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Executive Summary

Imagine having someone appointed to run your life without you having any say in the matter.
Imagine having your life savings depleted to pay egregiously high fees to an attorney you did not
hire. This was the reality in Nevada before the guardianship reforms of 2017 led to the
establishment of Legal Aid Center of Southern Nevada’s Guardianship Advocacy Project (GAP).
The vision behind Legal Aid Center’s legal representation in adult guardianship actions is:

e To ensure that the least restrictive alternative to guardianship is explored and selected
before guardianship is initiated, so that independence and legal rights of those who would
otherwise be placed under guardianship are maximized.

e To protect and represent the due process rights of seniors and adults with disabilities who
may have a guardian who ignores their needs, exploits them, overbills them or refuses to
support their independence and autonomy.

e To advocate for the wishes of seniors and adults with disabilities in a guardianship action
when they want to remain in their home or, when this is not possible, live in a place of
their choosing where they feel safe and comfortable.

e To advocate for the preferences of seniors and adults with disabilities about how their
estate is managed for their benefit in a guardianship action.

e To prevent guardians from unilaterally liquidating real or personal property, keepsakes,
and heirlooms of persons under a guardianship.

Clients Served

GAP was newly appointed to represent 849 proposed protected persons and actively represented
3645 protected persons throughout 2025. These numbers represent an increase of approximately
10% from 2024.

Adult Guardianship Advocacy Program

New cases accepted 2025 849
Total Clients Served (includes new and 3,645
previous year’s cases)

Most Significant Accomplishment

The Guardianship Advocacy Project continues to be recognized nationally as the gold standard
in protecting the rights of persons facing or in guardianship. This year we met with the U.S.
Government Accountability Office in connection with the study of adult guardianship systems
and reforms requested by the Senate Special Committee on Aging. We advised the GAO about
the efforts Nevada has made to improve oversight and administration of guardianship and how
federal agencies might better support state efforts in that regard. Additionally, GAP met with
lawyers and other stakeholders from Colorado who are seeking to reform its conservatorship
system. These Colorado stakeholders heard of our project providing direct representation to
people in guardianship and sought our input on how they might emulate Nevada’s successes



through legislative reform. And, GAP was again invited to participate in the Guardianship
Cohort Program through Justice in Aging to consult with and train other legal services
organizations throughout the country on how to develop their own program providing similar
protections to senior and disabled adult communities.

At the local level, GAP continued to engage with the community in various ways. Through its

Outreach Program, GAP attorneys met with and educated seniors and adults with disabilities on
how to avoid unnecessary guardianships. By invitation from various community partners, GAP
provided information regarding the guardianship process, the rights of persons in guardianship,

and the guardian’s obligations once appointed.

As guardianship law evolves and the Guardianship Advocacy Project forges ahead into the
future, we do not forget the not-so-distant past when people were stripped of their rights without
having any voice in the process. Through national recognition, local outreach, and the daily
pursuit of high standards for our clients, GAP continues to strive towards the vision to provide a
voice to the once voiceless and ensure they have access to justice with Nevada’s model of
representation.

Most Impactful Client Success Story

Leo* is a 43-year-old beloved father, fiancé, brother, and football coach. Before being diagnosed
with multiple-organ failure, Leo took very good care of himself. He had a full life.

Leo and his fianceé Cara had been together for 12 years. Together they shared a son and a home.
He worked as a football coach for a local high school — his dream job. Leo’s parents died in
recent years, but he and his two sisters remained close. During his second hospitalization, Leo
went in and out of consciousness for the first time. Though, when awake, he did not lack
capacity. After his second hospitalization, Leo was transferred to a facility that could meet his
increasing needs. At this facility he and Cara realized she would need a medical power of
attorney (“POA”) just in case he lost consciousness again. Leo and Cara executed a valid
medical POA at the facility shortly thereafter.

A few months later, Leo’s sisters petitioned for guardianship. A Legal Aid Center attorney from
GAP was appointed to represent Leo. The petition did not list Cara or their son as next of kin.
The physician’s certificate stated Leo could not execute on his desires and thus needed a
guardian. Leo’s attorney visited him at the facility and was surprised to see Leo sitting up, alert,
and more than able to communicate. Upon learning the news that his sisters had filed for
guardianship over him, Leo felt disappointed but not surprised. He explained that while he and
his sisters love each other very much, they did not agree with his desired care plan. Specifically,
his sisters did not believe Leo’s current facility took good enough care of him. Nor did they get
along with Cara because she advocated for Leo’s clearly-stated desire to remain in the facility.
Leo objected to the guardianship, partly because he did not trust his sisters to act in his best
interests, but also because he had a valid POA with Cara.

Leo gave his attorney permission to speak with Cara and his care team at the facility. Cara
provided the attorney with a copy of the medical POA and stated she would be more than willing
to appear at a hearing. The facility provided Leo’s medical records which stated Leo had



capacity as recently as two weeks before the hearing and as far back as the date he and Cara
executed the medical POA.

At the initial hearing, Leo’s sisters argued strongly that Cara isolated Leo and that the POA was
invalid because Leo lacked capacity when it was executed. Unfortunately, Cara had been unable
to attend the hearing and thus was unable to refute the allegations. The Judge continued the
hearing and asked Leo’s attorney to ensure Cara attended the next hearing and to locate a
“Certificate of Capacity” to validate the medical POA. These certificates used to be required
when a medical POA was completed in a facility. Unbeknownst to both the Judge and Leo’s
attorney, the law had recently changed. A Certificate of Capacity was no longer required for a
medical POA executed in a facility to be valid.

At the next hearing, Leo’s attorney informed the Judge of the change in law and read through
multiple pages of medical records that demonstrated Leo had capacity around the time he and
Cara executed the medical POA. Cara explained to the Judge that she did not isolate Leo from
the sisters, rather Leo did not want to see them because they disagreed so strongly with his wish
to remain at the facility.

Due to Cara’s demonstrated ability to act on Leo’s desires, medical records stating he had
capacity, and the existence of a valid medical POA, the Judge denied the sisters’ petition for
guardianship.

Leo has since passed away, but was able to do so on his terms.

*Name changed for confidentiality.



