief Robyn and Donna were about to be appointed by the 

Court as June’s general guardians.   

13. Thereafter, Kimberly filled the role of guardian for about two years but refused to adhere 

to most of the requirements of a guardian under Nevada law. 

14. This matter remained contentious when Kimberly almost immediately began weaponizing 

her position as guardian to punish family members who questioned her by, among other things, 

interfering with communication and visitation with June and isolating June.  June’s Court-

appointed counsel failed to act to protect June from Kimberly’s isolation and exploitation.  June’s 

Court-appointed counsel stated she could do nothing regarding the isolation and requested at a 

hearing and in phone calls in September of 2020 that Donna and Robyn take up their complaints 

with the Court by filing a petition regarding those matters. See video of hearing from September 

17, 2020, at 12:21 pm.  Seeing that Kimberly was refusing to cooperate as guardian, the Court also 

requested that Donna and Robyn file a petition for communication and visitation. See ibid., at 

12:30 pm.  Donna and Robyn filed their petition regarding communication and visitation on 

December 20, 2020, which provided excruciating detail of many instances of Kimberly isolating 

and exploiting June, contrary to her oath as guardian.  The petition and evidence presented 

ultimately culminated in an evidentiary hearing held on June 8, 2021. 

15. The Court also had to apply an inappropriate amount of resources admonishing and/or 

cajoling Kimberly to properly account for her actions and inactions.  Most, or all, of those issues 

remain unsolved, including the need for information pertaining to many accounts that were setup 

by Kimberly in Kimberly’s own name as opposed to being setup as guardianship accounts.  

Kimberly refused to provide information only she can provide since the accounts and other matters 

are in her name.  Further, despite Kimberly boasting a master’s degree in geriatric care, and 
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supposedly years of experience in hundreds of similar court cases as a court-appointed advocate 

in California, her accountings regarding what she has been doing during the pendency of the 

guardianship (not to mention what she did with June’s money and property prior to the 

guardianship) were so half-hearted, passive-aggressive and deficient that Donna and Robyn were 

forced to expend large amounts of time and money to object as interested parties when LACSN 

did nothing to protect June or her estate.  The Court was also so concerned that it has, at multiple 

times during Kim’s tenure as guardian, directed Nevada’s statewide Guardianship Compliance 

Office to review the filings and prepare a report on the deficiencies.   

16. After being admonished and warned almost continually for two years, Kimberly was finally 

removed from her position as guardian on December 6, 2021, after willfully failing to adhere to 

many of the requirements of a guardian under Nevada law, despite being represented the entire 

time by multiple very capable law firms.  

17. Despite the LACSN law firm failing to object to a single aspect of Kimberly’s conduct and 

despite LACSN actually supporting Kimberly throughout these proceedings, the Court removed 

Kimberly as a result of many willful inappropriate actions and inactions detailed in the Court’s 

45-page order entitled 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, that was issued on December 6, 2021.   

18. The Court reinforced this ruling with its June 29, 2022, Findings of Fact, Conclusions of 

Law, and Order Denying 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 (“June 29th Order”), which set forth additional detailed findings of fact and 

conclusions of law regarding Kimberly’s misconduct and June’s diminished cognitive capacity.  
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To be clear, this additional order and the legal fees incurred by various parties was occasioned 

because LACSN filed a motion to stay to reinstate Kimberly despite all the evidence and findings 

about Kimberly’s misconduct, isolation of June and failure to account.  

19. The June 29th Order finds that “this Court fully vetted Robyn as guardian.  Robyn’s petition 

for temporary and general guardianship included all factors required by statue about her 

qualifications to act as guardian and this Court found that she was qualified”.  See Findings of 

Fact, Conclusions of Law, and Order Denying Motion to Stay for Removal of Guardian and Order 

Appointing Successor General Guardian of the Person and Estate and For Issuance of Letters of 

General Guardianship filed herein on June 29, 2022, pg 3, lines 12-15. 

20. The June 29th Order further found that “Kimberly has acknowledged several times, and in 

multiple pleadings, Ms. Jones’ profound lack of capacity and inability to make choices on her 

own.” See ibid., pg 4, lines 12-14 It also highlighted that “Ms. Jones’ court-appointed legal aid 

attorney filed an Opposition to the Visit Petition that did not acknowledge the myriad of 

allegations that Kimberly was restricting visits and communication in violation of Ms. Jones’ 

rights.” See ibid., pg 7, lines 9-11 The June 29th Order further found that “Court-appointed counsel 

did not address the many specific allegations of abuse and isolation by Kimberly.” See ibid., pg 7, 

lines 22-23.   

21. In its Conclusions of Law for the June 29th Order, the Court concluded, “The object of the 

appeal has little to do with the Protected Person and everything to do with a misguided attempt to 

change the guardianship statutes by establishing a pattern or expectation that once a legal aid 

attorney makes a representation of a protected person’s wishes, all further inquiry, even by the 

Court, must cease.” See ibid., pg 18, lines 6-10 The Court also concluded, “All of the medical 

evidence in this case shows that Ms. Jones lacks capacity to care for herself in nearly every facet 
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of life, including directing legal affairs.” See ibid., pg 19, lines 24-25.  Additionally, the Court 

concluded: 

Ms. Jones 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 know what an appeal is generally 
or what appeals are being filed on her behalf specifically.  Ms. Jones’ court-appointed counsel 
has never provided any medical evidence to the contrary.  Court-appointed counsel’s 
contentions that Ms. Jones is directing her legal affairs are unfounded—all the medical 
evidence establishes she cannot handle doing so. See ibid., pg 20, lines 4-10 (emphasis added). 
 

PURPOSES OF THIS PETITION 

22. Successor Guardian is concerned about the ongoing expense of the litigation and the 

anticipated expenses given the behavior of other parties, as well as the expense of responding to 

the appeals filed by the Protected Person’s Court-appointed attorney, the LACSN law firm, 

allegedly at the Protected Person’s direction.  Successor Guardian wants to minimize future 

litigation and disruption to the guardianship. 

23. As the Court is likely aware from representations in various hearings and pleadings, 

Successor Guardian has had to expend large sums seeking to protect her mother.  While every 

effort has been made to reduce or avoid an impact on June’s estate, Kimberly’s refusal to comply 

with guardianship rules and statues, as well as her isolation of June, and LACSN’s overly 

aggressive and imprudent appeals have made this impossible. The Guardian is now forced to seek 

reimbursement from the guardianship estate for these expenditures and will need to seek additional 

reimbursement for planned future expenditures for the protection of June.  Before pursuing 

additional protections for June, however, Successor Guardian seeks changes to June’s 

representation and desires instructions from this Honorable Court as to the Court’s inclinations 
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with respect to these proposed actions and reimbursing/awarding fees to the Successor Guardian 

from the estate and/or other parties for having to make these efforts.    

24. Successor Guardian petitions this court for the following: 

a. to replace LACSN and appoint a private attorney to represent June, to be paid for 

by June’s estate as allowed under NRS 159.0485(2)(b);  

b. or in the alternative, to have this Honorable Court revise its initial order appointing 

the LACSN law firm to limit the scope of LACSN’s representation of June pursuant 

to Nevada’s Statewide Rules of Guardianship 9(I) based upon the evidence and 

findings that June lacks capacity to have “a normal attorney-client relationship”;    

c. to reappoint Elizabeth Brickfield, Esq. as a Guardian ad Litem, to serve indefinitely, 

as allowed under NRS 159.0455 to provide the Court with information and advice 

to protect and advance June’s best interests. Guardian ad Litem is to be paid from 

assets of the estate, subject to Court confirmation. 

25. Successor Guardian also requests instructions and direction concerning various issues 

including: 

a. the evidentiary hearing on the Order to Show Cause; 

b. the evidentiary hearing on the Petition to Restrict; 

c. a petition to create a trust; 

d. response and corrections to the Compliance Office’s report, including hiring a CPA 

to investigate claims made or items missed in the report; 

e. continued communications with Teri or her representatives such as her husband to 

coordinate visitation and communication with June when Teri adamantly refuses to 

communicate with Successor Guardian and has threatened legal action against 
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Successor Guardian if Successor Guardian tries to communicate with Teri directly 

or even indirectly through other family members or friends; 

f. Successor Guardian’s belief that it is imperative and of utmost importance for 

Kimberly and Teri to see their mother despite differences, and to identify how to 

accomplish that going forward; 

g. Petition for recovery of assets from Kimberly, the former guardian; and 

h. Petition for reimbursement of expenses and attorney’s fees. 

LAW AND APPLICATION 

PETITION TO REPLACE LACSN 

26. Successor Guardian respectfully requests this Court replace LACSN with private counsel. 

27. NRS 159.0485 directs the Court to appoint counsel for the protected person.  The statute 

references appointing a legal aid attorney for indigent persons, and even includes instructions for 

petition for a private attorney when the protected person has the means to pay for representation.   

28. Here, June has a healthy, though not inexhaustible, estate.  She is more than capable of 

paying for her own attorney. 

29. LACSN’s representation of June has harmed her by being silent and complicit in the face 

of exhaustively collected examples of June being isolated and financially exploited.  Even now, 

LACSN has an appeal lodged to reinstate Kimberly despite all the evidence of her isolation of 

June, unwillingness to account and other misconduct. 

30. LACSN’s representation of June has exponentially prolonged and skyrocketed the expense 

and acrimony of this matter and has not benefitted June.   

31. June would have been, and going forward, could be, better represented by almost any other 

individual attorney or legal organization other than LACSN that is so entrenched in its war to 
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vindicate its actions in this case.  June’s estate will be enormously better preserved, and June will 

be better protected by having other counsel. 

32. Successor Guardian does not believe this Court needs cause to replace court-appointed 

counsel for a protected person.  However, even if such a requirement did exist, there is cause to 

remove LACSN. 

33. LACSN has acted inappropriately in this matter, including, among other things, failing to 

protect June despite numerous opportunities and in the face of a large body of detailed evidence 

of harm being done to June and her finances, and also for filing not less than four unnecessary and 

imprudent appeals to the Nevada Supreme Court, including one appeal to the Supreme Court over 

a $5700 award of fees to the Guardian ad Litem.   

34. LACSN has filed its appeals even though the Protected Person has no capacity to direct, or 

even understand the scope, consequences or impact of these horrible tactics by LACSN upon 

herself, her family and her estate.   

35. LACSN hurt June by undermining her civil lawsuit to recover her Las Vegas home that 

was taken from her during her incapacity.  Despite the on-going litigation by June (authorized by 

the guardianship Court) to show she was exploited and did not understand what she was doing 

when she signed away her very valuable home for far less than market value, LACSN allowed (or 

failed to ever object) to June signing declarations and other documentation such as mortgage 

refinance papers all while June was asserting she could not consent to the transfer of her home 

because she was incapacitated.  These actions were of specific note to the judge in that civil matter, 

and upon information and belief were part of the downfall of June’s claims and the ensuing 

settlement of those claims that was so disastrous for June. 
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36. Concurrently with those proceedings in district court, in contemporaneous guardianship 

hearings, and over the objection of family members and others, LACSN counsel insisted on over 

and over again stating that June was actively directing her in legal matters and fully understood 

such things as appeals, etc.  This contradicted other statements by LACSN counsel that June did 

not comprehend her situation and directly undermined June’s claims in civil court that she had 

advanced dementia and could not have understood the harm of signing her house away for little or 

no consideration.   

37. LACSN also continuously sought to undermine efforts by June’s family to visit June by 

stating there were no real visitation or communication problems and everything would be resolved 

if family would “just call June” even though evidence showed June could not reliably answer a 

phone and lacked capacity to handle a schedule or calendar.    

38. Later, LACSN reversed itself in opposing any attempt to coordinate visits by filing a 

petition to impose an unrealistic and isolating visitation schedule that all of June’s family testified 

at the evidentiary could not have come from June. 

39. In addition to every other witness saying that the LACSN petition for an extremely limited 

visitation regimen could not have come from June, at that evidentiary hearing dated June 8, 2021, 

even Kimberly testified it was not something her mother would have crafted.  Kimberly was asked 

if the visitation schedule was proposed by her.  She stated, “Absolutely not, no.”  She further 

stated, “And my entire family now thinks that Maria’s [the LACSN attorney’s] proposed visitation 

schedule that she discussed with my mother is my proposed visitation schedule.” See Transcript 

Re: Evidentiary Hearing held Tuesday, June 08, 2021 filed herein on March 25, 2022, pgs 323-

325.  
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40. Kimberly further stated in her filing entitled Kimberly Jones’ Response to Findings of Facts 

and Conclusions of Law and Order Regarding Visitation, First Annual Accounting, Guardian’s 

Fees, Caretaking Fees, Attorney Fees and Costs and Removal of the Guardian On page 3, lines 8-

14 that: 

I do believe that my mom wants to communicate and visit with all of her family members 
and always has. My mom nor myself never intended to restrict visitation in 
communication to a two-hour period on Fridays Which is clearly how The petition 
entered by my mom's legal aid attorney was interpreted. 

 
41. These are just a few examples of LACSN law firm personnel leading June in conversations 

with her and bootstrapping her one- or two-word answers from likely very brief interactions into 

a narrative that suited LACSN’s purposes.   

42. Furthermore, LACSN continuously and knowingly has misclassified Robyn’s requests to 

see/talk to/visit with her mother as a demand for a forced visitation schedule.  Robyn repeatedly 

requested opportunities in which June would be available for connections with her daughters.  

Robyn and Donna often clarified in response to Kimberly’s misrepresentations, often repeated and 

supported by LACSN, that no one was trying to force or compel June to visit with her family. For 

example, in the Verified Petition for Communication, Visits, and Vacation Time with Protected 

Person filed on December 30, 2020, Robyn and Donna stated: 

“Petitioners do not desire to compel Ms. Jones to visit with them. Rather, they seek a 
routine or series of windows of opportunity so that all sides can plan to be available to 
accomplish the visits. If Ms. Jones is not feeling well or ever desires not to have a visit 
with Petitioners, Petitioners would of course respect that, but a framework needs to be in 
place, rather than a directive from Kim to “just call mom.” (Page 3, point 8).  

43. As another example, in the Petitioner’s Omnibus Reply to: (1) Kimberly Jones’ Opposition 

to Verified Petition for Communication, Visits, and Vacation Time with Protected Person; and (2) 

Kathleen June Jones’ Opposition to Verified Petition for Communication, Visits, and Vacation 

Time with Protected Person, Robyn and Donna stated: 
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“Regardless of what the Oppositions say, the Petition is not about treating Ms. Jones like 
a child. The Petition is not about forcing Ms. Jones to do things that she does not want to 
do. The Petition is not about disregarding Ms. Jones’ wishes. The Petition is about how to 
handle the “simple logistics” of helping Ms. Jones when she expresses her desire to her 
daughters that she wants to see them.” (Page 4, point 6) 
 

44. Even the Court has explained in various hearings that it believes Robyn and Donna and 

other family members are seeking simply to setup series of opportunities or windows of time that 

are convenient and workable for June and her caregivers when people can know ahead of time that 

Kimberly would try to assist June with communicating or visiting with her family, but that June 

could always refuse. 

45. Incredibly, and in bad faith, the LACSN law firm keeps claiming in its pleadings, oral 

arguments and even in recent appeals that Robyn and Donna are trying to compel June to visit with 

her family.  No matter how many times LACSN repeats this tired and cruel argument, it is not true, 

and the pleadings and hearing transcripts prove that.   

46. Likewise, LACSN’s oft-repeated claim that Robyn and or Donna are treating their mother 

like a child is similarly untrue. They are treating her like an incapacitated adult. That is 

consistent with the evidence, the doctors’ reports, this Court’s findings, and the family’s 

experience. 

47. LACSN should further be removed because it has fought vehemently to prevent June from 

speaking with or being canvassed by this Court.  LACSN even filed a Writ to prevent June from 

testifying at the evidentiary hearing.  

48. This violates not only Nevada’s Protected Person’s Bill of Rights guaranteeing every 

protected person the right to speak in a proceeding directly affecting them, but it also contradicts 

LACSN’s own policy that protected persons should testify. LACSN’s policy reads as follows:  

When the attorney has no doctor’s reports, favorable testimony, or any other evidence to 
support the client’s position, one of the best things to do is bring the client to the hearing 
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so that the client can speak to the judge. Some clients want this opportunity to make their 
case, believing that if the judge hears them, the judge would rule in their favor. 
See LACSN Guardianship Advocacy Program, “Representing The Elderly And Adults With 
Disabilities Who Are Facing Or Under Guardianship”2, pg 2-3. (Revised July 2018) (emphasis 
added) 
 

49. The LACSN law firm also failed to find even one single thing objectionable in any of 

Kimberly’s faulty accounting(s).  

50. LACSN failed to file any objection, concern or comment at all, or even a joinder in any 

opposition, to Kimberly’s petition for $90,000 in guardian’s fees and $101,558.24 attorney’s fees, 

despite Kimberly’s isolation, lack of adherence to required filings and repeated warnings from 

Robyn and expressions of concern from the Court about Kimberly’s faulty accounting.   

51. LACSN’s failure to file any objection at all to Kimberly’s request for fees was particularly 

astonishing in light of LACSN’s filing of a robust and lengthy objection, extensive oral argument 

and subsequent appeal to the Nevada Supreme Court of the District Court’s order granting Robyn’s 

and Donna’s fee request for the time they served as Temporary Guardians.  Virtually every single 

entry in Robyn and Donna’s counsel’s request for fees was attacked. 

52. LACSN also failed Ms. Jones by filing unnecessary and frivolous appeals, including the 

Writ to prevent June from testifying before this Court which is especially concerning given the 

LACSN law firm’s own policy cited above. 

53. Likewise, LACSN appears to have violated NRPC 3.1.  This rule states:   

Rule 3.1.  Meritorious Claims and Contentions.  A lawyer shall not bring or defend a 
proceeding, or assert or controvert an issue therein, unless there is a basis in law and fact for 
doing so that is not frivolous, which includes a good faith argument for an extension, 
modification or reversal of existing law. A lawyer for the defendant in a criminal proceeding, 
or the respondent in a proceeding that could result in incarceration, may nevertheless so defend 
the proceeding as to require that every element of the case be established. 
 

 
2 https://www.lacsnprobono.org/wp-content/uploads/2018/11/Attorney-Training-Manual.pdf 
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54. LACSN violated this rule by repeatedly falsely and without support asserting that June has 

capacity to guide and direct litigation and understand the possible ramifications and consequences 

of any matter filed in her name by LACSN.  LACSN has also violated this rule by 1) attempting 

to block June from testifying for herself and attempting to block the Court from otherwise 

assessing for itself June’s capacity by filing a writ of prohibition and writ of mandamus; and 2) 

filing yet another costly appeal to the Supreme Court over a $5700 award of fees to the Guardian 

ad Litem who is also a very experienced and respected attorney practicing in the area of 

guardianship in Clark County, Nevada.   

55. LACSN’s actions and inactions, as well as encouragement of Kimberly, choreographed 

perfectly to aid and abet Kimberly’s exploitation and isolation of June and resulted in extremely 

expensive, unnecessary and protracted litigation in this matter.  LACSN has not benefitted June.  

Benefit to the protected person is a concept ubiquitously cited by LACSN in its oppositions to 

private counsel and guardian ad litem fee reimbursement requests in many, many cases in Clark 

County, Nevada.  

56. The LACSN law firm has not benefitted June but has hurt her gravely and should be 

removed as counsel for failing to even attempt to protect June from the former guardian’s 

misconduct and its continuing denial of June’s true cognitive condition, causing so much harm to 

June, including undermining her claims for the recovery of her Las Vegas home and the cost of 

four unnecessary and inappropriate appeals.  The LACSN law firm has seen the medical evidence 

and testimony in this case and knows its client cannot hold ideas and concepts in their proper frame 

and is not able to grasp the terrible harm this litigation including these numerous appeals are 

causing for her family and the expense LACSN’s conduct will eventually bring upon her estate as 

the costs are eventually documented and petitions are filed against the estate for reimbursement.    
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57. In addition to Kimberly’s representations in her pleadings and in her testimony about 

June’s severe cognitive disabilities as well as the findings of the Cleveland Clinic Lou Ruvo Center 

for Brain Health, the reports filed herein from Dr. Brown clearly show that June lacks capacity to 

direct and guide any litigation, including understanding the ramifications of legal pleadings and 

procedures and the cost to her estate of things such as appeals.  The June 29th Order made a Finding 

of Fact based upon Dr. Brown’s reports.  Because LACSN denies June’s incapacity despite the 

medical evidence in this case and refuses to allow the Court to hear from June herself, Successor 

Guardian requests that LACSN be removed for June’s safety and the protection of her estate and 

replaced by other counsel. 

58. Alternate Petition to Revise this Court’s Order Appointing LACSN and Limit the 

Scope of LACSN’s Representations.  Should the Court allow LACSN to continue as court-

appointed attorneys for June, which Successor Guardian and her family strongly oppose, Successor 

Guardian requests the Court revise its order appointing LACSN by limiting its representation of 

June to only protecting her due process rights as set forth in Statewide Rules for Guardianship 9(I) 

because June lacks cognitive capacity to have a “normal attorney-client relationship” as manifest 

by all the evidence LACSN has had from very early in this case.   

59. Successor Guardian notes that based on the evidence this Court has already found that June 

lacks capacity to direct her legal affairs or have a normal attorney-client relationship.  Under these 

circumstances the Statewide Rules for Guardianship 9(I) expressly provides for a corresponding 

adjustment to the role of court-appointed counsel where the protected person lacks the capacity to 

have a “normal attorney-client relationship”.  

60. Here, all of the evidence shows June lacks the cognitive capacity to direct litigation and 

understand the consequences of choices, due to her diminished capacity, and all the evidence has 
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pointed to this conclusion since the beginning of this case.  Even Kimberly, in her initial pleading 

in this case, as referenced above, presented evidence including a doctor’s report from the Cleveland 

Clinic Lou Ruvo Center for Brain Health setting forth that June lacked capacity to direct her own 

legal affairs.   

61. Additionally, Dr. Brown’s report of December 28, 2021, filed in this matter on January 4, 

2022, which is a confidential court document, and which is a follow up to findings made by Dr. 

Brown much earlier in this case with coordination from Kimberly, states:  

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.” See 
Confidential Medical Documents filed herein on January 4, 2022, pg 5, section 5.  

 
62. A Forensic Psychiatric Report by Dr. Brown dated December 31, 2021 was also submitted 

with the Physician’s Certificate with Needs Assessment.  This Report includes a Record Review 

wherein Dr. Brown noted he had previously evaluated June in September 2019.  He noted medical 

records that June was tested with a Mini-Cog instrument which gave a score “indicative of 

dementing condition” and that June was diagnosed with “Alzheimer’s dementia” in 2016.  There 

was also a letter in 2019 that a physician wrote that stated June had a “degenerative neurological 

condition which led her to be unable to manage her own affairs including medical, financial, and 

legal.” Ibid., pg 2. 

63. During the capacity evaluation conducted by Dr. Brown, he reported that June “stated she 

had never heard of Legal Aid of Southern Nevada and stated, ‘I have no attorney.’”  He also noted 

that she “stated she has no idea what appeals are in general or in specific relating to her case.  She 

stated she has no idea how money within her estate might be affected by the filing of appeals.”  

Ibid., pg 3. 
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64. Dr. Brown’s professional opinion is that “Ms. Jones lacks testamentary capacity, 

contractual capacity, and the ability to manage her estate independently.” Ibid., pg 4-5. 

65. As cited above, in the June 29th Order, this report of Dr. Brown was made a Finding of Fact 

and it also included a Conclusion of Law that Ms. Jones lacked the cognitive capacity to direct 

legal affairs. 

66. The foregoing shows June does not have capacity to understand the risks, stress, financial 

ramifications, effort, time or potential unintended negative consequences of filing four 

unnecessary and inappropriate appeals in this case. Contrary to all the medical opinions on record 

in this case, the LACSN law firm has continued to claim that June has the capacity to direct this 

litigation and understand the consequences and risks of various actions and has done so without 

basis.  In the June 29th Order, the Court found that “the court-appointed counsel’s contentions that 

Ms. Jones can and has been fully understanding and directing the various appeals in this matter 

and that she can also fully appreciate who her family members are and facilitate complex 

calendaring and visitation on her own without assistance from the guardian, undermines Ms. Jones’ 

position in the related civil court litigation that her paid for property was unlawfully taken from 

her because she lacked the capacity to understand and get help to stop the transfer of the property 

for far less than market value.” See June 29th Order, pg 10, lines 5-11.   

67. June’s court-appointed attorney admitted from the initial hearings on this matter that June 

did not understand that she no longer owned her Las Vegas house, even after being told that on 

multiple occasions.  June just could not understand or remember events.   

68. This is clearly a case where LACSN should have sought the appointment of a guardian ad 

litem in accordance with Statewide Rules for Guardianship 9(I) and NRPC 1.14.  Nevada 

Statewide Rules for Guardianship 9(I) directs: 
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If the protected person or proposed protected person is unable to express or 
communicate his or her wishes to the attorney or maintain, as far as reasonably possible, a 
normal client-attorney relationship, the attorney shall protect the legal interests and due 
process rights of the protected person or proposed protected person, and the attorney may 
take reasonably necessary protective action pursuant to Rule 1.14 of the Nevada Rules of 
Professional Conduct, which may include requesting the appointment of a guardian ad 
litem under NRS 159.0455 to advocate for the best interest of the protected person or 
proposed protected person. 

 
69. Here, June lacked the capacity to maintain a reasonable client-attorney relationship from 

the beginning of the case.  LACSN should have taken “reasonably necessary protective action” 

but failed to do so.   

70. Additionally, NRPC 1.14 requires: 

 Clients With Diminished Capacity 
(a) client’s capacity to make adequately considered decisions in connection with a 

representation is diminished, whether because of minority, mental impairment or for some 
other reason, the lawyer shall, as far as reasonably possible, maintain a normal client-lawyer 
relationship with the client. 

(b) When the lawyer reasonably believes that the client has diminished capacity, is at risk 
of substantial physical, financial or other harm unless action is taken and cannot adequately 
act in the client’s own interest, the lawyer may take reasonably necessary protective action, 
including consulting with individuals or entities that have the ability to take action to protect 
the client and, in appropriate cases, seeking the appointment of a guardian ad litem, conservator 
or guardian. 

(c) Information relating to the representation of a client with diminished capacity is 
protected by Rule 1.6. When taking protective action pursuant to paragraph (b), the lawyer is 
impliedly authorized under Rule 1.6(a) to reveal information about the client, but only to the 
extent reasonably necessary to protect the client’s interests. 

 
71. LACSN has repeatedly violated NRPC 1.14 and has failed to safeguard June from 

Kimberly’s exploitation of June for its own interests.  LACSN has repeatedly filed appeals, 

alleging that June is directing these complicated appeals when all family members who actually 

talk with June – and all the medical evidence – agree that she lacks the capacity to do so. 

72. This Court has already concluded that Ms. Jones lacks capacity to direct legal affairs as 

cited above. 
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73. In the June 29th Order, this Court made a finding that “Dr. Brown found that Ms. Jones 

suffered from ‘profound deficits in long-term memory and general recall of overall life data, with 

a general paucity of detail.’”  See June 29th Order, page 4, paragraph 15.  The Court also made a 

finding that “Kimberly also provided medical evidence that Ms. Jones lacked capacity to care for 

herself and manage her medical, financial, and legal decisions.  In addition, Kimberly has 

acknowledged several times, and in multiple pleadings, Ms. Jones’ profound lack of capacity and 

inability to make choices on her own” Ibid., page 4, paragraph 17.  

74. It is uncontroverted that June lacks capacity to have a normal attorney-client relationship.  

LACSN has failed to provide any evidence to the contrary.  This conclusion is supported even by 

Kimberly’s statements and pleadings on file. 

75. Petitioner requests that if this Honorable Court determines to allow LACSN to remain as 

June’s attorneys, that the Court revise its order authorizing LACSN to direct that they are from 

this point forward acting pursuant to Statewide Rules for Guardianship 9(I) only to protect June’s 

due process rights and that they be prohibited from denying June’s undermined capacity supported 

by all the evidence and testimony in this case, and that a Guardian ad Litem be reappointed to 

ensure June’s best interests are promoted and protected. 

76. Successor Guardian respectfully requests that if LACSN is removed or its scope of 

representation redefined, that the Court provide instructions as to its inclinations toward a petition 

Successor Guardian would like to bring to hold LACSN responsible for its role in the protracted 

litigation in this matter by awarding attorney’s fees either to June’s estate or to reimburse 

Successor Guardian. 

77. Supervised Visitation.  Relatedly, and after discussion with many family members, 

Successor Guardian requests that if the Court determines to allow LACSN to remain as court-
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appointed counsel for June, that LACSN’s visits with June be supervised in some way going 

forward because of LACSN’s continual denial of the evidence and facts surrounding June’s 

limitations on comprehension.  Perhaps a Guardian ad Litem could be allowed to be present during 

all meetings with LACSN personnel not to report legal strategies but to give the Court neutral 

perspective on June’s comprehension and LACSN’s claims that they are being led by June with 

truly informed consent and appreciation for context and consequences.  Successor Guardian seeks 

instructions and an order on this point.   

78. Attempted Meet and Confer.  On July 9, 2022, counsel for the Successor Guardian sent 

a letter to LACSN regarding LACSN petitioning to remove itself from this matter and to petition 

for an appointment of a guardian ad litem to represents June’s best interests going forward, as June 

lacks capacity to direct litigation and understand the consequences thereof.  See letter to Elizabeth 

Mikesell, Esq., attached hereto as Exhibit 2.    Debra Bookout responded on July 25, 2022, which 

response is attached hereto as Exhibit 3.  Ms. Bookout responded that, “I have received your letter 

dated July 9, 2022 wherein your client demands that Legal Aid Center of Southern Nevada, Inc. 

withdraw from representing Ms. June Jones.   Legal Aid Center will not be withdrawing from 

representation of Ms. Jones." 

PETITION TO REAPPOINT GUARDIAN AD LITEM 

79. All the medical and other evidence demonstrates that June lacks capacity to have a “normal 

attorney-client relationship”.  Statewide Rules for Guardianship 9(I). 

80. In conjunction with her plea to remove or replace or limit LACSN’s representation of June, 

Successor Guardian respectfully requests the reappointment of Elizabeth Brickfield, Esq. as 

Guardian ad Litem, to be paid for from June’s estate.   
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81. The Court has authority under NRS 159 to appoint a Guardian ad Litem at any time the 

Court believes it will be of benefit and to provide any information required by the Court.   

NRS 159.0455  Appointment and duties of guardians ad litem. 
      1.  On or after the date of the filing of a petition to appoint a guardian: 
      (a) The court may, in any proceeding, appoint a person to represent the protected 
person or proposed protected person as a guardian ad litem if the court believes that 
the protected person or proposed protected person will benefit from the appointment 
and the services of the guardian ad litem will be beneficial in determining the best 
interests of the protected person or proposed protected person; and 
      (b) The guardian ad litem must represent the protected person or proposed protected 
person as a guardian ad litem until relieved of that duty by court order. 
      2.  Upon the appointment of the guardian ad litem, the court shall set forth in the order 
of appointment the duties of the guardian ad litem. 
      3.  If a court-approved volunteer advocate program for guardians ad litem has been 
established in a judicial district, a court may appoint a person who is not an attorney to 
represent a protected person or proposed protected person as a guardian ad litem. If such a 
program has been established, all volunteers participating in the program must complete 
appropriate training, as determined by relevant national or state sources or as approved by 
the Supreme Court or the district court in the judicial district, before being appointed to 
represent a protected person or proposed protected person. 
      4.  A guardian ad litem appointed pursuant to this section is an officer of the court and 
is not a party to the case. A guardian ad litem appointed pursuant to this section shall not 
offer legal advice to the protected person or proposed protected person but shall: 
      (a) Advocate for the best interests of the protected person or proposed protected person 
in a manner that will enable the court to determine the action that will be the least restrictive 
and in the best interests of the protected person or proposed protected person; and 
      (b) Provide any information required by the court. 
      (Added to NRS by 2003, 1758; A 2017, 2553) (emphasis added). 

82. By working strenuously to prevent June from testifying, among other things, LACSN has 

attempted to make itself the sole arbiter of June’s capacity and continues to falsely claim June can 

direct her legal affairs.  A Guardian ad Litem provides the Court with a neutral perspective of 

June’s capacity outside of LACSN’s self-serving narrative and also allows the Court to better 

determine and understand June’s best interest.   

83. Ms. Brickfield is a very competent, experienced and respected attorney who has practiced 

for years in guardianship in Clark County, Nevada.  Upon information and belief, she has also 

assisted LACSN in many pro bono matters and placement of such matters with other attorneys.  
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Her insights and voice in this matter could dramatically reduce litigation and expense for June 

where LACSN is in complete denial of all the scientific and other evidence that June can’t 

appreciate her situation fully and can’t guide or properly restrain LACSN’s zeal to appeal at June’s 

expense.  Successor Guardian believes it is imperative that if LACSN is allowed to stay on as 

court-appointed counsel, which she vehemently opposes, that the Court has other “eyes and ears” 

on June that are independent of LACSN. 

PETITION FOR INSTRUCTIONS 

84. Instructions.  Successor Guardian can seek instructions from this Court under NRS 

159.169, which states, in pertinent part:   

NRS 159.169  Advice, instructions and approval of acts of guardian. 
      1.  A guardian of the estate may petition the court for advice and instructions 
in any matter concerning: 
 … 
      (f) The propriety of exercising any right exercisable by owners of property; and 
      (g) Matters of a similar nature. 
      2.  Any act done by a guardian of the estate after securing court approval or 
instructions with reference to the matters set forth in subsection 1 is binding upon 
the protected person or those claiming through the protected person, and the 
guardian is not personally liable for performing any such act. 
 

85. Given the extremely litigious nature of this litigation and difficulties faced by the interested 

parties as well as the Court in dealing with the many facets of the case, Successor Guardian desires 

to have further instructions of the Court so she might clearly know the mind of the Court regarding 

her pursuit of various issues for the benefit of June. Successor Guardian intends to bring petitions 

on various matters to this Court and would like clear understanding before doing so.  

86. Successor Guardian fully understands that this Court will not approve the expenditure of 

legal fees and costs from the estate in advance, which is not allowed under NRS 159.  However, 

given the great expense that Successor Guardian has already incurred to date in this matter and 

given the unrelenting objections and appeals of LACSN including its unwise appeal of an 
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approximately $5700 fee award to the Guardian Ad Litem for her services, Successor Guardian 

desires clear instructions that she can move forward with the various needs of the guardianship 

with the Court’s acknowledgement that she will be petitioning to receive reimbursement from the 

guardianship estate or other parties or actors in this action including the LACSN law firm for the 

legal fees and costs she has incurred and will be incurring in this matter going forward. 

87. These issues include: 

a. the evidentiary hearing on the Order to Show Cause; 

b. the evidentiary hearing on the Petition to Restrict; 

c. a petition to create a trust; 

d. response and corrections to the Compliance Office’s report, including hiring a CPA 

to investigate claims made or items missed in the report; 

e. continued communications with Teri or her representatives such as her husband to 

coordinate visitation and communication with June when Teri adamantly refuses to 

communicate with Successor Guardian and has threatened legal action against 

Successor Guardian if Successor Guardian tries to communicate with Teri directly 

or even indirectly through other family members or friends; 

f. Successor Guardian’s belief that it is imperative and of utmost importance for 

Kimberly and Teri to see their mother despite differences, and to identify how to 

accomplish that going forward; 

g. Petition for recovery of assets from Kimberly, the former guardian; 

h. Petition for reimbursement of expenses and attorney’s fees; 

88. Evidentiary Hearings.  The Court has authorized two evidentiary hearings in this matter, 

though neither has been scheduled yet by this Court.  Successor Guardian knows from prior 
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experience that given Kim’s and LACSN’s intransigence, these can entail great expense.  

Successor Guardian therefore would like instruction from this Court under NRS 159.169 regarding 

the Court’s general perspective on awarding fees from the losing party and/or from the estate 

before moving forward with these hearings. 

89. This is not a request for prior approval of attorney’s fees and costs, but merely a request 

for acknowledgment from this Court that these matters are important and for the Court’s 

inclination regarding having the estate pay for these hearings so that Successor Guardian has clear 

instructions that she is authorized to have counsel represent her for said hearings and for Successor 

Guardian to seek reimbursement from this Court with a new petition for attorney’s fees under NRS 

159.344. 

90. Order to Show Cause Hearing.  Successor Guardian seeks instruction from this Court 

regarding the Order to Show Cause authorized in this case and the likely evidentiary hearing that 

will follow.  At this time, the major assets of the Protected Person are the Anaheim Property and 

the money received in settlement of a related civil matter commonly referred to in these 

proceedings as the “A Case” which involved a home formerly owned by the Protected Person on 

Kraft Avenue in Las Vegas (“the Kraft House”). 

91. The previous Guardian, Kimberly, has been uncooperative with the transition of 

guardianship back to Robyn and caused substantial additional expense and fees to be incurred, 

resulting in this Court granting a Petition for an Order to Show Cause at the hearing on March 10, 

2022, as well as granting the authority to hire a California attorney to resolve Kimberly’s refusal 

to vacate the property at the hearing on March 17, 2022. 

92. Successor Guardian filed a Petition to Enforce, and this Court agreed to issue an Order to 

Show Cause and hold an evidentiary hearing as to why Kimberly should not be held in contempt.  
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Successor Guardian desires instruction to clarify whether the Court is expecting Successor 

Guardian to seek reimbursement of any fees and costs related to this evidentiary hearing from 

June’s estate and/or other individuals or organizations if she prevails in this petition. 

93. Evidentiary Hearing on Petition to Restrict.  Successor Guardian filed a Petition to 

Restrict Visitation and this Court agreed to hold an evidentiary hearing on this topic. Successor 

Guardian desires instruction as to whether the Court is expecting Successor Guardian to seek 

reimbursement of any fees and costs related to this evidentiary hearing if she prevails. 

94. Petition to Create Trust.  Successor Guardian seeks instruction from the Court regarding 

the creation of additional estate planning documentation for June.  Protected Person allegedly 

created a “Holographic Will” on November 23, 2012, prior to the guardianship, where she 

bequeathed her estate “to her children if he/she survives me or if not to the other children who 

survive me “per Capital” [sic]”. 

95. Upon information and belief, an original of this will has not been located to date and is not 

in the possession of the Protected Person, Kimberly, or the Successor Guardian. Successor 

Guardian would like instructions as to the creation of a trust that embodies the testamentary intent 

outlined in the holographic will, as well as authorization to expend estate funds on a petition to 

create a trust under 159.078.1(c), and the preparation of the trust instrument and ancillary 

documentation. 

96. NRS 159.078(1)(c) requires a guardian to seek instructions of the Court prior to creating a 

trust for the estate of the Protected Person, explicitly stating “Create for the benefit of the protected 

person or others a revocable or irrevocable trust of the property of the estate.” A trust is necessary 

at this time to safeguard the testamentary intent of the Protected Person as expressed in the copy 

of her holographic will that is available to the parties, as well as to avoid probate.  By the plain 
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language of the statute, a guardian can create a trust for the protected person with approval of the 

court. Given the past litigious nature of these proceedings, a trust would also serve the interests of 

judicial economy by avoiding probate. This Court has substantial knowledge of this matter, and 

any new court would be faced with the difficulty of coming to an understanding of the parties, as 

well as preserving the expressed intent of the Protected Person.  

97. Successor Guardian believes that no interested party would object to the creation of a trust 

for the Protected Person’s estate. Such a trust would be under the jurisdiction of this Court and 

provide an additional safeguard of the assets of the Protected Person. NRS 159.127 explicitly 

allows the guardian of an estate to place a property into a trust. The Successor Guardian is therefore 

requesting authority to act in accordance with statute to safeguard the expressed testamentary 

intent of the Protected Person. NRS 159.113 sets forth the need for a Guardian to seek approval of 

the court before placing in trust any property of the protected person pursuant to NRS 159.127.  

NRS 159.169 sets forth the requirements necessary for a petition seeking guidance of the court for 

such activities, including creating a trust. 

98. The Protected Person left no written record regarding creating a trust to further her 

testamentary intent but moving forward with the trust at this time appears to be in line with her 

desires as expressed in her Will. 

99. Response to Guardianship Compliance Office Report.  On May 9, 2022, the 

Guardianship Compliance Office filed a report regarding certain financial aspects of Kimberly’s 

tenure as Guardian, and the Successor Guardian will incur additional fees dealing with 

mischaracterizations and omissions of facts in the report, presumably due to the investigator’s 

over-reliance upon Kimberly and her representations when formulating their report.  Although 

counsel for Robyn reached out to the Compliance Office and even sent a letter outlining some 
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concerns, it is noteworthy that the Compliance office never got back to counsel as promised and 

never engaged in a back and forth vetting of the information Kimberly provided as was 

contemplated in the one phone call counsel had with the compliance office early on in their 

investigation. 

100. The Guardianship Compliance Office filed its report on May 9, 2022 regarding Kimberly’s 

guardianship over the person and estate of the Protected Person.  Successor Guardian intends to 

address said report, including having a CPA prepare a report using the same records regarding 

Kimberly’s time as guardian.  Successor Guardian requests instructions regarding preparing and 

filing an objection/clarification to said report, including engaging a CPA to evaluate the 

Compliance Report, with the understanding that Successor Guardian will seek reimbursement of 

fees from the guardianship estate for said action under NRS 159.344.  Furthermore, Successor 

Guardian hereby requests that she be given copies of all materials provided by Kimberly to the 

Compliance Office or materials obtained by the Compliance Office in its investigation that may 

not have already been filed into this matter, if any, as such materials or information either belong 

to the protected person or relate to her. 

101. Communication Issues with Teri.  Interested Party, Teri Butler, refuses to communicate 

with the Successor Guardian and has threated to obtain a restraining order against the Successor 

Guardian if Successor Guardian contacts her in manner, including through phone call or text.  

Simultaneously, Ms. Butler continues to claim Successor Guardian is failing to facilitate visitation 

and communication with her. Attached hereto as Exhibit 4 are emails received from Teri making 

false accusations. Also attached hereto as Exhibit 5 is a letter sent by counsel for the Successor 

Guardian to LACSN regarding these issues with Teri which further discusses these matters.  Teri’s 

misrepresentations and unreasonable positions are causing additional fees to be incurred that need 
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to be paid by the estate or Ms. Butler. The Successor Guardian seeks the Court’s instructions on 

this matter.  

102. Teri continues to make coordination of all communication between the Protected Person 

and Teri unnecessarily difficult and refuses to communicate directly with the Successor Guardian. 

The Successor Guardian is reluctant to have her attorneys communicate with Teri due to the 

continued expense caused by Teri and has directed her attorneys not to communicate with Teri 

except on explicit instructions from the Successor Guardian.  Teri has been provided with a variety 

of options to communicate with June and the Successor Guardian, including the use of the Talking 

Parents app, and refuses to participate in any of these options.  Communication between Teri and 

June, with assistance from the Guardian, need not involve attorneys.  Successor Guardian, if 

instructed to do so by this Court, will have her attorneys communicate with Teri, with the 

understanding that Successor Guardian will then petition for reimbursement of all fees and costs 

related to this issue under NRS 159.344. 

103. Despite Successor Guardian’s and Teri’s feeling towards one another, Successor Guardian 

feels that June would benefit from a continued relationship with Teri and desires direction on how 

to best accomplish this result. 

104. Petition for Recovery from Kimberly.  Successor Guardian believes that Kimberly 

exploited the guardianship estate during her tenure as guardian and took guardianship funds for 

her personal use.  NRS 159.305(1) sets forth the following: 

1.  If a guardian, interested person, protected person or proposed protected person 
petitions the court upon oath alleging: 

(a) That a person has or is suspected to have concealed, converted to his or her own 
use, conveyed away or otherwise disposed of any money, good, chattel or effect of 
the protected person; or 
(b) That the person has in his or her possession or knowledge any deed, 
conveyance, bond, contract or other writing which contains evidence of, or tends to 

3250



 

-32- 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

 

disclose the right, title or interest of the protected person or proposed protected 
person in or to, any real or personal property, or any claim or demand, 

 the judge may cause the person to be cited to appear before the district court to answer, 
upon oath, upon the matter of the petition. 

 
105. From the initial review of the Compliance Office’s report, much, if not most, of the funds 

for the remodel of the Anaheim Property were spent without legitimate records. Large amounts of 

money went to Kimberly’s boyfriend and to day laborers for what was a sloppy and poor job that 

now needs to be repaired. The risk of giving the work to the boyfriend and his friends who might 

not be licensed contractors was the subject of argument at past hearings in this matter and the Court 

expressly counseled Kimberly to utilize appropriate contractors to ensure the work was done 

properly.  Kimberly spent substantial amounts for what appears to be Kimberly’s benefit, not 

June’s. Successor Guardian requests instructions from this Court regarding engaging a CPA to 

assist in assessing the amount of funds to be recovered.  Successor Guardian requests that with the 

filing of such a petition that discovery would be opened so that Successor Guardian could subpoena 

documents from various entities that might have records.  Successor Guardian intends to seek a 

recovery of said funds and would like instructions from this Court to prepare such a petition under 

NRS 159.305 and to seek reimbursement under NRS 159.344 for fees and costs for such a petition. 

106. Despite Successor Guardian’s and Kim’s feeling towards one another, Successor Guardian 

feels that June would benefit from a continued relationship with Kim and desires direction on how 

to best accomplish this result given Kimberly’s lack of communication, and subject to safeguards 

to protect June. 

107. Petition to Seek Reimbursement of Attorney’s Fees and Expenses.  From the 

commencement of this matter and repeated again in December when she resumed her role as 

guardian, Robyn has filed notices of her intention to seek fees.  However, Robyn has always stated 

her desire to leave her mother’s estate intact as much as possible for her mother’s care.  As we 
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believe the Court is aware, and as set forth in many pleadings and hearings, Robyn has always 

been very generous to her mother, paying for many home repairs, home renovations, vacations, 

travel expenses, groceries, clothing, hearing aids, additional medical care, equipment, personal 

care supplies, restaurants etc.  So it is with reluctance, frustration, and disappointment that 

Successor Guardian will again be seeking fees and now plans to continue to seek fees from June’s 

estate, especially with the Court indicating the likelihood of there being at least two more necessary 

evidentiary hearings regarding the Order to Show Cause and the Petition for Restriction.  The 

additional fee requests are necessitated by the ongoing inappropriate actions of various parties, 

including Kimberly and the attorneys appointed to act as counsel for June, the LACSN law firm, 

despite ongoing objections from among others Robyn, Donna and their counsel in hearing after 

hearing and in pleadings about the LACSN law firm’s ill-advised decisions to prolong and 

exponentially expand litigation to the detriment of June.  These bad decisions by other actors 

include (1) Kimberly’s penchant for feigned ignorance and passive-aggressive tactics as evidenced 

by her refusing to provide all sorts of information to the point of having to be found in contempt, 

(2) the ill-advised and self-aggrandizing legal tactics of LACSN in support of Kimberly and their 

own agenda throughout the past two and a half years and (3) filing not less than four frivolous 

appeals while at the same time never filing a single complaint or objection about Kimberly’s 

misconduct, nor to even a single line of her approximately $90,000 fee request, nor to even a single 

entry of Kimberly’s counsel’s approximately $100,000 fee request.   

108. It is Successor Guardian’s position that her expenditures seeking to protect her mother have 

uncovered a great deal of obfuscation, exploitation and isolation by the prior Guardian, Kimberly 

Jones, despite Kimberly attempting to hide her wrongdoings behind a façade of ignorance and 

non-responsiveness.   
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109. Successor Guardian intends to seek reimbursement of attorney’s fees and costs under NRS 

159.344. Successor Guardian seeks instructions from this Court to prepare such a petition, with 

the understanding that Successor Guardian will petition for reimbursement of all fees and costs 

related to this issue under NRS 159.344. 

Relief Requested 

WHEREFORE, Guardian requests:   

1. That this Court replace Legal Aid Center of Southern Nevada with private counsel, to be 

paid from assets of the estate, subject to Court confirmation. 

2. Alternatively, should the Court allow Legal Aid Center of Southern Nevada to continue as 

court-appointed attorneys for June, that the Court revise its order appointing LACSN by limiting 

its representation of June to only protecting her due process rights as set forth in Statewide Rules 

for Guardianship 9(I). 

3. That this Court provide guidance and instructions to Successor Guardian regarding 

supervised visits between June and Legal Aid Center of Southern Nevada. 

4. That this Court re-appoint Elizabeth Brickfield, Esq. as a Guardian ad Litem, to serve June 

indefinitely, as allowed under NRS 159.0455, to provide the Court with information and advice to 

protect and advance June’s best interests.  Guardian ad Litem is to be paid from assets of the estate, 

subject to Court confirmation. 

5. That this Court provide guidance and instructions to Successor Guardian regarding using 

guardianship funds to pay for legal services prior to expending fees on the same, so as to avoid 

unnecessary expenditures. 
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6. That this Court instruct the Successor Guardian regarding the evidentiary hearings on the 

Petition to Enforce and the Petition to Restrict in light of Successor Guardian’s intent to seek 

reimbursement of fees and costs from the estate related to these matters under NRS 159.344. 

7. That this Court instruct the Successor Guardian regarding preparation of a trust and filing 

a petition to create a trust under NRS 159.078.1(c) and regarding whether Successor Guardian may 

petition the Court for reimbursement of fees and costs related to the creation of the trust under 

NRS 159.344. 

8. That this Court instruct the Successor Guardian regarding preparing and filing an 

appropriate objection to the Compliance Office’s report for Kimberly’s tenure as guardian, 

including utilizing a CPA to analyze the report and exhibits, and petition this Court for 

reimbursement of fees and costs related to this matter under NRS 159.344. 

9. That this Court authorize Successor Guardian to receive copies of all materials provided 

by Kimberly to the Compliance Office or materials obtained by the Compliance Office in its 

investigation that have not already been filed, if any, as such materials or information either belong 

to the protected person or relate to her. 

10. That this Court instruct the Successor Guardian regarding utilizing counsel to deal with 

communication issues with Teri and seeking reimbursement of such fees and costs from the 

guardianship estate. 

11. That this Court instruct the Successor Guardian regarding utilizing counsel to file a petition 

for recovery from Kimberly of guardianship estate funds Kimberly used for her own benefit and 

not for June’s under NRS 159.305, including utilizing a CPA to prepare such a petition, in addition 

to seeking reimbursement of fees and costs from the guardianship estate under NRS 159.344 for 

this issue. 
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12. That this Court instruct the Successor Guardian regarding utilizing counsel to file a petition 

for attorney’s fees and costs she has incurred in this matter under NRS 15.344. 

13. That this Court order such other and further relief as it deems appropriate.   

DATED:  July 28, 2022.  

MICHAELSON LAW 

 
_____________________________________ 
John P. Michaelson, Esq. 
Nevada Bar No. 7822 
Peter R. Pratt, Esq. 
Nevada Bar No. 6458 
1746 West Horizon Ridge Parkway 
Henderson, Nevada 89012 
Counsel for Guardian
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VERIFICATION 

 
The undersigned Robyn Friedman, under penalty of perjury, hereby deposes and says that 

she is Petitioner in the above-referenced petition; that she has read the foregoing Petition to 

Remove Legal Aid Center of Southern Nevada; Or, in the Alternative, to Limit the Scope of Court 

Appointed Counsel; Petition To Reappoint The Guardian Ad Litem; Petition for Advice and 

Instructions Concerning Using Funds to Pay for Legal Services and knows the contents thereof; 

that the same are true of her 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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1746 W Horizon Ridge Pkwy, Henderson, NV 89012 | Phone (702) 731-2333 | Fax (702) 731-2337 | www.michaelsonlaw.com 
 

 
July 9, 2022 
 
Elizabeth Mikesell 
Legal Aid of Southern Nevada 
725 E. Charleston Blvd 
Las Vegas, NV  89104 
 
 Re:  G-19-052263-A 

In the Matter Guardianship of the Person and Estate of Kathleen June Jones 
 

Dear Ms. Mikesell, 
 
On behalf of Kathleen June Jones, the Protected Person (“June” or “Ms. Jones”) in the above-
referenced matter, the Guardian Robyn Friedman (“the Guardian”) hereby request that the law 
firm of Legal Aid Center of Southern Nevada (“LACSN”) petition the Court to withdraw from 
further representation of Ms. Jones and seek appointment of a private attorney under NRS 
159.0485 and join with the Guardian to seek the appointment of a guardian ad litem to look after 
June’s best interests. 
 
LACSN is authorized under NRS 159.0485 to represent indigent protected persons and is allowed 
to seek the appointment of a private attorney under NRS 159.0485(3) for protected persons who 
have assets.  LACSN has known since nearly the beginning of the guardianship that June had 
significant but not inexhaustible assets allowing her to pay for her own counsel.  Accordingly, 
Robyn Friedman as Guardian of the Person and Estate of June requests that LACSN file a petition 
for its withdrawal as court-appointed attorneys in this action and to have private counsel appointed. 
 
Nevada Statewide Rules for Guardianship Rule 9 establishes requirements for lawyers for 
protected persons, including LACSN.  Rule 9(I) requires any appointed counsel, including 
LACSN, when the protected person is unable to express or communicate his or her wishes to the 
court-appointed attorney or maintain, as far as reasonably possible, a normal client-attorney 
relationship, to only protect the legal interests and due process rights of the protect person, and it 
suggests to a court-appointed attorney – such as LACSN - to seek the appointment of a guardian 
ad litem in order to advocate for the best interests of the protected person in such cases. 
 
This guidance to attorneys and protections for incapacitated clients is further guaranteed by the 
Nevada Rules of Professional Conduct (“NRPC”).  As lawyers practicing in Nevada, LACSN must 
abide by NRPC 1.14 in attempting to maintain an attorney-client relationship with persons with 
diminished capacity, which includes seeking the appointment of a guardian ad litem to advocate 
for their best interests when a client can no longer participate in legal representation. The process 
for protecting protected persons is extremely important when court-appointed counsel such as 
LACSN is forced to accept a framework that is specifically NOT the best interests of the protected 
person but instead is purported to be whatever the protected person requests even if the protected 
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person is suffering from diminished capacity and may be making requests for legal or other action 
that is not in their best interest or that is not based in reality.  
 
Instead of petitioning or otherwise advocating for a guardian ad litem, LACSN has failed to 
recognize or accept June’s actual diminished capacity and has repeatedly misrepresented her 
capacity.  For example, Dr. Brown’s reports of 2019 and 2021 (well known to LACSN 
throughout this litigation and attached hereto again for reference) along other reports in the 
record clearly demonstrate that Kathleen June Jones suffers from dementia and lacks 
capacity to direct any legal action or perform other needed tasks such as comprehending 
whom she has or hasn’t seen and when.  Dr. Brown’s findings are completely consistent with 
statements of all family members at many hearings in this matter, including both the current and 
former guardians as well as arguments and points and authorities provided by both guardians’ 
counsel, findings of the Court, and repeated statements of the LACSN law firm’s own attorneys – 
all recognizing that June lacks capacity to direct her schedule, let alone numerous sophisticated 
and extremely expensive legal appeals by the LACSN law firm to the Supreme Court. 
 
During the tenure of the prior guardian, Kimberly Jones (“Kim” or “Kimberly”), LACSN should 
have been working to protect June and her estate from abuse and mismanagement.  However, 
LACSN did not even object to any of Kimberly’s requests for guardian’s fees and costs.  And more 
surprising, LACSN did not object to any of Kimberly’s request for attorney’s fees and costs, even 
though the Court verbally and in writing repeatedly expressed frustration and disappointment with 
Kimberly’s conduct as guardian, as represented and supported by her attorney.  Throughout these 
proceedings, LACSN has been silent in the face of Kimberly’s continuous misconduct, and in 
virtually all instances and circumstances has supported and encouraged her despite an ongoing 
barrage of information indicating she was not properly accounting for June’s finances, not 
protecting June medically and weaponizing her position as guardian to isolate June from family 
members who opposed her.  LACSN makes it a central tenet of its existence to oppose line by line 
legitimate fees and costs sought by virtually any law firm, including this one, on nearly every case.  
And yet, in this case, where Kimberly asked for $90,000 in guardian’s fees for 18 months of work 
and Kimberly’s attorney asked for $101,558.24 in attorney’s fees and costs, LACSN did not have 
one single objection, not even to one single entry in either Kimberly’s fee requests or to her 
attorney’s requests for fees and costs, despite Kimberly’s attorney’s lack of adherence to statutory 
requirements for the award of attorney’s fees under NRS 159 and despite the many problems with 
Kimberly’s accounting and general conduct as guardian.   
 
LACSN did not express any concern about Kimberly’s faulty first accounting.  LACSN 
figuratively didn’t even bat an eyelash when it was shown in the evidentiary hearing that Kimberly 
had doctored her text message disclosures to remove over 90 instances of Robyn attempting to 
communicate with Kim.  LACSN would not join in requesting that the record be supplemented.  
Throughout these proceedings, LACSN aided in Kimberly’s further isolation of June and filed a 
petition to limit the family’s contact with June to a few hours a week, something everyone testified 
was totally out of character for June at any point in her life.    
 
LACSN went so far as to file a writ to prevent June from having the opportunity to testify in court 
or to be canvassed by the Court, representing that June directed it, even though June did not possess 
the capacity to direct nearly anything at that time (especially very costly and time consuming and 
complex last-minute legal maneuvers) and notwithstanding the Protected Person’s Bill of Rights 
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guaranteeing June the right to speak and to have a say in a court proceeding centered on her.  
LACSN’s own training manual for its attorneys explicitly recommends having the Protected 
Person testify, but contrary to good judgment and the law and its own policies, LACSN vehemently 
prevented that. 
 
LACSN has now filed its fourth appeal to the Nevada Supreme Court in this matter, this time over 
approximately $5700 in Guardian Ad Litem fees, even though LACSN knows these appeals are 
very costly to parties in this litigation, including June.  LACSN claimed that June opposed a 
Guardian Ad Litem being appointed, yet June lacked capacity to direct her court appointed attorney 
to do so or to understand what such a position would mean for her, and June was prevented from 
expressing her wishes to the Court.  In other words, LACSN has fought bitterly to prevent June 
from having representation, including a guardian ad litem, focused on her best interests, as opposed 
to solely being represented by LACSN, which strenuously argues it does NOT represent June’s 
best interests. 
 
Contrary to the recent Case Appeal Statement, June did not disagree with the findings of the 
Guardian Ad Litem. LACSN did.   
 
Rather than advocate for June’s expressed wishes or protect June’s legal interests or June’s due 
process rights, LACSN followed a course of action consistently advocating for what appeared to 
be its own positions rather than as directed by a client with capacity to direct and understand the 
consequences of catastrophically expensive litigation and appeals, which capacity June 
categorically has not had for years, including the timeframe of LACSN’s involvement.  LACSN 
failed to protect June from the prior guardian Kimberly, whom the Court found in a lengthy and 
detailed order, isolated June in violation of her rights and failed to properly account for her estate, 
also in violation of June’s rights.  LACSN failed to file any petitions against Kimberly at any time 
or oppose petitions filed by Kimberly.  LACSN failed to join any petition or action that could in 
any way rein Kimberly in until the recent petition for instructions regarding the Anaheim Property, 
and that was only after LACSN was specifically called out in the hearing for failing to protect 
June.  LACSN similarly failed to protect June from Dick and Gerry Powell. 
 
Since all the testimony, reports and findings in this matter support that June lacks capacity to 
process and oversee even her own schedule or to operate a phone, let alone the determination of 
whether or not to file any legal document, including especially to truly appreciate the costly and 
extremely time-consuming nature of these appeals and the impact on her estate, LACSN should 
also withdraw the appeals it has filed in June’s name. 
 
Furthermore, the Guardian intends to no longer have the protected person meet privately with 
LACSN personnel or representatives because Guardian believes that LACSN may be weaponizing 
the protected person’s statements where the protected person lacks the ability to understand the 
consequences of the actions LACSN is taking and that LACSN may be misrepresenting the 
protected person’s capacity.  If LACSN disagrees with the Guardian being present, just as LACSN 
insisted on being present with the protected person while she was interviewed by the guardian ad 
litem, then the Guardian will seek the Court’s instruction on this matter.  
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Please indicate promptly whether LACSN will voluntarily seek permission to withdraw or whether 
the guardian will need to petition for the same to protect June’s best interests. 
  
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
John Michaelson, Esq. 
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Page 1 of 10 
 

 

OBJ 
Elizabeth Mikesell, Esq.   
Nevada Bar No. 08034 
LEGAL AID CENTER OF 
SOUTHERN NEVADA, INC. 
725 E. Charleston Blvd. 
Las Vegas, NV  89104 
Telephone: (702) 386-1533 
Facsimile:  (702) 386-1533 
emikesell@lacsn.org 
Attorney for Kathleen June Jones, 
Adult Protected Person 
 
 

EIGHTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT COURT 
FAMILY DIVISION 

CLARK COUNTY, NEVADA 
   

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

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

 

PARTIAL OBJECTION TO PETITION TO REMOVE LEGAL AID CENTER OF 
SOUTHERN NEVADA; OR, IN THE ALTERNATIVE, TO LIMIT THE SCOPE OF 
COURT APPOINTED COUNSEL; PETITION TO REAPPOINT THE GUARDIAN 
AD LITEM; PETITION FOR INSTRUCTIONS CONCERNING USING FUNDS TO 

PAY FOR LEGAL SERVICES 

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

Elizabeth Mikesell, Esq., hereby files this Partial Objection to Petition to Remove Legal Aid 

Center of Southern Nevada; or, in the Alternative, to Limit the Scope of Court Appointed 

Counsel; Petition to Reappoint the Guardian Ad Litem; Petition for Instructions Concerning 

Using Funds to Pay for Legal Services. June’s partial objection is based upon and supported by 

the following Memorandum of Points and Authorities, the pleadings and papers on file in this 

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

/// 

/// 

/// 

/// 

Case Number: G-19-052263-A

Electronically Filed
8/15/2022 1:24 PM
Steven D. Grierson
CLERK OF THE COURT
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MEMORANDUM OF POINTS AND AUTHORITIES 

I. BACKGROUND 

The Petition’s background facts are almost entirely comprised of finger-pointing at 

Legal Aid Center, and only pay minimal lip service to June’s expressed wishes. Importantly, 

the Petition also lacks any legal authority to support its request to remove or restrict Legal Aid 

Center in its representation of June. Because Legal Aid Center has a duty of confidentiality to 

June, this partial objection will not divulge details regarding Legal Aid Center’s 

communications and visits with June. Instead, this partial objection will briefly discuss facts 

relevant to Legal Aid Center’s representation of June throughout the proceedings.  

Robyn and Donna initiated this case back on September 19, 2019, when they filed for 

guardianship ex parte over June. That petition was granted on September 23, 2019, and then 

Legal Aid Center was later appointed as counsel for June on September 25, 2019. Following 

Legal Aid Center’s appointment, it was discovered that June executed various estate planning 

documents well before the guardianship proceedings began, which included a Healthcare Power 

of Attorney, a Financial Power of Attorney, and a Last Will and Testament. Both Powers of 

Attorney named Kimberly Jones as June’s Attorney-in-Fact, and June’s Last Will and 

Testament named Kimberly Jones as June’s Personal Representative and elected her as guardian 

if the need ever arose. No one in the case has questioned June’s capacity when she executed 

those documents.1  

From the beginning of Legal Aid Center’s appointment in the case, June has confirmed 

her wishes, already expressed in her estate planning documents, that Kimberly serve as 

                                                 
1 Even if this Court agrees with Robyn and Donna’s contentions regarding June’s current 
capacity to direct legal affairs, LACSN would still have a duty, under Statewide Rules of 
Guardianship Rule 9(E)(1), to zealously advocate for June’s wishes expressed in her estate 
planning documents. 
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guardian. After this Court was informed that June wanted Kimberly to make medical and 

financial decisions for her if the need ever arose, Kimberly was subsequently appointed as 

guardian on November 25, 2019. Following Kimberly’s appointment, Legal Aid Center has 

communicated with June throughout each stage of the proceedings to confirm her wishes. And 

Legal Aid Center has consistently complied with its duty under Statewide Rules of 

Guardianship Rule 9 to advocate for June’s expressed wishes, even when those wishes might 

be against her “best interest.”  

II. DISCUSSION 

A. Robyn and Donna do not provide any legal authority to support their request 
to remove Legal Aid Center as counsel for June.  
 

In what is supposed to be the “Law and Application” for the “Petition to Replace 

LACSN,” Robyn and Donna only briefly rely on two pieces of supposed legal authority to 

support their request to remove Legal Aid Center. Instead, the 7-page discussion in the “Law 

and Application” section is simply the airing of their own personal grievances and complaints 

about Legal Aid Center’s representation of June. Likely because there is no legal basis to 

support their request. 

The first piece of supposed legal authority the Petition cites is NRS 159.0485, which 

provides the court with the authority to appoint counsel for proposed protected persons and 

protected persons. The Petition claims that the statute “even includes instructions for petition 

for a private attorney when the protected person has the means to pay for representation.” 

Petition, at 11. However, this ignores the actual language in the statute regarding the protected 

person retaining a private attorney.  

To this point, the statute states, in part, that “”[u]pon the filing of a petition for the 

appointment of a guardian for a proposed protected person, the court shall appoint an attorney 
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for the proposed protected person unless the proposed protected person wishes to retain or 

has already retained an attorney of his or her own choice.” NRS 159.0485(1) (emphasis 

added). Then, it goes on to state that after the initial filing of the petition for appointment of 

guardian and after the court has appointed an attorney for the protected person, “if it is 

ascertained that the proposed protected person wishes to have another attorney represent 

him or her, the court shall appoint that attorney to represent the proposed protected person.” 

NRS 159.0485(2)(a) (emphasis added). Therefore, there is only one controlling factor that gives 

this Court the authority to remove the court-appointed attorney for the protected person in favor 

of a private attorney: when the protected person expresses a desire for a private attorney to be 

retained on their behalf. June has never expressed any such desire.  

The second piece of supposed legal authority the Petition cites is NRPC 3.1, which is 

the Nevada Rule of Professional Conduct governing a lawyer’s duty to only pursue meritorious 

claims and contentions. This unscrupulous attack deserves little discussion. Here’s why. The 

Nevada Rules of Professional Conduct explicitly state that “[f]ailure to comply with an 

obligation or prohibition imposed by a Rule is a basis for invoking disciplinary process” NRPC 

1.0A. However, that same rule goes on to state that “violation of a Rule does not necessarily 

warrant any other nondisciplinary remedy, such as disqualification of a lawyer in pending 

litigation.” NRPC 1.0A(d) (emphasis added). That same subsection even warns that “the 

purpose of the Rules can be subverted when they are invoked by opposing parties as procedural 

weapons” and that the Rules do not “imply that an antagonist in a collateral proceeding or 

transaction has standing to seek enforcement of the Rule.” NRPC 1.0A(d). If Robyn and Donna 

truly believe June’s counsel has violated the Nevada Rules of Professional Conduct, then they 

are free to file a complaint with the State Bar of Nevada. However, they should not be allowed 

to weaponize the rules in this guardianship proceeding, which is exactly what NRPC 1.0A(d) 
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warns against. Therefore, the NRPC 3.1 does not provide them with a basis to seek 

disqualification of Legal Aid Center from June’s guardianship case.  

Robyn and Donna’s request to remove Legal Aid Center relies solely on personal 

complaints and ad-hominem attacks against Legal Aid Center, rather than any actual legal 

authority. Therefore, this Court should deny their request outright because there is simply no 

legal basis for it. 

B. Robyn and Donna do not provide any authority to limit the scope of Legal Aid 
Center’s representation of June.  
 

The Petition alternatively requests that this Court revise its Order Appointing Legal Aid 

Center and limit the scope of its representation. Once again, the Petition fails to provide any 

relevant legal authority to support this alternative request. The Petition mainly relies on 

Statewide Rules for Guardianship Rule 9(I).  

First, it must be noted that nowhere in Rule 9 does it provide any party with the ability 

to request limitation of court-appointed counsel’s scope of representation, nor does it provide 

any remedy for violation of Rule 9. Instead, Rule 9 simply outlines the scope of representation 

and is meant to guide the court-appointed counsel through their representation. So, even if this 

Court were convinced by the Petition’s unfounded and unprofessional attacks, Rule 9 does not 

provide the remedy that the Petition seeks. 

With that said, Rule 9(I) does not even support the Petition’s allegation that Legal Aid 

Center has violated the scope of its representation. Rule 9(I) provides that “[i]f the protected 

person or proposed protected person is unable to express or communicate his or her wishes to 

the attorney or maintain, as far as reasonably possible, a normal client-attorney relationship, the 

attorney shall protect the legal interests and due process rights of the protected person or 

proposed protected person and the attorney may take reasonably necessary protective action 
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pursuant to Rule 1.14 of the Rule of Professional Conduct, which may include requesting the 

appointment of a guardian ad litem under NRS 159.0455 to advocate for the best interest of the 

protected person or proposed protected person.” Therefore, under Rule 9(I) court-appointed 

counsel is mandated to protect June’s legal interests and due process rights, which is precisely 

what court-appointed counsel has done both in this case and in separate appeals. Moreover, 

while Robyn and Donna might prefer that a guardian ad litem, paid for from June’s estate, serve 

indefinitely in this case, Rule 9(I) does not place any requirement on court-appointed counsel 

to advocate for the appointment of a guardian ad litem, it simply states that court-appointed 

counsel “may” do so. Under the Petition’s analysis, court-appointed counsel in guardianship 

matters should simply stand idly by and not advocate for their client’s expressed wishes when 

the protected person is of diminished capacity, which as this Court is aware, would be almost 

every guardianship case before it. Moreover, the Petition fails to even acknowledge the rest of 

Rule 9, likely because it completely undermines their argument.  

For instance, Rule 9(C) requires that court-appointed counsel maintain a normal client-

attorney relationship “as far as reasonably possible,” and that court-appointed counsel advocate 

for the protected person’s expressed wishes “even if those expressed wishes are in conflict with 

the client’s apparent best interests.” Also, under Rule 9(E)(1) court-appointed counsel has a 

duty to “[z]ealously advocate for the expressed wishes of the protected person or proposed 

protected person, including those wishes contained in any advance directive or estate-planning 

document.” Moreover, under Rule 9(E)(10) court-appointed counsel has a duty to file 

“appropriate petitions, motions, briefs, and appeals on behalf of the protected person or 

proposed protected person.” And Rule 9(E)(13) places a duty on court-appointed counsel to  

ensure “proper due process procedure is followed and relevant statutes are complied with.”  
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Therefore, Rule 9 commands that court-appointed counsel advocate as Legal Aid Center 

has done in June’s case. Once learning of June’s prior estate planning documents stating that 

she prefers Kimberly making medical and financial decisions for her, Legal Aid Center then 

had a duty to advocate for those expressed wishes. Throughout the proceedings, June continued 

to express those same wishes. Moreover, Legal Aid Center has a duty to protect June’s due 

process rights and ensure that relevant statutes are complied with, which includes filing 

appropriate motions, objections, and appeals when necessary.  

C. This Court should deny the Petition’s request that visits between Legal Aid 
Center staff and June be supervised.  

It should go without saying, but the Petition’s request for supervised visits between 

Legal Aid Center staff and June is an attempt by Robyn and Donna to insert themselves squarely 

into the attorney-client relationship between June and her counsel. Granting this request would 

completely undermine confidentiality and restrict court-appointed counsel’s ability to advocate 

for June. It would also completely contradict this Court’s September 25, 2019 Order Appointing 

Counsel and Directing Release of Medical and Financial Records and Information, which 

specifically states that Legal Aid Center “and each of its attorneys and employees, shall have 

access to and be permitted to speak confidentially with Kathleen J. Jones at any public or private 

institution, facility, or residence.” This Court has never altered or amended that order. Yet, 

without any court approval, Robyn and Donna have taken it upon themselves to violate that 

order by advising of their intention to restrict the Legal Aid Center’s ability to meet with June 

privately and confidentially.2 This has already prevented Legal Aid Center from privately 

                                                 
2 On July 9, 2022, counsel for Robyn and Donna advised Legal Aid Center Counsel that the 
“Guardian intends to no longer have the protected person meet privately” with Legal Aid Center 
staff. See Letter from John Michaelson, dated July 09, 2022, attached hereto as Exhibit 1; 
emails from John Michaelson, attached hereto as Exhibit 2. Mr. Michaelson appears to take 
issue with Kimberly being present in the past during meetings between June and Legal Aid 
Center staff. However, there is a very obvious difference between June giving Legal Aid Center 
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discussing the Petition and the Petition for Authority to Sell the Protected Person’s Real 

Property with June. 

D. This Court should deny Robyn and Donna’s request to appoint the guardian 
ad litem indefinitely. 

There is no issue presently before this Court that requires the assistance of a guardian 

ad litem. Robyn and Donna only seek the appointment of a guardian ad litem to further 

undermine the attorney-client relationship between June and Legal Aid Center, and to create 

another obstacle for June in advocating for her expressed wishes. To make matters worse, 

Robyn and Donna are asking that June’s estate once again pay for the guardian ad litem, in 

addition to also requesting that her estate pay for a private attorney. This Court should deny this 

request also at this time. 

 

DATED this 15th day of August, 2022.   

 
LEGAL AID CENTER OF 
SOUTHERN NEVADA, INC. 

 
           /s/ Elizabeth Mikesell, Esq. . 

Elizabeth Mikesell, Esq. 
Nevada Bar No. 08034 
LEGAL AID CENTER OF 
SOUTHERN NEVADA, INC. 
725 E. Charleston Blvd 
Las Vegas, NV  89104 
Telephone: (702) 386-1533 
Facsimile:  (702) 386-1533 
emikesell@lacsn.org 
Attorney for Adult Protected Person Kathleen 
June Jones 
 

 
 
 
 
                                                 
staff permission to discuss the case in the guardian’s presence, and the guardian demanding that 
they be present during every meeting.  

3307



1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

 

Page 9 of 10 
 

 

 
 

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

 
I HEREBY CERTIFY that on the 15th day of August, 2022, I deposited in the United 

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

OBJECTION TO PETITION TO REMOVE LEGAL AID CENTER OF SOUTHERN 

NEVADA; OR, IN THE ALTERNATIVE, TO LIMIT THE SCOPE OF COURT 

APPOINTED COUNSEL; PETITION TO REAPPOINT THE GUARDIAN AD LITEM; 

PETITION FOR INSTRUCTIONS CONCERNING USING FUNDS TO PAY FOR 

LEGAL SERVICES in a sealed envelope, mailed regular U.S. mail, upon which first class 

postage was fully prepaid, addressed to the following:   

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

 
 

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

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

EDCR 9: 

/// 
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 John P. Michaelson                 john@michaelsonlaw.com  
 
Kelly L. Easton  kellye@sylvesterpolednak.com 
 
Ammon E. Francom  ammon@michaelsonlaw.com 
 
Robyn Friedman  vgsfun@hotmail.com 
 
Peter Pratt   peter@michaelsonlaw.com 
 
Heather Ranck   heather@michaelsonlaw.com 
 
Jeffrey Sylvester  jeff@sylvesterpolednak.com 
 
Elizabeth Brickfield  ebrickfield@dlnevadalaw.com 
 
Lauren Candela   lcandela@dlnevadalaw.com 
 
Melissa R. Romano  mromano@dlnevadalaw.com 
 
Donna Simmons  donnamsimmons@hotmail.com 
 
LaChasity Carroll  lcarroll@nvcourts.nv.gov 
 
Sonja Jones   sjones@nvcourts.nv.gov 
 
Kate McCloskey  NVGCO@nvcourts.nv.gov 
 
Ty Kehoe   tykehoelaw@gmail.com 
 
 
 
 

 
    /s/ Jennifer Bocek-Dobijanski                  _______________ 
Employee of Legal Aid Center of Southern Nevada, Inc. 
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RPLY 
John P. Michaelson, Esq. 
Nevada Bar No. 7822 
john@michaelsonlaw.com 
Peter R. Pratt, Esq. 
Nevada Bar No. 6458 
Email: peter@michaelsonlaw.com 
MICHAELSON LAW 
1746 W. Horizon Ridge Parkway 
Henderson, NV 89012 
Ph: (702) 731-2333 
Fax: (702) 731-2337 
Attorneys for Robyn Friedman  
and Donna Simmons 
 

DISTRICT COURT 
 

CLARK COUNTY, NEVADA 
 
 

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

Kathleen June Jones,   )  
             ) 
   An Adult Protected Person. )            
__________________________________________)  
 

REPLY TO PARTIAL OBJECTION TO PETITION TO REMOVE LEGAL AID 
CENTER OF SOUTHERN NEVADA; OR IN THE ALTERNATIVE, TO LIMIT THE 

SCOPE OF COURT APPOINTED COUNSEL; PETITION TO REAPPOINT THE 
GURARDIAN AD LITEM; PETITION FOR INSTRUCTIONS CONCERNING USING 

FUNDS TO PAY FOR LEGAL SERVICES 
 

COMES NOW Robyn Friedman, Successor Guardian (“Robyn”) of the Person and Estate 

of Kathleen June Jones, by and through Michaelson Law, and files this Reply to Partial Objection 

to Petition to Remove Legal Aid Center of Southern Nevada; Or, In the Alternative, to Limit the 

Scope of Court Appointed Counsel; Petition to Reappoint the Guardian Ad Litem; Petition for 

Instructions Concerning Using Funds to Pay for Legal Services.  Specifically, Petitioner replies 

to LACSN’s allegations that this Court has no authority to remove LACSN and that there is no 

Case Number: G-19-052263-A

Electronically Filed
9/2/2022 7:04 PM
Steven D. Grierson
CLERK OF THE COURT
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need for the appointment of a Guardian ad Litem.  LACSN’s inappropriate actions in this case 

have hurt the Protected Person and her Estate, violated the Protected Person’s Bill of Rights, 

caused unnecessary litigation and appeals, and imposed a great financial burden on the Guardian 

and ultimately on the Protected Person’s Estate. 

BACKGROUND  

1. On July 28, 2022, Robyn filed the Petition to Remove Legal Aid Center of Southern 

Nevada; Or, In the Alternative, to Limit the Scope of Court-Appointed Counsel; Petition to 

Reappoint the Guardian Ad Litem; Petition for Advice and Instructions Concerning Using Funds 

to Pay for Legal Service (the “Petition”).  

2. On August 15, 2022, Legal Aid Center of Southern Nevada filed a Partial Objection to 

Petition to Remove Legal Aid Center of Southern Nevada; Or, In the Alternative, to Limit the 

Scope of Court-Appointed Counsel; Petition to Reappoint the Guardian Ad Litem; Petition for 

Advice and Instructions Concerning Using Funds to Pay for Legal Service.  

ARGUMENT 

I. Guardian stands by her position that LACSN should be removed and that 
this Court has authority to do so. 
 
a. LACSN Should be Removed And Replaced  

3. This Court has authority to remove the Legal Aid Center of Southern Nevada law firm 

(“the LACSN law firm” or “Legal Aid” or “LACSN”) and it should remove and replace the 

LACSN as counsel for the Protected Person, Kathleen June Jones (“June” or the “Protected 

Person”).   

4. LACSN has shown throughout the almost three years of this case that is unable and 

unwilling to abide by the requirements of NRS 159, the Statewide Rules of Guardianship, and 

Nevada Rules of Civil Procedure (“NRPC”) 1.14 in this matter.  LACSN’s (i) willful disregard for 
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all of the medical and other evidence presented in this case along with this Court’s explicit Findings 

of Facts and Conclusions of Law on many points including the protected person’s lack of capacity 

to direct handle her own affairs or direct legal counsel, as well as its (ii) refusal to limit itself to 

protecting only June’s due process rights, and its (iii) objection to appointment of a Guardian ad 

Litem to advocate for June’s best interests, as detailed in the Petition, are ample justification for 

the removal and replacement of LACSN from this case. 

5. As set forth in the Petition, the LACSN law firm has continuously alleged that June is 

directing the LACSN law firm in its numerous appeals and litigation, in spite of all the medical 

evidence before this Court, in spite of the previous Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law from 

this Court stating that June lacks capacity, in spite of the Guardian ad Litem report that June lacks 

this type of capacity, and in spite of the LACSN's own assertations from the very beginning of the 

case almost three years ago that June did not understand that the Kraft Avenue home had been 

transferred from her for far less than market value  and that she no longer owned the property, even 

when the LACSN attorney acknowledged that she had to inform her of those facts repeatedly.  As 

this Court made clear in its Conclusion of Law in the Order filed June 29, 2022, “Court-appointed 

counsel’s contentions that Ms. Jones is directing her legal affairs are unfounded—all the medical 

evidence establishes she cannot do so.” See Exhibit 1, Findings of Fact, Conclusions of Law and 

Order Denying Motion to Stay Order Appointing Successor General Guardian of the Person and 

Estate and for Issuance of Letters of General Guardianship (hereinafter “June 29th Order”), pg 

20, lines 8-9. 

6. As laid out in great detail in the Petition, LACSN has failed repeatedly to take into account 

June’s actual capacity to direct legal affairs and has violated NRPC 1.14 and NRS 159 by 

substituting Legal Aid’s own judgment so it can further its own agenda.  LACSN appears stuck on 
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the simple fact that long ago June nominated another one of her daughters, Kimberly Jones 

(hereinafter “Kim” or “Kimberly”) as guardian.  Legal explicitly noted that it believes it still, three 

years after this case began, has a “duty, under Statewide Rules of Guardianship Rule 9(E)(1), to 

zealously advocate for June’s wishes expressed in her estate planning documents”. See Partial 

Objection, pg 2, footnote 1.   Obviously, a nomination from many years ago is not inviolate! It 

does not mean that nothing will ever change, especially in light of this Court’s other findings and 

conclusions regarding Kimberly’s ongoing misconduct while acting as guardian, even while being 

represented by her own counsel and being admonished by the Court to get her act together.  Even 

at the initial stages of a proposed guardianship, a nomination is not inviolate, as a proposed 

guardian must be properly vetted by the Court.  Under the interpretation of its duty as expressed 

in its Partial Objection, LACSN would be claiming a duty to zealously advocate for any person 

nominated in estate planning documents, no matter how unsuitable, even after having actual 

knowledge that the nominated person in unsuitable, in complete opposition to its duty of protecting 

the proposed protected person or protected person, especially under the Protected Person’s Bill of 

Rights.   

b. This Court Has Authority to Remove LACSN 

7. Rule 9(D)(5) of the Nevada Statewide Rules for Guardianship empowers this Court to  

remove an attorney for a protected person. Rule 9(D)(5) establishes “[a]n attorney for the 

protected person or proposed protected person shall in all cases: . . . 5. Continue as the attorney 

for the protected person or proposed protected person unless and until relieved as counsel by 

order of the guardianship court.”   Likewise, NRS 159.0485(2)(A) states the attorney appointed 

from a county legal services program, such as LACSN, “shall represent the proposed protected 
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person until relieved of the duty by court order.”  This Court has authority to remove the LACSN 

law firm pursuant to statute and rules.  

8. The September 25, 2019 Order Appointing Counsel and Directing Release of Medical And 

Financial Records and Information, written by LACSN and attached hereto as Exhibit 2, authorizes 

the removal of Legal Aid by this Court: 

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that the appointment of LEGAL AID CENTER OF 
SOUTHERN NEVADA, INC. as counsel for KATHLEEN J. JONES shall terminate when 
so ordered by this Court or upon this case being otherwise closed or dismissed or the 
guardianship terminated, at which time LEGAL AID CENTER OF SOUTHERN 
NEVADA, INC shall be relieved of its duties as appointed counsel. Pg 3, lines 5-9. 
 

It is very disingenuous for the LACSN law firm to claim that this Court lacks authority to remove 

LACSN from this matter when the very Order appointing Legal Aid also sets forth the basis for 

the ending of its appointment.  LACSN’s authority in this matter is solely limited to that which is 

given it by this Court. 

9. The June 29th Order included a Conclusion of Law that the LACSN law firm was engaging 

in its own interests and not June’s, i.e. “[t]he object of the appeal has little to do with the Protected 

Person and everything to do with a misguided attempt to change the guardianship statutes by 

establishing a pattern or expectation that once a legal aid attorney makes a representation of a 

protected person’s wishes, all further inquiry, even by the Court, must cease.” See Exhibit 1, pg 

18, lines 6-10. 

10. Even after receiving the June 29th Order from the Court (an Order LACSN did not Appeal), 

Legal Aid failed to transform its representation of June to only protecting her due process rights, 

and continues to claim that it is guided by June and representing her wishes, notwithstanding the 

Findings and Conclusions of the June 29th Order that June “lacks capacity to direct her legal affairs. 

. . . Court-appointed counsel’s contentions that Ms. Jones is directing her legal affairs are 
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unfounded—all the medical evidence establishes she cannot handle doing so.” June 19th Order, pg. 

20, lines 4-10.  LACSN, which knew of June’s cognitive limitations from the beginning of the 

case, should have limited its representation to protecting June’s due process rights, while seeking 

the appointing of a GAL to protect June’s best interests.   

11. The LACSN law firm seems to be under the mistaken belief that NRPC 1.14 does not apply 

to it as court-appointed attorneys for protected persons in guardianship matters.  Statewide Rule 

for Guardianship 9(I) explicitly references NRPC 1.14 for circumstances where an attorney for a 

protected person cannot “maintain, as far as reasonably possible, a normal client-attorney 

relationship,” and that is precisely the situation June is currently experiencing. 

12. Nevada adopted the ABA Model Rule 1.14 without any alterations or modifications, which 

is broader than Rule 9 of the Statewide Rules for Guardianship.  The comments to the Model Rule 

are relevant and significant, if not controlling, for Nevada.  Comment [1] is on point here, and 

states in pertinent part: 

The normal client-lawyer relationship is based on the assumption that the client, when 
properly advised and assisted, is capable of making decisions about important matters.  
When the client is a minor or suffers from a diminished mental capacity, however, 
maintaining the ordinary client-lawyer relationship may not be possible in all respects.  In 
particular, a severely incapacitated person may have no power to make legally binding 
decisions. See Exhibit 3, ABA Model Rule 1.14: Client with Diminished Capacity and 
Comment. 
 

13. All the evidence shows that June has been severely limited from before this case began, so 

much so that she cannot ever recall or put into context that she lost her long-time Las Vegas home 

– the Kraft Avenue house - and could not understand that she no longer owned it, even when 

reminded again and again by her own counsel, as acknowledged by her LACSN attorney. June has 

“no power to make legally binding decisions,” as stated in Comment [1], and, as this Court 

3315



 

 

-7- 

 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

 

concluded, she “lacks capacity to direct her legal affairs . . . “ See Exhibit 1, June 19th Order, pg. 

20, lines 4-10.  

14. Furthermore, as detailed in the Petition, multiple medical reports available to LACSN since 

the very beginning of this case – and brought to LACSN’s attention continuously for three years 

now - show June lacks the capacity to direct legal affairs. The GAL in her report also found that 

June lacked capacity to direct legal affairs and to understand the consequences of decisions and 

choices. See Exhibit 4, Report to the Court by Guardian Ad Litem filed March 29, 2021.  

Everything noted here has been established from the very beginning of this case, making LACSN’s 

woeful disregard for June’s capacity even more appalling.  

15. Legal Aid’s continuing objection to the removal of Kim based on the fact that she was 

nominated in ancient estate planning documents, in-spite of her current real-life misconduct is 

tone-deaf to the reality of how much harm Kim did to her mother, her mother’s estate, and her 

mother’s family as guardian.  LACSN’s opposition does not address any of these realities.  It is 

one thing for LACSN to reiterate over and over again that it is client-directed and so they have to 

make the argument in support of a bad guardian even when it does not make sense and runs 

contrary to the protected person’s best interest, but it is quite another thing to file multiple appeals 

costing hundreds of thousands of dollars for multiple parties all in support of something that is 

clearly wrong and not directed by the protected person, as is the case at hand.  

16. In addition to statutory and guardianship rules bases for removal authority, Nevada Courts 

have exercised inherent authority to remove attorneys in a variety of settings for various reasons.  

For example, the Nevada Supreme Court has upheld the removal of an attorney when an attorney 

may be called to testify in matter.  In Moore v. De Bernardi, 220 P.2d 544, 545; 47 Nev. 33 (Nev. 

1923), the Nevada Supreme Court stated: 
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It is an unwritten law in the legal profession that an attorney may not be a witness in the 
cause he is conducting, except when essential to the ends of justice.  Canon 19 of the 
Professional Ethics of the American Bar Association. 
 

The Nevada Supreme Court expanded on this in Tomlin v. State, 407 P.2d 1020, 1022; 81 Nev. 

610, 623 (Nev. 1965), where it stated  

The law is clear that a prosecutor is competent to testify and he may even be compelled 
to do so.  Robertson v. Commonwealth, 269 Ky. 317, 107 S.W.2d 292 (1937); Robinson 
v. United States, 32 P.2d, 66 A.L.R. 468 (8th Cir. 1928); United States v. Alu, 246 F.2d 
29 (2nd Cir. 1957).  However, this is strictly limited to those instances where his 
testimony is made necessary by the peculiar and unusual circumstances of the case.  Even 
then, his functions as a prosecuting attorney and as a witness should be disassociated. 
 

17. While these cases are different factually, they illustrate that courts can order the removal 

of an attorney from a case based on ethical rules, logic and norms, in addition to statutory or rules-

based power to remove. The LACSN law firm’s contentions are incorrect that the Court cannot 

remove it based upon violations of the Nevada Rules of Professional Conduct or if their 

representation is simply so bad that it is harming the protected person and her family, whom she 

loves and wants to see. The foregoing cases show that this Court can remove LACSN for violations 

of the Nevada Rules of Professional Conduct, as well and NRS 159 and/or Rule 9 of the Nevada 

Statewide Guardianship Rules, and as well based on this Court’s Order appointing LACSN. 

18. Furthermore, Rule 1.14 led to the disbarment of an attorney in Louisiana.  In Re Cofield, 

937 So. 2d 330 (La. 2006) dealt with the disbarment proceedings for a lawyer who exploited a 

client with diminished capacity, a Mr. Davis, who he represented.  The bar committee found that 

“Respondent also continued to deal directly with Mr. Davis after it was known that he was 

incapable of handling his affairs…” Id, 337.  It found that “respondent continued to have repeated 

contact with Mr. Davis and took advantage of his deficient mental capacity…”, ibid., 342.  The 

Louisiana Court ultimately ordered the disbarment of the attorney for exploiting a disabled person.  

If an attorney can be disbarred for exploiting a disabled person, there is no reason a law firm cannot 
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be removed for willfully ignoring all evidence and refusing to acknowledge a protected person’s 

diminished capacity and instead engaging in a continuous pattern of painful and expensive 

unnecessary litigation that has and will deplete the relationships of the family members the 

protected person loves as well as the protected person’s estate. 

19. LACSN erroneously argued without basis that only June can remove and replace it, and 

only at the beginning of the case.  On page 4, lines 8-12 of its Partial Opposition, the LACSN law 

firm ignores the capacity issue and attempts to create new rules out of thin air regarding replacing 

court-appointed attorneys, when it states: 

“Therefore, there is only one controlling factor that gives this Court the authority 
to remove the court-appointed attorney for the protected person in favor of a private 
attorney: when the protected person expresses a desire for a private attorney to be 
retained on their behalf. June has never expressed any such desire.” 

 
20. The record clearly shows June does not have capacity to make such decisions. The record 

also shows that she does not even know who her attorney is or even that she has an attorney at 

all.  Upon information and belief, June could not pick her attorney out of a line up, could not 

recall the LACSN law firm, or the name of her attorney, and certainly could not call them even if 

she wanted to.  Statewide Rules for Guardianship Rule 9(I) explicitly references the NRPC 1.14 

with regards to diminished capacity. LACSN must comply with the Rule 1.14 when a protected 

person lacks the requisite capacity to comprehend the legal situation she is being asked to direct.   

21. To limit removal of court-appointed counsel to only when a proposed protected person or 

protected person expresses such a desire completely displaces all other portions of Rule 9 

regarding limiting representation to only defending due process when a protected person cannot 

direct legal affairs, such as June.  

c. In The Alternative, LACSN Should Be Limited To Protecting June’s Due Process 
Rights 
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22. If this Court does not want to exercise its authority to remove LACSN from this case, this 

Court should issue Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law and an Order limiting LACSN to 

only representing June’s due process rights.  The Court already found in its previous June 29th 

Order that LACSN has substituted its judgment in place of June and improperly claimed that June 

is directing this litigation and appeals.  Issuing an Order limiting LACSN in this matter will be 

built upon the law of this case, as well as previous Findings and Conclusions to that effect.  It 

would be giving power to the Court’s previous Order.  It would be compelling LACSN to do what 

it should have already done of its own accord. 

II. A Guardian Ad Litem Should be Appointed to Represent June’s Best 

Interests 

23. According to the Nevada Statewide Rules for Guardianship, Rule 9(H),  

The role of attorney for the protected person or proposed protected person is 
distinct from the role a guardian ad litem appointed under NRS 159.0455 or an 
investigator appointed under NRS 159.046.  An attorney for the protected person 
or proposed protected person shall not serve as a guardian ad litem in the same 
case or in a related matter.  An attorney for a protected person or proposed 
protected person shall not serve as the attorney for the guardian(s) in the same or 
related case. 
 

24. The LACSN law firm is prohibited from acting as a guardian ad litem in this matter for 

June under Guardianship Rule 9(H).  It is explicitly banned from advocating for her best interests, 

under Guardianship Rule 9(B). Given the clear record in this case regarding June’s inability to 

direct legal affairs and general incapacity, the appointment of a permanent guardian ad litem would 

best serve the requirements of the rules and statutes.   LACSN has claimed June is directing it, but 

that is impossible given that June does not have the capacity to remember or understand well 

enough to direct the LACSN law firm.  LACSN has been substituting its own judgment in place 

of June’s, effectively violating Rule 9(H). 
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25. The LACSN law firm continues to oppose a GAL so that Legal Aid alone can be June’s 

voice. LACSN argues that it must continue to advocate for June’s “expressed wishes” long after 

those “expressed wishes” were addressed at the beginning of the case.  On page 3, lines 5-8 

LACSN states: 

“Legal Aid Center has consistently complied with its duty under Statewide Rules of 
Guardianship Rule 9 to advocate for June’s expressed wishes, even when those wishes 
might be against her ‘best interest’”.  
 

26. June’s expressed wishes were fulfilled when Kimberly was finally cajoled into serving as 

guardian, in an effort, among other things, to bring more transparency to June’s care and what 

Kimbelry was doing with her money.  After that, June had no “expressed wishes” relevant to 

consequences or reality, as she lacks the capacity to express those wishes, yet the LACSN law 

firm continues to advocate for Kimberly to continue as Guardian, thereby aiding and abetting 

Kimberly’s isolation and exploitation of June and Kimberly’s repeated failures to follow the 

requirements of the statutes. This shows that LACSN neglected and ignored its “duty” to protect 

due process and the Protected Person’s Bill of Rights.  The LACSN law firm appears to be arguing 

that once a protected person has expressed a desire for a particular person to serve as guardian, 

even if that nomination was made many years ago under different circumstances, it is required to 

support that nomination no matter what, for all time, and isolation, mismanagement of medical 

care, financial exploitation by the nominated person means nothing.    

27. LACSN has acted as if June was directing Legal Aid in its activities, even when June 

lacked capacity to direct LACSN from the very beginning of the case, when the medical records 

filed herein, and now this Court’s own findings and conclusion establish that June cannot direct 

litigation. LACSN even filed its Writ of Prohibition and its Writ of Mandamus to prevent this 

Court from hearing directly from June and letting this Court assess for itself June’s capacity.  
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28. At some point when a protected person is incapacitated and incapable for directing their 

legal affairs, the attorney for the protected person needs to stop claiming its client is directing the 

litigation. Instead of merely admitting that it has exceeded its mandate and request the 

appointment of a guardian ad litem, LACSN willfully holds itself above the law and exceeds its 

mandate by advocating for its own interests. 

29. By appointing a GAL and removing and replacing the LACSN law firm, or at least by 

mandating that LACSN acknowledge June’s true limitations and limiting LACSN’s 

representation to protecting June’s due process rights, this Court will gain an additional and 

theoretically more independent voice.  These revisions can assist the Court in reducing the 

extremely costly litigation in this case, preserving June’s estate and stabilizing her family 

relationships which have been strained by LACSN’s mishandling of this case.   

30. However, the LACSN law firm continues to oppose such an appointment, even when June 

lacks the capacity to act for herself, arguing on page 8, lines 5-6 of its Partial Objection: 

“There is no issue presently before this Court that requires the assistance of a 

guardian ad litem”.  

31. This could not be further from the truth. A Guardian ad Litem would help protect June. 

According to Statewide Rules of Guardianship Rule 8(B), “[a] guardian ad litem shall zealously 

advocate for the best interest of the protected person or proposed protected person in a matter that 

will enable the court to determine the action that will be least restrictive and in the best interest 

of the protected person.” The LACSN law firm is prohibited from advocating for June’s best 

interests, yet this is what is necessary at this point.  

32. A GAL is necessary because LACSN will not accept medical or other evidence of June’s 

incapacity.  It is acting like June is a fully competent client and that is hurting June’s estate, June 
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and her family.  Although in most cases, the job of advocating for best interests of the protected 

person falls to the guardian, in this matter, the Guardian fears her voice on behalf of her mother 

is drowned out by LACSN’s incessant vexatious, unethical, unnecessary and extremely expensive 

appeals as well as LACSN’s obstinate objections to and stonewalling of nearly every single thing 

the Guardian is trying to do.  These grave circumstances merit a guardian ad litem.   

33. Guardian believes the cost of a guardian ad litem would pale in comparison to the cost of 

having an intractable LACSN law firm unreasonably and unethically opposing her every move 

and filing serial appeals at June’s expense in a vain attempt to use June to get case law favorable 

to its overall objectives.   

34. June could benefit from an additional neutral voice focused on what she really needs. 

35. The LACSN law firm apparently does not want its representation of June limited in any 

manner, shape or form. Instead of accepting that its role from the very beginning should have 

been limited to protecting June’s due process rights, LACSN acted in violation of its mandate and 

substituted its own judgment and acted for its own interests.  This Court can correct this injustice 

by appointing a GAL to safeguard June’s best interests. 

PRAYER FOR RELIEF 
WHEREFORE, based upon the foregoing, Successor Guardian Robyn requests that the 

Court GRANT her Petition in its entirety and ORDER: 

1. That June’s established lack of capacity prevents her from directing the litigation in this 

matter. 

2. That this Court remove Legal Aid of Southern Nevada for failing in its duties and appoint 

other counsel for June. 

3. That, in the alternative, LACSN be directed in this case to limit its representation of June  

to protecting her due process rights pursuant to Statewide Rules of Guardian Rule 9, unless and 
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until the Court finds June has capacity to direct her legal affairs. 

4. That a Guardian Ad Litem be permanently appointed to advocate for June’s best interests. 

5. That the Guardian is authorized to act as requested in the unopposed portions of the 

Petition for Instructions. 

6. Any other relief that this Court so deem necessary and proper. 

Dated this 2nd  day of September, 2022. 
 

MICHAELSON LAW 

By:  /s/ John Michaelson   
John P. Michaelson, Esq. 
Nevada Bar No. 7822 
1746 W. Horizon Ridge Parkway 
Henderson, NV 89012 
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VERIFICATION 

Robyn Friedman, being first duly sworn, under penalty of perjury, hereby deposes and 

says: that she is a Petitioner in the Reply to Partial Objection to Petition to Remove Legal Aid 

Center of Southern Nevada; Or, In the Alternative, to Limit the Scope of Court Appointed Counsel; 

Petition to Reappoint the Guardian Ad Litem; Petition for Instructions Concerning Using Funds 

to Pay for Legal Services 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 

 
 

3324



 
 
 
 
 

Exhibit 1 

3325



 

-1- 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

 

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

DISTRICT COURT 

CLARK COUNTY, NEVADA 

 
IN THE MATTER OF THE GUARDIANSHIP 
OF THE PERSON AND ESTATE OF: 
 
Kathleen June Jones, 
 

An Adult Protected Person. 
 

 
Case Number: G-19-052263-A 
Department:  B 
 
Date of Hearing:  01/27/2022 
Time of Hearing:  11:30 a.m. 

 
FINDINGS OF FACT, CONCLUSIONS OF LAW, AND ORDER DENYING 

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 
 
 

     THIS MATTER came before the Court on January 27, 2022, for a hearing on the 

following: 

1.  The Protected Person, Kathleen June Jones’ (“Protected Person” or “Ms. Jones”) 

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 Administration filed 

December 22, 2021 (“Motion to Stay”); and 

2. The Guardian Robyn Friedman (“Robyn”) and Interested Party Donna Simmons’ 

(“Donna”) Opposition to Motion to Stay Order for Removal of Guardian and Order Appointing 

Electronically Filed
06/29/2022 2:21 PM

Case Number: G-19-052263-A

ELECTRONICALLY SERVED
6/29/2022 2:21 PM
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Successor General Guardian of the Person and Estate and for Issuance of Letters of General 

Guardianship. 

The Court considered the pleadings and papers on file herein, heard oral arguments from 

counsel and interested parties at the hearing, examined the evidence, and has been fully informed 

on the matter. It appears to the Court that proper notice has been given to all interested parties. 

The Court hereby finds, concludes, and orders as follows: 

I. APPEARANCES 

3. Elizabeth Mikesell, Esq. on behalf of Maria L. Parra-Sandoval, Esq., court-

appointed counsel for the Protected Person. 

4. John P. Michaelson, Esq. of Michaelson Law on behalf of the Successor 

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

5. Successor Guardian, Robyn Friedman, along with Ms. Jones and Robyn’s 

husband Perry Friedman. 

6. Former Guardian, Kimberly Jones (“Kimberly”). 

7. Supreme Court Guardianship Compliance Financial Forensic Specialist, Sonia 

Jones.   

8. Ty Kehoe, Esq. on behalf of non-interested parties Dick and Kandi Powell. 

9. Protected Person’s son-in-law, Jack Butler. 

II. FINDINGS OF FACT 

10. On September 19, 2019, Robyn and Donna filed a petition for, among other relief, 

a temporary and general guardianship for Ms. Jones, alleging Ms. Jones was: (1) unable to care 

for herself medically, financially, and legally without assistance; and (2) harmed by other 
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individuals related by marriage that were ignoring Kimberly as Ms. Jones’ designated agent in 

Ms. Jones’ Financial and Healthcare Powers of Attorney (“POA”) and exploiting Ms. Jones.  

11. The alleged exploitation included: (a) transferring Ms. Jones’ ownership interest 

in her home to the alleged exploiters for far less than market value, (b) the same individuals 

forcibly preventing Kimberly from acting as Ms. Jones’ attorney-in-fact both for financial and 

medical decisions and not bringing Ms. Jones home from a visit to see them in Arizona, (c) then-

husband cancelling Ms. Jones’ medical appointments, (d) the initiation of eviction proceedings 

against Kimberly who had moved into Ms. Jones’ home to care for her, and (e) missing funds 

from Ms. Jones’ bank accounts; all while medical professionals informed Robyn and Donna that 

Ms. Jones required 24/7 medical care and lacked testamentary and contractual capacity. For these 

reasons, this Court granted and later extended the temporary guardianship.  

12. At the time of her appointment, 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 this Court found that she was qualified to be 

temporary guardian. 

13. Robyn and Donna provided medical evidence and evaluations from Dr. Gregory 

Brown showing that Ms. Jones is very limited in her ability to care for herself, manage her affairs, 

and in her process decision making. 

14. Dr. Brown stated that he reviewed a 2016 Mini-Cog examination wherein Ms. 

Jones scored a 1, “a score indicative of a dementing condition.” Dr. Brown also reviewed a 

February 17, 2016, record that indicated that Ms. Jones was diagnosed with Alzheimer’s 

Dementia and a September 5, 2019, letter from Dr. Sabbagh that said Ms. Jones “had a 

degenerative neurological condition which led her to be unable to manage her own affairs 

including medical, financial, and legal decisions.” 
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15. Dr. Brown found that Ms. Jones suffered from “profound deficits in long-term 

memory and general recall of overall life historical data, with a general paucity of detail.” 

Specifically, Dr. Brown found that even back in 2019, Ms. Jones: 

 

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. 

16. Dr. Brown concluded, “[t]his lack of information would prevent her from being 

able to reasonably process decision making in multiple domains in life.” 

17. Kimberly also provided medical evidence that Ms. Jones lacked capacity to care 

for herself and manage her medical, financial, and legal decisions. In addition, Kimberly has 

acknowledged several times, and in multiple pleadings, Ms. Jones’ profound lack of capacity 

and inability to make choices on her own. 

18. Kimberly opposed and objected to the need for a guardianship, and alternatively, 

counter-petitioned to be general guardian. However, the Court appointed Kimberly as guardian 

of the person and estate of Ms. Jones on October 15, 2019, because: 1) Ms. Jones preferred 

Kimberly to be appointed guardian; 2) Kimberly finally agreed to serve as guardian; and 3) 

Robyn and Donna voluntarily stepped aside to follow Ms. Jones’ preference once a guardianship 

was initiated to ensure transparency and security in the care of Ms. Jones’ person and estate.  

19. However, following Kimberly’s appointment as guardian, Robyn and Donna 

began claiming that Kimberly was violating the Protected Person’s rights including allegations 

that Kimberly restricted visits and communication between the Protected Person and her 

immediate family in violation of NRS 159.332.  
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20. On December 30, 2020, Robyn and Donna filed a Verified Petition for 

Communication, Visits, and Vacation Time with Protected Person (“Visit Petition”).  In the Visit 

Petition, Robyn and Donna stated that they were forced to bring the Visit Petition “to compel 

Kimberly, as guardian, to be more humane” and “provide the same kind of logistical support to 

Ms. Jones’ family as Kimberly provides to Ms. Jones’ medical professionals, legal aid attorney, 

this Court, friends, neighbors, gardeners, dry cleaners, the veterinarian and the dog groomer.” 

Robyn and Donna requested a “course correction for Kimberly, as the guardian of [the Protected 

Person], to help Kimberly follow through with protecting [the Protected Person’s] right, among 

others, as recognized in the Protected Person’s Bill of Rights, to ‘receive telephone calls and 

personal mail and have visitors.’”  Robyn and Donna had and have no “desire to compel [the 

Protected Person] 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 Ms. 

Jones wants the visits to happen. 

21. The Visit Petition provided numerous examples and evidence of how Kimberly 

used her “just call mom” doctrine to restrict visits and communication with the Protected Person. 

The examples of the “just call mom” doctrine usually began when Ms. Jones voiced her desire 

to visit with Robyn on the phone. “When Robyn asks when they can meet, [the Protected Person] 

hesitates and then says she will call Robyn to set something up. However, invariably, [the 

Protected Person] does not call, possibly because she simply does not remember to do so. When 

Robyn appeals to Kimberly for assistance in coordinating the meetings, Kimberly typically 

ignores the communications for a time and then eventually tersely refers Robyn back to their 

mother . . . to make the arrangements directly as if [the Protected Person] realistically can carry 

through on any planning to set up a visit – continuing the cruel cycle.”  

22. Moreover, Kimberly did not adhere to a prior agreement hammered out at great 

cost to Robyn and Donna through numerous communications between counsel for Robyn and 
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Donna, and counsel for Kimberly, including in-person informal settlement conferences. This 

agreement was hammered out to secure what should have been obvious and intuitive —

Kimberly’s assistance with communication and visits with Ms. Jones. Some of Kimberly’s 

failures included disabling FaceTime on Ms. Jones’ phone, yelling at Ms. Jones and Robyn in 

front of Robyn’s child about whether Ms. Jones wanted to go on a vacation with Robyn, and 

Kimberly taking Ms. Jones to Arizona on the exact dates in July 2020 that were set apart in the 

agreement for Robyn to take Ms. Jones on vacation with no advance notice to Robyn that 

Kimberly was effectively precluding the pre-planned trip.  Kimberly did the same thing to Donna 

– took Ms. Jones to Arizona at the exact time when Kimberly knew that Donna, who lives in 

California, was going to travel to Las Vegas to see Ms. Jones without notifying Donna until 

Donna and other members of the protected person’s family were already in Las Vegas.  

23. Robyn and Donna provided further evidence showing that Kimberly restricted 

visits and communication between Ms. Jones and Robyn on October 10, 2020, with a last-minute 

unplanned offer from Kimberly to drop Ms. Jones off at Robyn’s home. Desperate to see her 

mother, Robyn dropped everything she was doing with her business that day to see Ms. Jones 

with no notice only to have Kimberly stop responding to text messages and resort to Kimberly’s 

“just call mom” doctrine so that the visit was very limited and short by the time Kimberly finally 

relented and allowed Robyn to see her mother that day. Kimberly’s “just call mom” doctrine also 

restricted visits on October 13, 2020, October 30, 2020, December 3, 2020, and December 14, 

2020. Kimberly would demand family members to coordinate all their visits directly with Ms. 

Jones who could not do so.  When family members would occasionally get very brief moments 

on the phone with Ms. Jones, Ms. Jones would invariably say she wants to visit, but to call back 

later.  When family members repeatedly tried calling later, Ms. Jones would say the same things 

and the cycle would repeat.  Kimberly would not help to break the cycle.  She would say “just 

call mom.” 
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24. Robyn and Donna alleged that Kimberly coordinates visits between Ms. Jones 

and her other daughter Teri Butler who lives in Arizona, with whom Kimberly agrees, but other 

family members get last-minute notice, if any at all, terse, vague text messages, and short phone 

calls. Clearly Kimberly 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 between Kimberly and these 

individuals and institutions to accomplish the visits or appointments.  But when it came to Robyn 

and Donna, Kimberly refused to assist Ms. Jones in seeing her daughters. 

25. Ms. Jones’ court-appointed legal aid attorney filed an Opposition to the Visit 

Petition that did not acknowledge the myriad of allegations that Kimberly was restricting visits 

and communication in violation of Ms. Jones’ rights. Instead, the Opposition stated that Ms. 

Jones did not “want an imposition of anything that looks like a visitation schedule.” Court-

appointed counsel’s logic was that “[a]n additional communication tool will only isolate the 

Protected Person from her own family.” Court-appointed counsel made these representations 

even while acknowledging a “never-ending tug-of-war communication battle” among Ms. Jones’ 

daughters wherein the daughters should be “sent to mandatory mediation to work out their 

communication problems” because Ms. Jones has paid “such a high price” for the battle. 

Moreover, court-appointed 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 

the Protected Person wishes to see a family member.” Curiously, court-appointed 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 Ms. Jones was and is paying.  Court-appointed counsel did 

not address the many specific allegations of abuse and isolation by Kimberly. 

26. Kimberly also filed an Opposition to the Visit Petition that asked the Court not to 

impose any “time-consuming” procedures on her. Like court-appointed counsel, Kimberly did 
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not address Robyn and Donna’s detailed claims of abuse and isolation, but instead swept aside 

the numerous allegations en masse by contending that Robyn and Donna did not provide any 

evidence to support the arguments that Kimberly restricted access to Ms. Jones. 

27. In Reply, Robyn and Donna reiterated that they did not want Ms. Jones “to do 

things that she does not want to do” or “disregard[] [her] wishes.” But rather, they sought simple 

logistics including a framework of preset opportunities to assist Ms. Jones “when she expresses 

her desires to her daughters that she wants to see them.” Robyn and Donna have always 

maintained that Ms. Jones should never be forced to visit with them or anyone else. 0F

1  Robyn and 

Donna also alleged that Kimberly was playing favorites—if a family member agreed with 

Kimberly’s position that the guardianship needed to terminate and care of Ms. Jones should 

revert back to being handled by Kimberly pursuant to a POA, and that Kimberly need not provide 

an accounting and that no investigation of Kimberly’s conduct should happen, then the family 

member received Kimberly’s assistance with visitation and access to Ms. Jones, but family 

members that questioned or disagreed with Kimberly did not get any assistance at all—

effectively weaponizing Kimberly’s position as guardian against her own family.  

28. Moreover, the Reply detailed a “strong disconnect between reality and what 

counsel represents” to the Court. The Reply provided verified statements and photographs 

showing that Ms. Jones enjoys the time she spends with Robyn’s family. The Reply also 

provided a transcript from a recording of Ms. Jones struggling and failing to use her own cell 

phone to call Kimberly – showing Ms. Jones likely cannot even call Robyn or Donna without 

assistance, let alone initiate and coordinate calendaring of visitation with the many members of 

her family. The Reply further alleged that statements from Ms. Jones’ counsel and Kimberly are 

examples of the disconnect between their assertions that Ms. Jones can fully handle her own 

                         

1 In virtually every hearing, both Kimberly and Ms. Jones’ court-appointed counsel have claimed 

that Robyn and Donna are seeking to impose visitation on Ms. Jones against her wishes. 
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affairs and the reality of Ms. Jones condition. “For example, Ms. Parra-Sandoval repeatedly 

states to the Court that [the Protected Person] continues to forget that she lost [her home] and 

that Ms. Parra-Sandoval informed this Court that she is the one that informed [the Protected 

Person] that her husband died.” Due to the disconnect, Robyn and Donna asked the District Court 

to utilize its other available tools to investigate allegations of isolation of Ms. Jones by the 

guardian.  

29. At a hearing on February 11, 2021, the Court acknowledged the disconnect 

between Ms. Jones’ counsel’s representations and Robyn and Donna’s representations. Court-

appointed counsel continued 1F

2 to represent to this Court that no further investigation was 

necessary because Ms. Jones is able to direct her in these legal proceedings and does not want 

any schedule or framework for visitation. 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.” Further, it was explained to the Court that Ms. 

Jones’ other daughter Teri Butler “gets visitation” because “Kimberly arranged it. She facilitated. 

She helps out with that like a normal person.”  

30. Additionally, Robyn and Donna stated that the Protected Person’s counsel’s 

position (including the pending appeal in Case No. 81799) undermined and was in opposition to 

the position taken by then guardian, Kimberly Jones, in the related civil case action to recover 

the Protected Person’s home. The undersigned counsel contended that any appeal in Case No. 

                         

2 It’s one thing for court-appointed counsel to adhere to and advocate a client-directed model.  

But in the context of a guardianship proceeding with a protected person who has been shown to 

have limitations on capacity, it’s another thing to adamantly oppose the introduction of any other 

eyes and ears or methodologies to assist the Court, or to oppose the introduction of evidence 

such as missing text messages or criminal records that could show the protected person’s rights 

may be being violated. 
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81799 should have been brought and directed by the guardian (Kimberly Jones), not the legal 

aid attorney appointed to protect Ms. Jones’ interests. However, the guardian did not bring the 

appeal because she recognized that saying that [the Protected Person] can direct [an] appeal 

factors into whether the Protected Person can consent to her house being transferred. In other 

words, the court-appointed counsel’s contentions that Ms. Jones can and has been fully 

understanding and directing the various appeals in this matter and that she can also fully 

appreciate who her family members are and facilitate complex calendaring and visitation on her 

own without assistance from the guardian, undermines Ms. Jones’ position in the related civil 

court litigation that her paid for property was unlawfully taken from her because she lacked the 

capacity to understand and get help to stop the transfer of the property for far less than market 

value.   

31. 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 Ms. Jones. The Mother’s Day Petition alleged that the order 

was necessary because Kimberly had once again precluded and restricted Robyn and Donna from 

visiting with their mother around Easter, a month earlier, while simultaneously relocating their 

mother out of her Las Vegas home to Anaheim, California before this Court had authorized the 

move.  

32. On May 5, 2021, Ms. Jones’ court-appointed legal aid attorney filed a Petition to 

Approve her Proposed Visitation Schedule. The proposed visitation schedule included: any 

visitors who wanted to see Ms. Jones could only do so between 10:00 a.m. and 12:00 p.m. on 

Fridays with only one visitor per hour. If family members wanted to see Ms. Jones but could not 

do so during the proposed two-hour time block, then they were to text Kimberly by Thursday 

morning wherein Kimberly would help Ms. Jones with a phone call during the Friday time block 

to the family member. Any visitors had to confirm with the guardian 24 hours before the visit. 
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There were to be no more overnight vacations with Ms. Jones. Visits were only to take place at 

Ms. Jones’ home (or volunteered Donna’s home as a potential second place for visits). At a later 

evidentiary hearing, every witness including Kimberly testified Ms. Jones could not have 

conceived such an unworkable visitation schedule. 

33. In response to the serious allegations raised in the pleadings and various hearings, 

this 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.  

34. At the February 11, 2021, hearing, this Court appointed a Guardian ad Litem and 

an investigator due to the disconnect between the medical reports and the statements from Ms. 

Jones’ court-appointed counsel, stating “I haven’t been provided any evidence or suggestion that 

[Ms. Jones] is able to execute, facilitate, plan, schedule time with [Robyn and Donna].” Further, 

“we have heard that she loves all of her daughters; that she wants to direct her day.” 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.” 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.” 

35. 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.”  
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36. On February 16, 2021, the Court entered its order appointing Elizabeth Brickfield, 

Esq. as the guardian ad litem for Ms. Jones. 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 

for continued communication between Protected Person and her adult daughters based upon the 

current level of care and needs of the Protected Person.” 

37. On March 29, 2021, the Guardian ad Litem provided her report and stated that 

Ms. Jones wants to visit and communicate with her family, but “lacks the ability to manage, 

initiate or plan these communications or visits.” 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.” Although Ms. 

Jones expressed a desire not to have a schedule, Ms. Brickfield believed it is in Ms. Jones’ best 

interest to have a caregiver or guardian who encourages and facilitates such visiting because Ms. 

Jones lacks the ability to initiate telephone calls or schedule and/or actually carry out visits.  

38. 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. 

39. The court-appointed attorney for the Protected Person did not object to or petition 

for clarification of the scope of the evidentiary hearing or request that Ms. Jones not be required 

to testify at the evidentiary hearing. Instead, the legal aid attorney for Ms. Jones 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, court-appointed counsel filed a Writ Petition with the 
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appellate courts on the eve of the evidentiary hearing and a Motion to Stay the evidentiary 

hearing. Counsel contended that the stay was necessary to ensure that Ms. Jones would not be 

subjected to cross-examination and incur additional attorney’s fees.  

40. On June 7, 2021, this Court entered an Order Denying Petition for Stay. The Court 

stated that the Protected Person’s court-appointed counsel asked the Court to “order a rather 

complicated and specific schedule.” Moreover, the Court took issue with court-appointed 

counsel’s “misleading” assertions that the Visit Petition was “simply a request for visitation 

orders.” 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.” The Court was concerned that the 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.” The Court noted that the Motion to Stay concerned 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 court-appointed counsel’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.”  

41. The Court proceeded with the evidentiary hearing on June 8, 2021. Ms. Jones’ 

court-appointed counsel did not have Ms. Jones appear and objected to Ms. Jones testifying at 

the hearing even though it could have been an opportunity for the Court to hear the Protected 

Person’s wishes first-hand. The Court ruled that Ms. Jones would not be forced to attend or 

testify at the hearing. 

42. The Court also had to investigate Kimberly’s repeated failure 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 

Kimberly numerous opportunities to correct the deficiencies. She failed to do so. Each 
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supplement continually failed to meet the statutory requirements and alleviate concerns from the 

Guardianship Compliance Office. This was doubly concerning because Kimberly holds a 

master’s degree in geriatric care and professes to have been involved in hundreds of custody 

and/or guardianship cases in the state of California.  She of all people should know what is 

expected of a guardian.   

43. Subsequently, after failing repeatedly to complete her Accounting, this Court 

ordered Kimberly 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 the latest supplemental accounting including thousands of dollars of transactions that 

the investigator could not confirm were for the benefit of Ms. Jones (for example, thousands of 

dollars paying a Citibank credit card not in Ms. Jones’ name and over $8,000 in cash 

withdrawals). 

44. Due to the serious nature of what Kimberly was doing, Robyn asked for this Court 

to sua sponte remove Kimberly based on the record before the Court including numerous 

pleadings and filings, many of which were from Kimberly herself, such as the seriously 

inadequate accounting attempts. On April 5, 2021, Robyn and Donna filed an Opposition to 

Kimberly’s Petition to Relocate Protected Person and Transfer Guardianship. In that Opposition, 

Robyn and Donna detailed how Kimberly pre-maturely relocated Ms. Jones 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. Concerns that Kimberly would do this were 

raised in previous hearings and Kimberly was admonished not to move June out of state unless 

and until authorized.  The Opposition went into great detail about how the unauthorized 

relocation of Ms. Jones happened, how Robyn and Donna learned of it, and was supported by 

emails between counsel and statements from neighbors in Anaheim that they had spoken to 

Kimberly’s boyfriend Dean Loggans (“Dean”) during the weekend in question and that Dean 
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confirmed that he and Kimberly were moving into the home. Kimberly’s boyfriend Dean has 

had altercations with several family members and his presence in Ms. Jones’ home is a major 

stumbling block to family visiting with their mother and grandmother.  The Opposition further 

discussed how Kimberly 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 statutorily required information. Based on Kimberly’s unlawful conduct, and ongoing 

unwillingness and/or inability to act properly as a guardian, Robyn and Donna asked this Court 

to consider exercising its power and authority to sua sponte remove Kimberly as guardian based 

upon the record before the Court. Court-appointed counsel for the Protected Person did not file 

anything in response to the Opposition including its request to remove Kimberly. 

45. In the Mother’s Day Petition, Robyn and Donna requested that if Kimberly failed 

to allow the visit to occur, that the Court should also consider removing Kimberly as guardian. 

Court-appointed counsel for Ms. Jones did not file an opposition or response to the Mother’s 

Day Petition including its request to remove Kimberly.  

46. 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 Kimberly weaponized her power as guardian or in other ways 

harmed Ms. Jones or depleted Ms. Jones’ estate.  Court-appointed counsel for Ms. Jones never 

filed anything in response to the request to remove Kimberly. 

47. On July 15, 2021, Robyn and Donna filed an Objection to Kimberly’s Accounting 

and First Amended Accounting. Again, Robyn and Donna asked this Court to sua sponte remove 

Kimberly as guardian for her failures to adhere to her duties, her dishonesty with the Court, Ms. 

Jones, and interested parties, and her absolute flouting of the rules and laws governing 

guardianship, all of which was harming the June and causing great expense to all the parties. The 

Protected Person’s court-appointed counsel filed nothing in response to this request.  Indeed, 
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court-appointed counsel for the Protected Person 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 Kimberly had deleted them from 

her doctored disclosures to the Court and the guardianship compliance office. 

48. Since being appointed as Successor Guardian, Robyn had Dr. Brown re-evaluate 

Ms. Jones on December 28, 2021. Dr. Brown found that Ms. Jones’ mental situation has only 

further declined since 2019. Dr. Brown stated in his latest report: 

 

[Ms. Jones] 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. 

49. Dr. Brown further concluded that Ms. Jones “has a sufficient loss of executive 

function resulting in a barrier to meaningful understanding or rational response,” “is unable to 

execute on desires, preferences, or stated goals, preventing the ability to pursue [Ms. Jones’] own 

best interest,” and “is unable to make or communicate decisions to such an extent that [Ms. 

Jones] lacks the ability to meet essential requirements for physical health, safety, or self-care 

without proper assistance.” Dr. Brown opined that Ms. Jones 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. Dr. Brown opined that Ms. Jones 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. 

50. Ms. Jones’ 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.” Ms. 

Jones further guessed that she speaks with an “Anna Marie” from time to time.  Ms. Jones 
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reported to Dr. Brown that she has no idea what appeals are in general or in specific relative to 

her case. 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.  

51. Ms. Jones 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. She has no idea how much money she 

has and states that her Anaheim home is only valued at $125,000.  

52. Ms. Jones’ 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.  

53. Dr. Brown opined that the Protected Person lacks capacity to “provide reasonable 

detailed responses to questions” and has an “inability to hold information in awareness long 

enough to weigh the risks, the benefits, and outcomes of decisions.” Dr. Brown concluded that 

the Protected Person “would have less ability to defend her own interests from the interests of 

others and thus have increased susceptibility to undue influence of others.” 

III. CONCLUSIONS OF LAW 

54. In deciding whether to issue a stay, the Court is to 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. 

 

See NRAP 8(c). 

 

NRAP 8(c)(1), Whether the object of the appeal or writ petition  

will be defeated if the stay or injunction is denied 

3342



 

-18- 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

 

55. Denying the requested stay will not defeat the object of court-appointed counsel’s 

appeal. Under the disguise of “due process” and the guardianship Bill of Rights, the object of 

court-appointed counsel’s appeal is to limit this Court’s discretion in appointing Guardian ad 

Litems to represent the best interests of protected persons, scheduling evidentiary hearings, and 

investigating allegations that court-appointed guardians are violating Nevada law, isolating the 

protected person, or violating a protected person’s Bill of Rights. The object of the appeal has 

little to do with the Protected Person and everything to do with a misguided attempt to change 

the guardianship statutes by establishing a pattern or expectation that once a legal aid attorney 

makes a representation of a protected person’s wishes, all further inquiry, even by the Court, 

must cease. Again, the object of the appeal (assuming it really is focused on due process) will 

not be defeated if this Court denies the stay.  To the contrary, court-appointed counsel has had 

many opportunities to object to the removal of Kimberly but has simply chosen not to. 

NRAP 8(c)(2), Whether appellant/petitioner will suffer irreparable 

or serious injury if the stay or injunction is denied 

56. Neither court-appointed counsel, nor Ms. Jones will suffer irreparable harm if the 

requested stay is denied. Since Robyn has been Successor Guardian, Ms. Jones has been thriving 

and doing very well. Robyn reports that Ms. Jones had a Christmas celebration with more of her 

family around her than she would have had with Kimberly 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. The Protected Person was also able to celebrate 

Donna’s birthday with Donna and the rest of her family. The Court has been informed that Ms. 

Jones was smiling and having a good time during those celebrations. Additionally, Robyn 

learned that Kimberly was giving the Protected Person medications off schedule from what the 

doctors prescribed. Robyn corrected Kimberly’s medication mistakes and the Protected Person 
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is receiving the appropriate medications at the appropriate intervals. The Protected Person does 

not refute or deny Robyn’s reports to the Court. 

NRAP 8(c)(3), Whether respondent/real party in interest will suffer 

Irreparable or serious injury if the stay or injunction is granted 

57. Guardian, Robyn, and the Protected Person will suffer irreparable or serious 

injury if the requested stay is granted. Since being appointed as successor guardian, Robyn has 

incurred significant cost and time taking over the guardian duties and responsibilities from 

Kimberly. 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 the Protected Person, coordinating 

in-home care, and beginning to undo the mess Kimberly created and left behind (including 

medications and finances). Robyn has completely taken over all of the duties and responsibilities 

for caring for the Protected Person. Accordingly, both the Protected Person and Robyn would 

suffer extreme irreparable harm if the stay were granted and the guardianship were required to 

go back to Kimberly’s very poor financial and medical management.  

58. Also, Kimberly has not filed a joinder to the request for stay and has not asked in 

any way to return to being guardian. It is unknown whether Kimberly even wants or agrees to 

resume her responsibilities as guardian. Granting the stay could simply place an unwilling 

guardian back into a position of responsibility for the Protected Person, causing more harm to 

the Protected Person. 
 

NRAP 8(c)(4), whether appellant/petitioner is likely to  

prevail on the merits in the appeal or writ petition 

59. The appeal filed by court-appointed counsel for the Protected Person is not likely 

prevail on the merits for the following reasons: 

60. First, underlying the entire appeal is whether the Protected Person has capacity to 

direct her court-appointed counsel. All of the medical evidence in this case shows that Ms. Jones 

lacks capacity to care for herself in nearly every facet of life, including directing legal affairs. 
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Back in 2019, Dr. Brown found that Ms. Jones’ mental capacity was in serious decline requiring 

a guardianship to protect her from undue influence. On December 28, 2021, Dr. Brown found 

that the Ms. Jones’ mental capacity has severely deteriorated even more over the last two years.  

Ms. Jones 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 know what an appeal is generally or what appeals are being filed 

on her behalf specifically. Ms. Jones’ court-appointed counsel has never provided any medical 

evidence to the contrary. Court-appointed counsel’s contentions that Ms. Jones is directing her 

legal affairs are unfounded—all the medical evidence establishes she cannot handle doing so. 

61. Second, the appellate contention is not likely to prevail on appeal that Ms. Jones’ 

due process rights have been violated because the Court is not adhering to the representations of 

her court-appointed counsel as the law of the case. Due process is satisfied where interested 

parties are given an “opportunity to be heard at a meaningful time and in a meaningful manger.” 

J.D. Constr., Inc. v. IBEX Int'l Grp., LLC, 126 Nev. 366, 377, 240 P.3d 1033, 1041 (2010) 

(quoting Mathews v. Eldridge, 424 U.S. 319, 333, 96 S.Ct. 893, 47 L.Ed.2d 18 (1976)).  

62. The required opportunity to he heard has been amply provided. This Court has 

not precluded Ms. Jones or court-appointed counsel from any opportunity to be heard throughout 

this matter. It is the court-appointed counsel for the Protected Person who has made decisions 

for Ms. Jones to not personally appear before this Court during the numerous hearings held, 

including the Evidentiary Hearing where this Court properly heard arguments and took evidence 

pertaining to whether the guardian was violating Ms. Jones’ rights.   

63. Even though court-appointed counsel repeatedly insisted prior to the Evidentiary 

Hearing, and insists subsequent to the Evidentiary Hearing, that Ms. Jones has full capacity to 

initiate and calendar visitation schedules with her large family and also is actively directing 
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several appeals to the Nevada Supreme Court in this matter, oddly, just prior to the Evidentiary 

Hearing, court-appointed counsel for Ms. Jones temporarily switched positions and argued 

instead that Ms. Jones lacked capacity to testify and fought to preclude Ms. Jones from testifying 

at the Evidentiary Hearing where Ms. Jones could have expressed her wishes directly to the 

Court and all parties.   

64. In a curious evolution of arguments Ms. Jones’ court-appointed counsel now 

claims due process has been violated because this Court does not unquestioningly follow court-

appointed counsel’s decrees about what the Protected Person supposedly wants or what is best 

for the Protected Person. However, having determined that Ms. Jones’ rights were being 

unlawfully violated by the guardian, this Court was required to and had wide discretion to protect 

Ms. Jones from Kimberly’s continued violations of her rights and the rights of Ms. Jones’ 

immediately family. The Court surely could not continue to allow Kimberly to unlawfully restrict 

visits and communication between Ms. Jones and her family members. This Court weighed the 

credibility of court-appointed counsel’s representations of Ms. Jones’ capacity and Ms. Jones’ 

wishes and found it not as compelling as the totality of medical evidence, pleadings and 

testimony received by the Court. Court-appointed counsel chose to oppose allowing Mr. Jones 

to express herself at the evidentiary hearing and also chose not to respond many times to requests 

by other parties for the Court to remove Kimberly based on the record.  Ms. Jones’ due process 

rights were not violated by the Court. 

65. Third, court-appointed counsel contends that Ms. Jones’ “due process” rights and 

the Protected Persons Bill of Rights were violated when this Court found that guardianship 

proceedings were a better means under the circumstances than a power of attorney in protecting 

Ms. Jones and her estate.  However, court-appointed counsel did not dispute that Ms. Jones was 

being exploited prior to the appointment of guardian. Court-appointed counsel never denied that 

Ms. Jones lost the Kraft home for less than market value, that Ms. Jones’ dogs were taken from 
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her, nor has court-appointed counsel refuted any of the other serious allegations that were 

presented before this Court in 2019. All of the instances of alleged abuse occurred while the 

Power of Attorney in question was in operation. The Power of Attorney framework was 

insufficient to protect Ms. Jones in the circumstances of this case. Court-appointed counsel never 

showed this Court that the Protected Person would have been protected under the circumstances 

had the guardianship proceedings been terminated, the legal aid attorney allowed to withdraw, 

the Court’s oversight and the guardianship compliance offices reviewed been suspended and the 

Power of Attorney document reinstated. 

66. Fourth, the Protected Person contends that it was a violation of the Bill of Rights 

for this Court to investigate and contemplate a “visitation schedule.” Such a contention 

misleadingly narrows the situation before the Court. This Court found that Kimberly, as 

guardian, was restricting and precluding visits and communication between Ms. Jones and her 

family in direct violation of the bill of rights. Ms. Jones’ court-appointed counsel never disputed 

Robyn and Donna’s allegations that Kimberly was isolating Ms. Jones and violating her rights 

by restricting visits. Ms. Jones’ court-appointed counsel has never told this Court that Ms. Jones 

denies that Kimberly restricted her visits and communication. Ms. Jones’ court-appointed 

counsel has never argued that Robyn and Donna fabricated all the numerous specific instances 

in which Kimberly restricted or precluded visits and communication from occurring. Ms. Jones’ 

court-appointed counsel took no position on other serious allegations such as Kimberly pre-

maturely relocating Ms. Jones to Anaheim before this Court authorized it. Ms. Jones’ court-

appointed counsel has also largely remained silent on Kimberly’s missing and/or statutorily 

deficient accounting, budget, care plan, and inventories. Accordingly, Ms. Jones’ court-

appointed counsel has never denied that Kimberly was violating Ms. Jones’ rights. 

67. Fifth, court-appointed counsel for the Protected Person contends that this Court 

violated the Protected Person’s due process rights and rights under the protected person’s Bill of 
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Rights by removing Kimberly as guardian because Ms. Jones wants Kimberly to be her guardian. 

It is important to note that Robyn and Donna have repeatedly filed documents over the course of 

months asking the Court to consider removing Kimberly as guardian sua sponte. Court-

appointed counsel for Ms. Jones never filed a written objection or opposition to any of those 

requests even though the request was made time and again.  

68. Sixth, court-appointed counsel for the Protected Person contends that the 

Protected Person’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 since the Court appointed Robyn as temporary guardian. 

69. Seventh, Ms. Jones’ court-appointed counsel provides no authority contesting this 

Court’s wide discretion to schedule evidentiary hearings or to appoint Guardians ad Litem. 

Additionally, court-appointed counsel provides no authority showing that the Court had no right 

to investigate allegations that Kimberly was violating Ms. Jones’ bill of rights. The appeal is not 

likely to prevail on the merits. 

/ / / 

/ / / 

/ / / 

/ / / 

/ / / 

/ / / 

/ / / 

/ / / 

/ / / 

/ / / 
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NOW THEREFORE, 

IT IS HEREBY ORDERED, ADJUGED AND DECREED that the 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 Administration is hereby DENIED. 

 
 
 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Respectfully submitted by: 
MICHAELSON LAW 

   /s/ John P. Michaelson   

John P. Michaelson, Esq. 
Nevada Bar No. 7822 
john@michaelsonlaw.com 
Matthew D. Whittaker, Esq. 
Nevada Bar No. 13281 
matthew@michaelsonlaw.com  
Guardian, Robyn Friedman, 
and Donna Simmons 
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3�24�5������677�����
��8�����9��5�3	�������	������:�������
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r�qs�t������uvv�����
��w�����x��t�ryU-U.̀.U2N��z42{2-,S�yU-U.̀.U2N�PhT,S3},��̀NS�O{{2-U.U2N-	�������	������§����������������
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4�35�)������677�����
��8�����9��)�4}CJ;I>�Cm��>N?;DT�CD�k>J;J;CD�mC?�Sll?CqN@�Cm�QRN?M;ND�SM�p;J><FE�L>>E�NDM�oCEJE	�������	������
3385



��������������	
 ������������������������������������������������������� !����"�#$$�%����

������������������������������������������������������� !����"�#$$�%���� $&��'
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3387



��������������	
 ������������������������������������������������������� !����"�#$$�%����

������������������������������������������������������� !����"�#$$�%���� $%��&

'(()*�+,-./�01�2345,6./�718,9�+,9-189,�01�:38;38<9�1=�:>?09�>8;�@18?.A93189�1=�B>C�>8;�D6;,6�+,<>6;38<�E3930>0318F�:3690�G88A>.�G??1A8038<FHA>6;3>8�9�:,,9F�@>6,0>I38<�:,,9F�G00168,/�:,,9�>8;�@190�>8;�+,41J>.�1=�0K,�HA>6;3>8�&��&�������LMNOP�������QRS�TQU�VVV'(((*�+,-./�01�2345,6./�718,9�+,9-189,�01�W,030318�01�@14-,.�2345,6./�718,9�01�W61J3;,�G8/�>8;�G..�X8=164>0318�>8;�Y1?A4,80>0318�+,.>0,;�010K,�W610,?0,;�W,6918�01�0K,�ZA??,9916�HA>6;3>8�&��&�������[\\]̂_̀]a�R\�bMc̀]SM�������QRS�TQU�VVd'((e*�G==3;>J30�1=�W,6918>.�Z,6J3?,�&��f�������gRa]SM�R\�hM_c]ij�������QRS�TQU�VVk'((l*�m103?,�1=�n,>638<�&��f�������oMca]\]S_aM�R\�bMc̀]SM�������QRS�TQU�VVp'((q*�@,603=3?>0,�1=�Z,6J3?,�&��f�������rs�t_caM�tMa]a]Ri�������QRS�TQU�VVu'((v*�wx�WG+yw�WwyXyXDm�:D+�Gm�D+Yw+�ZnD+ywmXmH�yXzw�yD�nwG+�WwyXyXDm�:D+�GYEX@w�GmY�XmZy+{@yXDmZ�@Dm@w+mXmH{ZXmH�:{mYZ�yD�WG|�:D+�BwHGB�Zw+EX@wZ�Xm�@GBX:D+mXG�GmY�WwyXyXDm�yD�{Zw�:{mYZ�yD�+wWGX+�GmGnwXz�W+DWw+y|�&��f�������[\\]̂_̀]a�R\�Q}M�Q]O]jMiSM�������QRS�TQU�VV~'((�*�G::XYGEXy�Xm�Z{WWD+y�D:�wx�WG+yw�WwyXyXDm�:D+�Gm�D+Yw+�ZnD+ywmXmH�yXzw�yD�nwG+�WwyXyXDm�:D+�GYEX@w�GmYXmZy+{@yXDmZ�@Dm@w+mXmH�{ZXmH�:{mYZ�yD�WG|�:D+�BwHGB�Zw+EX@wZ�Xm�@GBX:D+mXG�GmY�WwyXyXDm�yD�{Zw�:{mYZ�yD+wWGX+�GmGnwXz�W+DWw+y|�&��%��������Ra]Ri�\Rc�rsaMi�]Ri�R\��]�M�aR�tcMN_cM��c_i�Sc]Na��������QRS�TQU�Vd�'(e�*�7A8,��vF������>8;�7>8A>6/��qF������&�$��������hM_c]ij���$����	
��������������������
��������������W,030318�=16�>8�D6;,6�01�w8=16?,�>8;�16�=16�>8�D6;,6�01�ZK1C�@>A9,�6,<>6;38<�@180,4-0��W,030318�=16�G00168,/9�:,,9����������������&�$��������hM_c]ij���$����	
��������������������
��������������W,030318�01�+,9063?0�E3930>0318F�@144A83?>0318�>8;�X80,6>?0318�C30K�0K,�W610,?0,;�W,6918�2>0K.,,8�7A8,�718,9��������
������������&�$��������[OO�tMî]ij��Ra]Ri����$����	
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