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ADVANCE CASE STATUS REPORT (“ACSR”) 
(Local Probate Rule 1) 

 

GENERAL PROBATE CALENDAR – Department 2 

 

DATE:  Monday, September 14, 2026   TIME:  9:00AM 
 

***NOTICE*** 
APPEARANCES MAY BE IN PERSON OR REMOTE THROUGH 

UNICORN DIGITAL COURTROOM (UDC) 

 

To find the appropriate remote appearance links please go to: 
https://santaclara.courts.ca.gov/online-services/remote-hearings 

 

“PREAPPROVED” matters are those reviewed and found satisfactory.  

Personal appearance by the petitioning party is not required.  Pre-

approved matters to which objections are made may be continued.  

Orders for preapproved matters will be signed upon calling of the 

calendar and may be picked up for filing at that time. 

 

“PROBATE EXAMINER NOTES” - If a matter is not preapproved, 

then the Probate Examiner will list procedural defects.  Parties may file 

additional documents to correct procedural deficiencies, and the Court, 

in its discretion, may consider such filings in making its order. The 

Court may order a matter off calendar, grant it subject to additional 

filings, or order a continuance. 

 
TROUBLESHOOTING 

 If you do not see the appropriate ACSR, then it has either not been posted yet or 

your web browser cache (temporary internet files) is accessing a prior calendar. 

“REFRESH” or “QUIT” your browser and reopen it, or adjust your internet settings to 

see only the current version of the web page.  Your browser may access old information 

from old cookies even after the current calendar has been posted.  
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LINE # CASE # CASE TITLE ACSR/Examiner notes 

LINE 1  21PR191009 The Jesus Garnica Special Needs 

Trust  

Click line #1 or scroll below to line #1 for 

probate examiner’s notes.   

LINE 2 23PR194099 Conservatorship of Michelle Freitas Attorney requests continuance to 11/05/26 

@ 9:00am.   

LINE 3 23PR194177 Conservatorship of Jennifer Sorci  Click line #3 or scroll below to line #3 for 

probate examiner’s notes.   

LINE 4 25PR199463 Stanley A. Yeager Revocable Trust 

dtd 9/27/06 

Click line #4 or scroll below to line #4 for 

probate examiner’s notes 

LINE 5 25PR200626 Conservatorship of John MacKenzie Appear for the Court’s ruling. 

LINE 6 2008-1-PR-162163 Maddeline Ybanez Thomas Special 

Needs Trust 

preapproved 

LINE 7 18PR182953 2006 Gary Wise Trust  Parties to appear for Court’s ruling.   

LINE 8 21PR190362 Conservatorship of Ligia Oceguera Parties to appear 

LINE 9 22PR193279 Conservatorship of the Estate of 

Antonia Garcia  

Click line #9 or scroll below to line #9 for 

probate examiner’s notes.   

LINE 10 24PR196604  Estate of Hai Kim Huynh Click line #10 or scroll below to line #10 

for probate examiner’s notes 

LINE 11 25PR199701 Conservatorship of Antonia Wigham No probate examiner notes. Appear for 

the Court’s ruling. 

LINE 12 25PR200071 Estate of Richard E. Taylor Click line #12 or scroll below to line #12 

for probate examiner’s notes.   

LINE 13 26PR203044 J. Michel Noe 1998 Trust Click line #13 or scroll below to line #13 

for probate examiner’s notes.   

LINE 14 26PR203070 Mary L. Barashas 1997 Revocable 

Trust  

Click line #14 or scroll below to line #14 

for probate examiner’s notes.   

LINE 15 1993-1-PR-130977 Conservatorship of Mark P. Morley Click line #15 or scroll below to line #15 

for probate examiner’s notes.   

LINE 16     

LINE 17    

LINE 18    

LINE 19    

LINE 20    



 
SUPERIOR COURT, STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

COUNTY OF SANTA CLARA 
 

Department 2, Honorable Amber Rosen,  Presiding  
Audrey Nakamoto, Courtroom Clerk 

 

191 North First Street, San Jose, CA 95113 

Telephone 408-882-2120 

 

 

 

   

LINE 21    

LINE 22    

LINE 23    
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LINE 25    

LINE 26    

LINE 27    

LINE 28    

LINE 29    

LINE 30    



 

     

Calendar line 1 

- oo0oo – 

 

21PR191009 The Jesus Garnica Special Needs Trust  

 

1. Schedule C – Disbursements for Legal Fees reflect payment of $272.00 to Dale Law Firm 

for legal fees.  Was this Court authorized?  The 4/24/25 Court order authorized payment 

of $5,804.41 to Dale Law Firm for legal services which was paid on 7/24/25.  What was the 

$272.00 payment for? 

2. Schedule C – Disbursements for Fiduciary Fees reflect payments totaling $5,981.00 to PTR 
Livia Argano ($1,273.00 on 12/12/24 + $4,708.00 on 4/14/25).  Were these payments 
Court-authorized?  The 4/24/25 Court order authorized payment of Trustee’s fees in the 
amount of $3,415.00 only, a difference of $2,566.00.  Although the declaration of Livia 
Argano in support of Trustee’s fees (attached as Exhibit C to petition) includes two 
invoices, one for $2,875.00 and the other for $4,708.00, the PTR’s declaration in support 
of fees only addressed the unpaid Trustee’s fees totaling $2,875.00 for services rendered 
from 4/14/25 through 3/1/2026.  The petition requests confirmation and approval of the 
$5,981.00 payment to Livia Argano but there is no declaration by PTR in support of these 
fees.   
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23PR194177, Conservatorship of Jennifer Sorci 
 

Procedural Deficiencies 
1. Schedule of Receipts may require additional information. Defers to court. 

a. There are numerous receipts described only as “Biangani Deposited.”  
b. There is one receipt of $220,000 described only as “Trust.”  
c. Receipt described as “Bridge Loan to Client – Housing/Caregiver” in the amount of 

$4,278.00. This asset is still on hand at the end of the account. PEX requests 
explanation. 

d. Receipt described as “Zelle from Fiduciary Sent by Rochelle Sorci” in the amount of 
$2,000.00. 

2. Schedule of Disbursements may require additional information. Defers to court. 
a. Disbursement made to “Biangani” on 9/18/25 in the amount of $61,565.86, 

described as “repayment to Trustees Johnathan Sorci/Rochelle Sorci.” What is this? 
b. There were two payments made to Comcast on 4/24/26, both in the amount of 

$190.52. Is this a duplicate payment? 
c. A TrueLink card was funded regularly, approximately once per week, with varying 

amounts. PEX defers to court whether explanation is required as to how the 
amounts were determined.  

3. Petition #10 acknowledges that the PTR was paid compensation during the account 
period. According to the Schedule of Disbursements, it appears she was paid a total of 
$48,612.39. There is no explanation provided and no accompanying fee declaration. 
May need information as to hourly billing rate, number of hours expended, tasks 
performed, etc.  

4. Petition #10 acknowledges that the attorney for PTR was paid compensation during the 
period of account. According to the Schedule of Disbursements, it appears three 
different law firms were paid compensation. No explanation is provided: 
a. Norton Basu LLP was paid a total of $16,675.00. How is this law firm involved in this 

case? No accompanying fee declaration. May need information as to hourly billing 
rate, number of hours expended, tasks performed, etc.  

b. Aaron, Riechert, Carpol, & Riffle (counsel for GAL), was paid a total of $13,299.89 
during this account. There is also a payment of $375.00 made to “GAL” which PEX 
will assume means additional payment in this amount was made to ARCR? This 
brings total payment to $13,674.89. PEX was able to locate two different court 
orders approving GAL fees:  1) Court order from 3/28/25 approving $26,599.79 for 
GAL services rendered 11/22/23 – 12/31/24; and 2) Court order from 6/01/26 
approving $15,882.89 for GAL services rendered 1/01/25 – 1/31/26. The petition 
only mentions the 6/01/26 order and explains there are not enough assets at this 
time to make payment. Does this mean that GAL is actually owed a total of 
$28,807.79? [$26,599.79 + $15,882.89, minus payment of $13,674.89 = $28,807.79] 
PEX requests clarification. 
[Deficiencies continue on next page] 



 

     

c. Copenbarger Law (PTR’s atty) was paid a total of $8,000.00 during this account 
period. No accompanying fee declaration. May need information as to hourly billing 
rate, number of hours expended, tasks performed, etc.   

5. No proposed order. 
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  25PR199463  StanleyA. Yeager Revocable Trust dtd 9/27/06 

 

1. Receipts Schedule, entry “Trustee transferred funds to TD National Bank. Trust was 

reimbursed on 8/11/25 and 9/24/25”; Amount: $110,000 and $466.02.  What is the 

purpose of this transfer and who is the payee of the transfer.  PrC section 1064(2) and 

Local Probate Rule 9.A(1)c.  Petitioner explains that the transfer was to her personal 

account “made in an effort to safeguard assets while the Trustee opened a new 

account at SouthState that only she had access to, as the resigning Trustee still had 

access to the Schwab accounts.”  Why transfer to a personal account?  This appears to 

be comingling of personal assets with trust assets.  Defers to Court how to proceed.  

2. Additional Property Received Schedule re SIRA REIT ($12,768.12) under Schwab 

account 9323- is this a cash or shares`?  It appears to be a publicly traded equity.  

3. Receipts Schedule- Loans to the Trust from Trustee on 11/4/25 for a total amount of 

$23,574.96. What is the purpose of these loans? PrC section 1064(2) and Local 

Probate Rule 9.A(1)c.  

4. Schedule of Disbursements 

a. Legal fees paid to Shelly Roos of $2,435.00 and Berliner Cohen, $5,000.- There is no 

fee declaration from either law office. Local Probate Rule 9F. 

a.1.  Petition  explains that the $5,000 paid to Ms. Krog was a retainer fee “to 

engage Berliner Cohen for representation regarding administration of this 

Trust”.  Is that a fee just to engage the firm and not for services rendered or 

has this amount been expended towards services rendered to the 

Trust/Trustee?  Needs more information.  

b.  Payment of $25,270.00 to Bryan Yeager Labor- needs more information.  What is 

the purpose of this expense; what services were rendered.  PrC section 1064(b) and 

Local Probate Rule 9.A(1)c 

        5.   Distribution Schedule, entry on 3/14/24 described as “Michael Todd Yeager Payout” 

of $19,000.  Is this a payment for compensation?  If so, why is it in the Distribution schedule?  

Needs more information.     

        6.  Schedule of  Expenses paid by Trustee (Schedule I) for which she reimbursed herself,  

includes a section titled “Labor Paid by Trustee” totaling $78,024.00. Several individuals are 

listed what sort of labor they performed in support of the trust.  

a. Each of the listed individuals charged at rate of $35/hr. What is the basis for 

charging this  rate?    

b.  One of the listed individuals charged at rate of $50/hr(handyman rate).  What is the 

basis for this rate? Needs more information.  

PTR explains that “information regarding the labor the individuals performed is 

addressed” in Trustee Declaration filed with the First Account and report.  That 

Declaration provides general description of services Trustee rendered not the third 



 

     

parties she paid. It states, at #7- “I regularly worked alongside other laborers rather 

than merely directing their efforts” while saying “I sorted and removed debris, cleaned 

rooms, scrubbed surfaces, organized and reviewed documents, packed and moved 

personal property, loaded dumpsters, transported items, assisted with repairs, 

coordinated maintenance activities, and repeatedly worked throughout the residence 

to improve its condition.” Defers to Court if sufficient.  

7.  Schedule “I” includes five line items described as “Renter Compensation.” One is 

identified as a security deposit. What are the other four transactions for? Was the real 

property that was part of the trust estate a rental property, and why were the renters 

given compensation? Defers to Court if will require more information.  

PTR explains that “at the beginning of the First Account period, there were renters 

residing in the Residence” whom she paid in order to “incentivize them to move out”. She 

adds that beneficiaries were aware of this decision and it saved the Trust legal expenses 

to evict the renters.  If that is the case, why is there  no rental income reported at the 

beginning of the accounting and when did these renters move out?  Defers to Court if will 

require more information/explanation. 

8.  Schedule “I” includes a 3/08/23 expense for “Bill Toomey Legal Fees” in the amount of 

$899.00. There is no corresponding atty fee declaration, or explanation. Local Probate 

Rule 9F. 

       9. Re requested TTE fees of $16,905.00. Trustee Declaration indicates 483 hours 

expended at $35/hr. The accompanying fee declaration describes in general what services 

rendered and the time log only registers the dates and number of hours spent but does not 

provide description of services rendered for those dates. E.g. Trustee spent 12, 14 and 15 

hours each on certain days but does not provide any description of services that took that 

long to complete.  Defers to Court if sufficient.  

        10.   Proof of service of notice of hearing for one “Bryant Yeager”.  Is this the same 
person as the beneficiary Bryan Yeager?  Needs clarification 
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22PR193279 Conservatorship of the Estate of Antonia Garcia 
 

1. The petition requests confirmation of 100% interest in the real property, but the 

conservatee only owns 50% undivided interest.  Shouldn’t CNE’s 50% interest in the 

property be the only subject of confirmation of sale by Court?  Who owns the other 

50% interest in the real property?  Defers to Court.   

2. Item 1c of the petition requests approval of brokers’ commission of 5% of the amount 

of $702,500.00, which is the CNE’s 50% interest.  The amount of commission to be 

paid to the seller’s and buyer’s brokers are not specified in the petition.  However, the 

proposed order under item 12b grants $35,125.00 (2.5%) to Seller's Broker and 

$35,125.00 (2.5%) to Buyer's Broker.  The total commission of $70,250.00 is based on 

100% interest in the property.  Again, shouldn’t CNE’s 50% interest in the property be 

the only subject of confirmation of sale by Court?  Why is the total commission based 

on 100% interest in the property?  Defers to Court.   

3. Item 10 – amount of overbid was calculated based on 100% interest in the real 

property when CNE owns 50% interest.  Defers to Court.   

4. No proof of publication of Notice of Sale. Probate Code §10300 

5. Inventory and Appraisal filed on 7/27/26 listed total value of the conservatorship 
estate at $2,860,000.00 as shown on 1st page, which is the total value of the two real 
properties at 100% interest each as of June 2026, instead of the appraised value on 
the appointment date pursuant to PrC§2610.  Attachment 2 indicates that CNE only 
owns 50% interest in each property.  Defers to Court if I & A needs to be corrected to 
show total value at time of appointment and only the 50% interest owned by the CNE.   

- oo0oo 
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24PR196604 Estate of Hai Kim Huynh 

Issues with proposed order: 

1. The Proposed Order requests that “the probate proceeding is dismissed.” However, 

probate has already been granted and the personal representative has been 

administering the estate. Should the language instead state: “The formal probate 

administration of the estate is hereby terminated”? 

2. Bond was previously issued. The proposed order should also include a request that the 

bond posted by the personal representative in the amount of $291,487.54 be 

exonerated and the surety released.  

3. The Proposed Order made a request that the “Guardian ad litem Meera N. Balat’s 

request for legal fees in the amount of $7,883.75 from the Estate of Hai Kim Huynh is 

denied”. Petition paragraph 8 requested for that fee “be paid from either the probate 

estate of Hai Kim Huynh… or by Nga To Phan, individually or in her capacity as trustee 

of the Nga To Phan Revocable”. This is conflicting. 
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25PR200071, Estate of Richard E. Taylor  
 
Note:  Minute order from 5/28/26 indicates that the court directed counsel to address 
deficiencies 3, 4, and 12. Those deficiencies are re-posted again here. 
 
 
Procedural Deficiencies 
3.  Petition #3d re: estimated value of the estate is incomplete. The personal property and 
annual gross income information is all left blank, but then it states that the “subtotal” of 
those numbers is $98,000.  
 
4.  A “Second Supplement” filed by PTR on 5/22/25, which seems to respond to PEX notes 
from a previous version of the petition which is no longer on-calendar, mentions a real 
property that was sold through foreclosure and is “no longer an asset of the estate.” 
Supplement states the net sales proceeds are $478,634.00. If that is the case, why is this 
amount not included in the estimated value of the estate? PEX requests explanation. 
 
12.  POS shows service on Michael Woods at a mailing address that is different than the 
address listed in the petition. Needs explanation. Was he served properly? 
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26PR203044 J. Michel Noe 1998 Trust 

 

“Emergency Skeletal Petition for Invalidation of Trust Amendment and Removal of Co-

Trustees.” (sic). Filed 7/24/2026 by Elizabeth Kathleen Francis. 

 

 

1. No POS of notice.  (Probate Code § 17203) 

a. Petitioner prays, in part: “Temporarily suspend Co-Trustees Sydney Noe and 

James Noe without advance notice, as notice will cause them to hide or transfer 

the remaining Netherland and United Kingdom funds.” Petitioner has provided 

no legal authority for the requested relief. The petition cites no California 

statutes (e.g. probate code) or any legal authority. 

2. Petition does not state the names and addresses of each person entitled to notice of the 

petition. (Probate Code § 17201) 

3. Petition does not include a jurisdictional and venue statement. (Probate Code §§ 

17002(a)), 17005) 

4. Petition includes Exhibits A, B, D, E, F, G and none are referenced in the body of the 

petition. 

5. Petition #4 states, in part: “... Respondents have officially filed the fraudulent, 

questionable amendment with this court to disinherit petitioner, Elizabeth Kathellen 

Francis, but they have intentionally failed to set a court hearing date.” 

a. Examiner can find no assigned case number for the ‘J. Michel Noe 1998 Trust’ 

and is unclear what filing the petitioner is referring to. Please provide the case 

number. 

6. Copy of Death Certificate at Exhibit A includes unredacted SSN. Parties are reminded 

to comply with CRC Rule 1.201 which requires the redaction of SSN. (Cal. Rules of 

Court, rule 1.201 & Local Probate Rule 1(J)) 

7. Copy of Notification by Co-Trustees pursuant to Probate Code §16061.7 at Exhibit D 

indicates the Co-TTES (RSPS) request that correspondence relating to the trust be 

directed to their attorney John H. Coward, Esq., of Coward and Geisick. But the copy 

of petitioner’s correspondence at Exhibit B appears to have only been mailed directly to 

one co-trustee (Sydney Noe). 

 

- oo0oo – 
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26PR203070 Mary L. Barashas 1997 Revocable Trust  
  

1. The petition did not provide names and addresses of persons entitled to notice.  Sole 

beneficiary of the Trust is the estate of Thomas Barashas, trustor’s son.  Petition states 

that Public Administrator is in the process of petitioning to become the administrator 

of the estate of Thomas Barashas.  Who are the beneficiaries/heirs of the Estate of 

Thomas Barashas?  

2. There is no proof of service of notice of hearing.   
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1993-1-PR-130977, Conservatorship of Mark P. Morley 
 
Procedural Deficiencies 

1. No Proof of Service filed or pending in efile as of 9/11/26. 

2. Some of the entries on the invoices have an asterisk * next to the amount of time 

expended. PEX does not see any corresponding footnote explaining what this 

means. May need explanation. Defers to court. 
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