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IIN THE SUPREME COURT OF THE STATE OF NEVADA 

IN THE MATTER OF THE GUARDIANSHIP
OF THE PERSON AND ESTATE OF
KATHLEEN JUNE JONES, AN ADULT
PROTECTED PERSON, 

KATHLEEN JUNE JONES, 

 Appellant, 
vs. 

ROBYN FRIEDMAN; AND DONNA
SIMMONS; AND ELIZABETH
BRICKFIELD, GUARDIAN AD LITEM FOR
KATHLEEN JUNE JONES, 

 Respondents. 

No. 84655 

APPEAL 

From the Eighth Judicial District Court, Clark County 
The Honorable Linda Marquis, District Judge 

District Court Case No. G-19-052263-A 

APPELLANT’S APPENDIX 

Scott Cardenas 
Nevada Bar No. 14851 

Elizabeth Mikesell 
Nevada Bar No. 08034 

Legal Aid Center of Southern Nevada 
725 East Charleston Boulevard 

Las Vegas, Nevada 89104 
(702) 386-1539

Attorneys for Appellant 

Electronically Filed
Sep 15 2022 08:12 a.m.
Elizabeth A. Brown
Clerk of Supreme Court

Docket 84655   Document 2022-28879
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AALPHABETICAL INDEX TO APPELLANT’S APPENDIX 

DESCRIPTION  VOL.  BATES NUMBERS  
Case Appeal Statement II 0384–91 

Ex Parte Motion for Order Shortening 
Time For Hearing on Petition to 

Approve Kathleen June Jones’ Proposed 
Visitation Schedule  

II 0307–09 

Findings of Fact, Conclusions of Law, 
and Order Granting Guardian Ad Litem 

Fees 

II 0346–61 

Kathleen June Jones’ Opposition to 
Verified Petition for Communication, 

Visits, and Vacation Time with 
Protected Person 

I 0044–65 

Kathleen June Jones’ Notice of 
Objection to Guardian Ad Litem’s 

Written Notice of Intention to Seek 
Attorney’s Fees and Costs from 

Guardianship Estate Pursuant to NRS 
159.344(3) 

I 0160–66 

Kimberly Jones Joinder to Kathleen 
June Jones’ Notice of Objection to 

Guardian Ad Litem’s Written Notice of 
Intention to Seek Attorney’s Fees and 

Costs from Guardianship Estate 
Pursuant to NRS 159.344(3) 

I 0167–68 

Limited Response to Petition for 
Visitation with Protected Person 

II 0280–84 

Minutes for February 11, 2021 Hearing I 0144–45 
Minutes for April 06, 2021 Hearing I 0242–43 
Minutes for Evidentiary Hearing on 

June 08, 2021 
II 0315–16 

Minutes for August 12, 2021 Hearing II 0317–18 
Minutes for December 09, 2021 Hearing II 0344–45 

Minute Order II 0310–11 
Notice of Appeal II 0380–83 
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Notice of Appearance I 0153–55 
Notice of Entry for Findings of Fact, 

Conclusions of Law, and Order 
Granting Guardian Ad Litem Fees 

II 0362–79 

Notice of Entry of Order for Order 
Granting Petition to Relocate Protected 
Person and Transfer Guardianship in 

Part and Denying in Part 

I, II 0244–52 

Notice of Hearing for February 11, 2021 
Hearing 

I 0041–43 

Notice of Intention to Seek Attorney’s 
Fees and Costs From Guardianship 
Estate Pursuant to NRS 159.344(3) 

I 0156–59 

Notice of Non-Opposition to Verified 
Petition for Communication, Visits, and 

Vacation Time with Protected Person 

I 0066–69 

Objection to Petition for Approval of 
Guardian Ad Litem’s Fees and Costs 

II 0333–43 

Opposition to Verified Petition for 
Communication, Visits, and Vacation 

Time with Protected Person 

I 0070–96 

Order Appointing Guardian Ad Litem I 0146–52 
Order Shortening Time II 0312–14 

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 

I 0097–122 

Partial Transcript for February 11, 
2021 Hearing 

II 0392–421 

Petition for Approval of Guardian Ad 
Litem’s Fees and Costs 

II 0319–32 

Petition to Approve Kathleen June 
Jones’ Proposed Visitation Schedule 

II 0285–306 
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Petition to Relocate Protected Person 
and Transfer Guardianship 

I 0190–205 

Petition for Visitation with Protected 
Person 

II 0253–73 

Protective Order Authorizing Limited 
Review of Confidential Documents 

I 0180–83 

Report to the Court I 0184–89 
Response to Objection to Fees as 

Guardian Ad Litem 
I 0169–71 

Robyn Friedman and Donna Simmons’ 
Joinder to Response to Objection to Fees 

as Guardian Ad Litem 

I 0172–79 

Robyn Friedman and Donna Simmons’ 
Opposition to Petition to Relocate 

Protected Person and Transfer 
Guardianship 

I 0206–41 

Supplement to Petition for Visitation 
with Protected Person 

II 0274–79 

Supplement to 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 

I 0123–43 

Supplement to Verified Petition for 
Communication, Visits, And Vacation 

Time With Protected Person 

I 0035–41 

Transcript for March 12, 2021 Hearing II 0422–74 
Transcript for December 09, 2021 

Hearing 
II 0475–82 

Verified Petition for Communication, 
Visits, And Vacation Time With 

Protected Person 

I 0001–34 
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APPEL ANT’S APPENDIX: VOLUME 2 
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CSERV

DISTRICT COURT
CLARK COUNTY, NEVADA

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

Kathleen Jones, Protected 
Person(s)

DEPT. NO.  Department B

AUTOMATED CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

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

Service Date: 4/9/2021

Kelly Easton kellye@sylvesterpolednak.com

Cheryl Becnel cbecnel@maclaw.com

Laura Deeter, Esq. laura@ghandilaw.com

Faydra Ross fr@ghandilaw.com

Lenda Murnane lenda@michaelsonlaw.com

James Beckstrom jbeckstrom@maclaw.com

Ty Kehoe TyKehoeLaw@gmail.com

Jeffrey Sylvester jeff@sylvesterpolednak.com

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

Kate McCloskey NVGCO@nvcourts.nv.gov

Sonja Jones sjones@nvcourts.nv.gov

AA 0251
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LaChasity Carroll lcarroll@nvcourts.nv.gov

Matthew Piccolo matt@piccololawoffices.com

Melissa Douglas mdouglas@dlnevadalaw.com

Elizabeth Brickfield ebrickfield@dlnevadalaw.com

Penny Walker pwalker@lacsn.org

John Michaelson john@michaelsonlaw.com

John Michaelson john@michaelsonlaw.com

David Johnson dcj@johnsonlegal.com

Karen Friedrich kfriedrich@dlnevadalaw.com

Geraldine Tomich gtomich@maclaw.com

Matthew Whittaker matthew@michaelsonlaw.com

Ammon Francom ammon@michaelsonlaw.com

Matthew Whittaker matthew@michaelsonlaw.com

Ammon Francom ammon@michaelsonlaw.com

AA 0252
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PET 
MICHAELSON & ASSOCIATES, LTD. 
John P. Michaelson, Esq. 
Nevada Bar No. 7822 
john@michaelsonlaw.com 
Ammon E. Francom, Esq. 
Nevada Bar No. 14196 
ammon@michaelsonlaw.com  
2200 Paseo Verde Parkway, Ste. 160 
Henderson, Nevada 89052 
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. )    
__________________________________________)    
 

PETITION FOR VISITATION WITH THE PROTECTED PERSON 

 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, pursuant to NRS 159.332, Robyn Friedman and Donna Simmons 

(“Petitioners” or “Robyn and Donna”), as family members and interested parties in this matter, 

by and through their attorneys at Michaelson & Associates, Ltd., and file this Petition for 

Visitation with the Protected Person and hereby alleges as follows:   
 

Case Number: G-19-052263-A

Electronically Filed
4/23/2021 6:47 PM
Steven D. Grierson
CLERK OF THE COURTCLERK KKKKKKK OF THE COUUUURTRTRTRTTRTRTTTTRRRRRR
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PETITIONERS AND OTHER MEMBERS OF JUNE’S FAMILY NEED A VISIT 
THEY CAN RELY ON, OUTSIDE KIM’S PRESENCE 

1. Petitioners request an order from this Honorable Court directing their sister 

Kimberly Jones (“Kim” or “Kimberly”) to facilitate a visit to allow Petitioners and a number of 

other family members to see their mother/grandmother Kathleen June Jones (“mother”, 

“grandmother”, “June”, “Ms. Jones” or “the protected person”) on Saturday, May 8, 2021, from 

10:00 a.m. to 7:00 p.m., without Kim being present. Petitioners request that Kim drop June off 

at 10:00 a.m. in the morning at the Holiday Inn Express & Suites located at 31573 Canyon 

Estates Dr, Lake Elsinore, California, and that Kim pick June up at 7:00 p.m. in the evening from 

the same location. 

2. Mother’s Day is on May 9, 2021. Petitioners and their families along with Scott 

Simmons and some of Ms. Jones’ grandchildren wish to visit with their mother/grandmother 

outside the presence of Kim to celebrate the holiday. 

3. The intention for the day is to have lunch, get nails done, and BBQ with the bulk 

of the extended family in California including children, grandchildren, and great grandchildren.  

The day’s activities will take place in and around Donna’s home located within four miles of the 

hotel where other family members are staying and where June would be dropped off and picked 

up. Petitioners will ensure ample opportunity for June to relax, nap if she chooses, or just sit and 

let family gather around if that is what she chooses. Of course, June’s wishes to stay or leave 

will be respected at all times. 

4. Petitioners feel it important to request the Court’s intervention to schedule this 

visit because Kim’s recent Memorandum of Status implies that family visits with June are to 

take place at the Anaheim Home. See Kim’s Memorandum of Status filed on March 29, 2021 at 

¶ 7, p. 3:18-22.  Petitioners do not wish to visit June at the Anaheim Home because they do not 

feel safe around Kim and her boyfriend Dean Loggans. This fear was exacerbated  when Kim 

informed this Court that she “will not be ordered to leave her house” when other family members 

AA 0254
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visit June at the Anaheim home. Id. at ¶ 7, p. 3:23.  June’s Anaheim property is not Kim’s house.   

5. More recently, Ms. Jones’ legal aid attorney confirmed this position. In an email 

dated April 14, 2021, Ms. Maria Parra-Sandoval provided a proposed visitation schedule that 

states: 
Hi John, 
 
After a series of conversations with June, she has instructed me to reach out to 
her daughters in an effort to reach an agreeable resolution on the issue of 
visitation.  June once again reaffirmed that she never wanted a visitation schedule 
or anything that resembled a visitation schedule, but she knows she doesn’t have 
an unlimited budget to keep fighting her daughters. June has reached a point 
where she is exhausted and has been forced to concede on this issue due to her 
limited resources.  
 
This is what June is willing to agree to: 
• June wants visits to last one hour max with whoever visits her at her 
Anaheim house—any of her children and any of her grandchildren.    
• June wants the visits on Friday mornings at 10:00 am. She can have a 
visitor from 10:00 am to 11:00 am and a second visitor from 11:00 am to noon.  
• The only other place she is willing to travel to is Donna's house, and again 
one hour max there too.    
• June does not want to stay overnight with anyone. 
• To avoid communication issues, the guardian would leave June’s Friday 
mornings open for any visitor (in-person visits or calls)  
• Guardian must receive a confirmation (text or email) that that visitor is 
actually arriving, 24 hours before the scheduled visitor time.    
• If no one-way confirmations are sent to the guardian by Thursday 
morning, the guardian is free to change plans for Friday mornings. 
• If any of her children or grandchildren cannot visit June every Friday 
morning, they can send a confirmation to the guardian (on Thursday morning) 
and instead of a visit request to make June available for a call that Friday morning.  
• If the visitor doesn’t want the guardian around:  (1) the guardian will leave 
the home to run errands while visitations are taking place OR (2) visitations will 
simply take place in the common areas of the Anaheim home. (Guardian will not 
be forced to leave the home during visitations as she will have her own personal 
space to retreat to for the length of the visitation.) 
• June is happy to speak to anyone that calls her on any other day as she 
usually has her phone close by. 
 
Please let me know if Robyn and Donna would be agreeable to this 
communication/visitation plan before I go around canvassing support from the 
other adult children.  Based on my exchanges with James Beckstrom, the 
guardian seems to be agreeable to the above.   

AA 0255
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Also, I did not copy Elizabeth Brickfield as it is my belief that her service has 
concluded with the filing of her Report to the court.  
 
Kind Regards, 
Maria Parra-Sandoval  
 
(Emphasis added). 

6. Moreover, Ms. Parra-Sandoval’s proposed visitation schedule is completely 

unworkable for June in its own right and would preclude altogether the ability of June to have 

this requested Mother’s Day celebration with her other children and grandchildren. Ms. Para-

Sandoval’s proposed schedule would limit all family visits with June to the Anaheim house on 

only Friday mornings from 10:00 a.m. to 12:00 p.m. with a max of two visitors (one visitor per 

hour). Further, the proposed schedule heavily advocates on Kim’s behalf and signals once again 

that Kim has no intention of helping or cooperating to schedule or facilitate celebrations such as 

this proposed Mother’s Day family celebration. 

7. Kim also has a tendency at times to stay with June even if she is at a location 

other than her home spending time with her other family members.  To avoid further acrimony, 

June’s family simply need an order clarifying what Kim refuses to do, which is that she will not 

be present during the visit with June. 

8. Additionally, the Court is well aware of Kim’s actions over the past 18 months 

whereby she frequently “ghosts” family members who attempt to contact her to schedule a visit 

with their mother.   

9. Further, the recent debacle over Easter weekend with Kim refusing to allow 

humane reasonable access to June highlights why this Court will have to order Kim very 

specifically to facilitate visitation, or the visitation simply will not happen.   

10. As this Court is aware, Robyn and Donna became concerned that Kim without 

this Court’s authorization had unilaterally packed up June’s things and left the state.  Robyn sent 

a gift to her mother and the delivery person reported no one responded to knocks at the door, no 

AA 0256
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lights were on, no vehicles in the driveway, and the property appeared abandoned.   

11. In typical fashion, Kim went silent, ghosting everyone.  Once again, the tired 

cycle commenced with Robyn being forced to have her counsel reach out to Kim’s counsel to 

find out what was going on.  Kim is not known for advance planning. 

12. Counsel for Robyn sent this: 
 

All, it appears all of June’s things have been packed up and the Kraft house is 
empty.  We suppose this from representations at the settlement conference and 
also because June’s daughters sent her a gift and the delivery person notified them 
the house appears deserted and pictures seem to indicate – no welcome mat, etc. 
that the house is empty.  Robyn has been in contact with Kim and directly with 
June about visiting for Easter.  Now it appears Kim plans without notice to 
Robyn, Donna or Scott or any of the grandchildren on taking June to Arizona.  
This is interesting that she would do this without even a word to Robyn who she 
knows is desperate for time with her mother, and on the eve of possibly moving 
out of Nevada forever.  Wouldn’t this be an opportunity for Kim to show some 
humanity and that she can be a true professional by reaching out to Robyn?  Even 
if Kim has had these uncommunicated plans for weeks or months, why wouldn’t 
she give Robyn some advanced notice and facilitate a visit with June before 
leaving? 
  
Moments ago, Kim finally sent another one of her terse and belated answers via 
text saying something to the effect “calm down, she’s at Denny’s in Las Vegas.”  
If that’s true, then please ask/direct/suggest/plead for Kim to reach out to Robyn 
(though this would be as usual extremely last minute) and see if she would like 
to visit with June before they leave? 

13. At 3:55 p.m., Mr. Beckstrom responded this way: 
 

John,  
Your version of events is wrong. You have no client control and accept your 
client’s statements as gospel.  
  
June’s things are packed. Which I stated in the Motion which has been e-served. 
June is not out of the state. She is in the state. Her furnishings are unfortunately 
packed. I told the judge this and everyone else the same during the conference.  
  
As for Easter. We are talking about this on a Friday at almost 4PM. First you 
should confirm with your client the exchange that went on. I took the time to do 
so and Kimberly offered to drop June at Robyn’s for the entire weekend. Prior to 
that, June stated she wanted to go see Teri in Arizona, which didn’t work out.  
  

AA 0257
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June said she didn’t want to go to Robyn’s for brunch on Sunday. Kimberly went 
one step further and told June she should go and made the above offer to Robyn. 
That was after Robyn continued to threaten Kim about dragging her through 
Court until she couldn’t breathe. Her typical tactic.  
  
You are wearing blinders and I we don’t need four lawyers to deal with this. If 
your client wanted to see June on Easter and thought she wouldn’t get a response 
from Kimberly, a simple ask last week while everyone was in the same room 
would have resolved this with no problem. Your client is attempting to create a 
paper trail to support her own false narrative. Any competent attorney can see 
what is being done.  
  
I hope your client accepts the offer to take June the entire weekend. 

14. Many things in Mr. Beckstrom’s response highlight the problems with this 

guardianship.  First, we are always at Kim’s mercy for her portrayal of what June wants.  Kim’s 

representations of June never wanting to see approximately 60% of her family, are squarely at 

odds with everyone else’s perceptions of June’s wishes, including Dr. Brown, the guardian ad 

litem, and upon information and belief, the Court.  Though it seems like a mathematical 

improbability, according to Kim, June’s tastes and preferences for whom she would like to visit 

and when always seem to correspond with who is in, and who is out, of favor with Kim.  Despite 

Kim’s Oath on file in this case, if you challenge or question Kim, you will not see June.  It is 

that simple.   

15. Second, Kim only offers visits when under pressure from this Court through her 

attorney, and even then, it is with zero planning and last minute.  Counsel was grateful to learn 

from Mr. Beckstrom that one should confirm with one’s client concerning the sequence of 

events.  Presumably, Mr. Beckstrom believed that Kim had reached out in advance to advise her 

sisters of her plans to flee Nevada in violation of the law but had at least offered Robyn the 

chance to see her mother one last time.  Unfortunately, neither of those things actually happened.  

Kim had not reached out to her sisters about any of this, and upon information and belief was in 

the process of leaving the state without telling anyone.  She was stopped short because once 

again, Robyn started asking logical, reasonable, simple questions.   

AA 0258
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16. Annoyed and caught in the act of fleeing the state, Kim had actually only offered 

a visit with June (likely because Mr. Beckstrom had reached out to her to find out what was 

going on – at the prompting of Robyn and Donna and their attorney as has happened several 

times in this case) literally just six minutes before Mr. Beckstrom’s email.  Here’s Kim’s text 

with the time stamp at 3:49 p.m.: 

 

17. Shocked and worried for their mother, but not surprised at Kim’s typical reckless 

behavior, Petitioners struggled to respond to this last minute “offer” to have June at Robyn’s 

home, with no notice.  Petitioners wanted to see what “arrangements” Kim had made for June 

because: 1) Kim has very little money; 2) Kim and Mr. Beckstrom knew Petitioners had agreed 

to pay for June to stay at the Kraft house through April 10th; 3) June’s things were all packed up; 

and 4) Kim had absolutely no authority to move June out of the state and had not notified anyone 

of the same.   
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18. Further examples of Easter weekend communications from Robyn, all of which 

are logical, easily answered questions and concerns, but which were met with cynicism and a 

complete lack of any substantive response or information from either Kim or Mr. Beckstrom: 
 

At 4:20 p.m.:  
 

As always, Robyn is happy to visit with her mother but these 
“opportunities” condescendingly dolled out by Kim only come at the last 
minute and with pressure from you or the court. 

 
After receiving a dismissive non-response, again at 4:41:  

 
James, can you confirm that the guardian has a place for June to stay this 
weekend?  If so, where is it?  Robyn has asked Kim and she is refusing to 
answer.  All she would say is that mom is at Denny’s.  If June is in danger, 
Robyn will of course take her in, but Robyn needs to know right now.  
She is in the process of clearing a room and clearing her schedule.  She 
has a lot going this weekend and would love a visit but would have 
preferred advanced communication. 

  
Please confirm in writing where June is staying and whether she has a 
bed, etc. 

 
With still no substantive response (keep in mind Kim had only an hour before 
popped the question to Robyn if she wanted to take June), counsel for Robyn 
stated:  

 
Based on past experience with Kim, my clients are both concerned that 
Kim actually has a place lined up for June.  If there is an emergency, 
Robyn will of course take June in for the weekend.  My clients are 
concerned that what is being proposed as a last minute visit opportunity 
is really a situation where Kim has moved all of June’s things out of state 
prematurely and perhaps June is not in the best or an appropriate setting.  
We ask for video proof of June’s lodgings for tonight and the foreseeable 
future until the court resolves the petition to relocate. 

 
Two hours after Kim suddenly offered access to June, and with no response about 
exactly where they were, nor even a short video clip from Kim showing their 
mother safe in a hotel room, which she is 100% capable of providing from her 
cell phone, counsel for Robyn felt compelled to send this:  

 
James, where are June’s belongings?  Are they in trucks in Nevada?  Have 
they been moved to California? 
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We are calling Metro for a well-check as Kim has refused to provide 
June’s location and she has purportedly moved June to a hotel.  Please 
provide the exact location (hotel and room number) and the date when 
they moved. 

 
Robyn would like to visit Ms. Jones right now alone in her hotel room. 
 
There has been no approval for a move at this point and the Friedman’s 
agreed to pay her rent through 4/10. 

 

19. So, after Mr. Beckstrom stated in one response that he could get the location 

information, and after Kim offered last minute access to June in response to pressure, ultimately, 

Kim and June were never heard from again.  No one knows where they stayed, where they went, 

where June’s things were, or why Robyn, Perry and their son could not see June over Easter.  

20. All that is known is that Kim unlawfully removed June from her Kraft home 

without statutorily required court authorization or notice. Then while under pressure, Kim made 

a last-minute “offer” for June to visit Robyn before she fled the state. And when Robyn began 

to frantically cancel plans and clear space at her house, and began to ask questions, Kim ghosted 

everyone and disappeared.   

21. Kim was in Anaheim, California that weekend moving June’s possessions into 

the Anaheim home – confirmed to Donna by longtime neighbors near June’s Anaheim home 

who reported speaking with Kim’s boyfriend that weekend. Accordingly, instead of Robyn and 

her family being able to celebrate Easter with June or see their mother and grandmother at all 

before she left the state, Petitioners learned that Kim had taken June out of the state. Petitioners 

seek to avoid a repeat of Kim’s passive aggressive behavior displayed many times in this case 

and once again on Easter weekend by having this Court specifically authorize and order this 

Mother’s Day celebration. 

22. The requested visit will require Petitioners and other family members to prepare 

and expend time and resources and incur significant costs. Petitioners and the rest of the family 

simply cannot be put in a position of taking time off from work and other activities, spending 
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money to travel, only to have Kim take their mother out of town unexpectedly or otherwise 

impede and preclude the needed interaction from occurring. 

23. Nor can Petitioners and the rest of the family be asked to expend large amounts 

of money and time on negotiations through lawyers to coerce Kim to do something so routine as 

to allow family members a visit with their mother or grandmother without Kim leering over 

them. 

24. Accordingly, the only way for Petitioners and June’s other family members to 

ensure that the visit occurs is for the Court to order the same. 

 
Kim has No Right in this Guardianship to Refuse or Preclude the  

May 8, 2021, Requested Visit 

25. The importance of a protected person’s right to communication, visitation, and 

interaction with the people she loves is so important Nevada law devotes an entire section of the 

guardianship chapter to this topic. 

26. NRS 159.332 provides: 
 
Guardian prohibited from restricting communication, visitation 
or interaction between protected person and relative or person 
of natural affection; exceptions. 
 
      1.  A guardian shall not restrict the right of a protected person 
to communicate, visit or interact with a relative or person of natural 
affection, including, without limitation, by telephone, mail or 
electronic communication, unless: 
 
      (a) The protected person expresses to the guardian and at least 
one other independent witness who is not affiliated with or related 
to the guardian or the protected person that the protected person does 
not wish to communicate, visit or interact with the relative or person 
of natural affection; 
 
      (b) There is currently an investigation of the relative or person 
of natural affection by law enforcement or a court proceeding 
concerning the alleged abuse of the protected person and the 
guardian determines that it is in the best interests of the protected 
person to restrict the communication, visitation or interaction 
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between the protected person and the relative or person of natural 
affection because of such an investigation or court proceeding; 
 
      (c) The restriction on the communication, visitation or 
interaction with the relative or person of natural affection is 
authorized by a court order; 
 
      (d) Subject to the provisions of subsection 2, the guardian 
determines that the protected person is being physically, 
emotionally or mentally harmed by the relative or person of natural 
affection; or 
 
      (e) Subject to the provisions of subsection 3, a determination is 
made that, as a result of the findings in a plan for the care or 
treatment of the protected person, visitation, communication or 
interaction between the protected person and the relative or person 
of natural affection is detrimental to the health and well-being of the 
protected person. 
 
      2.  Except as otherwise provided in this subsection, if a 
guardian restricts communication, visitation or interaction between 
a protected person and a relative or person of natural affection 
pursuant to paragraph (d) of subsection 1, the guardian shall file a 
petition pursuant to NRS 159.333 not later than 10 days after 
restricting such communication, visitation or interaction. A guardian 
is not required to file such a petition if the relative or person of 
natural affection is the subject of an investigation or court 
proceeding pursuant to paragraph (b) of subsection 1 or a pending 
petition filed pursuant to NRS 159.333. 
 
      3.  A guardian may consent to restricting the communication, 
visitation or interaction between a protected person and a relative or 
person of natural affection pursuant to paragraph (e) of subsection 1 
if the guardian determines that such a restriction is in the best 
interests of the protected person. If a guardian makes such a 
determination, the guardian shall file a notice with the court that 
specifies the restriction on communication, visitation or interaction 
not later than 10 days after the guardian is informed of the findings 
in the plan for the care or treatment of the protected person. The 
guardian shall serve the notice on the protected person, the attorney 
of the protected person and any person who is the subject of the 
restriction on communication, visitation or interaction. 
 
(Emphasis added).   

27. Under these and other statutes, guardians in Nevada are “prohibited from 
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restricting communication, visitation or interaction between protected person[s] and relative[s] 

or person[s] of natural affection” except under very controlled circumstances. 

28. Pursuant to the statute, to restrict access to June, Kim needs to do one or more of 

the following: 

a. Show that June expressed to Kim and to another independent witness that June 

no longer wishes to see her family.  Kim has not done this. 

b. Show that June’s family are under investigation for abuse of June and that it is in 

June’s best interest to not see her family.  Kim has not done this. 

c. Show that allowing visitation with June’s family would violate a court order.  

Kim has not done this. 

d. Determine that June is being abused by her family, and within 10 days bring a 

petition outlining such abuse and requesting an order to limit communication, 

visitation or interaction.  Kim has not done this. 

e. Determine that findings in a plan of care show that June’s access to her family 

would be detrimental to June and provide notice to all parties and the court within 

10 days.  Kim has not done this. 

29.  Kim has not even attempted to do any of these things, yet by various passive 

aggressive means, she isolates June.  At a minimum, this is an abuse of discretion by a guardian.   

30. Here, the Court should grant this Petition because there is no statutorily required 

reason for the visit to not occur. Kim will not be able to articulate any basis under this or any 

other statute for refusing to schedule and coordinate the May 8, 2021, requested visit.  

31. Kim’s only argument will be that her mom has expressed that she dislikes 

“schedules”.  This led to the now famous “just call June” doctrine taught to us by Kim, her 

attorney James Beckstrom and Maria Para-Sandoval, June’s legal aid attorney.   

32. Sadly, this doctrine has proven catastrophically bad for June, the matriarch of her 
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family.  Kim and her team know that June is not capable of following through on her own in a 

way that would bring any visitation, communication, and interaction with her family without 

help from her guardian. 

33. June has been repeatedly found to lack capacity to even remember her posterity, 

let alone to engage in medication, financial or calendar management on her own.  Dr. Gregory 

Brown stated that June has profound memory loss even to the extent of not knowing the number 

of her children and grandchildren, her life-long profession and job, and the number of husbands 

she had over the course of her life. See Dr. Brown’s report attached to the September 19, 2019, 

Confidential Physician’s Certificate of Incapacity and Medical Records filed herein.  

34. Even Ms. Parra-Sandoval, in bygone hearings, repeatedly stated that she had to 

remind June each time they spoke that her home had been taken from her.  Further, Ms. Parra-

Sandoval admitted to this Court during the September 17, 2020, hearing that Kim “puts things 

on [June’s] calendar.” Upon information and belief, Ms. Parra-Sandoval coordinates with Kim 

to schedule appointments with June. That may even be why Ms. Parra-Sandoval’s proposed 

schedule strongly advocates on behalf of Kim – because Kim was present for that conversation 

and her undue influence shaped what is presented as “June’s wishes” even though these points 

strongly contradict the Report from the Guardian ad Litem.   

35. The report filed by Elizabeth Brickfield, Esq., a well-known, respected, and 

experienced estate planning and guardianship attorney, recently appointed by this Court as 

guardian ad litem in this matter to provide more independent insight for the Court states: 

a. Ms. Jones was very clear to Ms. Brickfield that she wants to see all of her children 

and grandchildren, that she wants to see them in her home, in their homes, on 

overnights and vacations. 

b. Given Ms. Jones’ expressed desire to see and communicate with her children and 

grandchildren, their desire to see and communicate with their parent/grandparent, 
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Ms. Jones’ guardian should make this family interaction a top priority for the 

quality of Ms. Jones’ life. 

c. Ms. Jones wants visits and communications with her children and grandchildren 

and these visits and communications are in her best interest. 

d. Ms. Jones lacks the ability to manage, initiate, or plan these communications and 

visits. 

e. Kimberly Jones has not encouraged or facilitated these visits and 

communications. 

f. Kimberly Jones is unlikely to encourage and facilitate visits without supervision 

by the Court and even then, the Court will be required to expend significant 

efforts to make sure the visitation occurs. 

See the Guardian ad Litem’s Report to the Court filed on March 29, 2021. 

36. Based on the conflicting reports to the Court from Ms. Parra-Sandoval and Ms. 

Brickfield, it is now before the Court to determine if June is being placed in circumstances where 

she is being unduly influenced to say certain things. 

37. Instead of freeing June, Kim’s, Mr. Beckstrom’s and Ms. Parra-Sandoval’s 

backward insistence on not cooperating in facilitating visitation, communication, and interaction 

has drained the life blood out of June’s relationship with several of her children and 

grandchildren, to the point where these relationships and interactions really only exist on paper, 

not in reality.  There is no natural free flow of communication or interaction between June and 

Robyn, Donna or Scott or any of their family since Kim took over. Kim has used extreme passive 

aggression to see to that. 

38. Kim’s passive aggression, as has been amply demonstrated by all the pleadings 

in this matter, includes i) not answering text or email questions for days, or in some cases never 

answering; ii) taking June abruptly elsewhere when others had an expectation of visiting June at 
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her home; iii) not adequately ensuring June can answer her phone; iv) not assisting June with 

any regularity in making calls to her family in ways that would actually accomplish 

communication since times are completely unknown and random; v) suddenly offering access 

to June with virtually no notice; vi) unilaterally packing up all of June’s things and moving June 

out of state abruptly without Court approval and with no notice to any of the family; vii) 

continuously referring family members to “just call June” despite knowing that June is not 

capable of rationally arranging and facilitating visitation, interaction and communication without 

assistance; viii) not disclosing to family Kim’s intentions concerning where she and June will 

live until after severe amounts of efforts and meet and confer and Court intervention; ix) 

continuously refusing to allow visitation with June without Kim’s presence, while knowing there 

is a great deal of acrimony and hostility between Kim and most of her family; x) refusing to 

disclose until very recently whether her boyfriend who has had nearly violent confrontations 

with family members will be living with June so family can anticipate that and make 

arrangements; xii) refusing for months and months to provide a detailed, written plan of care, in 

one document, not spread across many pleadings in the form of oblique and general references 

to “same as before” care, which were only recently filed in hopes of leaving the jurisdiction of 

this Court; and xiii) generally passively aggressively refusing in good faith to answer basic 

questions to avoid costly litigation to get even the most basic answers out of Kim (such as “are 

you even in Nevada?”). 

39. All of these – especially taken together – “restrict the right of a protected person 

to communicate, visit or interact with a relative or person of natural affection”.  

40. On the rare occasions when they have seen her in person or spoken on the phone 

in the past 18 months, Petitioners both certified that June has told them and others continuously 

that she would like to continue to see them and their families.  Petitioners have even told June 

they can back off from trying to see her if she prefers.  However, June has been consistent in 
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expressing to Petitioners her desire to visit, communicate and interact with all of her posterity, 

not just Kim and Teri.  The guardianship Bill of Rights guarantees that June has the right to a 

guardian who will enable her to visit with all of her family.  Kim can hate whomever she wants, 

but when she takes an oath as guardian, she has no right to weaponize that court-appointed 

position and power to punish others by isolating them from June. 

41. This Petition seeks only to ensure Petitioners and other family members have 

access to June and can have a meaningful Mother’s Day celebration with her without the fear 

that Kim’s conduct or presence will rain on the celebration. 

PRAYER FOR RELIEF 

WHEREFORE, based upon the foregoing, Petitioners request that the Court GRANT 

Petitioners Robyn and Donna’s Petition in its entirety and ORDER: 

1. Kim to facilitate and coordinate a visit for June to spend time with Petitioners and 

other family members on May 8, 2021 by dropping off June at 10:00 a.m. at  the 

registration desk of the Holiday Inn Express & Suites located at 31573 Canyon 

Estates Dr., Lake Elsinore, California, then leaving the area and not being anywhere 

near the proximity of the family to allow the family to freely interact with their mother 

and grandmother and then picking up June again at 7:00 p.m. that evening from the 

same location; 

/// 

/// 

/// 

/// 

/// 

/// 

/// 
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2. If Kim fails to obey this Court’s order for the May 8, 2021 visit, then this Court should 

consider removing or suspending Kim as June’s guardian at the scheduled May 13, 

2021 hearing. 

DATED: April 23, 2021. 
MICHAELSON & ASSOCIATES, LTD. 

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

                  Ammon E. Francom, Esq. 
Nevada Bar No. 14196             
2200 Paseo Verde Parkway, Ste. 160 
Henderson, Nevada 89052 
Counsel for Petitioners 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

Pursuant to NEFCR 9, that on April 23, 2021, the undersigned hereby certifies a copy 

of the foregoing Petition was electronically served on the following individuals and/or entities 

at the following addresses.  In addition, pursuant to Nevada Rule of Civil Procedure 5(b), the 

undersigned hereby certifies that on April 26, 2021, a copy of the Petition was mailed by regular 

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

following individuals and/or entities at the following addresses: 

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

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

Geraldine Tomich, Esq. 
gtomich@maclaw.com 
 
James Beckstrom. Esq. 
jbeckstrom@maclaw.com 
 
Cheryl Becnel 
cbecnel@maclaw.com 
 
Attorneys for Kimberly Jones 
 

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

Elizabeth Brickfield 
DAWSON & LORDAHL PLLC 
ebrickfield@dlnevadalaw.com 
 
Melissa R. Douglas 
mdouglas@dlnevadalaw.com 
 
Karen Friedrich 
kfriedrich@dlnevadalaw.com 
 
Guardian Ad Litem for Kathleen June Jones 
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Teri Butler 
586 N. Magdelena Street 
Dewey, AZ 86327 
 

Scott Simmons 
1054 S. Verde Street 
Anaheim, CA 92805 

Jen Adamo 
14 Edgewater Drive 
Magnolia, DE 19962  

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

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

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

Courtney Simmons 
765 Kimbark Avenue 
San Bernardino, CA 92407 
 

 

 

      MICHAELSON & ASSOCIATES, LTD. 

  /s/  Amber Pinnecker    
Employee of Michaelson & Associates 
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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 Petition above; that she has read the foregoing Petition 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; 

that she possesses text messages, telephone records, and videos as stated throughout this Petition 

that support, memorialize, and prove the facts as presented in this Petition. 

 

____________________________________________                                
     ROBYN FRIEDMAN 
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VERIFICATION 
 

Donna Simmons, being first duly, sworn under penalty of perjury, hereby deposes and says: 

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

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. 

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

Attorneys for Kimberly Jones,  
Guardian of Kathleen June Jones 
 

 
DISTRICT COURT 

 
CLARK COUNTY, NEVADA 

IN THE MATTER OF THE GUARDIANSHIP 
OF THE PERSON AND ESTATE OF: 
 
KATHLEEN JUNE JONES 
 

An Adult Protected Person. 
 

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

 
Hearing Date: June 3, 2021 
Hearing Time: 1:30 P.M. 

 
 

LIMITED RESPONSE TO PETITION FOR VISITATION WITH THE PROTECTED 
PERSON 

Plaintiff, Kimberly Jones, as Guardian of the Person and Estate of Kathleen June Jones, 

through the law firm of Marquis Aurbach Coffing, hereby submits this Limited Response to 

Petition for Visitation with the Protected Person (“Response”).  This Response is based upon 

papers and pleadings on file herein, the attached Memorandum of Points and Authorities, and 

any oral argument permitted at the time of the hearing on this matter. 

MEMORANDUM OF POINTS AND AUTHORITIES 

I. INTRODUCTION AND LEGAL ARGUMENT.  

The most recent Petition is absurd. There was never a request for a visit or coordinated 

trip with June for Mother’s Day prior to Petitioners running to the Court. Petitioners, nor any 

other family member, made any attempt to communicate with the Guardian, the Guardian’s 

attorney, June, or June’s attorney regarding this visit.  The Petition is a waste of judicial 

resources and a waste of attorney fees. June’s attorney had already been in the process of trying 

Case Number: G-19-052263-A

Electronically Filed
5/3/2021 5:18 PM
Steven D. Grierson
CLERK OF THE COURTCLERK KKKKKKK OF THE COUUUURTRTRTRTTTTTTT
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to work out an agreeable visitation schedule between the family prior to this request, but 

Petitioners continue to want to make the process as difficult as possible. This Petition could have 

been completely eliminated if Mr. Michelson asked June’s attorney about a Mother’s Day visit 

back on April 14, 2021.1  

There is absolutely no objection by the Guardian regarding June going to see her other 

family members for Mother’s Day.  The Petition seeks a visit on the date of May 8, 2021 at 

10:00 a.m. and makes a demand that Kimberly drive June an hour to and from Lake Elsinore. 

The demand goes further, asking the Guardian to leave June “at the registration desk.” Kimberly 

is not agreeable to dropping off and picking up June. Kimberly has no problem getting June 

ready in the morning for a day with her family, discussing, or coordinating the family visit.  The 

family members can transport June for their day of activities. It would provide Petitioners more 

time with June, reduce June’s expenses, and provide the claimed respite relief Petitioners state 

they so badly want to provide the Guardian.  

The remainder of arguments by counsel within the Petition are unsubstantiated, 

inadmissible, unprofessional, and improper. Notably absent is a single communication aimed at 

this requested visit, or a single request for a visit with June. Concurrently with the drafting of this 

Response, Kimberly once again, will go above and beyond what she is required to do as 

Guardian and will make the same offer stated in this Response. The offer will be an unequivocal 

invitation for Petitioners to have June for Mother’s Day (or any other day they desire).  

II. CONCLUSION. 

Based on the foregoing, the Petition should be denied without oral argument. There is no 

need for court intervention for a Mother’s Day trip—especially one that was never informally 

sought and has no objection. Allowing counsel for Petitioners to once again stand on a soap box 

and regurgitate his client’s opinions is not an efficient use of judicial resources or June’s limited 

resources. The Guardian is happy to coordinate visits, including visits to June’s house. The 

Guardian is not required to read minds, contact each of June’s children to coordinate every 
 

1 The date of the e-mail where Mr. Michelson states he was discussing visitation with Mrs. Parra 
Sandoval.  
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formal and informal holiday, or shuttle June to each family member for visitation at their beck 

and call.  

Dated this 3rd day of May, 2021. 

MARQUIS AURBACH COFFING 

By  /s/ James A. Beckstrom   
James A. Beckstrom, Esq. 
Nevada Bar No. 14032 
10001 Park Run Drive 
Las Vegas, Nevada  89145 
Attorney for Jones, as Guardian of the 
Person and Estate of Kathleen June 
Jones 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

I hereby certify that the foregoing RESPONSE TO PETITION FOR VISITATION 

WITH THE PROTECTED PERSON was submitted electronically for filing and/or service 

with the Eighth Judicial District Court on the 3rd day of May, 2021.  Electronic service of the 

foregoing document shall be made in accordance with the E-Service List as follows:2 

Ty E. Kehoe, Esq. 
KEHOE & ASSOCIATES 
871 Coronado Center Drive, Ste. 200 
Henderson, NV 89052 
Attorneys for Richard Powell, Kandi Powell 
and Rodney Gerald Yeoman 

Matthew C. Piccolo, Esq. 
PICCOLO LAW OFFICES 
2450 St. Rose Pkwy., Ste. 210 
Henderson, NV 89074 
Attorneys for Richard Powell, Kandi Powell 
and Rodney Gerald Yeoman 

Laura A. Deeter, Esq. 
GHANDI DEETER BLACKHAM  
725 S. 8th Street, Ste. 100 
Las Vegas, NV 89101 
Attorneys for Estate of Rodney Gerald Yeoman 

Maria L. Parra-Sandoval, Esq. 
LEGAL AID OF SOUTHERN NEVADA 
725 E. Charleston Blvd. 
Las Vegas, NV 89104 
Attorney for Kathleen June Jones Protected 
Person 

Jeffrey R. Sylvester, Esq. 
SYLVESTER & POLEDNAK 
1731 Village Center Circle 
Las Vegas, NV 89134 
Co-Counsel for Petitioners, Robyn Friedman 
and Donna Simmons 

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

John P. Michaelson, Esq. 
Ammon E. Francom, Esq. 
MICHAELSON & ASSOCIATES, LTD. 
2200 Paseo Verde Parkway, Ste. 160 
Henderson, Nevada 89052 
Attorneys for Robyn Friedman 
and Donna Simmons 

Elizabeth Brickfield 
DAWSON & LORDAHL PLLC 
8925 West Post Road, Suite 210 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89148 
Guardian Ad Litem for Kathleen June Jones 

 

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

correct copy thereof, postage prepaid, addressed to: 

/ / / 

 
2 Pursuant to EDCR 8.05(a), each party who submits an E-Filed document through the E-Filing System 
consents to electronic service in accordance with NRCP 5(b)(2)(D). 
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Jen Adamo 
14 Edgewater Drive 
Magnolia, DE 19962 

Teri Butler 
586 N. Magdelena Street 
Dewey, AZ 86327 

Courtney Simmons 
765 Kimbark Avenue 
San Bernardino, CA 92407 

Scott Simmons 
1054 S. Verde Street  
Anaheim, CA 92805 

Ampersand Man 
2824 High Sail Court 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89117  

 

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

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

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

 
 
 
 

  /s/  Javie-Anne Bauer                
An employee of Marquis Aurbach Coffing 
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EXPP
Maria L. Parra-Sandoval, Esq.
Nevada Bar No. 13736
LEGAL AID CENTER OF
SOUTHERN NEVADA, INC.
725 E. Charleston Blvd.
Las Vegas, NV  89104
Telephone: (702) 386-1526
Facsimile:  (702) 386-1526
mparra@lacsn.org
Attorney for Kathleen 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

EX PARTE MOTION FOR AN ORDER SHORTENING TIME FOR HEARING ON

PETITION TO APPROVE KATHLEEN JUNE JONES’ PROPOSED

VISITATION SCHEDULE

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

Maria L. Parra-Sandoval, Esq., hereby files this Ex Parte Motion for an Order Shortening Time 

pursuant to EDCR 5.514 and request that this Court shorten the time in which to hear the 

attached Petition  for May 13, 2021. This application is based upon the pleadings and papers 

on file and the Affidavit of June’s attorney attached to this motion. 

DATED this 6th day of May, 2021.

LEGAL AID CENTER OF
SOUTHERN NEVADA, INC.

/s/ Maria L. Parra-Sandoval
Maria L. Parra-Sandoval, Esq.
Nevada Bar No. 13736
Attorney for Kathleen June Jones

Case Number: G-19-052263-A

Electronically Filed
5/6/2021 11:12 AM
Steven D. Grierson
CLERK OF THE COURTCLERK KKKKKKK OF THE COUUUURTRTRTRTTTTTTTR
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AFFIDAVIT OF MARIA L. PARRA-SANDOVAL, ESQ. IN SUPPORT OF EX PARTE 
MOTION FOR AN ORDER SHORTENING TIME 

 
 Maria L. Parra-Sandoval, Esq. declares as follows: 

1. I am an attorney with Legal Aid Center of Southern Nevada, and court-appointed 

attorney for Kathleen June Jones, an Adult Protected Person.  

2. I am duly licensed to practice law in the State of Nevada and have personal knowledge 

of and I am competent to testify concerning the facts herein.  

3. That the Protected Person filed a Petition to Approve Kathleen June Jones’ Proposed 

Visitation Schedule on May 5, 2021. 

4. That the Master Calendar Clerk set the hearing date on the subject Petition for May 27, 

2021 at 2:30 p.m. 

5. This Court has a hearing already set for May 13, 2021 at 1:00 p.m. on a continued 

hearing from February 11, 2021 on the Verified Petition for Communication, Visits, and 

Vacation Time with Protected Person (“Verified Petition”); Kimberly Jones Opposition 

to Verified Petition et al; Kathleen June Jones’ Opposition to Verified Petition et al; and 

Petitioners’ Omnibus Reply.  

6. Undersigned seeks to have the Petition to Approve Kathleen June Jones’ Proposed 

Visitation Schedule heard on a date already set by this Court—May 13, 2021 at 1:00 

p.m. instead of May 27, 2021.  

7. The Protected Person seeks an expedited hearing on the Petition to Approve Kathleen 

June Jones’ Proposed Visitation Schedule, as her proposed schedule seeks to appease 

the parties that filed the Verified Petition and incorporates aspects that have been 

contested issues during negotiations. 
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8. An expedited hearing is necessary to avoid additional hearings on the same issue 

(communication and visitation with the protected person).  

9. The Protected Person’s Proposed Visitation Schedule would be a reasonable resolution 

that this Court can consider in conjunction with the various pleadings already filed and 

are scheduled to be heard on May 13, 2021. 

10. That the Protected Person has temporarily relocated to California, and this is the 

schedule that the Protected Person has expressly stated to undersigned she is willing to 

accept. 

11. That this Ex Parte Motion for an Order Shortening Time is made in good faith. 

 

Pursuant to NRS 53.045, I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State 

of Nevada that the foregoing is true and correct. 

Dated this 6th day of May, 2021. 

LEGAL AID CENTER OF 
SOUTHERN NEVADA, INC. 

           /s/ Maria L. Parra-Sandoval, Esq. . 
Maria L. Parra-Sandoval, Esq. 
Nevada Bar No. 13736 
Attorney Kathleen June Jones 
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R   A
C  N . G-19-052263-A

In the Matter of the Guardianship of: Kathleen Jones, Protected
Person(s)

§
§
§
§
§
§
§
§
§
§

Case Type: Guardianship of Adult
Subtype: General - Person & Estate

Date Filed: 09/19/2019
Location: Department B

Cross-Reference Case Number: G052263
Supreme Court No.: 81414

81799
83967
84655

P  I

Lead Attorneys
Guardian of
Person and
Estate

Friedman, Robyn John P. Michaelson
  Retained
7027312333(W)

  2824 High Sail Court
  Las Vegas,, NV 89117

 

 

Objector Jones, Kimberly Pro Se
  18543 Yorba Linda Blvd #146
  Yorba Linda, CA 92886

 

Petitioner Friedman, Robyn John P. Michaelson
  Retained
7027312333(W)

  2824 High Sail Court
  Las Vegas,, NV 89117

 

Petitioner Simmons, Donna John P. Michaelson
  Retained
7027312333(W)

  1441 N. Redgum, Unit G
  Anaheim, CA 92806

 

Protected
Person

Jones, Kathleen June Elizabeth R. Mikesell
  Retained
702-386-1533(W)

  1315 Enchanted River DR 
  Henderson, NV 89012

 

E   O    C

05/12/2021  Minute Order  (2:45 PM) (Judicial Officer Marquis, Linda)
 
  Minutes

05/12/2021 2:45 PM
- MINUTE ORDER: NO HEARING HELD AND NO APPEARANCES

RE: G-19-052263-A NRCP 1 and EDCR 1.10 state that the procedure
in district courts shall be administered to ensure efficient, speedy, and
inexpensive determinations in every action. Pursuant to EDCR
2.23(c), this Court can consider a motion and issue a decision on the
papers at any time without a hearing. The Court notes that a Petition
for Communication, Visits, and Vacation Time with Protected Person
was filed December 30, 2020; Kathleen June Jones' Opposition was
filed January 25, 2021; Kimberly Jones' Opposition was filed January
25, 2021; Petitioner's Omnibus Reply was filed February 1, 2021. All
are set for Hearing May 13, 2021, at 1:00 p.m. The Court further notes
that a Petition to Approve Kathleen June Jones' Proposed Visitation
Schedule is set for Hearing on May 27, 2021. The Protected Person
requests a specific schedule be accepted by the Court, despite the
Protected Person's Opposition filed on January 25, 2021. The Ex
Parte Request for an Order Shortening Time was granted and the
matter set for hearing May 13, 2021. Relative to Mother's Day
visitation, the Protected Person's Daughters, Robyn Friedman and
Donna Simmons, filed a Petition for Visitation with the Protected
Person on April 23, 2021, which is set for hearing June 3, 2021. The
Guardian filed a Limited Response to Petition for Visitation with the
Protected Person on May 3, 2021. The Ex Parte Request for an Order
Shortening Time was granted and set for hearing May 13, 2021. Upon
review, the Court finds that there remain issues of fact that must first

AA 0310
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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. Therefore, an Evidentiary Hearing relative to the
Petitions for Visitation, Petition to Approve Proposed Visitation
Schedule, and Oppositions SHALL be set for Tuesday, June 8, 2021,
at 9:00 a.m. Each Party shall file a Pre-Trial Memorandum on or
before June 1, 2021, at 5:00 p.m., especially focusing on legal points
and authorities. Each Party shall electronically submit to the
Department's Law Clerk an Index of Proposed Exhibits and the
Proposed Exhibits via e-mail on or before June 1, 2021, at 5:00 p.m.
Counsel shall meet and confer prior to the Evidentiary Hearing to
determine whether a stipulation can be reached relative to the
Proposed Exhibits. Accordingly, the Hearings set for the following
dates are VACATED: May 13, 2021; May 27, 2021; and June 3, 2021.
The Court notes that this matter remains in non-compliance. A copy of
this Minute Order shall be provided to all parties. CLERK S NOTE: A
copy of this Minute Order was e-mailed to parties at the e-mail
address on record with the Court; if no e-mail address was available,
the minute order was mailed to the physical address of record 5/12/21.
(kc)

 
Return to Register of Actions
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OST
Maria L. Parra-Sandoval, Esq.  
Nevada Bar No. 13736
LEGAL AID CENTER OF
SOUTHERN NEVADA, INC.
725 E. Charleston Blvd.
Las Vegas, NV  89104
Telephone: (702) 386-1526
Facsimile:  (702) 386-1526
mparra@lacsn.org
Attorney for Adult Protected Person

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

ORDER SHORTENING TIME

Upon the Affidavit of Maria L. Parra-Sandoval, Esq., attorney for the Protected

Person, and good cause appearing therefore:

IT IS HEREBY ORDERED that the time for hearing on the Petition to Approve

Kathleen June Jones’ Proposed Visitation Schedule is hereby shortened and shall be heard on

the ______ day of May, 2021 at the hour of _________ ____ in Department B of the Eighth

Judicial District Court, located at the Regional Justice Center, 200 Lewis Avenue, Las Vegas,

Nevada 89155.                                    

By: _________________________________
DISTRICT COURT JUDGE

Submitted by:
LEGAL AID CENTER OF
SOUTHERN NEVADA, INC.

/s/ Maria L. Parra-Sandoval, Esq. .
Maria L. Parra-Sandoval, Esq.
Attorney Kathleen June Jones

_________________________
RICT COURT JUDGE

1:0013th

Electronically Filed
05/13/2021 9:00 AM
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CSERV

DISTRICT COURT
CLARK COUNTY, NEVADA

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

Kathleen Jones, Protected 
Person(s)

DEPT. NO.  Department B

AUTOMATED CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

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

Service Date: 5/13/2021

Kelly Easton kellye@sylvesterpolednak.com

Lenda Murnane lenda@michaelsonlaw.com

James Beckstrom qbeckstrom@maclaw.com

Jeffrey Sylvester qeff@sylvesterpolednak.com

Maria Parra-Sandoval, Esj . mparra@lacsn.org

Javie-Anne Bauer qbauer@maclaw.com

Kate McCloskey NVGCO@nvcourts.nv.gov

Sonqa Jones sqones@nvcourts.nv.gov

LaChasity Carroll lcarroll@nvcourts.nv.gov

Melissa Douglas mdouglas@dlnevadalaw.com

Elizabeth Brickfield ebrickfield@dlnevadalaw.com
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Penny Walker pwalker@lacsn.org

John Michaelson qohn@michaelsonlaw.com

John Michaelson qohn@michaelsonlaw.com

David Johnson dcq@qohnsonlegal.com

Karen Friedrich kfriedrich@dlnevadalaw.com

Geraldine Tomich gtomich@maclaw.com

Matthew Whittaker matthew@michaelsonlaw.com

Ammon Francom ammon@michaelsonlaw.com

Matthew Whittaker matthew@michaelsonlaw.com

Ammon Francom ammon@michaelsonlaw.com

Scott Simmons scott@technocoatings.com
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R   A
C  N . G-19-052263-A

In the Matter of the Guardianship of: Kathleen Jones, Protected
Person(s)

§
§
§
§
§
§
§
§
§
§

Case Type: Guardianship of Adult
Subtype: General - Person & Estate

Date Filed: 09/19/2019
Location: Department B

Cross-Reference Case Number: G052263
Supreme Court No.: 81414

81799
83967
84655

P  I

Lead Attorneys
Guardian of
Person and
Estate

Friedman, Robyn John P. Michaelson
  Retained
7027312333(W)

  2824 High Sail Court
  Las Vegas,, NV 89117

 

 

Objector Jones, Kimberly Pro Se
  18543 Yorba Linda Blvd #146
  Yorba Linda, CA 92886

 

Petitioner Friedman, Robyn John P. Michaelson
  Retained
7027312333(W)

  2824 High Sail Court
  Las Vegas,, NV 89117

 

Petitioner Simmons, Donna John P. Michaelson
  Retained
7027312333(W)

  1441 N. Redgum, Unit G
  Anaheim, CA 92806

 

Protected
Person

Jones, Kathleen June Elizabeth R. Mikesell
  Retained
702-386-1533(W)

  1315 Enchanted River DR 
  Henderson, NV 89012

 

E   O    C

06/08/2021  Evidentiary Hearing  (9:00 AM) (Judicial Officer Marquis, Linda)
Visitation, Proposed Visitation Schedule, and Oppositions

 
  Minutes

06/08/2021 9:00 AM
- EVIDENTIARY HEARING: VISITATION, PROPOSED VISITATION

SCHEDULE, AND OPPOSITIONS This Hearing was held via video
conference through BlueJeans. The following also appeared via
BlueJeans: LaChasity Carroll, Supreme Court Guardianship
Compliance Investigator Attorney Matthew Whittaker, Nevada Bar
#13281 Attorney Scott Cardenas, Nevada Bar #14851 Richard and
Candi Powell Attorney Ty Kehoe, Nevada Bar #6011 Teri Butler
(daughter) Scott Simmons (son) Perry Friedman (son-in-law) Cameron
Simmons (grandson) Samantha Simmons (granddaughter) Ms. Parra-
Sandoval objected to the Powells' participation in today's hearing. Mr.
Michaelson and Mr. Beckstrom agreed. Mr. Beckstrom also objected
to Mr. Kehoe's appearance and made statements regarding settlement
funds not being transferred to Protected Person. Mr. Kehoe stated he
and the Powells were observing and did not plan to participate in the
hearing. Arguments between counsel. Court stated this case was not
sealed and allowed Mr. Kehoe and the Powells to remain in the
hearing. Court noted a Motion in Limine was filed yesterday by Mr.
Beckstrom. Court DENIED the Motion in Limine. Court and counsel
engaged in discussion regarding the admission of text messages.
Court noted its intention to admit Ms. Carroll's and Ms. Brickfield's
reports as Court Exhibits. Ms. Parra-Sandoval advised Protected
Person was not present today and she indicated she would be too
stressed and upset to testify. Court noted it took JUDICIAL NOTICE of

AA 0315
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all the pleadings on file. Counsel engaged in argument and discussion
regarding the admission of exhibits. Court noted, per stipulation,
Protected Person's exhibits ADMITTED. None of Respondent's or
Petitioners' exhibits were admitted by stipulation at this time. Mr.
Michaelson questioned the scope of the hearing. Arguments by
counsel. Mr. Michaelson called Protected Person as a witness. Court
heard arguments as to whether or not to have Protected Person
testify. Court noted as Protected Person was not issued a subpoena to
testify, it would not order Protected Person to testify at this hearing.
Witnesses and exhibits presented (see worksheets). Matter TRAILED.
Matter RECALLED. Witnesses and exhibits presented (continued).
Court and counsel engaged in discussion regarding the admission of
Ms. Brickfield's report and Ms. Carroll's investigation report. Matter
RECESSED for lunch. Matter RECALLED. Counsel STIPULATED to
Respondent's Exhibits A - F. Counsel STIPULATED to Petitioner's
Exhibits 1, 4-10. Witnesses and exhibits presented (continued).
Petitioner's Exhibits 2 and 3 ADMITTED. Matter TRAILED. Matter
RECALLED. Witnesses and exhibits presented (continued). Mr.
Michaelson noted discrepancies in text messages provided, and
requested supplementing more text messages in his closing argument
brief like the ones already submitted, however they would show a
more complete pattern of deleting portions of text messages. Upon
Court's inquiry, Mr. Michaelson stated Robyn's text messages were
professionally extracted, and they show important omissions by the
Guardian. Discussion between Court and counsel regarding the
submission of text messages. Court ALLOWED the submission of the
supplemented text messages. Mr. Beckstrom and Ms. Parra-Sandoval
may object in their briefs to the supplements. COURT ORDERED:
Counsel shall submit written CLOSING ARGUMENTS and Proposed
Findings of Fact/Conclusions of Law no later than Friday, 6/18/21 at
5:00 PM. Matter shall be taken UNDER ADVISEMENT and placed on
Court's Chambers Calendar 7/21/21, for Court to issue a WRITTEN
DECISION.

 
  Parties Present

Return to Register of Actions
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R   A
C  N . G-19-052263-A

In the Matter of the Guardianship of: Kathleen Jones, Protected
Person(s)

§
§
§
§
§
§
§
§
§
§

Case Type: Guardianship of Adult
Subtype: General - Person & Estate

Date Filed: 09/19/2019
Location: Department B

Cross-Reference Case Number: G052263
Supreme Court No.: 81414

81799
83967
84655

P  I

Lead Attorneys
Guardian of
Person and
Estate

Friedman, Robyn John P. Michaelson
  Retained
7027312333(W)

  2824 High Sail Court
  Las Vegas,, NV 89117

 

 

Objector Jones, Kimberly Pro Se
  18543 Yorba Linda Blvd #146
  Yorba Linda, CA 92886

 

Petitioner Friedman, Robyn John P. Michaelson
  Retained
7027312333(W)

  2824 High Sail Court
  Las Vegas,, NV 89117

 

Petitioner Simmons, Donna John P. Michaelson
  Retained
7027312333(W)

  1441 N. Redgum, Unit G
  Anaheim, CA 92806

 

Protected
Person

Jones, Kathleen June Elizabeth R. Mikesell
  Retained
702-386-1533(W)

  1315 Enchanted River DR 
  Henderson, NV 89012

 

E   O    C

08/12/2021  All Pending Motions  (9:00 AM) (Judicial Officer Marquis, Linda)
 
  Minutes

08/12/2021 9:00 AM
- HEARING: AMENDED FIRST ACCOUNTING...HEARING: PETITION

FOR PAYMENT OF GUARDIAN'S FEE AND ATTORNEY FEES AND
COSTS FILED MARCH 12, 2021...OBJECTION: ROBYN FRIEDMAN
AND DONNA SIMMONS' OBJECTION TO GUARDIAN'S
ACCOUNTING AND FIRST AMENDED ACCOUNTING...STATUS
CHECK...OBJECTION: KIMBERLY JONES' OBJECTION TO ROBYN
FRIEDMAN AND DONNA SIMMONS' OBJECTION TO GUARDIAN'S
ACCOUNTING AND FIRST AMENDED ACCOUNTING. In
accordance with Administrative Order 20-01, and in order to prevent
the spread of COVID-19 infection in the community, this Hearing was
held via video conference through BlueJeans. Court Clerks: Tanya
Stengel, Karen Christensen (kc) Also appearing: Perry Friedman,
husband of Robyn Jack Butler, Protected Person's son Attorney Ty
Kehoe, Nevada Bar #6011 Court reviewed all of the pleadings on file,
and noted it had read through and reviewed all filings. Court inquired if
anyone who had not filed a responsive pleading would like to make an
objection. Ms. Parra-Sandoval stated her client did not object,
however Ms. Parra-Sandoval wanted to make a comment. She made
statements regarding the settlement funds received yesterday,
Guardian's request for $90,000, and the absence of an independent
assessment. Ms. Parra-Sandoval requested an independent
assessment be conducted if additional costs are sought. Ms. Brickfield
agreed with Ms. Parra-Sandoval's request for independent
assessment. Mr. Beckstrom stated a compliance issues from a prior

AA 0317
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order on the issue of the settlement agreement, sealed, per Court
order. Court noted it would hear the matter after all other issues were
heard and prior to excusing Attorney Kehoe and Mr. Powell. Mr.
Beckstrom stated no objection to an individual assessment, and made
statements regarding an evaluation conducted last week in Orange
County. Mr. Michaelson stated objections to Guardian's request for
fees. Mr. Michaelson also made statements regarding missing and
erroneous items in the accounting, and asked that a full accounting be
provided in a timely manner. Mr. Beckstrom stated accounting and
budget were two separate items, and made arguments. Additional
arguments made by Mr. Michaelson and Mr. Beckstrom. Mr. Kehoe
stated some of the statements made by counsel were improper,
however he didn't object to being excused for the status check portion
of the settlement. Following additional arguments, Mr. Kehoe and Mr.
Powell were excused from the hearing. Mr. Beckstrom summarized a
hearing held last week in civil court and stated the settlement funds
were received. Mr. Beckstrom itemized deductions made to the
settlement. Discussion regarding appliances, and an unexplained
amount of $300. Following discussion regarding estimated cost of
appliances, and potential attorney fees to contest the deductions,
counsel and parties determined it wasn't worth the litigation to fight the
minimal deductions. Court requested a stipulation to that effect. Ms.
Brickfield made statements as to the condition of the Anaheim
property when the prior tenants left the home. Mr. Beckstrom advised
the prior tenant was Protected Person's son. Discussion. COURT
ORDERED: Court shall issue a WRITTEN DECISION. Mr. Beckstrom
shall draft a Stipulation and Order as to deductions from the
settlement funds.

 
  Parties Present

Return to Register of Actions
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OBJ
Maria L. Parra-Sandoval, Esq.
Nevada Bar No. 13736
LEGAL AID CENTER OF
SOUTHERN NEVADA, INC.
725 E. Charleston Blvd.
Las Vegas, NV  89104
Telephone: (702) 386-1526
Facsimile:  (702) 386-1526
mparra@lacsn.org
Attorney for Kathleen 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

OBJECTION TO PETITION FOR APPROVAL OF GUARDIAN AD LITEMS’ FEES
AND COSTS

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

Maria L. Parra-Sandoval, Esq., hereby objects to the Petition for Approval of Guardian Ad 

Litems’ Fees and Costs, filed by Ms. Elizabeth Brickfield, Esq. (“GAL”), the Guardian Ad 

Litem. June’s Objection is based upon and supported by the following Memorandum of Points 

and Authorities, the pleadings and papers on file in this case, and the argument of counsel as 

allowed by the Court at the time of hearing.

///

///

///

///

///

///

///

Case Number: G-19-052263-A
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MEMORANDUM OF POINTS AND AUTHORITIES 

 
A. The GAL should be paid at a reasonable GAL rate, not an attorney rate, as the 

tasks she performed were not legal tasks. 
 

As stated in June’s Notice of Objection to Guardian Ad Litem’s Written Notice of 

Intention to Seek Attorney’s Fees and Costs from Guardianship Estate Pursuant to NRS 

159.344(3), filed on February 26, 2021, June objects to the GAL’s attorney rate for her services. 

The GAL is entitled to fees for her services performed as a GAL, but she is not entitled to 

attorney fees incurred for performing duties as a GAL.  

Neither the Nevada Revised Guardianship Statutes (NRS 159) nor the Statewide 

Guardianship Rules state that a GAL must have a legal background to serve as a GAL. Rule 8 

(H) states: “A Guardian ad litem may be a trained volunteer from a court-approved advocate 

program, an attorney, or any other person that the court finds has appropriate training and 

experience (emphasis added).1 In other words, this Rule allows any person in the community to 

serve as a GAL without the need to have legal experience. Additionally, NRS 159.0455(4) 

provides that a GAL “shall not” provide legal services.2 Even if the statute required an attorney 

to act as a GAL, the GAL would not be entitled to her attorney rate because she did not perform 

attorney tasks. Accordingly, the appointed GAL’s attorney rate for the performance of non-

attorney services is not reasonable.  

Under the Order of Appointment, the guardian ad litem was directed to address the 

following issues. These issues do not require legal expertise to fulfill:  

Scheduled opportunities for Protected Person to elect to speak with 
and/or visit in person with her adult daughters and whether the Guardian 
has an obligation to facilitate, prompt, encourage, plan, schedule, and/or 

                                                 
1  See Statewide Rules for Guardianship, Rule 8. 
2  See NRS 159.0455(4). 
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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. See 
Verified Petition for Communication, Visits, and Vacation Time with 
Protected Person, filed December 30, 2020, Oppositions filed January 25, 
2021; and hearing held on February 11, 2021.3 
 
The Court further ordered that the guardian ad litem: 

shall not offer legal advice to the Protected Person or Proposed Protected Person,  
but shall advocate for the best interest of the 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 and provide any information required 
by the court pursuant to NRS 159.0455 until relieved by order of the court  
(emphasis added).4 
 

The GAL’s rate should be in line with rates charged by other GALs and tied to the 

services she actually performed. According to a search of compensation websites, the national 

average GAL hourly rates range from approximately $22.00 per hour to $48.00 per hour. 5  

Accordingly, the rate which the GAL is seeking for her services in this matter is grossly outside 

the norm for GAL services.  

June noticed all parties of her objection to the GAL’s attorney rate for non-attorney 

services at the time the GAL filed her notice of intent to seek those fees from her estate.  Despite 

this notice, the GAL submitted a request for fees at her attorney rate of $400.00 per hour for all 

of the tasks she performed as the GAL, plus two hours of paralegal work at a rate of $155.00 

per hour. Upon receipt of the GAL’s request for fees, June attempted to negotiate a reduction 

based on the previously stated objection to the hourly GAL rate but was not successful.6  

                                                 
3   See Order Appointing Guardian ad Litem, p. 2 
4  Id. 
5  See zippia.com/guardian-ad-litem-jobs/; glassdoor.com/Salaries/guardian-ad-litem-
salary; ziprecruiter.com/Salaries/Guardian-Ad-Litem-Attorney-Salary. 
6  See attached Exhibit A.  
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B. June objected to the appointment of a GAL and further objected to paying the 
GAL’s fees at the $400 per hour attorney rate. 
 

June should not have to pay attorney rates for the court-appointed GAL when she 

objected to those rates from the outset and to the appointment of the GAL in the first instance.7  

Furthermore, the GAL provided no benefit to Ms. Jones.  In determining the 

reasonableness of the GAL’s fees, this court is to consider whether Ms. Jones benefitted from 

the work performed by the GAL. More specifically, NRS 159.344(5)(b) considers: “Whether 

the services conferred any actual benefit upon the protected person or attempted to advance the 

best interests of the protected person.” While the GAL interviewed all the family members and 

June herself, on more than one occasion, her work and subsequent report offered zero benefit 

to June. In addition, the GAL did not report her interview with June with accuracy—as brought 

to this Court’s attention in Junes’ Petition to Approve Kathleen June Jones’ Proposed Visitation 

Schedule, filed on May 5, 2021: 

On February 24, 2021, June told Ms. Elizabeth Brickfield, the court-appointed 

Guardian ad Litem (“GAL”) that she did not want a schedule for visits and 

telephone calls: “I don’t want a schedule, no set time; I want to do it when I feel 

like it.”8  But the GAL kept insisting on a schedule and asking June in different 

ways. The GAL asked, “What if your daughters agree on a schedule?”9 June 

replied, “No, not really, no schedule at all.”10 GAL again asked, “How about 

                                                 
7  See Kathleen June Jones’ Opposition to Verified Petition for Communication, Visits, 
and Vacation Time with Protected Person, filed January 25, 2021, p. 4, lines 19-25 and p. 5, 
lines 1-4. 
8 Zoom Interview with GAL on February 24, 2021, Notes taken by Maria Parra-Sandoval, 
Esq./LACNS Attorney for Kathleen June Jones. 
9 Id. 
10 Id. 
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phone calls at a certain time of a week?”11 June replied, “I don’t like a schedule 

at all.”12 The GAL asked again, “Is there a day you prefer?”13 June replied, “They 

can call any time.”14 On March 25, 2021, at the in-person meeting with the GAL, 

the GAL was the one who raised the topic of a schedule and June once again 

turned it down making it clear she did not want a schedule and that “They [her 

kids] should just call.”15 June also stated she prefers calls to be short.16   

If June had been telling her court-appointed attorney the same thing she told the GAL, 

then how did June benefit from the GAL’s work? She did not. The GAL’s appointment provided 

no benefit to June and the issue of a scheduled visitation agreement is yet to be resolved.  June 

should not have to pay for the GAL’s fees because they are unreasonable and, under NRS 

159.344(5)(b), she did not benefit from the GAL’s appointment. 

Under NRS 159.344(5)(j), the court may consider “The ability of the estate of the 

protected person to pay, including, without limitation: (1) The value of the estate; (2) The 

nature, extent and liquidity of the assets of the estate; (3) The disposable net income of the 

estate; (4) The anticipated future needs of the protected person; and (5) Any other foreseeable 

expenses. June has foreseeable expenses that should take precedence over any requested 

attorney’s or GAL fees. The First Accounting has not been approved yet and a Second 

Accounting is already due. The latter is needed to ascertain with accuracy June’s financial state 

                                                 
11 Id. 
12 Id. 
13 Id. 
14 Id. 
15 In-person Interview with GAL on March 25, 2021, Notes taken by Elizabeth Mikesell, 
Esq./LACSN attorney. 
16 Id.  
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under 159.344(5)(j). The GAL’s fees should be paid after June passes. Any GAL fees, if 

approved by this Court, should be recorded as a lien on June’s Anaheim property so that June 

can continue to use her home during her lifetime. 

If the Court approves the GAL’s fees despite there being no benefit to June, the GAL 

should be paid at a comparable GAL rate, not her attorney rate.   

 

DATED this 18th day of November, 2021.   

 
LEGAL AID CENTER OF 
SOUTHERN NEVADA, INC. 

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

Maria L. Parra-Sandoval, Esq. 
Nevada Bar No. 13736 
LEGAL AID CENTER OF 
SOUTHERN NEVADA, INC. 
725 E. Charleston Blvd 
Las Vegas, NV  89104 
Telephone: (702) 386-1526 
Facsimile:  (702) 386-1526 
mparra@lacsn.org 
Attorney for Adult Protected Person Kathleen 
June Jones 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

 
I HEREBY CERTIFY that on the 18th day of November, 2021, I deposited in the United 

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

TO PETITION FOR APPROVAL OF GUARDIAN AD LITEMS’ FEES AND COSTS 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 8.05: 

/ / / 

/ / / 

/ / / 

/ / / 

/ / / 
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John P. Michaelson  
john@michaelsonlaw.com  
Jeffrey R. Sylvester, Esq. 
jeff@SylvesterPolednak.com  
Attorneys for Robyn Friedman and Donna Simmons 
 
James Beckstrom, Esq. 
Jbeckstrom@maclaw.com  
Geraldine Tomich, Esq. 
gtomich@maclaw.com 
Attorneys for Guardian Kimberly Jones 

 
Elizabeth Brickfield, Esq. 
ebrickfield@dlnevadalaw.com  
Court-Appointed Guardian Ad Litem 
 
 

 
    /s/ Penny Walker                    _______________ 
Employee of Legal Aid Center of Southern Nevada, Inc. 
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From: Elizabeth Brickfield <EBrickfield@dlnevadalaw.com>  
Sent: Thursday, November 4, 2021 2:45 PM 
To: Maria Parra-Sandoval <MParra@lacsn.org> 
Subject: RE: Kathleen June Jones 
 

Caution! This message was sent from outside your organization.  Allow sender | Block sender  
sophospsmartbannerend  
I will leave this to Judge Marquis’ discretion.  I consider my billing to be reasonable and necessary for 
the assignment. If LACSN does not want attorneys appointed as GALS then you should object at the time 
of appointment.  Elizabeth Brickfield  
 
________________________ 
DAWSON & LORDAHL IS MOVING  
As of November 1, 2021, our new address is:  
9130 West Post Road, Suite 200  
Las Vegas, NV 89148  
 

 
Elizabeth Brickfield, Esq.,  
Member 
(p) 702.476.1119 
(f) 702.476.6442  

   
www.DLNevadaLaw.com  
Trust, Estate & Business Attorneys 
A Professional Limited Liability Company  
 
From: Maria Parra-Sandoval <MParra@lacsn.org>  
Sent: Thursday, November 4, 2021 2:33 PM 
To: Elizabeth Brickfield <EBrickfield@dlnevadalaw.com> 
Subject: Kathleen June Jones  
 
Dear Elizabeth,  
 
I was able to review your Petition for Approval of Guardian Ad Litems’ Fees and Costs. I filed a Notice of 
Objection to GAL’s Written Notice of Intent on February 25, 2021, so my email should not be a surprise 
to you.  
 
This is not my favorite part of my job and I sincerely appreciate that you did not bill for a bunch of emails 
and other items that would have been beyond the scope of the Order Appointing Guardian Ad Litem. So, 
thank you.  
 
However, I stand by the same argument in the Notice of Objection that a GAL is not entitled to an hourly 
attorney rate that is typically charged when the issues do not require legal expertise to fulfill. And the 
Order itself specifically ordered that the guardian ad litem “shall not offer legal advice to the Protected 

AA 0342



Person…” Additionally, Rule 8(H) of the Statewide Rules for Guardianship allows for any person in the 
community to serve as GAL without the need to have legal experience.  
 
So instead, you should be compensated based on what other comparable GAL’s charge on an hourly 
basis.  The Notice of Objection specifically states that the national average GAL hourly rates range from 
$22 to $48 per hour.  Given that you have significant experience, would you be willing to settle on $100 
per hour for your GAL work?  
Total hours billed 15.5 x $100 = $1,550.00  
Total Expenses: $3.5  
Total $1,553.50.  
 
Please let me know what you think and whether you have a counter-offer. If you find a different rate for 
GAL’s please let me know that too.  
 
Respectfully,  
Maria Parra-Sandoval  
 

 
 
Maria Parra-Sandoval, Esq.                                                                      
Attorney, Consumer Rights Project  
Legal Aid Center of Southern Nevada, Inc.  
725 E. Charleston Blvd.  
Las Vegas, NV  89104  
702-386-1526 direct/fax  
702-386-1070 ext. 1526  
mparra@lacsn.org  
www.lacsn.org  
 
Legal Aid Center of Southern Nevada, Inc. is a 501 (c) (3) organization  
and your contribution may qualify as a federally recognized tax deduction.  
 

          Legal Aid Center E-Newsletter  
 
Please remember Legal Aid Center of Southern Nevada in your estate plan.   
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R   A
C  N . G-19-052263-A

In the Matter of the Guardianship of: Kathleen Jones, Protected
Person(s)

§
§
§
§
§
§
§
§
§
§

Case Type: Guardianship of Adult
Subtype: General - Person & Estate

Date Filed: 09/19/2019
Location: Department B

Cross-Reference Case Number: G052263
Supreme Court No.: 81414

81799
83967
84655

P  I

Lead Attorneys
Guardian of
Person and
Estate

Friedman, Robyn John P. Michaelson
  Retained
7027312333(W)

  2824 High Sail Court
  Las Vegas,, NV 89117

 

 

Objector Jones, Kimberly Pro Se
  18543 Yorba Linda Blvd #146
  Yorba Linda, CA 92886

 

Petitioner Friedman, Robyn John P. Michaelson
  Retained
7027312333(W)

  2824 High Sail Court
  Las Vegas,, NV 89117

 

Petitioner Simmons, Donna John P. Michaelson
  Retained
7027312333(W)

  1441 N. Redgum, Unit G
  Anaheim, CA 92806

 

Protected
Person

Jones, Kathleen June Elizabeth R. Mikesell
  Retained
702-386-1533(W)

  1315 Enchanted River DR 
  Henderson, NV 89012

 

E   O    C

12/09/2021  Hearing  (11:00 AM) (Judicial Officer Marquis, Linda)
Notice of Hearing on Petition for Approval of Guardian Ad Litem's Fees and Costs

 

  

Minutes
12/09/2021 11:00 AM

- HEARING: PETITION FOR APPROVAL OF GUARDIAN AD LITEM'S
FEES AND COSTS In accordance with Administrative Order 20-01,
and in order to prevent the spread of COVID-19 infection in the
community, this Hearing was held via video conference through
BlueJeans. Court Clerks: Tanya Stengel, Karen Christensen (kc)
Attorney Ty Kehoe, Nevada Bar #6011, appeared. Court noted Ms.
Brickfield's petition for approval of fees and an objection filed 11/18/21.
Mr. Kehoe stated he had no objections; he was simply observing the
hearing. Mr. Michaelson stated no objections and was in support of the
Guardian Ad Litem being compensated. Ms. Parra-Sandoval made
statements in support of her opposition, and cited Guardianship Rule
8(j). Ms. Parra-Sandoval requested Court make Findings on the record
determining the Guardian Ad Litem benefited Protected Person, and
why Guardian Ad Litem should be paid at an attorney rate for non-
legal services. Ms. Brickfield responded. Mr. Michaelson concurred
with Ms. Brickfield, and stated surprised at Legal Aid's objection.
COURT ORDERED: Petition for Approval of Guardian Ad Litem's
Fees and Costs shall be APPROVED and GRANTED. Court shall
issue a Written Order with Findings detailing all factors under the
statute.

 
  Parties Present

Return to Register of Actions
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FFCL

EIGHTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT COURT
FAMILY DIVISION

CLARK COUNTY NEVADA

In the Matter of the Guardianship of: ) Case No.: G-19-052263-A
) Dept. No.: B

Kathleen June Jones, )
)

Protected Person(s). )
________________________________ )

FINDINGS OF FACT, CONCLUSIONS OF LAW, AND ORDER 
GRANTING GUARDIAN AD LITEM FEES

Procedural History

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

Friedman and Donna Simmons, petitioned the District Court for guardianship 

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

of Attorney and their sister, Kimberly Jones, was unwilling or unable to 

address serious issues effecting the health and welfare of the Proposed 

Protected Person.  

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

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

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

objected and filed a counter petition for guardianship.  The three competing 

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

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

Electronically Filed
03/18/2022 12:07 PM
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Guardianship, filed September 19, 2019; Kimberly’s Opposition and 

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

Petition, filed October 2, 2019.  

Ultimately, Robyn and Donna withdrew their Petition and supported 

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

Mother on October 15, 2020.

After the appointment of Kimberly, the guardianship proceedings and 

related civil proceedings remained actively contentious:  over 400 pleadings 

have filed, over twenty-five (25) hearings held, and at least three 

investigations ordered. Throughout the guardianship proceedings, Robyn 

and Donna have complained that the Guardian, Kimberly, has restricted their 

ability to communicate and visit their Mother, the Protected Person. After 

attempts to resolve the issue were unsuccessful, Robyn and Donna filed a 

requests for visitation and communication.

This Court appointed Elizabeth Brickfield, Esq., as Guardian Ad Litem 

for the Protected Person on February 16, 2021.  Guardian Ad Litem Ms. 

Brickfield filed a Notice of Intent to Seek Fees and Costs from the 

Guardianship Estate on February 22, 2021.

The Protected Person filed an Objection to the Guardian Ad Litem’s 

Notice of Intent to Seek Fees on February 26, 2021, and objected to Ms. 

Brickfield’s hourly rate, $400.00.  Protected Person argued that the Guardian 

Ad Litem is not entitled to an attorney’s hourly rate. Protected Person 
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argues, based upon her review of websites, that the Guardian Ad Litem is

entitled to $22.00 per hour to $48.00 per hour.

The Guardian at the time, Kimberly Jones, filed a Joinder to the Protected 

Person’s Objection on March 1, 2021.1

Elizabeth Brickfield, Esq., filed a Petition for Approval of Guardian 

Ad Litem’s Fees and Costs on October 27, 2021, supported by detailed 

billing statement and declarations. Ms. Brickfield requests fees of $5,710.00 

and costs of $3.50.

The Successor Guardian, Robyn Friedman, did not object and supported 

the request for fees.  The many interested and adverse parties did not object.  

Protected Person filed her Objection on November 18, 2021.

Protected Person argues the Guardian Ad Litem’s hourly rate ($400.00) is 

“grossly outside the norm for Guardian Ad Litem services” and should be 

reduced from $400.00 per hour to the range of $22.00 - $48.00 per hour,

based upon information obtained by Protected Person regarding national non-

attorney Guardian Ad Litem hourly rates from Glassdoor.com and 

Ziprecruiter.com. See Protected Person’s Objection at page 3.

Further, Protected Person argues that the Guardian Ad Litem

Brickfield provided “zero benefit” to the Protected Person and lied to the 

Court. See Protected Person’s Objection at page 4-5.

                                                           
1 Guardian Kimberly Jones was later removed and a Successor Guardian, Robyn Friedman, appointed by 
the Court.
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The Court granted the requested Guardian Ad Litem fees at the December 

9, 2021, Hearing and the instant written Order follows. The Protected 

Person’s Objection misrepresents both Nevada law regarding Guardians Ad 

Litem and the circumstances of the instant case.

Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law

The District Court has discretion to appoint a Guardian Ad Litem to

represent a Protected Person in a guardianship proceeding at any time, if the 

Court believes that the 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. See NRS 159.0455(1).

The District Court has further discretion to appoint a non-attorney to serve 

as Guardian Ad Litem, only if a court-approved volunteer advocate program,

which provides court approved training, for Guardians Ad Litem has been 

established in the judicial district. See NRS 159.0455(3).

There is no volunteer, non-attorney, Guardian Ad Litem, adult 

guardianship advocate program in the Eighth Judicial District Court.

Accordingly, this Court may not utilize its discretion to appoint a non-

attorney to serve as a Guardian Ad Litem for a Protected Person in a 

guardianship proceeding in this judicial district. 

Protected Person’s statement that Nevada law allows “. . . any person in 

the community to serve as a GAL without the need to have legal experience”
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is inaccurate and intentionally ignores NRS 159.0455(3) and the language of 

Nevada Guardianship Rule 8. See Objection at page 2.

Protected Person’s representation that Nevada law prohibits a GAL from 

providing legal services is also inaccurate. Protected Person states, “ . . .

NRS 159.0455(4) provides that a GAL “shall not” provide legal services.”

See Objection at page 2.

NRS 159.0455(4) does not prohibit a Guardian Ad Litem from 

providing legal services.  The statute prohibits a Guardian Ad Litem from 

providing a specific type of legal service to a specific person.  A Guardian 

Ad Litem is prohibited from offering legal advice to the Protected Person.

See NRS 159.0455(4).  

Protected Person argues that an attorney Guardian Ad Litem should be 

paid at the rate of non-attorney Guardian Ad Litem.  However, under Nevada 

law non-attorney Guardian Ad Litem’s do not get paid. Pursuant to NRS 

159.0455(4) only a volunteer non-attorney Guardian Ad Litem may be 

appointed, under specific circumstances that do not exist in this judicial 

district.

Given the complexity of this matter and the issues presented, an attorney 

Guardian Ad Litem was necessary.  The potential impact of the 

communication and visitation requests and the Adverse Parties’ significant 

inconsistencies regarding the Protected Person’s abilities and desires, a 
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Guardian Ad Litem with considerable legal and professional experience was 

necessary in this matter.

Guardian Ad Litem Brickfield was appointed by this Court because of

her extensive experience, legal abilities, and knowledge.  This Court 

expected Ms. Brickfield to bring the breadth of her legal experience and 

knowledge to her role to benefit the Protected Person.  The Court believed

the appointment of Ms. Brickfield as Guardian Ad Litem would benefit the 

Protected Person and would be beneficial in determining best interests.

Protected Person’s contention that the tasks assigned to Guardian Ad

Litem Brickfield were simple and required no legal training is incorrect.

The isolation of a Protected Person, through the restriction of 

communication and visitation of family members, can have significant 

consequences in guardianship matters.2 The Protected Person’s Bill of 

Rights grants the Protected Person the right to receive telephone calls,

personal mail, and visitors, unless the Guardian and Court determine it will 

cause harm to the Protected Person.  See NRS 159.328.  The method and 

manner in which restrictions can or should be put in place requires legal 

experience and skill.  Therefore, discussions regarding communication and

                                                           
2 A guardian can be removed for restricting communication, visitation, or interaction with a protected 
person. See NRS 159.332.  Generally, communication and visitation can only be restricted through Court 
Order. In specific circumstances, the guardian may restrict communication and visitation, but is required to 
file notice within ten days.  The procedure required to request a Court Order to restrict communication is 
governed by NRS 159.331 through NRS 159.338 and provides an independent statutory basis for attorney’s
fees and sanctions.
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visitation must be conducted balancing the intricate statutory legal 

framework that governs potential restrictions.

The pleadings filed in regards to visitation and communication

requested the removal of the Guardian, Kimberly Jones.  Ultimately, this 

Court did remove Kimberly Jones and appointed a Successor Guardian based 

upon Ms. Jones’ restriction of visitation and communication and her failure 

to comply with her statutory duties regarding the Guardianship Estate. The 

Court relied, in part, on Guardian Ad Litem Brickfield’s Report and 

Recommendations in the Order removing the Guardian. The financial 

forensic investigation of the Guardianship Estate, which includes Kimberly 

Jones’ personal finances, is ongoing.

Pursuant to NRS 159.0455, NRS 159.344, and Guardianship Rule 8(J) a 

Guardian Ad Litem is entitled to reasonable compensation from the 

Guardianship Estate.

If an attorney is appointed by the Court, she may petition for fees from the 

Guardianship Estate in accordance with the procedures outlined in NRS 

159.344.  See NRS 159.344(10).

NRS 159.344 requires the attorney who intends to seek fees to file written

notice of intent to request fees when she first makes an appearance.

A Court appointed attorney may file a petition requesting payment of fees 

and costs must include the following:
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(a) A detailed statement as to the nature and extent of the services 
performed by the attorney;
(b) An itemization of each task performed by the attorney, with 
reference to the time spent on each task in an increment to the 
nearest one-tenth of an hour and with no minimum billing unit in 
excess of one-tenth of an hour;
(c) An indication of whether any time billed, including, without 
limitation, any time spent traveling or waiting, benefited any clients 
of the attorney other than the protected person and, if so, how many 
other clients benefited from such time; and
(d) Any other information considered relevant to a determination of 
whether attorney's fees are just, reasonable and necessary.

In determining whether attorney’s fees are just, reasonable, and 

necessary, the District Court may consider all of the approximately twenty-

three (23) enumerated, and sometimes compound, subsections of NRS 

159.344(5).

As to NRS 159.344(5)(a), written notice of intent to filed and 

approved.

As to subsection b, the services performed conferred an actual benefit 

upon the protected person or attempted to advance the best interests of the 

protected person. Guardian Ad Litem Brickfield attempted to advance the 

best interests of the Protected Person by attempting to discuss and find 

common ground between the Protected Person’s family members that would 

promote communication and visitation between the Protected Person and her 

family without the financial and emotional cost of an evidentiary hearing.

Although Guardian Ad Litem Brickfield was unable to secure a settlement 

agreement that would have allowed the Parties to forego an evidentiary 
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hearing, Ms. Brickfield’s work did ultimately result in the removal of the 

Guardian and allowed the Protected Person to enjoy communication and 

visitation with her family.

After Evidentiary Hearing and Court Order, based in part upon GAL’s 

Recommendations, the Protected Person was able to have communication 

and visitation with her family members, as guaranteed by the Protected 

Person’s Bill of Rights and argued by Guardian Ad Litem Brickfield.

Subsections c through f, represent the codification of the Brunzell

factors and states as follows:

(c) The qualities of the attorney, including, without limitation, his or 

her ability, training, education, experience, professional standing and skill.

(d) The character of the work performed, including, without limitation, 

the difficulty, intricacy and importance of the work, the time and skill 

required to complete the work, the responsibility imposed and the nature of 

the proceedings.

(e) The work actually performed by the attorney, including, without 

limitation, the skill, time and attention given to the work.

(f) The result of the work, including, without limitation, whether the 

attorney was successful and any benefits that were derived.

As to subsection c, Ms. Brickfield is an excellent advocate.  She 

possesses great ability, is specially trained, received superior education, 
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possesses a wealth of experience, and maintains the highest professional 

standing and skill.

She has significant litigation, probate, and guardianship experience.  Ms. 

Brickfield was a Member in Dickinson Wright’s Estate Planning and 

Administration Department and is now a Partner with Dawson & Lordahl 

PLLC.  She practices in guardianship matters, tax law, trusts and estate, and 

trust and probate litigation.  She has been appointed by the District Court to 

serve as a Guardian Ad Litem in several matters.  Ms. Brickfield has 

presented legal education classes for the State Bar of Nevada, the Southern 

Nevada Association of Women Attorneys, Clark County Bar Association, 

and private education associations.  

Ms. Brickfield is a member of the Southern Nevada Council of Estate 

Planners, the State Bar of Nevada’s Elder Law Section, Taxation Section and 

the State Bar of Nevada’s Trust and Probate Section.  She is the former Chair 

of the State Bar of Nevada’s Trust and Probate Section and was a member of 

the State Bar of Nevada’s Board of Governors from 2010 to 2014.  Desert 

Companion Magazine named her one of Nevada’s Top Lawyers and she is an 

AV Preeminent rated attorney by Martindale-Hubbell.  She is listed as a 2015 

through 2019 Mountain State Super Lawyer.

Ms. Brickfield received her LL.M. in Taxation from the New York 

University School of Law, which U.S. News & World Reports has rated the 

best taxation LL.M program in the United States since 1992.
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As to subsection d, the work performed was detailed and complex, 

requiring intricate attention to detail, especially given: the nature of the 

controversy; the number of adverse parties; the historic family dynamic; the 

unique abilities of the Protected Person; and concurrent civil proceedings.  

The matter required the time and the skill of an experienced attorney well 

versed in guardianship, probate, and trust litigation.

Relative to subsection e, the detailed billing invoices submitted by 

Guardian Ad Litem Brickfield to support her request for fees reveal Ms. 

Brickfield expended reasonable effort proportional to the magnitude of the 

case, and that she devoted the time, skill, and attention of a reasonable and 

prudent guardian ad litem in this matter.  She further utilized and supervised 

the services of her paralegal, Ms. Lamprea, in an efficient and cost-effective 

manner, while still achieving a benefit to the Protected Person.

As to subsection f, Guardian Ad Litem Brickfield was ultimately 

successful, and benefits were derived to the Protected Person.  As detailed 

further herein, the Protected Person was able to communicate and visit with 

her family.
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As to subsection g and its four subsections, $400 per hour is lower 

than or equal to the usual and customary hourly fee charged in by Guardian 

Ad Litems’s in Clark County guardianship proceedings for each task 

performed, regardless of who actually performed the task. The requested fees 

represent compensation: at an attorney rate for time spent performing 

services that require an attorney; compensation at a paralegal rate for time 

spent performing paralegal services;  compensation at a fiduciary rate for 

time spent performing fiduciary services; and no compensation for time spent 

performing secretarial or clerical services.

Relative to subsection h, there was no apportionment among multiple 

clients of any billed time that benefited multiple clients of the attorney.

Subsection i, the services were provided in a reasonable, efficient and 

cost-effective manner, including, without limitation, whether there was 

appropriate and prudent delegation of services to Guardian Ad Litem

Brickfield’s paralegal.

Relative to subsection j, the estate of the Protected Person is able to 

pay the fees requested considering the five sub-factors.  The current value of 

the estate is unknown, due to failures of the Former Guardian to, among 

other things: file timely annual accountings; to request timely annual 

accounting hearings; to maintain receipts of expenditures; and manage the 

Guardianship Estate. The general value of the estate is based upon the 

Protected Person’s regular monthly income and ownership, subject to 
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mortgage, of one residential property.  Other assets may be identified through 

the ongoing financial forensic investigation. The Estate has no disposable 

income and the Protected Person will continue to need care in the future.

The Protected Person currently resides with Successor Guardian, Robyn 

Freidman.  The Protected Person’s living expenses are minimized by the 

Guardian.  

As to subsections k, l, and m, Guardian Ad Litem made substantial 

efforts to reduce and minimize any issues presented by attempting to resolve 

and facilitate communication between the Parties that would promote 

settlement.  Guardian Ad Litem Brickfield spoke with all Parties and 

examined their requests. Guardian Ad Litem Brickfield made no actions that 

unnecessarily expanded issues or delayed or hindered the efficient 

administration of the estate. Guardian Ad Litem Brickfield’s work advanced 

and protected the interests of only the Protected Person.

Subsection n, allows the District Court to consider any other factor that 

is relevant in determining whether attorney's fees are just, reasonable and 

necessary, including, without limitation, any other factor that is relevant in 

determining whether the person was acting in good faith and was actually 

pursuing the best interests of the Protected Person.
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Orders

THE COURT HEREBY ORDERS that the Guardian Ad Litem’s Petition 

for Approval of Fees is GRANTED.

IT IS SO ORDERED.

he Guardian Ad Litem’s Paa
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DISTRICT COURT
CLARK COUNTY, NEVADA

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

Kathleen Jones, Protected 
Person(s)

DEPT. NO.  Department B

AUTOMATED CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

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

Service Date: 3/18/2022

Heather Ranck heather@michaelsonlaw.com

Kelly Easton kellye@sylvesterpolednak.com

Monica Gillins mlg@johnsonlegal.com

John Michaelson john@michaelsonlaw.com

Lenda Murnane lenda@michaelsonlaw.com

Rosie Najera rnajera@lacsn.org

Ty Kehoe TyKehoeLaw@gmail.com

Jeffrey Sylvester jeff@sylvesterpolednak.com

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

Kate McCloskey NVGCO@nvcourts.nv.gov

Sonja Jones sjones@nvcourts.nv.gov
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Ammon Francom ammon@michaelsonlaw.com

Ammon Francom ammon@michaelsonlaw.com

Scott Simmons scott@technocoatings.com

Cameron Simmons Cameronnnscottt@yahoo.com

Robyn Friedman vgsfun@hotmail.com

Perry Friedman friedman@cs.stanford.edu

Donna Simmons donnamsimmons@hotmail.com

Kimberly Jones flyonthewall2you@gmail.com

Peter Pratt peter@michaelsonlaw.com

If indicated below, a copy of the above mentioned filings were also served by mail 
via United States Postal Service, postage prepaid, to the parties listed below at their last 
known addresses on 3/21/2022

Elizabeth Brickfield Dawson & Lordahl PLLC
Attn: Elizabeth Brickfield, Esq
9130 West Post Road, Suite 200
Las Vegas, NV, 89148

Kimberly Jones 18543 Yorba Linda Blvd #146
Yorba Linda, CA, 92886
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NOAS 
Elizabeth Mikesell, Esq. 
Nevada Bar No. 08034 
emikesell@lacsn.org 
LEGAL AID CENTER OF 
SOUTHERN NEVADA, INC. 
725 E. Charleston Blvd. 
Las Vegas, NV  89104 
Telephone: (702) 386-1533 
Facsimile:  (702) 386-1533 
Attorney for Kathleen June Jones, Adult Protected Person  

 
EIGHTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT COURT 

FAMILY DIVISION 
CLARK COUNTY, NEVADA 

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

         KATHLEEN JUNE  JONES,  

                              An Adult Protected Person. 

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

NOTICE OF APPEAL 

Notice is hereby given that Kathleen June Jones, Adult Protected Person, by and through 

her attorney, Elizabeth Mikesell, Esq. of Legal Aid Center of Southern Nevada, hereby appeals 

to the Supreme Court of Nevada the Findings of Fact, Conclusions of Law, and Order 

Granting Guardian Ad Litem Fees entered in this action on March 18, 2022. 

DATED this 28th day of April, 2022. 
 

LEGAL AID CENTER OF 
SOUTHERN NEVADA, INC. 
 

 /s/ Elizabeth Mikesell, Esq.                     . 
Elizabeth Mikesell, Esq. 
Nevada Bar No. 08034 
emikesell@lacsn.org 
725 E. Charleston Blvd 
Las Vegas, NV  89104 
Telephone: (702) 386-1533 
Facsimile:  (702) 386-1533 
Attorney for Kathleen June Jones 
 
 
 
 

Case Number: G-19-052263-A

Electronically Filed
4/28/2022 3:15 PM
Steven D. Grierson
CLERK OF THE COURTCLERK KKKKKK OF THE COUURTRTRRTRTTR
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

 

 I HEREBY CERTIFY that on the 28th day of April, 2022, I deposited in the United 

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

APPEAL in a sealed envelope, mailed regular U.S. mail, upon which first class postage was 

fully prepaid, addressed to the following:   

Terri Butler 

586 N. Magdalena St. 

Dewey, AZ 86327 

 

Jen Adamo 

14 Edgewater Drive 

Magnolia, DE 19962 

 

Jon Criss 

804 Harkness Lane, Unit 3 

Redondo Beach, CA 90278 

 

Ryan O’Neal 

112 Malvern Ave, Apt. E 

Fullerton, CA 92832 

 

Tiffany O’Neal 

177 N. Singing Wood Street, Unit 13 

Orange, CA 92869 

/// 

/// 
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Courtney Simmons 

765 Kimbark Avenue 

San Bernardino, CA 92407 

 

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

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

EDCR 9: 

Kelly Easton    kellye@sylvesterpolednak.com 

Ammon Francom   ammon@michaelsonlaw.com 

Robyn Friedman   vgsfun@hotmail.com 

John Michaelson   john@michaelsonlaw.com 

Peter Pratt    peter@michaelsonlaw.com 

Heather Ranck    heather@michaelsonlaw.com 

Jeffrey Sylvester   jeff@sylvesterpolednak.com 

Elizabeth Brickfield   ebrickfield@dlnevadalaw.com 

Melissa R. Romano   mdouglas@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 

Perry Friedman   friedman@cs.standford.edu 

Monica Gillins   mlg@johnsonlegal.com 

Kimberly Jones   flyonthewall2you@gmail.com 

Cameron Simmons   cameronnscottt@yahoo.com 

Scott Simmons   scott@technocoatings.com 

/// 
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All other recipients registered for e-Service on the above entitled case. 

 

/s/ Jennifer Bocek-Dobijanski     

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

 
EIGHTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT COURT 

FAMILY DIVISION 
CLARK COUNTY, NEVADA 

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

         KATHLEEN JUNE  JONES,  

                              An Adult Protected Person. 

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

 

CASE APPEAL STATEMENT 

 

1. Name of appellant filing this case appeal statement:  

Kathleen June Jones 

2. Identify the judge issuing the decision, judgment, or order appealed from:  

Judge Linda Marquis 

3. Identify each appellant and the name and address of counsel for each 

appellant: 

Kathleen June Jones, Appellant 

Elizabeth Mikesell, Esq. 

Nevada Bar No. 08034 

emikesell@lacsn.org 

Legal Aid Center of Southern Nevada 

725 E Charleston Blvd. 

Case Number: G-19-052263-A

Electronically Filed
4/28/2022 3:32 PM
Steven D. Grierson
CLERK OF THE COURTCLERK KKKKKK OF THE COUURTRTRRTRTTR
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2 
 

Las Vegas, NV 89104 

(702) 386-1533 

 

4. Identify each respondent and the name and address of appellate counsel, if 

known, for each respondent (if the name of a respondent's appellate counsel is unknown, 

indicate as much and provide the name and address of that respondent's trial counsel):  

Robyn Friedman, Respondent* 

Donna Simmons, Respondent* 

*Both respondents are represented by the same attorneys: 

John P. Michaelson, Esq. 

Nevada Bar No. 7822 

john@michaelsonlaw.com 

Michaelson Law  

1746 W. Horizon Ridge Parkway 

Henderson, Nevada 89012 

(702) 731-2333 

 

Jeffrey R. Sylvester, Esq. 

Nevada Bar No. 4396 

jeff@SylvesterPolednak.com 

Sylvester & Polednak, Ltd. 

1731 Village Center Circle 

Las Vegas, Nevada 89134 

(702) 952-5200 

 

Elizabeth Brickfield, Esq. (Guardian ad litem), Respondent 
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Elizabeth Brickfield, Esq. 

Nevada Bar No. 6236 

ebrickfield@dlnevadalaw.com  

Dawson & Lordahl PLLC 

9130 West Pecos Road, Suitw 200 

Las Vegas, Nevada 89148 

(702)476-6440 

 

5. Indicate whether any attorney identified above in response to question 3 or 

4 is not licensed to practice law in Nevada and, if so, whether the district court granted 

that attorney permission to appear under SCR 42 (attach a copy of any district court order 

granting such permission):  

All attorneys identified above are licensed to practice law in Nevada. 

6. Indicate whether appellant was represented by appointed or retained 

counsel in the district court:  

Appellant Kathleen June Jones was represented in the district court by appointed 

counsel, Legal Aid Center of Southern Nevada. 

7. Indicate whether appellant is represented by appointed or retained counsel 

on appeal:  

Kathleen June Jones is represented by Legal Aid Center of Southern Nevada, Inc. 

8. Indicate whether appellant was granted leave to proceed in forma 

pauperis, and the date of entry of the district court order granting such leave:  

N/A  

9. Indicate the date the proceedings commenced in the district court (e.g., 

date complaint, indictment, information, or petition was filed):  

September 19, 2019. 
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10. Provide a brief description of the nature of the action and result in the 

district court, including the type of judgment or order being appealed and the relief 

granted by the district court:  

This is an appeal from an order awarding fees from Appellant’s estate to a court-

appointed guardian ad litem. The guardian ad litem’s appointment stems from a contentious 

litigation regarding visitation, communication, and interaction that took place in the district 

court. Appellant opposed a guardian ad litem being appointed, and zealously advocated for her 

expressed wishes through counsel. The guardian ad litem ultimately made recommendations 

that differed from Appellant’s expressed wishes. Those recommendations contributed to the 

district court removing Appellant’s preferred guardian and appointing a successor guardian that 

Appellant did not want.  

 Following her appointment, the guardian ad litem filed a notice of intent to be paid from 

Appellant’s estate, to which Appellant objected. Appellant did not want a guardian ad litem 

appointed and was able to express her wishes to the court through her court-appointed counsel. 

To make matters worse, the guardian ad litem charged her services at her typical attorney rate, 

even though in her capacity as guardian ad litem, she was doing non-attorney work. Although 

Appellant objected to the guardian ad litem’s appointment and her receiving fees from 

Appellant’s estate, and the guardian ad litem made recommendations that ran counter to 

Appellant’s expressed wishes, the district court nonetheless awarded the guardian ad litem her 

full amount of fees and costs requested from Appellant’s estate. The total award was $5,710.00 

in fees and $3.50 in costs.  

11. Indicate whether the case has previously been the subject of an appeal to or 

original writ proceeding in the Supreme Court and, if so, the caption and Supreme Court 

docket number of the prior proceeding:  

This case has been the subject of multiple appeals in the Nevada Supreme Court. See In 

re: Guardianship of Jones, case number: 81414; In re: Guardianship of Jones, case number 
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81799 and 81799-COA (was transferred to the Court of Appeals); In re Guardianship of Jones, 

case number 83967 (currently pending before the Nevada Supreme Court).   

There was also a previous writ proceeding. See Jones vs. Dist. Ct (Friedman), case 

number 82974. 

12. Indicate whether this appeal involves child custody or visitation:  

The case does not involve child custody or visitation. 

13. If this is a civil case, indicate whether this appeal involves the possibility of 

settlement:  

There is no possibility of settlement.  

/// 

/// 

/// 

/// 

DATED this 28th day of April, 2022. 

 
LEGAL AID CENTER OF 
SOUTHERN NEVADA, INC. 

 
 /s/ Elizabeth Mikesell, Esq.                     . 
Elizabeth Mikesell, Esq. 
Nevada Bar No. 08034 
emikesell@lacsn.org 
725 E. Charleston Blvd 
Las Vegas, NV  89104 
Telephone: (702) 386-1533 
Facsimile:  (702) 386-1533 
Attorney for Appellant Kathleen June Jones  
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

 I HEREBY CERTIFY that on the 28th day of April, 2022, I deposited in the United 

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

STATEMENT in a sealed envelope, mailed regular U.S. mail, upon which first class postage 

was fully prepaid, addressed to the following:   

Terri Butler 

586 N. Magdalena St. 

Dewey, AZ 86327 

 

Jen Adamo 

14 Edgewater Drive 

Magnolia, DE 19962 

 

Jon Criss 

804 Harkness Lane, Unit 3 

Redondo Beach, CA 90278 

 

Ryan O’Neal 

112 Malvern Ave, Apt. E 

Fullerton, CA 92832 

 

Tiffany O’Neal 

177 N. Singing Wood Street, Unit 13 

Orange, CA 92869 

/// 

/// 

/// 
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Courtney Simmons 

765 Kimbark Avenue 

San Bernardino, CA 92407 

 

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

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

EDCR 9: 

Kelly Easton    kellye@sylvesterpolednak.com 

Ammon Francom   ammon@michaelsonlaw.com 

Robyn Friedman   vgsfun@hotmail.com 

John Michaelson   john@michaelsonlaw.com 

Peter Pratt    peter@michaelsonlaw.com 

Heather Ranck    heather@michaelsonlaw.com 

Jeffrey Sylvester   jeff@sylvesterpolednak.com 

Elizabeth Brickfield   ebrickfield@dlnevadalaw.com 

Melissa R. Romano   mdouglas@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 

Perry Friedman   friedman@cs.standford.edu 

Monica Gillins   mlg@johnsonlegal.com 

Kimberly Jones   flyonthewall2you@gmail.com 

Cameron Simmons   cameronnscottt@yahoo.com 

Scott Simmons   scott@technocoatings.com 

/// 
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All other recipients registered for e-Service on the above entitled case. 

 

/s/ Jennifer Bocek-Dobijanski     

Employee of Legal Aid Center of Southern Nevada 
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