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ATTENTION 

 

Probate cases on this calendar are currently under review by the 

probate examiners.  Review of some probate cases may not be 

completed and therefore have not been posted.   

 

If your probate case has not been posted please check back again later.  

 

Thank you for your patience. 
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5A Estate of George Anderson & Rose Anderson (Trust) Case No. 13CEPR00085 
 Atty Sullivan, Robert L. (for George H. Anderson, Jr., Barbara J. O’Bar, and Cheryl M.    

 Black – children/Petitioners)   

 Petition for: (1) Neglect [W&I C. 15610.57]; (2) Financial Elder Abuse [W&I C.  

 15610.30]; (3) Recovery of Estate Property [Prob. C. 850, et seq.]; (4) Removal of  

 Trustee for Breach [Prob. C. 15642] 

George DOD:01/21/12  GEORGE H. ANDERSON, JR., son, BARBARA J. O’BAR 

and CHERYL M. BLACK, daughters, are Petitioners. 

 

Petitioners state: 

1. Petitioners are beneficiaries under the terms of 

the George H. Anderson and Rose M. Anderson 

Revocable Living Trust dated 05/12/13 (the 

“Trust”). 

2. Steven M. Anderson, also a son of the 

decedent’s, is trustee of the Trust and also a 

beneficiary of the Trust. 

3. Steven Anderson was appointed successor 

trustee of the Trust following the deaths of the 

settlors.  

4. Under the terms of the Trust, Steven Anderson, 

George Anderson, Jr., Barbara O’Bar, and 

Cheryl Black each receive 20% of the Trust 

assets.  The remaining 20% is to be distributed to 

the settlor’s living grandchildren. 

5. In approximately 2002, Steven and Ida Anderson 

(Steve & Ida/Respondents) jointly purchased a 

piece of property with George & Rose Anderson.  

Steven and Ida moved onto said property in 

approximately December 2002 and George and 

Rose moved onto said property in early 2003.  

Similar to a duplex, they all lived in one building 

that was divided into two separate living areas.  

Steven & Ida lived in 2/3 of the building and 

George & Rose lived in 1/3 of the building. 

6. Just prior to moving onto the property, Rose was 

diagnosed with Alzheimer’s disease and George 

also suffered from significant health problems 

and dementia.  Steven & Ida voluntarily began 

caring for George and Rose after they moved 

onto the property; however they failed to 

provide the care that George & Rose required 

as outlined below. 

7. First, Respondents failed to ensure that George & 

Rose were eating properly.  Despite repeated 

requests, Respondents failed to monitor or track 

George & Rose’s meals, causing missed meals 

and poor nutrition. 
Continued on Page 2 

NEEDS/PROBLEMS/COMMEN

TS: 

 

CONTINUED FROM 09/20/13 

As of 10/02/13, nothing 

further has been filed in this 

matter. 

 

1. Petition does not 

include the names and 

addresses of each 

person entitled to notice 

as required by Probate 

Code 17201. (See also, 

CA Rules of Court 

7.902.)  Need 

supplement to Petition. 

 

2. Need proof of service 

by mail at least 30 days 

prior to the hearing to 

all persons entitled to 

notice pursuant to 

Probate Code § 17203. 

 

3. Need Order. 

 

Note: A Notice of Hearing 

with proof of service by mail 

was filed 03/21/13; 

however, because the 

Petition does not list the 

persons entitled to notice, 

the Examiner is unable to 

determine if notice has 

been sent to all parties as 

required. 

 

Rose DOD: 01/27/12 
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8. Respondents also failed to provide adequate medical care for physical and mental health 

needs.  Specifically, Respondents refused to take Rose to see her doctor, despite a clear need 

given her deteriorating condition due to Alzheimer’s disease.  In fact, Respondents altogether 

failed to take Rose to a single doctor’s appointment after 2008 and even missed scheduled 

appointments with Rose’s primary care physician.  Similarly, Respondents failed to take George to 

the doctor or maintain regular doctor visits. 

9. Respondents also failed to protect George and Rose from health and safety hazards.  Despite 

assuming the role of caring for George and Rose, Respondents frequently failed to provide 

adequate protection from hazards.  Respondents routinely unplugged their telephone at night in 

order prevent George & Rose from waking them up, this directly led to injuries to both George 

and Rose.  Rose was injured early one morning and was bleeding profusely.  After repeated failed 

attempts to obtain assistance from the Respondents, George called Barbara O’Bar.  By the time 

Barbara arrived, there was blood all over the house.  This was not the only incident where 

Respondents were unavailable when George and Rose needed their assistance. 

10. Respondents also created health and safety hazards within George & Rose’s home.  Specifically, 

Respondents kept and maintained live turkeys in George & Rose’s garage.  Respondents also 

maintained a live rabbit inside George & Rose’s bathroom.  As a result, there were animal feces 

inside George & Rose’s home, causing a severe odor and bugs inside the home.  The odor and 

buts were hazardous to George & Rose’s health in light of their weakened physical condition. 

11. Respondents also failed to assist in providing property hygiene for George & Rose. Both were 

often visibly filthy and reeked of body odor when Petitioners visited.  George was hospitalized on 

12/27/11 and the hospital noted that he had “crystals” around his genitals demonstrating an utter 

and prolonged lack of proper hygiene.  During the same hospitalization, George was also found 

to be severely dehydrated and was believed to have been for approximately 10-14 days.  He was 

also suffering from stage 4 pressure ulcers on his heels, which were so severe; the hospital notified 

Adult Protective Services (“APS”).  

12. In December 2011, after APS was notified of George’s condition, APS came to the home and 

investigated Rose’s condition as well.  At that time, Rose also demonstrated signs of neglect.  She 

was found to have a pressure sore on her tailbone and was also suffering from a bladder infection 

and ringworm.  Ringworm is commonly associated with and transmitted through animal feces, 

which Respondents failed to clean from George and Rose’s home.  Further, it was clear that Rose 

had not been properly bathed and that her hygiene had been severely neglected.  

Approximately 2 days after the visit from APS, Rose was taken to the Bedford Group, which is a 

private care home, where she ultimately died.  George also died, just weeks after his 

hospitalization. 

13. First Cause of Action (Neglect): At all relevant times, George and Rose Anderson were over the 

age of 65, with George being 94 at the time of his death and Rose being 89.  Respondents, 

having care or custody of George & Rose Anderson both elders under the Welfare and Institutions 

Code, failed to exercise that degree of care that a reasonable person in a like position would 

exercise by 1) failing to assist in providing personal hygiene, 2) failing to provide medical care for 

physical and mental health needs, 3) failing to ensure provision for food, 4) failing to protect from 

health and safety hazards, and 5) failing to prevent dehydration.  As a direct and proximate result 

of this neglect and physical elder abuse, Decedents suffered damages in an amount according 

to proof at trial.  In addition, Petitioners are entitled to recover punitive damages, and are also 

entitled to recover remedies provided for in the Welfare & Institutions Code § 15657, including 

reasonable attorneys’ fees and costs. 

 

Continued on Page 3 
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14. Second Cause of Action (Financial Elder Abuse): For several years prior to Decedent’s deaths, 

Respondents had access to George & Rose’s bank account through an ATM card and check 
book.  After gaining access to the bank account, Respondents repeatedly took, appropriated 
and retained money from George & Rose’s account.  Despite Respondents’ failure to properly 
care for George & Rose, they routinely paid themselves money from George & Rose’s account in 
order to “compensate” themselves for the care provided.  Respondents took, appropriated, and 
retained said money for a wrongful use and with the intent to defraud George & Rose Anderson.  
Specifically, Respondents repeatedly withdrew and stole money from Decedent’s bank account 
for their personal gain and without Decedent’s knowledge or consent.  Petitioners are informed 
and believe and thereon allege that Respondents wrongfully stole in excess of $250,000.00 from 
Decedent’s bank account from 2006 until the Decedent’s deaths in January 2012.  Respondents 
conduct constituted “financial abuse” within the Welfare & Institutions Code § 15610.30 in that 
George and Rose were “elders” during the perpetration of the acts of Respondents upon them, 
and that Respondents tool and appropriated Decedent’s property in bad faith to a wrongful use 
and with intent to defraud, and diminished the resources available to Decedents for their care 
and support during their lifetime.  George & Rose were harmed by Respondent’s depletion of 
their assets.  As a direct and proximate result of this financial elder abuse, George & Rose 
Anderson suffered damages in an amount according to proof at trial.  In addition, Petitioners are 
entitled to recover punitive damages, and are also entitled to recover remedies provided for in 
the Welfare & Institutions Code § 15657.5, including reasonable attorneys’ fees and costs. 

15. Third Cause of Action (Recovery of Property pursuant to Probate Code § 850): Respondent Steven 
Anderson holds title and possession to property contained within the Anderson Trust, money held 
in Decedent’s bank accounts at the time of their deaths, and any other property, both real and 
personal, owned by the Decedent’s at the time of their deaths, all of which property rightfully 
belongs to the Trust.  Petitioners claim the right to title and possession of the property as 
beneficiaries of the Trust. 

16. Fourth Cause of Action (Removal of Trustee): Prior to George and Rose Anderson’s deaths, Steven 
Anderson committed both physical and financial elder abuse upon George & Rose.  He also 
frequently converted Trust assets for his own use and benefit to the detriment of other 
beneficiaries.  Steven Anderson’s conduct was hostile and repugnant to the interests of George & 
Rose, and to the interests of the Trust.  As such, Steven Anderson is not fit or qualified to serve as 
trustee.  Additionally, Steven Anderson committed breaches of trust since assuming the role of 
trustee.  Petitioners are informed and believe that Steven has improperly used Trust funds after 
appointment as trustee in order to pay attorneys’ fees that were incurred for his personal benefit 
and not the benefit of the Trust.  He has further demonstrated hostility towards the other 
beneficiaries and refused to provide an accounting of Trust assets.  In so doing, Steven Anderson 
breached the fiduciary duties owed to the beneficiaries of the Trust.  Namely, Steven Anderson 
violated the following duties: duty of impartiality (Probate Code § 16003); duty not to use or deal 
with trust property for the trustee’s own profit (§ 16004); duty to preserve trust property (§ 16006); 
duty to inform (§ 16060); and duty to account (§16061). 

Petitioners pray for an Order: 
ON THE FIRST CAUSE OF ACTION: 

A. For consequential and special damages proximately cause by Respondents’ acts of elder 
abuse and neglect upon Decedents George & Rose Anderson, according to proof at trial; 

B. For Respondents to be deemed to have predeceased George & Rose Anderson for the 
purposes of inheritance, pursuant to Probate Code § 259; 

C. For punitive damages, according to proof at trial; 
D. For attorneys’ fees and costs; and 
E. For any and all further relief as the Court deems just and proper. 

 

Continued on Page 4 
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ON THE SECOND CAUSE OF ACTION: 

A. For consequential and special damages proximately cause by Respondents’ acts of financial 
elder abuse occasioned upon Decedents George & Rose Anderson, according to proof at 
trial; 

B. For Respondents to be deemed to have predeceased George & Rose Anderson for the 
purposes of inheritance, pursuant to Probate Code § 259; 

C. For a constructive trust compelling Respondents to transfer all wrongfully obtained property to 
the Trust pursuant to Civil Code § 2223 and 2224; 

D. For punitive damages, according to proof at trial; 
E. For a treble award of damages against Respondents pursuant to Civil Code § 3345; 
F. For attorneys’ fees and costs; and 
G. For any and all further relief as the Court deems just and proper. 

ON THE THIRD CAUSE OF ACTION: 
A. Directing Respondents to transfer to the Trust the property that was wrongfully removed from 

the Trust and to execute any documents or file any court proceedings necessary in order to 
fully complete the transfer; 

B. Directing Respondents to immediately deliver possession of to the Trust property that was 
wrongfully removed from the Trust; 

C. For statutory damages in the amount of twice the amount wrongfully taken by Respondents, 
pursuant to Probate Code § 859;  

D. For attorneys’ fees and costs; and 
E. For any and all further relief as the Court deems just and proper. 

ON THE FOURTH CAUSE OF ACTION: 
A. To immediately suspend the powers of the trustee, appoint a temporary trustee or trustees, 

and compel the trustee to surrender all Trust property to such temporary trustee(s); 
B. To remove the trustee and to appoint a successor trustee or trustees to take possession of the 

Trust property and administer the Trust; 
C. To compel the trustee to redress his breaches through the payment of monetary damages; 
D. To deny or otherwise reduce the compensation to the trustee; 
E. To impose a constructive trust on property of the Trust which has been wrongfully converted; 
F. To cause proceedings to trace and recover property and proceeds to with the Trust is entitled; 

and 
G. For any and all further relief as the Court deems just and proper. 

 
Respondent’s Opposition to Petition for (1) Neglect; (2) Financial Elder Abuse; (3) Recovery of Estate 
Property; and (4) Removal of Trustee for Breach of Trust filed 03/18/13 by Steven Anderson and Ida 
Anderson admits some facts of the Petition, denies the allegations in the Petition and asserts the 
following affirmative defenses: 

1. Petitioners fail to state facts sufficient to constitute any grounds for the relief requested in their 
Petition. 

2. Petitioners’ claims are barred by the applicable statute of limitations. 
3. Petitioners lack standing to seek the relief requested in their Petition. 
4. Petitioners are barred by the doctrine of unclean hands. 
5. Petitioners are barred by the doctrine of laches. 
6. Respondents allege that at no time during his lifetime was George Anderson suffering from any 

form of dementia.  In fact, throughout his lifetime, George Anderson had excellent memory 
function and was aware of his surroundings. 

7. Respondents allege that George and Rose Anderson voluntarily paid Respondents and other 
caregivers to care for them so that they could remain in their own home. 

Continued on Page 5 
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8. Respondents allege that Petitioners have committed acts of perjury in stating that the 
contents of the Petition are true and correct and that they are within their own personal 
knowledge. 

9. Respondents allege that Petitioners’ claims are in bad faith and with the sole intent of 
extorting money from Respondents and that in doing so, Petitioners are acting with 
recklessness, oppression, fraud and/or malice. 

10. Respondents allege that all assets belonging to the George H. Anderson and Rose M. 
Anderson Revocable Living Trust remain titled in the name of the trust and have not been 
distributed or improperly used by Respondents. 

11. Respondents allege that at no time has Steven Anderson failed or refused to provide an 
accounting for the trust during the time period he has acted as trustee nor has he in any way 
breached his duties and/or responsibilities as trustee under the trust. 

 
Respondent’s pray for an Order as follows: 

1. Denying Petitioners’ Petition; 
2. That Petitioners take nothing by way of their Petition; and 
3. That Petitioners be ordered to reimburse Respondents for all reasonable costs of suit herein 

incurred, including all attorney’s fees and costs. 
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5B Estate of George Anderson & Rose Anderson (Trust) Case No.13CEPR00085 
 Atty Sullivan, Robert L. (for George H. Anderson, Jr., Barbara J. O’Bar, and Cheryl M.    

 Black – children/Petitioners)   
 Status Hearing 

George 

DOD:01/21/12  
GEORGE H. ANDERSON, JR., son, 

BARBARA J. O’BAR and CHERYL M. 

BLACK, daughters, filed a Petition for (1) 

Neglect; (2) Financial Elder Abuse; (3) 

Recovery of Estate Property; and (4) 

Removal of Trustee for Breach of Trust 

on 01/30/13. 

 

STEVEN ANDERSON, son, and IDA 

ANDERSON, daughter-in-law, filed an 

Objection to the Petition on 03/28/13. 

 

Minute Order from hearing on 03/28/13 

set this matter for a status hearing. 

 

Respondent Diane M. Myers’ Status 

Conference Statement filed 06/27/13 

states: At the June 3, 2013 Settlement 

Conference, the parties reached a 

settlement agreement that was read 

into the Court’s record.  Pursuant to the 

settlement agreement and the Court’s 

order, Petitioner Whitten was to provide 

attorney Joann Sanoian with a list of all 

Trust accounts and assets and their 

values.  On 06/26/13, attorney Bill Keeler 

caused a draft settlement agreement 

to be circulated to the parties.  

However, Joann Sanoian has not been 

provided with the Court-ordered list of 

trust accounts, assets and values.  As 

such it is requested that that 

information be provided to Attorney 

Sanoian to be considered prior to the 

execution of the settlement agreement. 

NEEDS/PROBLEMS/COMMENTS: 

 

CONTINUED FROM 09/20/13 

Minute Order from 07/26/13 states: 

Ms. Cunningham informs the Court 

that a settlement was reached, but 

the agreement has not been 

executed as they are waiting on the 

accounting. 

 

As of 10/02/13, nothing further has 

been filed in this matter. 

 

1. Need status update. 

Rose DOD: 01/27/12 
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6A Christopher Antonio Navarro (GUARD/E) Case No. 13CEPR00138 
 Atty Porter, Tres A. (for Tony Navarro – Father – Petitioner) 
 Atty Sanoian, Joanne (for Jennifer Sanchez – Maternal Aunt – Guardian of the Estate) 
 Notice of Motion and Motion for Distribution of Funds Received from CalSTRS by  
 Guardian of the Person to be Paid to the Parent, Tony Navarro, for the Minor's  
 Benefit 

Age: 7 TONY NAVARRO, Father, is Petitioner. 
 
JENNIFER SANCHEZ, Maternal Aunt, was 
appointed Guardian of the Estate on  
3-6-13 without bond, funds blocked. 
 
Petitioner states the mother died in 
December 2012. At the time of her 
death, there was litigation pending 
between the parents re child support. 
Said litigation has spanned a period of 
several years culminating in an order of 
primary custody to Petitioner at the 
time of the mother’s death. Petitioner 
requests the Court take Judicial Notice 
of the underlying litigation in 
08CEFL00595. A joinder against Ms. 
Sanchez has recently been issued. That 
matter is still pending.  
 
Petitioner states the CalSTRS payments 
for the child were ordered on an ex 
parte basis on 5-8-13 to be received by 
the Guardian of the Estate and 
deposited to blocked account. 
 
Petitioner states the funds are for the 
benefit of the child and should be 
utilized for the care of the child. At the 
3-26-13 hearing wherein Ms. Sanchez 
was originally appointed as Guardian of 
the Estate without bond, Counsel for 
Petitioner objected as to the ongoing 
monthly benefit payments, specifically 
CalSTRS benefits, being paid to her 
rather than to the father. At that time, 
she had not contacted CalSTRS and 
was not certain such benefit would be 
subject to the guardianship estate. 
 
Now, precisely as predicted at that 
hearing, Petitioner is forced to bring the 
instant motion to obtain this monthly 
payment to pay for expenses for the 
child. Petitioner is the sole surviving 
parent, is a self-employed contractor 
and has an average monthly income 
less than the equivalent of full time 
minimum wage.  
 

SEE ADDITIONAL PAGES 

NEEDS/PROBLEMS/COMMENTS: 
 
Note: Although Mr. Navarro filed this 
petition and is therefore the “Petitioner” 
in the matter before this Probate Court 
at this time, it appears that in his 
documents he refers to himself as the 
“Respondent” and to Ms. Sanchez as 
“Petitioner,” as is the practice in Family 
Law litigation. Examiner notes this 
observation simply to avoid confusion in 
reading the Examiner Notes, which refer 
to the party bringing the petition as the 
“Petitioner.”  
 
Minute Order 9-5-13: The Court 
dispenses with notice as to item #2 in 
the examiner notes. The Court considers 
Mr. Navarro's filing to be a petition 
requiring additional fees. Mr. Porter 
withdraws his request for judicial notice.  
Matter is continued to 10/10/13. The 
hearings set for 9/6/13 are vacated and 
rescheduled for 10/10/13. Continued to 
10/10/13 at 9am in Dept 303. 
 
As of 10-2-13, the following issue 
remains:  
 
1. This petition is titled as a “Motion” 

and therefore was charged a fee of 
$60.00 for filing. However, Examiner 
notes that this actually appears to 
be a petition for an order 
authorizing, instructing, or directing 
a fiduciary, which would require the 
full filing fee of $435 pursuant to GC 
§70658(a) (Fee Schedule Line 144). 
Therefore, need balance of $375 
from Petitioner. 
 
Note: Minute Order 9-5-13 confirms 
the fee is due.  
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Petitioner states that while he is married and his current wife does earn sufficient income to support 
the household, the ongoing support and care of the minor child is NOT the legal responsibility of his 
spouse.  
 
Petitioner states he is among the persons authorized by law to receive the benefits on behalf of the 
child. California Education Code §23855 and 23856 cited. 
 
Petitioner states that if no guardianship of the estate had been established, he would be entitled to 
receive this benefit. However, the code does not designate as to who would have priority between a 
guardian of the estate and a parent having custody. Petitioner contends that the present situation 
makes absolutely no logical sense, nor would it be just or equitable to allow the guardian of the 
estate, who was appointed to oversee assets such as the decedent’s vehicle, bank accounts, and 
various items of furnishing or other personal property, to have exclusive control over a monthly 
survivor benefit for the benefit of the child. 
 
Petitioner states it seems quite clear that the monthly allowance from CalSTRS was intended to be an 
ongoing payment for the surviving children’s health, well-being, and support. If such funds were 
intended to be accumulated into a blocked account as an investment for the child, then it would be 
much more logical that such sum would be awarded as a lump sum. As such, funds intended to 
provide for the child’s ongoing needs should be paid to Petitioner. 
 
Petitioner prays that the Court issue an order that the Guardian of the Estate pay forthwith to Petitioner 
fbo the minor child all sums received from the California State Teachers’ Retirement System (CalSTRS) 
after such sums have been placed into a blocked account pursuant to this Court’s order of 5-8-13. 
 
 
 
Jennifer Sanchez, Guardian of the Estate, filed a Reply on 8-27-13. Ms. Sanchez states she is also the 
trustee of a living trust executed by the mother. The parents had a contentious relationship until the 
mother’s death, and at her death, Petitioner sought to join Ms. Sanchez, as trustee of the trust, into 
the existing family law matter. During the family law proceeding, he sought modification of a child 
support order for $241/month.  
 
Ms. Sanchez states that immediately after the mother’s death, Petitioner sought to obtain her trust 
assets for the minor’s support through a motion for joinder. Although successful in joining her, as 
trustee, for a very limited purpose (to obtain reimbursement for one-half unpaid health and child 
care benefits from date of death), no ongoing support order was made against the mother which 
would now authorize a claim against the trust, nor the assets of this guardianship proceeding. On 7-
30-13, Petitioner filed a Notice of Appeal of the court’s order in the family law proceedings. That 
matter is currently pending. 
 
The Reply states that the CA Education Code referenced was the basis for this court’s order 
authorizing the guardian to receive the CalSTRS benefits as guardianship assets. Petitioner’s moving 
papers fail to disclose the fact that he is receiving Social Security Survivor benefits for the support of 
the minor. Ms. Sanchez believes those are approx. $300/month, which is more than the amount that 
he previously paid the mother in child support. 
 

SEE ADDITIONAL PAGES 
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Re a guardian’s use of guardianship assets to support a child: It is the parents, not the guardian, who 
has a duty to provide financial support for the minor. Authority cited. Because a parent has the legal 
obligation to support his or her minor child, the minor’s assets are to be preserved until he or she 
attains majority, fi the minor has a parent available to provide support. As a matter of almost 
universal court policy, the guaridna may not use guardianship assets without prior court approval, 
and unless the minor’s parents are deceased or unavailable, approval is given only in extraordinary 
circumstances. (Probate Code §2422; Family Code §3902; CEB 10.20, 10:24). 
 
Ms. Sanchez states Petitioner is responsible for support of his child. Petitioner seeks a turnover of all 
CalSTRS benefits on a monthly basis for his use, without establishing that guardianship assets should 
be available to him, or the legal grounds under which he is somehow entitled to these assets. He has 
attempted for more than four years to obtain assets of the decedent. He was successful in reducing 
his child support obligation to her shortly before she died. Through an appeal on the family law 
proceeding, an objection to the establishment of the guardianship proceeding, and now this motion 
to gain access to the assets, he continues the vindictive and malicious attack on the decedent. His 
recent actions explain exactly why the mother carefully executed her estate plan prior to her death, 
to place a trusted family member in charge of assets which will ultimately be transferred to the minor 
in adulthood. 
 
Petitioner fails to show facts sufficient to compel Ms. Sanchez to furnish support under Probate Code 
§2404. Ms. Sanchez is informed and believes that Petitioner’s household income exceeds $100,000.00 
and that he has an ownership interest in at least one home and one rental property. At no time has 
he spoken to Ms. Sanchez re specific needs for which additional funds are needed. He has not 
spoken to her at all.  
 
Guardianship assets currently total approx. $53,157.00. These funds should be preserved for the minor. 
Should Petitioner bring a petition under §2404 and establish need for support, maintenance, 
education, or special needs that cannot otherwise be met by the father, Ms. Sanchez shall readily 
comply with any court order regarding same. She shall also request appointment of a Guardian Ad 
Litem for the minor to investigate the facts alleged in such a petition. 
 
Attached to the Reply is a copy of the 4-30-13 Findings and Order in 08CEFL00595  
 
Ms. Sanchez requests the motion be DENIED. 
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 6B Christopher Antonio Navarro (GUARD/E) Case No. 13CEPR00138 
 Atty Sanoian, Joanne (for Jennifer Sanchez – Guardian of the Estate) 
 Status Hearing Re: Filing of the Inventory and Appraisal 

 

 JENNIFER SANCHEZ, Maternal Aunt, was 

appointed Guardian of the Estate on  

3-6-13 without bond, funds blocked. 

 

The petition originally anticipated 

receipt  

 

I&A Partial No. 1 was filed 4-18-13 

consisting of personal property valued 

at $17,255.00. 

 

I&A Partial No. 2 was filed 8-26-13 

consisting of CalSTRS proceeds of 

$5,955.33. 

 

A Final I&A has not yet been filed.  

 

Notice of Taking Possession or Control of 

an Asset of Minor was filed 6-24-13 at 

the request of the insurance company. 

 

A Status Hearing Report filed 9-3-13 

states Ms. Sanchez has received two 

checks from CalSTRS, which include 

retroactive benefits, which checks have 

been deposited to the blocked 

guardianship estate account. Receipt 

attached as Exhibit B.  

 

Ms. Sanchez has been awaiting funds 

from the mother’s life insurance policy 

with Great American Life Ins. Company, 

which will be deposited to blocked 

account upon receipt. The report 

requested 45 days.  

 

On 9-5-13, the Court reset the status 

hearings scheduled for 9-6-13 to  

10-10-13 pursuant to request.  

 

NEEDS/PROBLEMS/COMMENTS: 

 

1. Need Final I&A. 
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Dept. 303, 9:00 a.m. Thursday, October 10, 2013 

6C Christopher Antonio Navarro (GUARD/E) Case No. 13CEPR00138 
 Atty Sanoian, Joanne     

 Probate Status Hearing Re: Filing of Receipt for Blocked Account 

 JENNIFER SANCHEZ, Maternal Aunt, was 

appointed Guardian of the Estate on  

3-6-13 without bond, funds blocked. 

 

The petition originally anticipated 

receipt  

 

I&A Partial No. 1 was filed 4-18-13 

consisting of personal property valued 

at $17,255.00. 

 

I&A Partial No. 2 was filed 8-26-13 

consisting of CalSTRS proceeds of 

$5,955.33. 

 

A Final I&A has not yet been filed.  

 

Notice of Taking Possession or Control of 

an Asset of Minor was filed 6-24-13 at 

the request of the insurance company. 

 

A Status Hearing Report filed 9-3-13 

states Ms. Sanchez has received two 

checks from CalSTRS, which include 

retroactive benefits, which checks have 

been deposited to the blocked 

guardianship estate account. Receipt 

attached as Exhibit B.  

 

Ms. Sanchez has been awaiting funds 

from the mother’s life insurance policy 

with Great American Life Ins. Company, 

which will be deposited to blocked 

account upon receipt. The report 

requested 45 days.  

 

On 9-5-13, the Court reset the status 

hearings scheduled for 9-6-13 to  

10-10-13 pursuant to request.  

 

NEEDS/PROBLEMS/COMMENTS: 

 

1. Need receipt for deposit of 

insurance proceeds to 

blocked account. 
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Dept. 303, 9:00 a.m. Thursday, October 10, 2013 

8 Norma Sanchez (Estate) Case No. 10CEPR00018 
 Atty Rindlisbacher, Curtis  D.   
 Status Hearing Re: Receipt of Proceeds in Blocked Account 

Age:   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

NEEDS/PROBLEMS/COMMENTS: 

 

OFF CALENDAR 

Receipt and 

Acknowledgment of Order 

for the Deposit of Money into 

Blocked Account filed 

09/16/13 

DOD: 
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Dept. 303, 9:00 a.m. Thursday, October 10, 2013 

9A Amended Carol Bailey Living Trust 1998 Case No. 13CEPR00198 
 Atty Winter, Gary L. (for David and Arlene Liles, Petitioners on behalf of Raven Nicole Bailey) 
 Status Hearing Re: Filing of Accounting 

 

 On 5-21-13, pursuant to Amended 

Petition filed by David and Arlene Liles, 

Guardians Ad Litem for Raven Nicole 

Bailey, minor beneficiary, the Court 

appointed H.F. RICK LEAS, a licensed 

professional fiduciary, as Successor 

Trustee of the Amended Carol Baily 

Living Trust with bond of $500,000.00 on 

5-21-13. Bond was filed on 5-31-13. 

 

Order 5-21-13 also requires ALLISON ST. 

LOUIS, as successor or representative of 

the prior trustee DAVID J. ST. LOUIS, to 

file an accounting with the Court, 

which accounting shall be prepared by 

Dritsas, Groom and McCormick, LLP, 

within four weeks of the order.  

 

The Court set status hearing for the filing 

of the accounting for 6-14-13, 

continued to 8-16-13, 9-5-13, and now 

10-10-13.  

 

On 10-10-13, the Court also set an 

Order to Show Cause regarding Allison 

St. Louis’ failure to appear. See Page 9B. 

NEEDS/PROBLEMS/COMMENTS: 

 

Continued from 6-14-13, 8-16-13,  

9-5-13. 

 

Note: There were no appearances on 

6-14-13 or 8-16-13. Copies of the 

minute orders were mailed to 

Attorney Winter and Allison St. Louis. 

On 9-5-13, Jody Winter specially 

appeared for Attorney Gary Winter. 

 

 

 

 

 

Cont. from  061413, 

081613, 090513 
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Dept. 303, 9:00 a.m. Thursday, October 10, 2013 

9B Amended Carol Bailey Living Trust 1998 Case No. 13CEPR00198 
 Atty Winter, Gary  L   

 Atty St. Louis, Allison 

 Order to Show Cause Re: Failure to Appear (As to Allison St. Louis) 

 

 On 5-21-13, pursuant to Amended 

Petition filed by David and Arlene Liles, 

Guardians Ad Litem for Raven Nicole 

Bailey, minor beneficiary, the Court 

appointed H.F. RICK LEAS, a licensed 

professional fiduciary, as Successor 

Trustee of the Amended Carol Baily 

Living Trust with bond of $500,000.00 on 

5-21-13. Bond was filed on 5-31-13. 

 

Order 5-21-13 also requires ALLISON ST. 

LOUIS, as successor or representative of 

the prior trustee DAVID J. ST. LOUIS, to 

file an accounting with the Court, 

which accounting shall be prepared by 

Dritsas, Groom and McCormick, LLP, 

within four weeks of the order.  

 

The Court set status hearing for the filing 

of the accounting for 6-14-13, 

continued to 8-16-13, 9-5-13, and now 

10-10-13. See Page 9A. 

 

On 10-10-13, the Court also set this 

Order to Show Cause regarding Allison 

St. Louis’ failure to appear.  

The minute order and OSC were mailed 

to Allison St. Louis and Attorney Winter 

on 9-6-13. 

NEEDS/PROBLEMS/COMMENTS: 
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Dept. 303, 9:00 a.m. Thursday, October 10, 2013 

 11 John Yee Tsang (Estate) Case No. 13CEPR00665 
 Atty Tsang, Helen (pro per – spouse/Petitioner)    
 Petition for Probate of Will and for Letters of Administration with Annexed;  

 Authorization to Administer Under IAEA (Prob. C. 8002, 10450) 

DOD: 03/31/13  HELEN TSANG, spouse, is Petitioner 

and requests appointment as 

Administrator with will annexed 

without bond. 

 

Full IAEA – ok 

 

All heirs waive bond 

 

Will dated 12/12/04 

 

Residence: Fresno 

Publication: The Business Journal 

 

Estimated Value of the Estate: 

Personal property -  $  2,500.00 

Annual income -   125,000.00 

Real property -   330,000.00 

Total   -  $457,500.00 

 

Probate Referee: RICK SMITH 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

NEEDS/PROBLEMS/COMMENTS: 
 
CONTINUED FROM 09/05/13 

 

Note: If the petition is granted status 

hearings will be set as follows:  

• Friday, 03/07/14 at 9:00a.m. in 

Dept. 303 for the filing of the 

inventory and appraisal and  

• Friday, 12/05/14 at 9:00a.m. in 

Dept. 303 for the filing of the first 

account and final distribution.   

 

Pursuant to Local Rule 7.5 if the required 

documents are filed 10 days prior to the 

hearings on the matter the status hearing 

will come off calendar and no 

appearance will be required. 
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