


care are within the guardians' sole discretion. Petitioners seek an order 

from this court to arrest the district court proceedings. 

A writ of mandamus is available to compel the performance of 

an act that the law requires as a duty resulting from an office, trust, or 

station, or to control an arbitrary or capricious exercise of discretion. See  

NRS 34.160; International Game Tech. v. Dist. Ct., 124 Nev. 193, 197, 179 

P.3d 556, 558 (2008). A writ of prohibition is available when a district 

court acts without or in excess of its jurisdiction. NRS 34.320; State of 

Nevada v. Dist. Ct. (Anzalone), 118 Nev. 140, 146-47, 42 P.3d 233, 237 

(2002). It is petitioner's burden to demonstrate that our extraordinary 

intervention is warranted. Pan v. Dist. Ct., 120 Nev. 222, 228, 88 P.3d 

840, 844 (2004). 

We have considered the petition, the answer to the petition, 

and the district court's written order denying petitioners' motion to 

dismiss the proceedings, which was entered on Saturday, November 3, 

2012, and received in this court yesterday, November 5, 2012, and which 

contains findings of fact and conclusions of law. We conclude that the 

underlying proceedings are within the district court's jurisdiction and do 

not constitute an arbitrary or capricious exercise of discretion. The 

district court has continuing authority to monitor the welfare of the ward 

under NRS Chapter 159. In particular, NRS 159.081(1) requires the 

guardian to file written reports in the district court regarding the ward's 

condition and the guardian's performance of duties. These reports must 

be filed on an annual basis, and "[alt such other times as the court may 

order." NRS 159.081(1)(a) and (c). The district court may prescribe the 

form and contents for the reports. NRS 159.081(3). NRS 159.081(5) states 
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discretion. Accordingly, we conclude that our intervention by way of 

extraordinary relief is not warranted, and we deny the petition. See 

Smith v. District Court, 107 Nev. 674, 677, 818 P.2d 849, 851 (1991) 

(stating that the issuance of an extraordinary writ is purely discretionary 

with this court). 

It is so ORDERED.' 

cc: Hon. Egan K. Walker, District Judge 
Guinasso Law, Ltd. 
Sinai Schroeder Mooney Boetsch Bradley & Pace 
Washoe District Court Clerk 

'We deny as moot petitioners' motion for a stay and motion to file 
supplemental points and authorities. 
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