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By Mark Gutglueck
Dynamic develop-

ments relating to a grass-
roots group’s opposition 
to the Upland City Coun-
cil’s approval last April 
of Bridge Development 
Partners’ plan to con-
struct a 201,096-square 
foot distribution center 
for online retail sales gi-
ant Amazon have ripped 
the curtain back on a 
multitude of highly-
questionable actions by 

both Upland’s elected 
officials and senior staff 
members.

The city council’s 

4-to-1 acceptance of 
staff’s recommendation 
to approve the controver-
sial project without re-
quiring a comprehensive 
environmental report for 
the undertaking, which 
has now been followed 
by Bridge Development 
Partners’ reported will-
ingness to more than 
double the sum of money 
it agreed to put up at the 
time of project approval 
to offset the impacts of 

the project over the next 
50 years is an indication, 
some city residents be-
lieve, that the approval 
process was tainted by 
some form of graft in-
volving the city’s politi-
cians and other decision-
makers.

Bridge Development 
Partners corporate of-
ficers have disavowed 
reports of any improper 
activity on their part.

S i m u l t a n e o u s l y , 

Bridge Development 
Partners’ reported of-
fer of up to $40 million 
to the city to cover the 
infrastructure demands 
and damage of the proj-
ect and as payments-in- 
lieu-of-sales-tax from 
Amazon’s operations 
over the 50-year lease 
life of the building has 
divided the grassroots 
coalition into two fac-
tions. One of those splin-
ter groups has 

For the third time in 15 
years and four months, 
the board members of 
the Cucamonga Valley 
Water District have engi-
neered for themselves an 
extra year in office with-
out having to first obtain 
the consent of their con-
stituents.

This week, the San 
Bernardino County 
Board of Supervisors ap-
proved the Cucamonga 

Valley Water District 
Board of Directors’ re-
quest to move its elec-
tion dates from consoli-
dated elections held in 
November of odd-num-
bered years to statewide 
general elections held in 
November of even-num-
bered years, commenc-
ing with the November 
8, 2022 Statewide Gen-
eral Election.

The Cucamonga Val-

ley Water District, which 
was previously known as 
the Cucamonga County 
Water District, histori-
cally held its board elec-
tions in odd-numbered 
years. This put the dis-
trict out of step with 
many, though not all, of 
the other agencies, dis-
tricts, governmental au-
thorities and municipali-
ties in San Bernardino 
County which held their 

elections in even-num-
bered years, which co-
incided with either the 
National Presidential/
Congressional or State 
Gubernatorial/Congres-
sional elections.

In October 2005, the 
Cucamonga County 
Water District Board of 
Directors, consisting of 
Robert Neufeld, Henry 
Stoy, Jerome Wilson, 
James Curatalo and 

Randall Reed, passed 
Resolution No. 2005-10-
3, which dispensed with 
the 2007 election while 
changing the scheduling 
of the district’s elections 
from odd- to even-num-
bered years.

Because the county, 
the lion’s share of cities, 
school and water dis-
tricts, as well as other 
governmental agencies 
in San Ber-

A little more than a 
month-and-a-half after 
her reelection to the Vic-
torville City Council on 
November 3, Council-
woman Blanca Gomez 
filed a federal civil rights 
lawsuit on December 21 
against Victorville City 
Manager Keith Metzler, 
Mayor Debra Jones, for-
mer Victorville Mayor 
Gloria Garcia, Victor-
ville City Attorney An-
dre de Bortnowsky, for-
mer Councilman James 
Cox, City Clerk Char-
lene Robinson, Assistant 
City Clerk Marcie Wolt-
ers, Deputy City Man-
ager Sophie Smith, Vic-
torville Spokeswoman 
Sue Jones, the San Ber-
nardino County Sheriff’s 
Department and Hespe-
ria City Manager Nils 
Bentsen.

Gomez is represented 
in the lawsuit by La Jol-
la-based attorneys Marc 
Applbaum and Bryan 
Gonzales.

According to the law-
suit, Gomez has been 
disenfranchised by cur-
rent and former city of-
ficials “as a result of her 
alliances with pro-im-
migration and homeless 
nonprofit organizations.”

The suit alleges that 
on February 6, 2018, 
then-Mayor Gloria Gar-
cia “publicly 

The San Bernardino 
County Board of Su-
pervisors this week ap-
proved contracts with 
33 law firms at the ag-
gregate estimated cost of 
$61,200,000 to engage in 
legal defense work relat-
ing to lawsuits officials 
anticipate will be filed 
against the county in the 
future.

The contracts secure 
the services of the law 
firms at the established 

hourly rates of $265 
for lawyers who have 
achieved the position of 
partners with their re-
spective firms and $245 
for those designated as 
associates by their firms. 
Paralegals and law clerks 
are to receive $115 per 
hour.

The firms are to pro-
vide legal defense ser-
vices to the county’s 
self-insured public liabil-
ity program for See P 3

The San Bernardino 
County governmental 
structure’s quixotic ef-
fort to interpose a legal 
challenge to Governor 
Gavin Newsom’s pre-
cautionary mandates 
relating to the coronavi-
rus pandemic was given 
moral support by the cit-
ies of Yucaipa and Chino 
Hills in recent weeks, 
though their gestures 
seemed unlikely to move 
the California Supreme 

Court to rebuke the state, 
as the cities’ legal filings 
corresponded with an in-
tense surge in the virus 
that resulted in record 
numbers of individu-
als in the county testing 
positive for the condition 
during a one-week and 
a two-week period in 
December, punctuated 
by 32 deaths recorded 
in the county between 
yesterday, January 7, and 
today.

On December 6, a 
three-week stay-at-home 
order was issued by 
Newsom, calling for a 
host of businesses that 
involve close contact 
among customers and 
business operators to be 
shut down as of Decem-
ber 7. The order was re-
newed on December 28.

On December 14, a 
lawyer retained by the 
county at the behest of 
the board of 

Officials with the 
Sheep Creek Water 
Company are gamely at-
tempting to reignite in-
terest among members 
of the Phelan Piñon Hills 
Community Services 
District Board of Direc-
tors in a merger between 
the two water purveyors.

The Phelan Piñon 
Hills Community Ser-
vices District, after con-
sidering a consolidation/

structured takeover of 
the company, rejected 
just such a proposal in 
August 2019. 

The Sentinel has 
learned that the redou-
bled effort to bring the 
Phelan Piñon Hills Com-
munity Services District 
to the table once more 
has involved elements 
of California’s state gov-
ernment, which Sheep 
Creek Water Company 

officers hope will con-
vince district officials 
that there is adequate 
protection in a takeover 
arrangement for the 
community services dis-
trict. 

An issue for the Sheep 
Creek Water Company is 
that it is entirely depen-
dent on nature for its  
water supply drawn from 
multiple groundwater 
wells and a spring that 

naturally flows from a 
tunnel in the San Gabriel 
Mountains near Wright-
wood. The recharge of 
the aquifer its wells tap 
into consists primarily 
of rainfall and snowmelt. 

The drought that be-
gan in 2012 and depleted 
the water table in earnest 
by 2016 created a cri-
sis for the company. In 
August 2018, the State 
Water Resources Con-

trol Board prohibited the 
Sheep Creek Water Com-
pany from making addi-
tional water connections 
until the company is able 
to establish that its water 
reserve levels meet state 
standards. Importation 
of water from the State 
Water Project is out of 
the question, as the cost 
of conveying that water 
from the California Aq-
ueduct through 
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deemed the offer to in-
crease by $23 million the 
$17 million in mitigation 
fees that Bridge Devel-
opment Partners offered 
and which the city coun-
cil approved in April to 
be a significant conces-
sion on the part of the 
developer that should be 
accepted immediately. 
Other members of the 
coalition believe the law-
suit they filed to prevent 
the Amazon warehouse 
from proceeding in-
volves principles beyond 
the simple provision of 
money, even as much as 
$40 million, and that the 
litigation should not be 
settled until an environ-
mental impact report on 
the project is completed 
and a more exacting au-
dit of the city’s actual 
costs and losses relat-
ing to the city hosting 
a massive merchandise 
sales and distribution 
operation which will be 
transportation intensive 
and pay no sales tax for 
five decades is carried 
out. They are resisting 
pressure by the city’s 
current mayor, who last 
year voted as a coun-
cilman to approve the 
project, to simply accept 
Bridge Development 
Partners’ offer and allow 
the project to proceed. 
Moreover, at least some 
of those activists are 
convinced the manner 
in which City Hall and 
the project’s advocates 
previously sought and 
are continuing to seek 
to steamroll the project 
to completion is an in-
dicator that monetary 
inducements, i.e., bribes 
to key city officials and 
influential community 
figures, played a role in 
the project’s approval in 
the first place.

When the Amazon 
warehouse was first be-
ing whispered about in 
2018, there was little 
in the way of concrete 
information about the 
proposal. Virtually all 
of the discussion took 

place covertly within the 
confines of City Hall or 
between Bridge Devel-
opment Partners’ repre-
sentatives and selected 
city staff members, all 
outside the earshot of the 
city’s residents. When 
news of the undertaking 
reached the public, little 
more was mentioned 
other than a brief state-
ment that a large-scale 
project was to fill unde-
veloped property north 
of Foothill Boulevard 
not too far east of the 
gateway into Upland and 
San Bernardino County 
from Claremont and Los 
Angeles County.

When the project was 
officially previewed to 
the Upland community 
in June 2019, Bridge De-
velopment Partners indi-
cated it would be a three-
building complex with 
977,000 square feet un-
der roof to serve as a dis-
tribution center. Amazon 
was not mentioned. Over 
the next several months, 
word spread, nonethe-
less, that Amazon was 
the intended tenant. A 
vocal segment of the 
community made clear 
objections to the nature, 
size and location of the 
proposed project, main-
taining a distribution 
center would be both 
inconsistent with and 
prohibited by the city’s 
zoning and land use reg-
ulations for the site; that 
there is inadequate street 
capacity around the proj-
ect site to accommodate 
the vehicular traffic that 
would result from the 
project, creating grid-
lock; that there would be 
significant regional air 
pollution resulting from 
increased vehicle use; 
that there would be no 
sales tax revenue to the 
city based on Amazon’s 
internet sales model; that 
there would be a 100-
year impact upon the 
city’s infrastructure sur-
rounding the distribution 
facility based on Bridge 
Development’s 50-year 
lease and a 50-year ex-
tension clause with the 
property owner, the Bon-
giovanni Family Trust; 
that there would be an 
inadequacy of municipal 
infrastructure-mainte-
nance revenue in the face 
of burdens on the city’s 
infrastructure which 
would hasten its deterio-
ration; that the city was 
not being empowered 

to control or restrict the 
future intensification of 
the use at the site; that 
the project would mar 
the span along the Route 
66 Corridor, at that point 
known as Foothill Bou-
levard; and the project 
would monopolize prop-
erty, which lies so close 
to the Foothill Boule-
vard thoroughfare, more 
properly suited for tradi-
tional commercial use.

As objections to the 
scope of the proposal 
manifested, the tentative 
site plan was modified 
several times until in Oc-
tober 2019 a revamped 
conception of the project 
was presented, one that 
was reduced to a single 
structure of 276,250 
square feet. When the 
environmental review 
documentation for the 
project was posted on 
December 16, 2019, it 
came in the form of a 
draft negative mitigated 
declaration as opposed 
to a full-blown environ-
mental impact report.

A mitigated nega-
tive declaration is an 
environmental review 
determination made by 
an elected or appointed 
board of a governmen-
tal agency in which ad-
ministrative and land 
use authority has been 
entrusted which certi-
fies that the environ-
mental impacts from a 
project will be mitigated 
by the conditions of ap-
proval for that project. 
This contrasts with an 
environmental impact 
report, which delineates 
not only the impacts in 
detail but spells out ex-
plicitly what the mitiga-
tion measures for those 
impacts will entail.

In that documentation, 
the project was shown as 
being further reduced in 
size to a 201,096-square-
foot distribution center 
to be located north of 
Foothill and south of 
Cable Airport near the 
north terminus of Cen-
tral Avenue. While the 
37-day review period 
for that document was 
yet ongoing, on Thurs-
day January 9, 2020, the 
Upland City Council, the 
Upland Planning Com-
mission and the Upland 
Airport Land Use Com-
mittee held a joint work-
shop at City Hall to carry 
out a discussion of the 
draft initial study and 
draft mitigated negative 

declaration for the proj-
ect. The vast majority of 
the public attending the 
meeting addressing the 
city council and plan-
ning commission indi-
cated opposition to the 
project.

A common theme it-
erated by the project’s 
opponents was that the 
use of the mitigated neg-
ative declaration process 
to provide certification 
for the project was inad-
equate, and an undertak-
ing of the project’s scope 
was more properly eval-
uated in an environmen-
tal impact report. The 
mitigated negative dec-
laration, those naysayers 
maintained, was replete 
with incomplete or erro-
neous information.

After feedback from 
the public was accepted 
in conjunction with the 
processing of the nega-
tive mitigated declara-
tion, which some resi-
dents said was marred by 
the city’s failure to post 
all of the public input and 
commentary submitted 
to it, the planning com-
mission met on February 
12, 2020 to consider the 
project. Commissioner 
Alexander Novikov was 
absent that evening. Four 
votes on determinations 
and/or findings with re-
gard to the project were 
slated for that night. Vot-
ing in conjunction with 
Airport Land Use Com-
mittee members Ronald 
Campbell and Howard 
Bunte, the planning 
commissioners present 
that evening – Chair-
woman Robin Aspinall, 
Carolyn Anderson, Gary 
Schwary, Linden Brouse 
and Yvette Walker – vot-
ed unanimously to enter 
a finding that the project 
as proposed constituted a 
use compatible with the 
city’s zoning codes and 
general plan as well as 
Upland’s airport land use 
compatibility plan. The 
planning commission 
then took up the criti-
cal issue of the project’s 
environmental certifica-
tion. With Commission-
er Walker dissenting, 
the panel voted 4-to-1 
to ratify the mitigated 
negative declaration for 
the project, making what 
was essentially a find-
ing that any undesirable 
environmental impacts 
would be offset by the 
conditions of approval 
imposed on the project. 

The panel voted 3-to-
2, with Schwary and 
Walker in opposition, to 
recommend approval of 
the development agree-
ment, by which Bridge 
Development agreed to 
provide the city with a 
combination of devel-
oper fees, infrastructure 
impact fees and fees-in-
lieu-of-sales-tax total-
ing $16 million to make 
up for the project not 
involving the collection 
of sales tax and to offset 
the city’s infrastructure 
costs to accommodate 
the development, includ-
ing repair to streets worn 
down by the trucks and 
vans that will operate out 
of the facility.

When the project’s 
site plan was considered, 
a motion to reject it was 
made, garnering the sup-
port of commissioners 
Schwary, Walker and 
Brouse. Commissioners 
Aspinall and Anderson 
dissented in that vote. 
The 3-to-2 vote against 
the site plan was tanta-
mount to a denial of proj-
ect approval.

Over the next two 
weeks, the members of 
the commission were 
subjected to pressure 
from project proponents 
inside and outside City 
Hall, as well as from 
lobbyists for Bridge De-
velopment Partners. On 
February 26, the com-
mission reconsidered the 
project, and then took a 
follow-on vote, unprec-
edented in Upland histo-
ry, to undo the February 
12 decision that had re-
jected the site plan. With 
Novikov present, the 
commission reconsid-
ered the matter, at which 
point Novikov joined 
with Walker in register-
ing opposition to the site 

plan, while Schwary and 
Brouse reversed them-
selves from their Febru-
ary 12 votes, resulting in 
a 4-to-2 recommenda-
tion that the city council 
approve the project’s site 
plan. The vote was non-
binding but stood as a 
recommendation to the 
city council that it should 
approve the project.

At a specially-con-
vened meeting called 
for the specific purpose 
of considering approval 
of the project, the city 
council conducted what 
was supposed to be the 
final hearing on the proj-
ect on April 1.

The April 1 meeting 
consisted of what was a 
forum held in a non-pub-
lic venue at which the 
city council was to con-
sider the project, using 
a format that conformed 
with California Gover-
nor Gavin Newsom’s 
mandated precautions 
against the spread of the 
coronavirus, involving 
video/audio link-ups for 
the council and city offi-
cials to interact and brief 
telephonic input from 
members of the public.

The Bridge project’s 
opponents, many of 
whom had openly ex-
pressed the concern that 
city staff was militating 
toward the approval of 
the project rather than 
making an unbiased 
evaluation of its merits 
upon which the city’s ul-
timate decision-makers, 
the city council, would 
be able to base a fair 
decision as to whether 
Bridge should be given 
an entitlement to pro-
ceed, protested that the 
virtual meeting would 
prevent the public from 
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the period of April 15, 
2021 to April 14, 2026.

The firms retained 
under the arrangement 
are Alvarez-Glasman & 
Colvin; Arias & Lock-
wood, APLC; Berg-
man, Dacey, Goldsmith, 
PLC; Berman, Berman, 
Berman, Schneider & 
Lowary, LLP; Burke, 
Williams & Sorensen, 
LLP; Cole Huber, LLP; 
Collins, Collins, Muir 
& Stewart, LLP; Cum-
mings, McClorey, Davis, 
& Acho, PLC; Jeffery W. 
Grass, PC doing busi-
ness as Davis, Grass, 
Goldenstein & Finlay; 
Dolen, Tucker, Tierney 
& Abraham, PLC; Dum-
mit, Buchholz & Trapp; 
Elizabeth M. Kessel, 
Inc. doing business as 
Kessel & Megrabyan; 

Fagen, Friedman & 
Fulfrost, LLP; Graves 
& King, LLP; Gutier-
rez, Preciado & House, 
LLP; LaFollette John-
son De Hass Fesler & 
Ames, APC; Law Office 
of Pelayes & Yu, APC; 
Lawrence Beach, Allen 
& Choi, PC; Lewis, Bris-
bois, Bisgaard & Smith, 
LLP; Lynberg, Watkins, 
PC; Manning & Kass, 
Ellrod, Ramirez, Trester, 
LLP; Premier Law PC; 
Richard D. Jones, PLC 
doing business as Jones 
& Mayer Attorneys at 
Law; Rinos & Martin, 
LLP; Silver & Wright, 
LLP; Skane Wilcox, 
LLP; Sloan, Sakai, 
Yeung & Wong, LLP; 
Slovak, Baron, Empey, 
Murphy & Pinkney, 
LLP; Smith Law Offic-
es, LLP; Thompson and 
Colegate, LLP; Wagner, 
Zemming, Christensen, 
LLP; Walker & Mann, 
LLP; and the law firm of 
Wesierski & Zurek, LLP.

According to a report 
to the board of supervi-
sors from County Coun-
sel Michelle Blakemore 

and Leanna Williams, 
the director of the coun-
ty’s risk management 
division, “The estimat-
ed combined five-year 
cost for these contracts 
is $61,200,000. These 
services will be paid on 
a fee-for-service basis. 
The cost for the remain-
der of 2020-21 is esti-
mated at $2.55 million, 
and will be paid from 
various department of 
risk management funds; 
sufficient appropriation 
has been included in 
the department of risk 
management’s 2020-21 
budget. Beginning in 
2021-22, annual ongoing 
public liability attorney 
costs are anticipated to 
be approximately $12.24 
million and will be in-
cluded in the department 
of risk management’s fu-
ture recommended bud-
gets. Costs are charged 
back to county depart-
ments via premiums 
billed through the annual 
budget process.”

According to Blake-
more and Williams, 
“The department of risk 

management self-ad-
ministers the county’s 
public liability insurance 
program. Legal defense 
for insured claims is pro-
vided primarily by the 
office of county coun-
sel, with supplemental 
services provided by 
outside attorney firms 
with specialized knowl-
edge. In today’s litigious 
climate against public 
agencies, recent legisla-
tive changes, and high-
dollar jury verdicts, it is 
critical that experienced 
law firms be available to 
the county when addi-
tional services are need-
ed. Contracting with 
attorney firms allows 
the county to control ex-
penses with a fixed rate 
schedule, thereby low-
ering defense expenses 
while ensuring represen-
tation with legal exper-
tise. The recommended 
action will establish a 
list of 33 public liability 
attorney firms that have 
specialized public en-
tity experience and have 
agreed to specific terms 
that ensure optimal ser-

vice to the county.”
The county on July 

24, 2020 solicited bids 
for public liability attor-
ney services by posting 
a notice to the county’s 
Electronic Procurement 
Network. Thirty-four 
law firms submitted 
proposals. One propos-
al from Stanzler Law 
Group was incomplete 
and was rejected. The 
other 33 proposals were 
from the law firms that 
were retained this week.

Staff from the coun-
ty’s children and family 
services division, pub-
lic works and the sher-
iff’s department as well 
as the office of county 
counsel and the Arrow-
head Regional Medical 
Center, which serves 
as the county hospital, 
served as an evaluation 
committee, and exam-
ined the proposals based 
upon compliance with 
requirements listed in 
the bid solicitation, ex-
perience, expertise in 
defending public enti-
ties, and strength in spe-
cialties needed to serve 

the county, according 
to Blakemore and Wil-
liams. The evaluation 
committee recommend-
ed contracts with all 33 
law firms selected by the 
committee.

Unstated in Blake-
more’s and Williams’ 
report was that some, but 
not all, of the law firms 
retained were selected 
not because of their abil-
ity in defending against 
lawsuits but to prevent 
those firms or any of 
their attorneys from 
serving as the legal rep-
resentatives of plaintiffs 
suing the county. Upon 
being hired by the coun-
ty, each of the 33 firms 
is enjoined from repre-
senting any individual or 
entity suing the county 
without a waiver from 
all parties, since acting 
as a plaintiff’s attorney 
for anyone or any entity 
suing a defendant that 
attorney is defending is 
considered a conflict of 
interest.

-Mark Gutglueck

supervisors, Robert Ty-
ler, lodged a filing with 
the California Supreme 
Court, seeking a suspen-
sion of the stay-at-home-
orders and other restric-
tions to San Bernardino 
County. Tyler sought for 
San Bernardino County 
an exemption from the 
regional guidelines per-
taining to itself as well 
as Imperial, Inyo, Los 

Angeles, Mono, Orange, 
Riverside, San Diego, 
San Luis Obispo, Santa 
Barbara and Ventura 
counties, and a decree 
from the Supreme Court 
that the county would be 
able to ascertain what 
restrictions should be 
applied to residents and 
businesses within its ju-
risdiction without inter-
ference from the gover-
nor. Tyler pursued that 
request despite San Ber-
nardino County at that 
time and currently expe-
riencing the highest rate 
of coronavirus contagion 
in the Golden State’s 58 
counties.

Meanwhile, between 

December 14 and De-
cember 21 inclusive, 
134 deaths of county 
residents were attrib-
uted to the disease. 
That included 52 deaths 
over a 48-hour period 
on December 19 and 
20. Deaths wholly or 
partially attributable to 
COVID-19 in San Ber-
nardino County reached 
their apex on December 
16, when 63 people died. 
The death rate in Decem-
ber eclipsed that of the 
summertime coronavi-
rus surge, when, during 
the seven days of August 
2 to August 9, inclusive, 
129 people died.

Local officials have 

complained that the order 
is threatening the liveli-
hoods of a vast number 
of business owners, and 
that the restrictions have 
already forced many en-
trepreneurs out of busi-
ness permanently, and 
is on the brink of doing 
the same to a substantial 
number of others.

On December 17, 
the City of Yucaipa an-
nounced in a press re-
lease that the Yucaipa 
City council “sent a letter 
to Governor Newsom ex-
pressing concerns about 
the State’s stay-at-home 
orders and the impacts to 
the city’s restaurants and 
other businesses.” The 

letter in part read, “The 
city council respectfully 
requests that outdoor 
dining be reopened im-
mediately statewide, giv-
en that there is no medi-
cal evidence to support 
the need to shut down 
outdoor dining, and in 
fact some contact tracing 
studies indicate that all 
types of dining contrib-
ute to only about 1 per-
cent of the COVID-19 
cases nationwide. We 
believe all businesses are 
essential, because they 
create jobs and provide 
the funding necessary 
to support the essential 
services that provide the 
quality of life needs and 

safety for our residents.” 
The letter said “this eco-
nomic disaster will inev-
itably deepen the crisis 
of homelessness, raise 
poverty levels, increase 
crime and blight and 
greatly harm our State’s 
most vulnerable popula-
tions.”

On December 23, the 
City of Yucaipa filed an 
amicus curiae, or friend 
of the court, brief with 
the Supreme Court, re-
questing that the order 
be terminated.

On Tuesday, January 
5, the City of Chino Hills 
filed an amicus curiae 
brief with the Califor-

County’s Hiring Of 
33 Law Firms Will 
Prevent Them From 
Representing Plain-
tiffs Against The 
County   from front 
page

a pipeline would involve 
costs the company could 
not bear. 

On April 29, 2019 
the Sheep Creek Water 
Company’s consolida-
tion committee met with 
the Phelan Piñon Hills 
Community Services 
District’s engineer-
ing committee to begin 
discussions of possible 

consolidation of the two 
water systems. The Phel-
an Piñon Hills Commu-
nity Services District’s 
committee members re-
quested that the Sheep 
Creek Water Company 
put together a precise 
plan laying out the terms 
of such a consolidation. 
In accordance with that 
request, the Sheep Creek 

Water Company’s con-
solidation committee 
complied, preparing a 
plan that was submitted 
to the Sheep Creek Water 
Company’s board. The 
board in relatively quick 
order approved forward-
ing the plan to the Phelan 
Piñon Hills Community 
Services District.

The plan included an 
appraisal report of the 
Sheep Creek water sys-
tem and its related as-
sets, which were valued 
at $23,850,000.

Privately owned 
Sheep Creek Water 

Company services 1,183 
connections and roughly 
4,000 residents in a dis-
trict that includes Phelan 
and Pinon Hills. It has 
six wells and seven large 
above-ground tanks. 
The company has water 
rights allowing it to draft 
up to 3,000 acre-feet of 
water annually.  

Phelan Piñon Hills 
Community Services 
District, determined that 
despite the company’s 
assets, its ability to meet 
the growing water needs 
of its customers and 
service area would be 

challenging. The district 
rejected Sheep Creek 
Water Company's pro-
posed consolidation plan 
as drafted and made no 
consolidation proposal 
of its own on different 
terms than were con-
tained in the plan.

With no prospect for 
the merger, the Sheep 
Creek Water Compa-
ny board immediately 
moved to explore getting 
clearance to engage in 
aggressive well drilling. 

In an effort to con-
vince the Phelan Piñon 
Hills Community Ser-

vices District to recon-
sider a merger, the Sheep 
Creek Water Company 
is networking with the 
State Water Resources 
Control Board, the Cali-
fornia Department of Fi-
nancial Assistance, the 
Infrastructure Engineer-
ing Corporation and the 
California State Office 
of Water Programs in 
Sacramento. The Infra-
structure Engineering 
Corporation is now writ-
ing up a draft resource 
management plan to be 
submitted to the Phelan 

Faced With Going Out Of Business, Sheep 
Creek Water Company Looking To Sink 
More Wells Or Convince the Phelan Piñon 
Hills Community Services District To Ab-
sorb It   from front page

Continued on Page 13
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effectively weighing in 
on the matter and would 
simultaneously allow 
the council to disregard 
the input of its constitu-
ents without having to 
deal directly with them. 
Some of the more vocal 
members of the project 
opposition called upon 
the city council to post-
pone any decision on the 
project until such time 
as the city could resume 
holding public hearings 
at which the entirety of 
those within the Upland 
community who wanted 
to attend the meeting at 
which the council would 
make that decision could 
be present to effectively 
articulate their perspec-
tive.

That session was 
not held physically in 
Upland’s city council 
chamber, but rather vir-
tually from the respec-
tive council members’ 
homes or professional 
offices, with Mayor Deb-
bie Stone being the only 
member of the panel at 
City Hall, where, from 
her office by means of a 
video hook-up with the 
others, she conducted the 
meeting cybernetically. 
A video of the council 
members and the audio 
of the proceedings, with 
a 30 to 40 second delay, 
was broadcast or dis-
played on the city’s local 
cable network as well as 
on the city’s website.

Mike Poland, Up-
land’s contract planner, 
briefed the council on 
the project, and Commu-

nity Development Direc-
tor Robert Dalquest pro-
vided the council with 
an encapsulation of the 
development agreement.

Poland stated, “On 
the basis of the mitigat-
ed negative declaration, 
comments received and 
the whole record, there is 
no substantial evidence 
that the project will have 
a significant adverse im-
pact individually or cu-
mulatively on the envi-
ronment.”

According to Dal-
quest, Bridge Develop-
ment Partners had upped 
its previous offer of en-
dowing the city with $16 
million in development 
fees and infrastructure 
impact/damage offset 
fees and payments-in-
lieu-of-sales-tax to $17 
million in return for ap-
proval of the project. He 
said Bridge had com-
mitted, as part of the 
development agreement, 
to provide the city with 
$14.5 million in what he 
termed a “sales-tax-in-
lieu fee” to make up for 
the city’s loss of sales 
tax from untaxed sales 
at the facility. On top 
of that, Dalquest said, 
Bridge was purposed to 
provide some $2.5 mil-
lion of in-kind assistance 
to the city consisting of 
road improvements and/
or signalization on Foot-
hill Boulevard, Central 
Avenue, Benson Avenue, 
13th Street, 15th and 16th 
Street. Dalquest’s em-
phasis on the $17 million 
Bridge Development 

Partners had by that 
point agreed to provide 
the city if the project 
garnered approval, came 
across as a pitch for the 
project’s acceptance.

Critics of the proj-
ect proposal considered 
the $340,000 in aver-
age annual offsets that 
Bridge Development 
Partners was putting 
up over the life of the 
project to be unequal to 
the actual liability the 
project represented to 
the city, most notably 
in the form of damage 
to the city’s roads from 

Bridge Development’s 
first vice president for 
development, and Bren-
dan Kotler, Bridge’s ex-
ecutive vice president, 
touted the project to the 
city council.

Crossner said the 
project had the support 
of city staff, the plan-
ning commission and the 
explicit endorsement of 
1,100 city residents. She 
said the project as was 
being considered by the 
city council had been 
changed from Bridge’s 
original proposal and 
had been shaped by 
public input, based on 
nearly one year of pub-
lic discussion and five 
community meetings 
and hundreds of pages of 
written responses to the 
proposal during the miti-
gated negative declara-
tion process. She said 
that the project’s value to 
Upland and its citizens 
had been “made better… 
every step of the way” 
by the “critical” input of 
the public.

Crossner indicated 
that Bridge would be 
more generous to the city 
than Dalquest had repre-
sented. She said the city 
was to receive $14.5 mil-
lion in “voluntary com-
munity benefits” that 
were donated in keeping 
with the development 
agreement along with 
not $2.5 million in street 
improvements to the city 
but rather $3.5 million.

At a crucial point in 
the April 1 meeting, 
when Councilwoman 
Janice Elliott asked 
whether Amazon could 
designate Upland as its 
point of sale for all of the 
business it does in Cali-
fornia, thereby making 
Upland the recipient of 
all sales tax revenue the 

company would gener-
ate in California, Kotler 
deflected the request, 
saying “At this time, 
we don’t have a tenant 
signed up, and I think 
the tenant that everyone 
presumes [Amazon] is 
going to be on the site, 
I don’t believe they’ve 
designated any site like 
this, any city like this, 
as a designated point of 
sale. My understand-
ing is Amazon and a lot 
of these retailers like 
Amazon have statewide 
agreements that prevent 
them from doing individ-
ual agreements with any 
sort of municipality or 
city. Let’s not forget that 
this facility is just a por-
tion of a longer logistics 
chain. So, if every city 
that had a portion of the 
logistics chain claimed 
that they wanted sales 
tax, then the entire sys-
tem would break down. 
It would not be doable in 
this place at this point to 
make Upland the point of 
sale.”

The public was heard 
from by means of a tele-
phonic exchange. Twen-
ty people expressed op-
position to the project, 
and 28, roughly half of 
whom were members 
of Victory Community 
Church who had been 
hosted to a free din-
ner by Bridge Develop-
ment Partners prior to 
the hearing and whose 
church was provided 
with a generous donation 
by Bridge Development 
Partners’ representa-
tives, spoke in support 
of it.

Thereafter, the city 
council’s discussion en-
sued and its members 
voted to approve the 
mitigated negative decla-
ration 4-to-1 with Coun-

cilwoman Janice Elliott 
dissenting. The council 
then accepted a lot line 
adjustment for the proj-
ect site on a 5-to-0 vote. 
The council, voted 4-to-
1 with Mayor Stone and 
councilmen Rudy Zuni-
ga, Bill Velto and Ricky 
Felix prevailing and 
Councilwoman Elliott 
dissenting to approve the 
project and its site plan. 
The council further vot-
ed unanimously to ap-
prove the development 
agreement specifying 
the $17 million commit-
ment in revenue Bridge 
Development Partners 
said it would guarantee 
the city. The votes pro-
vided Bridge Develop-
ment Partners with an 
entitlement to proceed.

Shortly after the 
council’s vote to approve 
the project, Mayor Stone 
took action to remove 
from the planning com-
mission Novikov and 
Walker, the two mem-
bers of the panel who 
had consistently voted 
against approving the 
project. Subsequently, 
the unabashedly pro-de-
velopment Stone moved 
to appoint Dr. Brinda 
Sarathy to one of the 
vacant positions on the 
planning commission 
but rescinded that ap-
pointment upon learning 
that Sarathy had spoken 
out in opposition to the 
Bridge Point/Amazon 
project.

In the weeks after the 
council’s approval of 
the project, a group of 
citizens, convinced that 
Dalquest had fallen short 
of protecting the city’s 
residents from the oner-
ous elements and con-
sequences of the Bridge 
Point/Amazon project, 

the trucks and delivery 
vehicles that would be 
an intrinsic element of 
the distribution facility’s 
operations. Of concern 
to some as well was that 
there were no provisions 
for infrastructure offsets 
being paid to the city if 
Amazon opted to renew 
the lease for another 50 
years after the expiration 
of the initial lease.

Dalquest said the de-
velopment agreement 
contained a provision 
that would prevent the 
tenant’s operations from 
exceeding 50 three-axle 
truck trips per day or 187 
van trips in the morning 
rush hour or 171 trips in 
the evening rush hour, 
leveling a fine of $45,000 
on Bridge Development 
Partners for any such 
violations.

Heather Crossner, 
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nardino County hold 
their elections in even-
numbered years, there 
is an economy of scale 
which lessens the cost 
for the individual entities 
to be included on even-
year ballots in com-
parison to those entities 
holding their elections 
in odd years, when fewer 
elections are held and the 
agencies or governments 
involved must defray 
a larger percentage of 
the cost of printing bal-
lots and manning voting 
places. The Cucamonga 
Valley Water District 
board members in 2005 
asserted that the change 
was justified by the mon-
ey the district would save 
as well as the increased 
voter participation that 
was anticipated by con-
solidating the district’s 
election with the other 
elections. The San Ber-
nardino County Board 
of Supervisors thereafter 
ratified the water district 
moving its elections to 
even-numbered years.

The month after the 
Cucamonga County Wa-
ter District had resolved 
to make the change, 
in the November 2005 
election Neufeld was 
reelected but the voters 
displaced Stoy in favor 
of Kathleen Tiegs.

Resolution No. 2005-
10-3 consequentially 
extended the terms of 
the incumbent board 
members by one year, 
such that Wilson, Cu-
ratalo and Reed were 
not obliged to run for 
reelection in 2007. In 
2008, Wilson opted out 
of seeking reelection. In 
an eight-candidate con-
test, Curatalo and Reed 
were reelected and Stoy 
finished third and ahead 
of five others, returning 
him to the board after a 
three-year absence.

In 2015, nearly ten 
years after the Cucamon-
ga County Water District 
had moved to alter its 
election cycle, the City 
of Rancho Cucamonga 
put on the ballot a spe-
cial initiative, known as 
Measure A, a proposal 
for a local tax increase to 

improve street lighting, 
parks and landscaping on 
the west side of the city. 
In order to get the mea-
sure passed, city officials 
had scheduled the vote 
for an odd-year election 
at which it was anticipat-
ed voter turnout would 
be limited and munici-
pal officials hoped they 
could drive to the polls 
enough civic improve-
ment supporters for the 
measure to prevail. This 
strategy called for drum-
ming up support from as 
many other civic lead-
ers as possible, includ-
ing the board members 
of the water district, 
which at that point had 
converted its name to 
the Cucamonga Valley 
Water District. Rancho 
Cucamonga Mayor Den-
nis Michael and Deputy 
City Manager Lori Sas-
soon made a presenta-
tion to the water board 
at its September 22, 2015 
meeting. At its October 
13, 2015 meeting, the 
Cucamonga Valley Wa-
ter District Board, at that 
time consisting of Reed, 
Curatalo, Tiegs, Luis 
Cetina and Oscar Gon-
zalez, passed Resolution 
No. 2015-10-1 in support 
of Measure A.

Measure A, however, 
was proving overwhelm-
ingly unpopular with 
Rancho Cucamonga’s 
voters. In the closing 
weeks of the 2015 elec-
tion season, the mea-
sure’s opponents were 
conducting an informa-
tional campaign blitz 
against the measure, and 
Rancho Cucamonga citi-
zens groups had set up 
several social media sites 
on which an overwhelm-
ing number of residents 
were expressing disap-
proval of Measure A, 
with many advocating 
voting against the city 
council members and 
any other elected officials 
who were in support of 
the tax the next time they 
were to stand for reelec-
tion. Measure A and the 
local politicians who en-
dorsed it appeared to be 
in for a shellacking, and 
that proved to be the case 

on November 3, 2015, 
when Measure A was 
overwhelmingly defeat-
ed 77.97 percent to 22.03 
percent, with 2,289 votes 
in support and 8,103 
votes against it.

Even before the proof 
of voter antipathy toward 
Rancho Cucamonga’s 
political leaders and 
their readiness to impose 
on the city’s residents 
higher taxes was proven 
at the polls, on Octo-
ber 27, 2015, at its last 
meeting before the 2015 
election, the Cucamonga 
Valley Water District 
Board passed Resolu-
tion No. 2015-10-5 to 
return the district’s elec-
tions to odd years, and, 
consequentially, skip 
the election scheduled 
for November 2016. The 
stated reasons for the 
change spelled out in a 
district staff report were 
to increase voter partici-
pation and to save mon-
ey on election expenses. 
Asubstantial number of 
Cucamongans, neverthe-
less, saw the move as one 
which was calculated to 
prevent the water board’s 
members from having to 
suffer the consequences 
of their support of Mea-
sure A and the water 
board’s collective sup-
port of tiered water rate 
hikes earlier that year.

In short order, a hand-
ful of Rancho Cucamon-
ga residents took note of 
the change, questioning 
the move, seeing in it an 
effort by the water board 
to avoid the consequenc-
es of having sought to 
curry favor with munici-
pal officials while devi-
ating from the will of an 
overwhelming number 
of the constituents they 
represented. Moreover, 
the board’s assertion 
that moving the election 
to odd-numbered years 
would increase voter 
participation was a clear 
prevarication, as it was 
absolutely contrary to 
the established pattern 
of voter turnout going 
back more than a cen-
tury in San Bernardino 
County, California and 
the nation, not to men-
tion a contradiction of 
the rationale two of the 
board’s members – Reed 
and Curatalo – had given 
in 2005 when justify-
ing the change to even-
numbered year elections. 
Over a period of months, 

the ranks of skeptics 
grew, forming into a 
group calling itself Stop 
CVWD Election Abuse. 
Questioned were the ob-
vious contradictions be-
tween the water board’s 
2005 and 2015 actions, 
and what some residents 
asserted were inaccura-
cies that were slipped 
into the public record.

In defiance of the 
sentiment against the 
change, the water dis-
trict board pressed ahead 
with the application, and 
the county board of su-
pervisors and the county 
registrar of voters’ office 
approved and instituted 
the change in 2016. As 
a consequence, board 
members James Curat-
alo and Randall Reed, 
who had been reelected 
in 2012 and Luis Cetina, 
who had been elected for 
the first time in 2012, by-
passed having to stand 
for reelection in 2016 and 
saw their four-year terms 
increased by one year 
until 2017, and Oscar 
Gonzales and Kathleen 
Tiegs, who had been re-
elected to their positions 
in 2014, had their terms 
extended one year to 
2019.

The board’s triggering 
of the voting cycle alter-
ation in October 2015, 
which was ultimately 
ratified by the San Ber-
nardino County Board of 
Supervisors in 2016 and 
conferred upon its five 
members the advantage 
of a one-year term exten-
sion, was carried out de-
spite then-Governor Jer-
ry Brown having signed 
nearly two months prior 
to the board initiating 
that action, on Septem-
ber 1, 2015, Senate Bill 
415, the California Vot-
ers Rights Participation 
Act, which was passed 
by the California Legis-
lature earlier that year. 
Among other provisions, 
Senate Bill 415 instituted 
a requirement that all 
state, county, municipal, 
district, and school dis-
trict elections be held on 
an established election 
date and, as of January 
1, 2018, prohibits a po-
litical subdivision from 
holding an election other 
than on a statewide elec-
tion date if holding an 
election on a nonconcur-
rent date has previously 
resulted in voter turnout 
for a regularly scheduled 

election in that politi-
cal subdivision being at 
least 25 percent less than 
the average voter turnout 
within the political sub-
division for the previ-
ous four statewide gen-
eral elections. Given that 
there had been woefully 
poor turnout of the Cu-
camonga County Water 
District’s voters in the 
years when the district 
was holding its elections 
in odd-numbered years, 
the board members with 
their October 2015 vote 
to change the district’s 
elections back to odd-
numbered years was in 
violation of the law.

Nevertheless, no one 
intervened to stop the 
change, and in 2016 Cu-
ratalo, Reed and Cetina 
sidestepped the animus 
of Rancho Cucamonga’s 
voters, who were still 
irate over the Measure 
A debacle. The follow-
ing year, local politi-
cal tempers had cooled 
a bit and memory of 
Curatalo’s, Reed’s and 
Cetina’s sleight-of-hand 
had dimmed just enough 
for them to be reelected. 
Before 2017 was out, 
however, Curatalo, Reed 
and Cetina, along with 
Gonzalez and Tiegs and 
assisted by the water dis-
trict’s general counsel, 
Jeff Ferre, would per-
petuate another piece 
of political legerdemain 
relating to the district’s 
election cycles that 
raised a level of outrage 
dwarfing that which had 
occurred in 2015.

At the center of it 
were Curatalo, the dis-
trict’s board president 
and Ferre, both scions of 
San Bernardino County 
political families.

Curatalo’s parents 
were James V. Curatalo, 
Sr. and Rosemary Cu-
ratalo, both of whom 
served on the Rancho 
Cucamonga City Coun-
cil. Ferre’s mother’s is 
Maryetta Ferre, formerly 
a member of the Grand 
Terrace City Council and 
that city’s one-time may-
or. His father was John 
Franklin “Frank” Ferre, 
a one-time member of 
the Colton Planning 
Commission, Colton 
School Board, and Riv-
erside Highland Water 
Company Board of Di-
rectors. His grandfather 
was Albert Huntoon, at 
one time the mayor of 

Colton.
Ferre is an attorney 

with the law firm of Best 
Best & Krieger, which 
specializes in repre-
senting governmental 
agencies, that is, more 
than 250 public agen-
cies including munici-
pal and county govern-
ments, special districts, 
publicly owned utili-
ties, school districts and 
regional public safety 
agencies throughout the 
United States, includ-
ing eleven in San Ber-
nardino County. Best 
Best & Krieger employs 
personnel who are de-
voted to staying on top 
of legislation relating to 
governmental function 
so that knowledge can be 
applied to the operations 
of the municipalities and 
public agencies its attor-
neys represent.

Best Best & Krieger’s 
attorneys conduct semi-
nars, webinars and train-
ing on new legislation 
impacting government 
function, and the firm 
has a web page on its 
website devoted to new 
laws.

In 2017, the Cucamon-
ga Valley Water District 
Board of Directors sig-
naled that it wanted to 
again reverse course 
and return the district 
to even-numbered year 
elections, a bare two 
years after it had moved 
to odd-numbered year 
elections. In doing so, 
Gonzales and Tiegs were 
to again see their terms 
extended one further 
year, from 2019 to 2020, 
and Curatalo, Reed and 
Cetina, who were re-
elected that year, would 
have their terms extend-
ed from 2021 to 2022. 
Thus, Gonzales’ and 
Tiegs’ election in 2014, 
to what was then repre-
sented to be a four-year 
term, was to be extended 
into six-year terms for 
both. Curatalo’s, Reed’s 
and Cetina’s elections to 
what were represented to 
the voters as four-year 
terms in 2012 had al-
ready been transformed 
into five-year terms. If 
the change they were ad-
vocating was accepted, 
the four-year terms they 
had been elected to in 
2017 would likewise be-
come five year terms.

That was too much for 
a significant contingent 
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formed a public action 
committee dubbed Up-
land Community First.

On July 15, 2020, Up-
land Community First, 
represented by attorney 
Cory Briggs, filed a pe-
tition for a writ of man-
date, naming the City 
of Upland. The filing 
contended that the mem-
bers of Upland Com-
munity First as well as 
other residents of Upland 
opposed to the project 
had their fair hearing 
and due process rights 
violated on April 1 when 
the hearing relating to 
the project occurred via 
teleconference despite 
Councilwoman Janice 
Elliott’s motion to delay 
the meeting.

A writ of mandate 
is an order issued to a 
public agency or gov-
ernmental body by a 
judge to perform an act 
required by law when it 
has neglected or refused 
to do so.

Elliott’s motion to 
delay the public hear-
ing was rejected by the 
other councilmembers, 
such that “full public 
participation” in the ap-
proval process did not 
take place, according to 
Briggs. “The decision 
to conduct the meeting 
by teleconference, along 
with respondent’s ac-
tions leading up to the 
meeting, deprived the 
public of a full and fair 
opportunity to be heard 
on the project,” the peti-
tion for a writ of mandate 
states. “The decision 
to hold the meeting in 
the midst of a pandemic 
ensured significantly 
decreased public partici-
pation, which is at odds 
with the well-established 
public policy of full gov-
ernment transparency 
and citizen participation 
in government decision-
making. Petitioner’s fair 
hearing and due process 
rights were violated as 
a result of respondent’s 
failure to provide a fair 
hearing on the project.”

The petition for a 
writ of mandate asserts 
that the defects plagu-
ing the project approval 
went beyond the manner 

in which the public was 
unable to fully weigh in 
with regard to its per-
spective on the Bridge 
Point Project to the ac-
tual impacts of the proj-
ect and what the petition 
for a writ of mandate 
characterizes as the in-
complete documentation 
of those impacts and the 
inadequate safeguards 
against them, based on 
the use of a mitigated 
negative declaration for 
the project as opposed 
to a full-blown environ-
mental impact report.

“Whenever a project 
proposed to be carried 
out or approved by a lead 
agency has the potential 
to cause an adverse en-
vironmental impact, the 
California Environmen-
tal Quality Act prohibits 
the agency from relying 
on a negative declara-
tion,” the petition for a 
writ of mandate states. 
“Instead, the California 
Environmental Quality 
Act requires the prepa-
ration of an environ-
mental impact report to 
identify and analyze the 
significant adverse en-
vironmental impacts of 
a proposed project, giv-
ing due consideration 
to both short-term and 
long-term impacts, pro-
viding decision-makers 
with enough information 
to enable them to make 
an informed decision 
with full knowledge of 
the likely consequenc-
es of their actions, and 
providing members of 
the public with enough 
information to partici-
pate meaningfully in the 
project’s approval and 
environmental-review 
process. The California 
Environmental Quality 
Act also requires every 
environmental impact 
report to identify and 
analyze a reasonable 
range of alternatives to 
a proposed project. The 
California Environmen-
tal Quality Act further 
requires every environ-
mental impact report to 
identify and analyze all 
reasonable mitigation 
measures for a proposed 
project’s significant ad-
verse environmental im-

pacts. An environmental 
impact report must be 
prepared for a proposed 
project if there is a fair 
argument, supported by 
substantial evidence in 
the administrative re-
cord, that the project may 
have an adverse environ-
mental impact; stated 
another way, a nega-
tive declaration may not 
be used unless the lead 
agency determines with 
certainty that there is no 
potential for the project 
to have an adverse envi-
ronmental impact.”

The petition for a 
writ of mandate con-
tinues, “There is a fair 
argument that the proj-
ect will have significant 
environmental impacts. 
By way of example and 
without limitation, the 
administrative record 
is replete with evidence 
that the project will re-
sult in significant traffic, 
air quality, and noise im-
pacts, among other envi-
ronmental impacts. The 
project will also result 
in cumulative impacts 
unaccounted for in the 
mitigated negative decla-
ration. The project’s sig-
nificant direct, indirect, 
or cumulative adverse 
impacts on the environ-
ment give rise to respon-
dent’s legal obligation 
to prepare an environ-
mental impact report. 
Respondent’s failure to 
prepare an environmen-
tal impact report is a vio-
lation of the California 
Environmental Quality 
Act.”

In seeking to con-
vince the city council to 
deny the project approv-
al, several city residents 
at the April 1 meeting 
dwelt upon the consid-
eration that the zoning at 
the project site, located 
north of Foothill Boule-
vard slightly to the east 
of Central Avenue, is for 
mixed commercial in-
dustrial use, which they 
asserted is incompatible 
with a distribution facil-
ity. The only property in 
the city zoned for such 
use, they said, was south 
of Foothill Boulevard.

The petition for a writ 
of mandate states, “The 
California Planning and 
Zoning Law prohibits 
the approval of any proj-
ect that is not consistent 
with the applicable gen-
eral and specific plans 
and their components. 

The project authorizes 
land uses and activi-
ties that are in some 
ways inconsistent with 
the general and specific 
plans and their compo-
nents. As a result of re-
spondent’s violation of 
the California Planning 
and Zoning Law, peti-
tioner, its members, and 
the general public have 
been harmed insofar as 
respondent has approved 
a project that is incon-
sistent with the land-use 
rules designed to protect 
the public from harmful 
development.”

Also, according to 
the petition for a writ 
of mandate, “The proj-
ect violates the Upland 
Municipal Code. The 
Upland Municipal Code 
permits the approval of a 
development agreement 
only if it will provide 
clear and substantial 
benefits to the city and 
its residents. The proj-
ect’s development agree-
ment authorizes land 
uses and activities that 
are in some ways incon-
sistent with the require-
ments of the Upland 
Municipal Code. Re-
spondent failed to make 
the findings required to 
support approval of the 
project’s development 
agreement. Respondent 
has approved a proj-
ect that is inconsistent 
with the land-use rules 
designed to protect the 
public from harmful de-
velopment.”

The filing of the peti-
tion for a writ of man-
date, which included a 
request for an injunc-
tion against the project 
proceeding, resulted in 
the project being put on 
hold. The suit sought 
the voiding of the proj-
ect’s approval, and that 
the city and applicant be 
required to complete a 
comprehensive environ-
mental impact report first 
if the project is to again 
be considered. That legal 
action prevented Bridge 
Development Partners 
from moving forward on 
the project, and as pre-
trial legal skirmishing 
between the two parties 
has been waged, Bridge 
Development Partners 
and Amazon failed to 
achieve the goal of com-
pleting a sufficient por-
tion of the distribution 
center by mid-fall 2020, 
which thwarted Ama-

zon’s hope that the proj-
ect would be completed 
to a sufficient degree so 
that by Thanksgiving the 
facility could be in use 
to facilitate delivery of 
packages to local resi-
dents by the Christmas 
2020 shopping season.

Of considerable note 
is that in the aftermath 
of the filing of the peti-
tion for a writ of man-
date, Bridge Develop-
ment Partners, using the 
Upland City Councilman 
Bill Velto, who has since 
become mayor, as a go-
between, took the lead 
by seeking to engage Up-
land Community First in 
settlement negotiations. 
The nature of Bridge 
Development Partners’ 
approach to those nego-
tiations has been illus-
trative of considerations 
that cut right to the heart 
of the controversy over 
the issue, and illustrate 
a fundamental clash in 
values between the proj-
ect’s advocates and the 
project’s opponents.

Specifically, the proj-
ect’s proponents and 
supporters, including 
Bridge Development 
Partners, its employees, 
others affiliated indirect-
ly with the company, city 
officials and advocates of 
development in Upland 
in general, put a premi-
um on proceeding with 
the project, and have 
formulated arguments in 
favor of Bridge Point that 
emphasize what they as-
sert will be the osten-
sible initial and middle-
term financial advantage 
of having the warehouse/
distribution center in 
place. Their emphasis 
was and has remained 
on the money-making 
prospect of the project, 
primarily for Bridge De-
velopment Partners and 
Amazon, but also for the 
construction industry 
and those it employs, as 
well as for the employ-
ees who will find jobs at 
the distribution center in 
the future. The project’s 
opponents, conversely, 
dwell on the manner in 
which the project will 
present a substantial in-
terruptive impact on the 
tenor of activity and life 
in the area surrounding 
the project, including the 
adjoining cities of Mont-
clair and Claremont. 
Their emphasis is on the 
degree to which exist-

ing and future Upland 
residents’ quality of life 
will be impacted by the 
project. Moreover, they 
have questioned whether 
the financial advantage 
of the project touted by 
the project’s proponents 
is actual or a figment in 
that Amazon’s business 
model as a retailer is not 
subject to sales tax, and 
it will deprive the city 
of the normal advantage 
of hosting a commercial 
enterprise, compounded 
by the consideration that 
the vehicular traffic gen-
erated by the operation 
will over time lead to 
the deterioration of the 
city’s streets and roads, 
representing mainte-
nance and repair costs 
over 50 years that will 
substantially exceed the 
$17 million Bridge De-
velopment Partners was 
consigned to put up as an 
element of the develop-
ment agreement for the 
project.

Beginning in June 
2019 and over the next 
ten months prior to the 
project being given go-
ahead in April 2020, 
Bridge Development 
Partners in seeking proj-
ect approval made sever-
al overtures with regard 
to providing the city de-
velopment fees, begin-
ning with an offer of $6 
million. From the June 
2019 public unveiling 
of the project concept 
as a distribution ware-
house until February 
2020 when the Upland 
Planning Commission 
officially considered the 
proposal, during which 
time citizen opposition 
to the project became ap-
parent and grew, and the 
infrastructure damage 
the project would entail 
and the lack of sales tax 
involved in Amazon’s 
operations became top-
ics of discussion with 
regard to the undertak-
ing, the $6 million offer 
steadily crept up until 
by the time of the Feb-
ruary 12, 2020 planning 
commission meeting at 
which the project was 
the primary topic of 
discussion, the develop-
ment agreement speci-
fied a total of $16 million 
in payments by Bridge 
Development Partners 
to the city. When the 
city council took up the 
project on April 1, 2020, 



Gomez In Lawsuit 
Alleges Broad Gov-
ernmental Conspira-
cy To Silence Her  
from front page 

Hesperia City Manager Nils Bentsen used his cell phone to snap this photo 
of the trespassing arrest of Blanca Gomez at Hesperia City Hall on August 
2, 2018 after a city employee there claimed Gomez had accessed an area off 
limits to members of the public while she was attempting to assist two candi-
ates filing nomination papers for that year’s city council race. Bentsen, who 
was formerly the sheriff’s captain supervising the Hesperia sheriff’s station,  
distributed the photo to numerous media outlets in the immediate aftermath 
of the arrest. The San Bernardino County District Attorney’s Office declined 
to prosecute Gomez on either the trespassing or resisting an officer charges 
the sheriff’s department cited as the justification for making the arrest.
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stated that [Gomez] ‘was 
a criminal on welfare.’” 
The suit states that Go-
mez “is not allowed to 
either object or cast her 
vote in favor or in op-
position to city council 
matters.” To support this 
allegation, Applbaum 
and Gonzales cited the 
city council’s vote “ap-
proving $18,000.00 paid 
by the Victorville tax-
payers for attorney fees 
paid to defendant Andre 
de Bornnowski’s law of-
fice that represents civil 
litigation clients, includ-
ing, local resident Joe 
Fekete that had filed a 
civil harassment lawsuit 
against the mayor.”

According to the suit, 
Gomez “is locked out 
of city council meetings 
and denied access to city 
business and documents 
in an arbitrary and capri-
cious manner.”

The lawsuit further 
pertains to an incident 
that took place across 
the Victorville City Lim-
its in Hesperia. “On Au-
gust 2, 2018, Blanca Go-
mez alleges that she was 
wrongfully arrested as a 
result of a City Hall em-
ployee requesting a citi-
zen’s arrest on suspicion 
of resisting arrest and 
trespassing at Hesperia 
City Hall for assisting 
local candidates running 
for public office,” ac-
cording to the suit.

[Gomez] alleges the 
city clerk of Hesperia 
contacted defendant 
BENSEN [sic] to co-
ordinate the unlawful 
arrest of [Gomez]. On 
August 2, 2018, Blanca 
Gomez alleges that she 
was wrongfully arrested 
pursuant to Penal Code § 
834 as a result of Hespe-
ria City Manager, defen-
dant Nils Bentsen, who 
used his personal cell 
phone to take plaintiff’s 
picture when she was 
requesting that [Deputy] 
Sheriff Crosswhite not 
videotape her arrest for 
purely political reasons, 
capturing and publishing 
her illegal arrest on the 
internet for suspicion of 
resisting arrest and tres-
passing at Hesperia City 
Hall for nothing more 
than assisting local can-

didates running for pub-
lic office.”

The suit states that 
“[Gomez] alleges that de-
fendant San Bernardino 
County Sheriff’s Depart-
ment commenced a legal 
action without probable 
cause solely to embar-
rass [Gomez] for political 
reasons as requested by 
defendant city manager 
that is intent on harming 
[Gomez] in retaliation 
for being independent 
and honest.”

Gomez maintains that 
she has a video of her ar-
rest at Hesperia City Hall 
which establishes she did 
not resist arrest.

In the aftermath of 

nardino County Sheriff’s 
Department caused her 
harm and that the offi-
cer employed was a sub-
stantial factor in causing 
[Gomez] harm.”

Gomez further alleges 
an unholy alliance has 
come to exist between 
Victorville city officials 
and the Fourth Estate. 
“On September 9, 2020, 
[the] Victorville Daily 
Press leaked [sic] a sto-
ry that defendant Keith 
Metzler sent a letter to 
the California Employ-
ment Development De-
partment after his sus-
picion of employment 
fraud based on an unem-
ployment claim filed on 

mayor and also related 
to defendant Cox whose 
stepdaughter is mar-
ried to defendant city 
attorney and that Eliza-
beth Becerra, the newly 
elected councilmember 
is a cousin to defendant 
mayor and that journal-
ist, Rene la Cruz with the 
Daily Press, is a nephew 
to defendant mayor.”

No journalists are 
named in the suit.

While the lawsuit 
does not fully clarify the 
issue, the mayor refer-
enced appears to be for-
mer Mayor Gloria Garcia 
rather than the current 
mayor, Debra Jones. 
Garcia, who was initially 

out Gomez’s first three 
years as councilwoman, 
she clashed continuously 
with Garcia, who on nu-
merous occasions used 
her gavel to admonish 
Gomez for speaking out 
of turn, being out of or-
der or engaging in what 
Garcia considered to be 
a violation of protocol. 
On one occasion, Garcia 
ordered Gomez removed 
from the council dais 
and had her removed 
by the sergeant at arms 
from the council cham-
ber. Notably, in Decem-
ber 2019, when the city 
council was deciding on 
the council officers for 
the remainder of the year 
until December 2020, 
Gomez cast a third cru-
cial vote, along with Gar-
cia and Councilwoman 
Rita Ramirez-Dean, to 
keep Garcia as mayor. 
The hostility between 
Gomez and Garcia was 
not as sharp throughout 
2020 as it had been pre-
viously. Gomez also had 
a testy relationship with 
councilmen Eric Negrete 
and Jim Kennedy until 
they departed from the 
council in December 
2018.

Upon Gomez assum-
ing office in 2016, her 
unfamiliarity with Rob-
erts Rules of Order, her 
motions for city action 
her colleagues did not 
support, her involvement 
in efforts to inhibit the 
enforcement of federal 
immigration law and her 
public utterances regard-
ing action taking place 
in the council’s closed 
sessions she considered 
illegal have antagonized 
her council colleagues 
and other city officials.   

A failed effort to re-
call Gomez from office, 
according to Applbaum 
and Gonzales, involved 
a conspiracy of Victor-
ville’s elected officials 
and staff members.

“[Gomez] alleges that 
the unsuccessful peti-
tion to remove her from 
office in 2016 was coor-
dinated and financed by 
defendant Walters [sic], 
[the] City Council of 
Victorville, defendant 
city clerk, defendant 
Robinson and defendant 
Cox,” the lawsuit states.

Applbaum and Gon-
zales maintain “[Gomez] 
alleges that on October 
15, 2020 while hosting 
a fundraising event at 
Hook Park in Victorville, 

CA for voter registration 
and election awareness... 
she was harassed by 
multiple undercover law 
enforcement officers.”

City officials and 
sheriff’s department 
personnel have actively 
conspired in an effort to 
tar her name and repu-
tation and harm her po-
litical viability, Gomez 
alleges in the suit. Both 
Victorvillle and Hes-
peria contract with the 
San Bernardino County 
Sheriff’s Department for 
the provision of law en-
forcement services.

“At all times material 
[Gomez] is subjected to 
systematic harassment, 
discrimination and in-
timidation by online 
Facebook platforms and 
random blogging as a 
duly elected city coun-
cilmember by all named 
defendants,” the suit 
states. The lawsuit pro-
pounds that “[Gomez] 
alleges that all named 
defendants are system-
atically disrupting her 
from performing her 
duties as a city council 
member by physically 
and electronically block-
ing access to city coun-
cil meetings and to her 
city government emails 
for the sole purpose of 
keeping her silent and for 
asking questions about 
the fraud and corrup-
tion agenda being sys-
tematically and strategi-
cally coordinated by all 
named defendants.”

According to the suit, 
“As a proximate cause of 
the illegal conduct, [Go-
mez] is seeking nominal 
damages donated to a 
charity of her choice and 
a public apology pub-
lished prominently in the 
Los Angeles Times and 
local newspapers in San 
Bernardino County.”

In addition, the suit re-
quests “that a temporary 
restraining order be or-
dered against all named 
defendants prohibiting 
retaliation against the 
plaintiff.”

Neither Victorville of-
ficials nor Bentsen nor 
the sheriff’s department 
has made any substan-
tive public response to 
the lawsuit.

No response to the 
lawsuit by any of the de-
fendants has been lodged 
at the federal court in 
Riverside, where the 
case was filed.

-Mark Gutglueck

her arrest, the San Ber-
nardino County District 
Attorney’s Office did not 
file charges against her 
on the trespassing nor 
on the resisting arrest 
allegations made by the 
sheriff’s office.

The suit states that 
“[Gomez] alleges that 
defendant San Ber-

May 17, 2020 under the 
common and ubiquitous 
name, B Gomez.”

According to the law-
suit, “In Victorville, 
nepotism is rampant 
among the elected and 
appointed officials. Upon 
information and belief 
defendant Metzler is a 
cousin to the defendant 

elected to the city coun-
cil in 2012, served in the 
capacity of mayor, hav-
ing been elevated to that 
position by her council 
colleagues continuously 
from 2014 until she de-
parted from the coun-
cil last month after she 
failed to gain reelection 
in November. Through-
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ORDER TO SHOW 
CAUSE FOR CHANGE OF 
NAME

CASE NUMBER 
CIVDS2021031 

TO ALL INTEREST-
ED PERSONS: Petitioner 
RASHID AMMAD SMITH 
filed with this court for a decree 
changing names as follows: 
RASHID AMMAD SMITH  
 to TROY RASHID-AHMAD 
SMITH  

THE COURT ORDERS 
that all persons interested in 
this matter appear before this 
court at the hearing indicated 
below to show cause, if any, 
why the petition for change of 
name should not be granted. 
Any person objecting to the 
name changes described above 
must file a written objec-
tion that includes the reasons 
for the objection at least two 
court days before the matter is 
scheduled to be heard and must 
appear at the hearing to show 
cause why the petition should 
not be granted. If no written ob-
jection is timely filed, the court 
may grant the petition without 
a hearing.

Notice of Hearing:
Date: 2/9/2021
Time: 9:00 a.m.
Department: S16
The address of the court is 

Superior Court of California, 
County of San Bernardino, San 
Bernardino District - Civil Di-
vision, 247 West Third Street, 
Same as above, San Bernardi-
no, CA 92415-0210, San Ber-
nardino

IT IS FURTHER OR-
DERED that a copy of this 
order be published in the SAN 
BERNARDINO COUNTY 
SENTINEL in San Bernardino 
County California, once a week 
for four successive weeks prior 
to the date set for hearing of the 
petition.

Dated: SEPTEMBER 18, 
2020

Lynn M. Poncin
Judge of the Superior 

Court. 
Published in the San Ber-

nardino County Sentinel on 
12/18 & 12/25 2020 AND 1/1, 
& 1/8, 2021.

FBN 20200011152 
The following entity is doing busi-
ness as WILDFLOWER PHOTOG-
RAPHY  3964 SALT CREEK WAY    
ONTARIO, CA 91761:     NICOLE 
M BERMUDEZ          3964 SALT 
CREEK WAY    ONTARIO, CA 
91761

This Business is Conducted By: 
AN INDIVIDUAL  

 BY SIGNING BELOW, I DE-
CLARE THAT ALL INFORMA-
TION IN THIS STATEMENT IS 
TRUE AND CORRECT. A regis-
trant who declares as true informa-
tion, which he or she knows to be 
false, is guilty of a crime. (B&P Code 
17913) I am also aware that all infor-
mation on this statement becomes 
Public Record upon filing.

S/ NICOLE BERMUDEZ   
This statement was filed with 

the County Clerk of San Bernardino 
on: 12/08/2020

I hereby certify that this is a cor-
rect copy of the original statement on 
file in my office.

Began Transacting Business: 
N/A 

County Clerk, Deputy D5511
NOTICE- This fictitious busi-

ness name statement expires five 
years from the date it was filed in 
the office of the county clerk. A new 
fictitious business name statement 
must be filed before that time. The 
filing of this statement does not of 
itself authorize the use in this state 
of a fictitious name in violation of the 
rights of another under federal, state, 
or common law (see section 14400 et. 
Seq. Business & Professions Code).

Published in the San Bernardino 
County Sentinel on 12/18 & 12/25 
2020 AND 1/1, & 1/8, 2021.

NOTICE OF PETI-TION 
TO ADMINISTER ESTATE 
OF JAN NIBLETT, SR.

Case No. PROPS2000889
                To all heirs, benefi-

ciaries, creditors, con-tingent 
creditors, and persons who may 
other-wise be interested in the 
will or estate, or both, of JAN 
NIBLETT, SR.

    A PETITION FOR PRO-
BATE has been filed by Dana 
Schreter in the Superior Court 

of Cali-fornia, County of SAN 
BERNARDINO.

          THE PETITION FOR 
PROBATE requests that Dana 
Schreter be ap-pointed as per-
sonal representative to admin-
ister the estate of the decedent.

    THE PETITION requests 
the decedent’s will and codi-
cils, if any, be admitted to pro-
bate. The will and any codicils 
are available for exami-nation 
in the file kept by the court.

                THE PETITION re-
quests authority to administer 
the estate under the Indepen-
dent Administration of Estates 
Act. (This authority will allow 
the personal rep-resentative to 
take many actions without ob-
taining court approval. Before 
taking certain very im-portant 
actions, however, the personal 
representa-tive will be required 
to give notice to interested per-
sons unless they have waived 
notice or consented to the pro-
posed action.) The in-depen-
dent administration authority 
will be granted unless an inter-
ested person files an objection 
to the petition and shows good 
cause why the court should not 
grant the authority.

                A HEARING 
on the petition will be held on 
January 5, 2021 at 9:00 AM in 
Dept. No. S37P located at 247 
W. Third St., San Bernardino, 
CA 92415.

                IF YOU OBJECT 
to the granting of the peti-tion, 
you should appear at the hear-
ing and state your objections or 
file written objections with the 
court before the hearing. Your 
appearance may be in person or 
by your attorney.

        IF YOU ARE A CRED-
ITOR or a contin-gent creditor 
of the decedent, you must file 
your claim with the court and 
mail a copy to the personal 
representative appointed by the 
court within the later of either 
(1) four months from the date of 
first issuance of letters to a gen-
eral personal representative, as 
defined in section 58(b) of the 
California Probate Code, or (2) 
60 days from the date of mail-
ing or personal delivery to you 
of a notice under section 9052 
of the California Probate Code.

         Other California stat-
utes and legal au-thority may 
affect your rights as a creditor. 
You may want to consult with 
an attorney knowledge-able in 
California law.

      YOU MAY EXAMINE 
the file kept by the court. If you 
are a person interested in the es-
tate, you may file with the court 
a Request for Special Notice 
(form DE-154) of the filing of 
an inventory and appraisal of 
estate assets or of any petition 
or account as provided in Pro-
bate Code section 1250. A Re-
quest for Special Notice form is 
available from the court clerk.

Attorney for petitioner:
JACK B OSBORN ESQ
SBN 230447
BROWN WHITE & OS-

BORN LLP
300 E STATE STREET
STE 300
REDLANDS CA 92373
CN973884 NIBLETT Dec 

4,11,18, 2020  

NOTICE OF PETITION 
TO ADMINISTER ESTATE 
OF: DAN DALE LEGBAND 

CASE NO. PROPS 
2000983

To all heirs, beneficiaries, 
creditors, contingent creditors, 
and persons who may other-
wise be interested in the will or 
estate, or both of DAN DALE 
LEGBAND

A PETITION FOR PRO-
BATE has been filed by  JU-
DITH MAY WESTERHOLD  
and MARK EDWARD 
WESTERHOLD  in the Superi-
or Court of California, County 
of SAN BERNARDINO. 

THE PETITION FOR PRO-
BATE requests that  JUDITH 
MAY WESTERHOLD  and 
MARK EDWARD WESTER-
HOLD  be appointed as person-
al representative to administer 
the estate of the decedent. 

The petition requests the 
decedent’s wills and codicils, 
if any, be admitted to probate. 
The will and any codicils are 
available for examination in the 
file kept by the court. 

THE PETITION requests 
authority to administer the 
estate under the Independent 
Administration of Estates Act. 
(This authority will allow the 
personal representative to take 
many actions without obtain-
ing court approval. Before 
taking certain very important 
actions, however, the personal 
representative will be required 
to give notice to interested per-
sons unless they have waived 
notice or consented to the pro-
posed action.) The independent 
administration authority will 
be granted unless an interested 
person files an objection to the 
petition and shows good cause 
why the court should not grant 
the authority.

A hearing on the petition 
will be held in Dept. No. S-35 
at 9:00 a.m. on JANUARY 
27, 2021 at Superior Court of 
California, County of San Ber-
nardino, 247 West Third Street, 
San Bernardino, CA 92415, San 
Bernardino District.

IF YOU OBJECT to the 
granting of the petition, you 
should appear at the hearing 
and state your objections or 
file written objections with the 
court before the hearing. Your 
appearance may be in person or 
by your attorney.

IF YOU ARE A CREDI-
TOR or a contingent creditor 
of the decedent, you must file 
your claim with the court and 
mail a copy to the personal 
representative appointed by the 
court within the later of either 
(1) four months from the date of 
first issuance of letters to a gen-
eral personal representative, as 
defined in section 58(b) of the 
California Probate Code, or (2) 
60 days from the date of mail-
ing or personal delivery to you 
of a notice under Section 9052 
of the California Probate Code.

Other California statutes 
and legal authority may affect 
your rights as a creditor. You 
may want to consult with an at-
torney knowledgeable in Cali-
fornia law.

YOU MAY EXAMINE the 
file kept by the court. If you are 
a person interested in the es-
tate, you may file with the court 
a Request for Special Notice 
(form DE-154) of the filing of 
an inventory and appraisal of 
estate assets or of any petition 
or account as provided in Pro-
bate Code section 1250. A Re-
quest for Special Notice form is 
available from the court clerk.

Attorney for the Petitioner:  
MICHAEL C. MADDUX, 
ESQ.

1894 COMMERCENTER 
WEST, SUITE 108

SAN BERNARDINO, CA 
92408

Telephone No: (909) 890-
2350  

Published in the San Ber-
nardino County Sentinel on 
12/25. 2020 and 1/1/2 & 1/8, 
2021.

FICTITIOUS BUSINESS 
NAMESTATEMENT FILE NO-
20200011409

The following person(s) is(are) 
doing business as: A&K1 Auto Sale, 
517 N Mountain Avenue Suite 125, 
Upland, CA 91786, Ahmad Kamal, 
7903 Elm Ave Apt 99, RanchoCu-
camonga, CA 91730,

Business is Conducted By: An 
Individual

Signed: BY SIGNING BELOW, 
I DECLARE THAT ALL INFOR-
MATION IN THIS STATEMENT 
IS TRUE AND CORRECT. A reg-
istrant who declares as true infor-
mation, which he or she knows to be 
false, is guilty of a crime. (B&P Code 
17913) I am also aware that all infor-
mation on this statement becomes 
Public Record upon filing.

s/ Ahmad Kamal
This statement was filed with 

the County Clerk of San Bernardino 
on: 12/16/20

I hereby certify that this is a cor-
rect copy of the original statement on 
file in my office.

Began Transacting Business: 
12/13/20

County Clerk, s/ I1327
NOTICE- This fictitious busi-

ness name statement expires five 
years from the date it was filed in 
the office of the county clerk. A new 

fictitious business name statement 
must be filed before that time. The 
filing of this statement does not of 
itself authorize the use in this state 
of a fictitious name in violation of the 
rights of another under federal, state, 
or common law (see section 14400 et. 
Seq. Business & Professions Code).

12/25/20, 01/01/21, 01/08/21, 
01/15/21

 

FICTITIOUS BUSINESS 
NAME STATEMENT FILE NO-
20200011028

The following person(s) is(are) 
doing business as: Orthopedic Sport 
& Spine Medical Group, 330 E. 7th St 
2nd Floor, Upland, CA 91786, Hamid 
E. Rahman M.D. & Medical Corp., 
781 N. Redo Cir, Orange, CA 92869

Business is Conducted By: A 
Corporation

Signed: BY SIGNING BELOW, 
I DECLARE THAT ALL INFOR-
MATION IN THIS STATEMENT 
IS TRUE AND CORRECT. A reg-
istrant who declares as true infor-
mation, which he or she knows to be 
false, is guilty of a crime. (B&P Code 
17913) I am also aware that all infor-
mation on this statement becomes 
Public Record upon filing.

s/ Hamid U. Rahman M.D.
This statement was filed with 

the County Clerk of San Bernardino 
on: 12/03/20

I hereby certify that this is a cor-
rect copy of the original statement on 
file in my office.

Began Transacting Business: 
04/01/2010

County Clerk, s/E4004
NOTICE- This fictitious busi-

ness name statement expires five 
years from the date it was filed in 
the office of the county clerk. A new 
fictitious business name statement 
must be filed before that time. The 
filing of this statement does not of 
itself authorize the use in this state 
of a fictitious name in violation of the 
rights of another under federal, state, 
or common law (see section 14400 et. 
Seq. Business & Professions Code).

12/25/20, 01/01/21, 01/08/21, 
01/15/21

 

FICTITIOUS BUSINESS 
NAME STATEMENT FILE NO-
20200011350

The following person(s) is(are) 
doing business as: Rumi & Sadies 
Wholesale Floral Supply and Gifts, 
16510 Merrill Ave. Unit B, Fontana, 
CA 92335, Mailing Address: 16207 
Trailwinds Dr., Fontana, CA 92337, 
Lailah Akhtari, 16510 Merrill Ave. 
Unit B, Fontana, CA 92335

Business is Conducted By: An 
Individual  

Signed: BY SIGNING BELOW, 
I DECLARE THAT ALL INFOR-
MATION IN THIS STATEMENT 
IS TRUE AND CORRECT. A reg-
istrant who declares as true infor-
mation, which he or she knows to be 
false, is guilty of a crime. (B&P Code 
17913) I am also aware that all infor-
mation on this statement becomes 
Public Record upon filing.

s/ Lailah Akhtari
This statement was filed with 

the County Clerk of San Bernardino 
on: 12/15/20

I hereby certify that this is a cor-
rect copy of the original statement on 
file in my office.

Began Transacting Business: 
NA

County Clerk, s/D551
NOTICE- This fictitious busi-

ness name statement expires five 
years from the date it was filed in 
the office of the county clerk. A new 
fictitious business name statement 
must be filed before that time. The 
filing of this statement does not of 
itself authorize the use in this state 
of a fictitious name in violation of the 
rights of another under federal, state, 
or common law (see section 14400 et. 
Seq. Business & Professions Code).

12/25/20, 01/01/21, 01/08/21, 
01/15/21

 

CASE NUMBER: (Nume-
ro del Caso): CIVDS 2012401

SUMMONS
(CITACION JUDICIAL)
          NOTICE TO DEFEN-

DANT: (AVISO AL DEMAN-
DADO): SUSANA PEREZ, in-
dividually and as Co-Trustee of 
The 8557 RED HILL COUN-
TRY CLUB DRIVE TRUST, 
an individual and DOES 1 
through 20, Inclusive.

           YOU ARE BEING 
SUED BY PLAINTIFF: (LO 
ESTA DEMANDANDO EL 
DEMANDANTE): CLOYED 
R. MILLER, an individual, 
MAXINE MILLER, an indi-
vidual.

    NOTICE! You have been 
sued. The court may decide 
against you without your be-
ing heard unless you respond 
within 30 days. Read the infor-
mation below.

          You have 30 CAL-

ENDAR DAYS after this sum-
mons and legal papers are 
served on you to file a written 
response at this court and have 
a copy served on the plaintiff. 
A letter or phone call will not 
protect you. Your written re-
sponse must be in proper legal 
form if you want the court to 
hear your case. There may be 
a court form that you can use 
for your response. You can find 
these court forms and more 
information at the California 
Courts Online Self-Help Cen-
ter (www.courtinfo.ca.gov/
selfhelp), your county law li-
brary, or the courthouse near-
est you. If you cannot pay the 
filing fee, ask the court clerk 
for a fee waiver form. If you do 
not file your response on time, 
you may lose the case by de-
fault, and your wages, money, 
and property may be taken 
without further warning from 
the court.

    There are other legal re-
quirements. You may want to 
call an attorney right away. If 
you do not know an attorney, 
you may want to call an at-
torney referral service. If you 
cannot afford an attorney, you 
may be eligible for free legal 
services from a nonprofit le-
gal services program. You can 
locate these nonprofit groups 
at the California Legal Ser-
vices Web site (www.lawhelp-
california.org), the California 
Courts Online Self-Help Cen-
ter (www.courtinfo.ca.gov/
selfhelp), or by contacting your 
local court or county bar asso-
ciation. NOTE: The court has a 
statutory lien for waived fees 
and costs on any settlement or 
arbitration award of $10,000 
or more in a civil case. The 
court’s lien must be paid before 
the court will dismiss the case.

AVISO! Lo han deman-
dado. Si no responde dentro de 
30 dias, la corte puede decidir 
en su contra sin escuchar su 
version. Lea la informacion a 
continuacion.

        Tiene 30 DIAS DE 
CALENDARIO despues de 
que le entreguen esta citacion 
y papeles legales para presen-
tar una respuesta por escrito 
en esta corte y hacer que se 
entregue una copia al deman-
dante. Una carta o una llamada 
telefonica no lo protegen. Su 
respuesta por escrito tiene que 
estar en formato legal correcto 
si desea que procesen su caso 
en la corte. Es posible que haya 
un formulario que usted pueda 
usar para su respuesta. Puede 
encontrar estos formularios 
de la corte y mas informacion 
en el Centro de Ayuda de las 
Cortes de California (www.
sucorte.ca.gov) en la biblioteca 
de leyes de su condado o en la 
corte que le quede mas cerca. 
Si no puede pagar la cuota de 
presentacion, pida al secretario 
de la corte que le de un formu-
lario de exencion de pago de 
cuotas. Si no presenta su respu-
esta a tiempo, puede perder el 
caso por incumplimiento y la 
corte le podra quitar su sueldo, 
dinero y bienes sin mas adver-
tencia.

    Hay otros requisitos 
legales. Es recomendable que 
llame a un abogado inmediata-
mente. Si no conoce a un abo-
gado, puede llamar a un servi-
cio de remision a abogados. Si 
no puede pagar a un abogado, 
es posible que cumpla con los 
requisitos para obtener ser-
vicios legales gratuitos de un 
programa de servicios legales 
sin fines de lucro. Puede en-
contrar estos grupos sin fines 
de lucro en el sitio web de Cali-
fornia Legal Services, (www.
lawhelpcalifornia.org), en el 
Centro de Ayuda de las Cortes 
de California, (www.sucorte.
ca.gov) o poniendose en con-
tacto con la corte o el colegio 
de abogados locales. AVISO: 
Por ley, la corte tiene derecho a 
reclamar las cuotas y los costos 
exentos por imponer un grava-
men sobre cualquier recupera-
cion de $10,000 o mas de valor 
recibida mediante un acuerdo o 
una concesion de arbitraje en 
un caso de derecho civil. Tiene 

que pagar el gravamen de la 
corte antes de que la corte pu-
eda desechar el caso.

        The name and ad-
dress of the court is: (El nom-
bre y direccion de la corte 
es): SUPERIOR COURT OF 
THE STATE OF CALIFOR-
NIA, COUNTY OF SAN 
BERNARDINO - SAN BER-
NARDINO DISTRICT, 247 
West Third Street, San Ber-
nardino, CA 92415-0210

         The name, address and 
telephone number of plaintiff’s 
attorney, or plaintiff without an 
attorney is: (El nombre, la di-
reccion y el numero de telefono 
del abogado del demandante, 
o del demandante que no tiene 
abogado, es): GOMEZ & SIM-
ONE, APLC, 3055 Wilshire 
Blvd., Suite 550, Los Angeles, 
CA 90010 (855) 219-3333

Date: (Fecha) JUN 15, 
2020

Clerk (Secretario)
By: ELISABETH MARTI-

NEZ, Deputy (Adjunto)
CN974359 MILLER Dec 

25, 2020, Jan 1,8,15, 2021

FBN 20200010183
The following person is doing 

business as: JOSEPH W. BRADY, 
INC. [and] ALLIANCE MANAGE-
MENT GROUP  [and] BARSTOW 
REAL ESTATE GROUP 240 E WIL-
LIAMS ST BARSTOW, CA 92311    
JOSEPH BRADY, INC.,   12138 
INDUSTRIAL BLVD., SUITE 250  
VICTORVILLE, CA   92395 

Mailing Address: PO BOX 2710  
VICTORVILLE, CA   92393-2710 

This Business is Conducted By: 
A CORPORATION  

BY SIGNING BELOW, I DE-
CLARE THAT ALL INFORMA-
TION IN THIS STATEMENT IS 
TRUE AND CORRECT. A regis-
trant who declares as true informa-
tion, which he or she knows to be 
false, is guilty of a crime. (B&P Code 
17913) I am also aware that all infor-
mation on this statement becomes 
Public Record upon filing.

S/ JOSEPH W. BRADY 
This statement was filed with 

the County Clerk of San Bernardino 
on: 10/30/2020 I hereby certify that 
this is a correct copy of the original 
statement on file in my office. Began 
Transacting Business: DECEMBER 
4, 1989

County Clerk, Deputy A9730
NOTICE- This fictitious busi-

ness name statement expires five 
years from the date it was filed in 
the office of the county clerk. A new 
fictitious business name statement 
must be filed before that time. The 
filing of this statement does not of 
itself authorize the use in this state 
of a fictitious name in violation of the 
rights of another under federal, state, 
or common law (see section 14400 et. 
Seq. Business & Professions Code). 
Published in the San Bernardino 
County Sentinel on  11/13/20, 
11/20/20, 11/27/20 & 12/04/20. Cor-
rected on 12/25/20 and 1/1, 1/8 & 
1/15, 2021.

      FBN 20200010182
The following person is doing 

business as: JOSEPH W. BRADY, 
INC. [and] THE BRADCO COM-
PANIES  [and] BRADCO HIGH 
DESERT REPORT  [and]   THE 
SHOPS AT SPANISH TRAIL  
[and] THE SHOPPES AT SPANISH 
TRAIL  [and] MOJAVE RIVER 
VALLEY REAL ESTATE GROUP 
[and] BRADCO COMMERCIAL 
LEASING GROUP [and] BRADCO 
DEVELOPMENT [and] MOJAVE 
RIVER VALLEY COMMERCIAL 
REAL ESTATE [and] BRADCO 
MOJAVE RIVER VALLEY COM-
MERCIAL REAL ESTATE  [and] 
HIGH DESERT ECONOMIC DE-
VELOPMENT COUNCIL  [and] 
MOJAVE RIVER ECONOMIC 
DEVELOPMENT [and] MOJAVE 
RIVER ECONOMIC GROUP [and] 
HIGH DESERT VALLEY SURVEY 
(which began transacting business 
08/01/2019) [and] MOJAVE RIVER 
VALLEY SURVEY (for which no 
date for commencing service is 
provided)    12138 INDUSTRIAL 
BLVD., SUITE 250  VICTOR-
VILLE, CA   92395    JOSEPH 
BRADY, INC.,   12138 INDUSTRI-
AL BLVD., SUITE 250  VICTOR-
VILLE, CA   92395 

Mailing Address: PO BOX 2710  
VICTORVILLE, CA   92393-2710 

  This Business is Conducted 
By: A CORPORATION  

 BY SIGNING BELOW, I DE-
CLARE THAT ALL INFORMA-
TION IN THIS STATEMENT IS 
TRUE AND CORRECT. A regis-
trant who declares as true informa-
tion, which he or she knows to be 
false, is guilty of a crime. (B&P Code 
17913) I am also aware that all infor-
mation on this statement becomes 
Public Record upon filing.

 S/ JOSEPH W. BRADY 
 This statement was filed with 

the County Clerk of San Bernardino 
on: 10/30/2020 I hereby certify that 
this is a correct copy of the original 
statement on file in my office. Began 
Transacting Business: DECEMBER 
4, 1989

 County Clerk, Deputy A9730
 NOTICE- This fictitious busi-

ness name statement expires five 
years from the date it was filed in 
the office of the county clerk. A new 
fictitious business name statement 
must be filed before that time. The 
filing of this statement does not of 
itself authorize the use in this state 
of a fictitious name in violation of the 
rights of another under federal, state, 
or common law (see section 14400 et. 
Seq. Business & Professions Code). 
Published in the San Bernardino 
County Sentinel on  11/13/20, 
11/20/20, 11/27/20 & 12/04/20.

Corrected on 12/25/20 and 1/1, 
1/8 & 1/15, 2021.

FICTITIOUS BUSINESS 
NAME   STATEMENT FILE NO-
20200011073

The following person(s) is(are) 
doing business as: Ziggy’s Cabine-
try & Refacing, 10950 Arrow Route 
#4907, Rancho Cucamonga, CALIF 
91729, Steven J. Zeigler, 1052 N 
Turner Ave. #174, Ontario, CA 91764

Business is Conducted By: An 
Individual

Signed: BY SIGNING BELOW, 
I DECLARE THAT ALL INFOR-
MATION IN THIS STATEMENT 
IS TRUE AND CORRECT. A reg-
istrant who declares as true infor-
mation, which he or she knows to be 
false, is guilty of a crime. (B&P Code 
17913) I am also aware that all infor-
mation on this statement becomes 
Public Record upon filing.

s/ Steven Zeigler
This statement was filed with 

the County Clerk of San Bernardino 
on: 12/07/20

I hereby certify that this is a cor-
rect copy of the original statement on 
file in my office.

Began Transacting Business: 
N/A

County Clerk, s/ I1327
NOTICE- This fictitious busi-

ness name statement expires five 
years from the date it was filed in 
the office of the county clerk. A new 
fictitious business name statement 
must be filed before that time. The 
filing of this statement does not of 
itself authorize the use in this state 
of a fictitious name in violation of the 
rights of another under federal, state, 
or common law (see section 14400 et. 
Seq. Business & Professions Code).

01/01/21, 01/08/21, 01/15/21, 
01/22/21

FICTITIOUS BUSINESS 
NAME  STATEMENT FILE NO-
20200011307

The following person(s) is(are) 
doing business as: J Designs By BJ, 
5446 Moreno Street, Ontario, CA 
91762, P.O. Box 1037, Ontario, CA 
91762, Bobbie J. Gibbs, 5446 Moreno 
Street, Ontario, CA 91762,

Business is Conducted By: An 
Individual

Signed: BY SIGNING BELOW, 
I DECLARE THAT ALL INFOR-
MATION IN THIS STATEMENT 
IS TRUE AND CORRECT. A reg-
istrant who declares as true infor-
mation, which he or she knows to be 
false, is guilty of a crime. (B&P Code 
17913) I am also aware that all infor-
mation on this statement becomes 
Public Record upon filing.

s/ Bobbie J. Gibbs
This statement was filed with 

the County Clerk of San Bernardino 
on: 12/14/20

I hereby certify that this is a cor-
rect copy of the original statement on 
file in my office.

Began Transacting Business: 
11/01/20

County Clerk, s/ D5511
NOTICE- This fictitious busi-

ness name statement expires five 
years from the date it was filed in 
the office of the county clerk. A new 
fictitious business name statement 
must be filed before that time. The 
filing of this statement does not of 
itself authorize the use in this state 
of a fictitious name in violation of the 
rights of another under federal, state, 
or common law (see section 14400 et. 
Seq. Business & Professions Code).

01/01/21, 01/08/21, 01/15/21, 
01/22/21

FICTITIOUS BUSINESS 
NAME  STATEMENT FILE NO-
20200011711

The following person(s) is(are) 
doing business as: BUNNYANDTI-
GRE, 1523 W Bonnie Brae Ct, On-
tario, CA 91762, Mona J. Cordova, 
1523 W Bonnie Brae Ct, Ontario, 
CA 91762

Business is Conducted By: An 
Individual

Signed: BY SIGNING BELOW, 
I DECLARE THAT ALL INFOR-
MATION IN THIS STATEMENT 
IS TRUE AND CORRECT. A reg-
istrant who declares as true infor-
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mation, which he or she knows to be 
false, is guilty of a crime. (B&P Code 
17913) I am also aware that all infor-
mation on this statement becomes 
Public Record upon filing.

s/ Mona J. Cordova
This statement was filed with 

the County Clerk of San Bernardino 
on: 12/23/20

I hereby certify that this is a cor-
rect copy of the original statement on 
file in my office.

Began Transacting Business: 
12/22/20

County Clerk, s/ I1327
NOTICE- This fictitious busi-

ness name statement expires five 
years from the date it was filed in 
the office of the county clerk. A new 
fictitious business name statement 
must be filed before that time. The 
filing of this statement does not of 
itself authorize the use in this state 
of a fictitious name in violation of the 
rights of another under federal, state, 
or common law (see section 14400 et. 
Seq. Business & Professions Code).

01/01/21, 01/08/21, 01/15/21, 
01/22/21

FICTITIOUS BUSINESS 
NAME  STATEMENT FILE NO-
20200011272

The following person(s) is(are) 
doing business as: Tint USA, 740 
West Mill Street Suite F, San Ber-
nardino, CA 92410, Hilda Lopez, 
1229 West La Glora Drive, Rialto, 
CA 92377

Business is Conducted By: An 
Individual

Signed: BY SIGNING BELOW, 
I DECLARE THAT ALL INFOR-
MATION IN THIS STATEMENT 
IS TRUE AND CORRECT. A reg-
istrant who declares as true infor-
mation, which he or she knows to be 
false, is guilty of a crime. (B&P Code 
17913) I am also aware that all infor-
mation on this statement becomes 
Public Record upon filing.

s/ Hilda Lopez
This statement was filed with 

the County Clerk of San Bernardino 
on: 12/11/20

I hereby certify that this is a cor-
rect copy of the original statement on 
file in my office.

Began Transacting Business: 
04/01/2000

County Clerk, s/ D5511
NOTICE- This fictitious busi-

ness name statement expires five 
years from the date it was filed in 
the office of the county clerk. A new 
fictitious business name statement 
must be filed before that time. The 
filing of this statement does not of 
itself authorize the use in this state 
of a fictitious name in violation of the 
rights of another under federal, state, 
or common law (see section 14400 et. 
Seq. Business & Professions Code).

01/01/21, 01/08/21, 01/15/21, 
01/22/21

FBN 20200010198 The fol-
lowing person is doing business 
as: SHORELINE MG 5861 PINE 
AVE SUITE A-5 CHINO HILLS, 
CA 91709 ROMMY CHAVES 5861 
PINE AVE SUITE A-5 CHINO 
HILLS, CA 91709 [and] LUCAS F 
BARRIOS 5861 PINE AVE SUITE 
A-5 CHINO HILLS, CA 91709 The 
business is conducted by: A GEN-
ERAL PARTNERSHIP The regis-
trant commenced to transact busi-
ness under the fictitious business 
name or names listed above on: N/A 
By signing, I declare that all infor-
mation in this statement is true and 
correct. A registrant who declares 
as true information which he or she 
knows to be false is guilty of a crime 
(B&P Code 179130. I am also aware 
that all information on this statement 
becomes Public Record upon filing. 
s/ ROMMY CHAVES Statement 
filed with the County Clerk of San 
Bernardino on: 10/30/2020 D5511 I 
hereby certify that this copy is a cor-
rect copy of the original statement 
on file in my office San Bernardino 
County Clerk By:/Deputy Notice-
This fictitious name statement ex-
pires five years from the date it was 
filed in the office of the county clerk. 
A new fictitious business name state-
ment must be filed before that time. 
The filing of this statement does not 
of itself authorize the use in this 
state of a fictitious business name 
in violation of the rights of another 
under federal, state, or common law 
(see Section 14400 et seq., Business 
and Professions Code). Published in 
the San Bernardino County Sentinel 
11/27/2020, 12/04/2020, 12/11/2020,  
12/18/2020 & Corrected on: 01/01/21, 
01/08/21, 01/15/21, 01/22/21

FBN 20200010191 The fol-
lowing person is doing business 
as: BRIDGEPOINT GP 5861 PINE 
AVE SUITE A-5 CHINO HILLS, 
CA 91709 ROMMY CHAVES 5861 
PINE AVE SUITE A-5 CHINO 
HILLS, CA 91709 [and] LUCAS F 
BARRIOS 5861 PINE AVE SUITE 
A-5 CHINO HILLS, CA 91709 The 
business is conducted by: A GEN-
ERAL PARTNERSHIP The regis-
trant commenced to transact busi-
ness under the fictitious business 
name or names listed above on: N/A 
By signing, I declare that all infor-

mation in this statement is true and 
correct. A registrant who declares 
as true information which he or she 
knows to be false is guilty of a crime 
(B&P Code 179130. I am also aware 
that all information on this statement 
becomes Public Record upon filing. 
s/ ROMMY CHAVES Statement 
filed with the County Clerk of San 
Bernardino on: 10/30/2020 D5511 I 
hereby certify that this copy is a cor-
rect copy of the original statement 
on file in my office San Bernardino 
County Clerk By:/Deputy Notice-
This fictitious name statement ex-
pires five years from the date it was 
filed in the office of the county clerk. 
A new fictitious business name state-
ment must be filed before that time. 
The filing of this statement does not 
of itself authorize the use in this 
state of a fictitious business name 
in violation of the rights of another 
under federal, state, or common law 
(see Section 14400 et seq., Business 
and Professions Code). Published in 
the San Bernardino County Sentinel 
11/27/2020, 12/04/2020, 12/11/2020, 
12/18/2020 & Corrected on: 01/01/21, 
01/08/21, 01/15/21, 01/22/21

FBN 20200010162 The fol-
lowing person is doing business 
as: EQUITY LG 5861 PINE AVE 
SUITE A-5 CHINO HILLS, CA 
91709 ROMMY CHAVES 5861 
PINE AVE SUITE A-5 CHINO 
HILLS, CA 91709 [and] LUCAS F 
BARRIOS 5861 PINE AVE SUITE 
A-5 CHINO HILLS, CA 91709 The 
business is conducted by: A GEN-
ERAL PARTNERSHIP The regis-
trant commenced to transact busi-
ness under the fictitious business 
name or names listed above on: N/A 
By signing, I declare that all infor-
mation in this statement is true and 
correct. A registrant who declares 
as true information which he or she 
knows to be false is guilty of a crime 
(B&P Code 179130. I am also aware 
that all information on this statement 
becomes Public Record upon filing. 
s/ ROMMY CHAVES Statement 
filed with the County Clerk of San 
Bernardino on: 10/29/2020 D5511 I 
hereby certify that this copy is a cor-
rect copy of the original statement 
on file in my office San Bernardino 
County Clerk By:/Deputy Notice-
This fictitious name statement ex-
pires five years from the date it was 
filed in the office of the county clerk. 
A new fictitious business name state-
ment must be filed before that time. 
The filing of this statement does not 
of itself authorize the use in this 
state of a fictitious business name 
in violation of the rights of another 
under federal, state, or common law 
(see Section 14400 et seq., Business 
and Professions Code). Published in 
the San Bernardino County Sentinel 
11/27/2020, 12/04/2020, 12/11/2020,  
12/18/2020 & Corrected on: 01/01/21, 
01/08/21, 01/15/21, 01/22/21

FBN 20200010102 The fol-
lowing person is doing business as: 
FONTANA SMOG CHECK TEST 
ONLY 8171 SIERRA AVE UNIT 
R FONTANA, CA 92335 S MAR-
TINEZ LLC, SIERRA AVE UNIT 
R FONTANA, CA 92335 The busi-
ness is conducted by: A LIMITED 
LIABILITY COMPANY The reg-
istrant commenced to transact busi-
ness under the fictitious business 
name or names listed above on: N/A 
By signing, I declare that all infor-
mation in this statement is true and 
correct. A registrant who declares 
as true information which he or she 
knows to be false is guilty of a crime 
(B&P Code 179130. I am also aware 
that all information on this statement 
becomes Public Record upon filing. 
s/ SERGIO MARTINEZ Statement 
filed with the County Clerk of San 
Bernardino on: 10/28/2020 D5511 I 
hereby certify that this copy is a cor-
rect copy of the original statement 
on file in my office San Bernardino 
County Clerk By:/Deputy Notice-
This fictitious name statement ex-
pires five years from the date it was 
filed in the office of the county clerk. 
A new fictitious business name state-
ment must be filed before that time. 
The filing of this statement does not 
of itself authorize the use in this 
state of a fictitious business name 
in violation of the rights of another 
under federal, state, or common law 
(see Section 14400 et seq., Business 
and Professions Code). Published in 
the San Bernardino County Sentinel 
11/27/2020, 12/04/2020, 12/11/2020, 
12/18/2020 & Corrected on: 01/01/21, 
01/08/21, 01/15/21, 01/22/21

ORDER TO SHOW CAUSE 
FOR CHANGE OF NAME

CASE NUMBER CIVSB 
2026957 

TO ALL INTEREST-
ED PERSONS: Petitioner 
MAURICE DAVIS filed 
with this court for a de-
cree changing names as fol-
lows: MAURICE DAVIS  
 to DONALD MAURICE DA-
VIS  

THE COURT ORDERS 
that all persons interested in 
this matter appear before this 

court at the hearing indicated 
below to show cause, if any, 
why the petition for change of 
name should not be granted. 
Any person objecting to the 
name changes described above 
must file a written objection 
that includes the reasons for the 
objection at least two court days 
before the matter is scheduled to 
be heard and must appear at the 
hearing to show cause why the 
petition should not be granted. 
If no written objection is timely 
filed, the court may grant the 
petition without a hearing.

Notice of Hearing:
Date: 2/2/2021
Time: 9:00 a.m.
Department: S17
The address of the court is 

Superior Court of California, 
County of San Bernardino, San 
Bernardino District - Civil Di-
vision, 247 West Third Street, 
Same as above, San Bernardino, 
CA 92415-0210, San Bernardi-
no

IT IS FURTHER OR-
DERED that a copy of this 
order be published in the SAN 
BERNARDINO COUNTY 
SENTINEL in San Bernardino 
County California, once a week 
for four successive weeks prior 
to the date set for hearing of the 
petition.

Dated: NOVEMBER 25, 
2020

Lynn M. Poncin
Judge of the Superior Court. 
Published in the San Ber-

nardino County Sentinel on 1/8, 
1/15, 1/22 & 1/29, 2021.

FBN 20200011403
 The following entity is doing 

business as UNITED AUTO RENT-
AL 4425 E. AIRPORT DRIVE STE. 
101 ONTARIO, CA 91761:   UR 
ENTERPRISES, INC. 3931 BIRCH 
ST. NEWPORT BEACH, CA  92660    
State of Incorporation: CA  Reg. No.: 
2168735 

Mailing Address: 3931 BIRCH 
ST. NEWPORT BEACH, CA  92660 

  This Business is Conducted 
By: A CORPORATION  

 BY SIGNING BELOW, I DE-
CLARE THAT ALL INFORMA-
TION IN THIS STATEMENT IS 
TRUE AND CORRECT. A regis-
trant who declares as true informa-
tion, which he or she knows to be 
false, is guilty of a crime. (B&P Code 
17913) I am also aware that all infor-
mation on this statement becomes 
Public Record upon filing.

 S/ THOMAS ZURBA 
 This statement was filed with 

the County Clerk of San Bernardino 
on: 12/16/2020 I hereby certify that 
this is a correct copy of the original 
statement on file in my office. 

Began Transacting Business: 
MAY 6, 2006

 County Clerk, Deputy A8608
 NOTICE- This fictitious busi-

ness name statement expires five 
years from the date it was filed in 
the office of the county clerk. A new 
fictitious business name statement 
must be filed before that time. The 
filing of this statement does not of 
itself authorize the use in this state 
of a fictitious name in violation of the 
rights of another under federal, state, 
or common law (see section 14400 et. 
Seq. Business & Professions Code). 

Published in the San Bernardino 
County Sentinel on 1/8, 1/15, 1/22 & 
1/29, 2021.

FICTITIOUS BUSINESS 
NAME STATEMENT FILE NO-
20200011233

The following person(s) is(are) 
doing business as: Bravo’s Store & 
More, 127 N. Euclid Avenue (First 
Floor), Ontario, Ca 91762, Mailing 
Address: 127 N. Euclid Avenue (First 
Floor), Ontario, Ca 91762, Jorge Bra-
vo-Bautista, 323 N. Marin Privado, 
Ontario, CA 91764, Freida J. Ortega, 
323 N. Marin Privado, Ontario, CA 
91764

Business is Conducted By: A 
Married Couple

Signed: BY SIGNING BELOW, 
I DECLARE THAT ALL INFOR-
MATION IN THIS STATEMENT 
IS TRUE AND CORRECT. A reg-
istrant who declares as true infor-
mation, which he or she knows to be 
false, is guilty of a crime. (B&P Code 
17913) I am also aware that all infor-
mation on this statement becomes 
Public Record upon filing.

s/ Jorge Bravo-Bautista
This statement was filed with 

the County Clerk of San Bernardino 
on: 12/10/20

I hereby certify that this is a cor-
rect copy of the original statement on 
file in my office.

Began Transacting Business: 
11/04/20

County Clerk, s/ I1327
NOTICE- This fictitious busi-

ness name statement expires five 
years from the date it was filed in 
the office of the county clerk. A new 
fictitious business name statement 
must be filed before that time. The 
filing of this statement does not of 

itself authorize the use in this state 
of a fictitious name in violation of the 
rights of another under federal, state, 
or common law (see section 14400 et. 
Seq. Business & Professions Code).

01/08/21, 01/15/21, 01/22/21, 
01/29/21

 

FICTITIOUS BUSINESS 
NAME STATEMENT FILE NO-
20200011780

The following person(s) is(are) 
doing business as: BB’s Brims, 950 N 
Dusenberg Dr., 08208, Ontario, CA-
LIF 91764, Bridgette A. Bentley, 950 
N Dusenberg Dr., 08208, Ontario, 
CALIFO 91764

Business is Conducted By: An 
Individual

Signed: BY SIGNING BELOW, 
I DECLARE THAT ALL INFOR-
MATION IN THIS STATEMENT 
IS TRUE AND CORRECT. A reg-
istrant who declares as true infor-
mation, which he or she knows to be 
false, is guilty of a crime. (B&P Code 
17913) I am also aware that all infor-
mation on this statement becomes 
Public Record upon filing.

s/ Bridgette A Bentley
This statement was filed with 

the County Clerk of San Bernardino 
on: 12/29/20

I hereby certify that this is a cor-
rect copy of the original statement on 
file in my office.

Began Transacting Business: 
12/28/20

County Clerk, s/ D5511
NOTICE- This fictitious busi-

ness name statement expires five 
years from the date it was filed in 
the office of the county clerk. A new 
fictitious business name statement 
must be filed before that time. The 
filing of this statement does not of 
itself authorize the use in this state 
of a fictitious name in violation of the 
rights of another under federal, state, 
or common law (see section 14400 et. 
Seq. Business & Professions Code).

01/08/21, 01/15/21, 01/22/21, 
01/29/21

FBN 20200011025     
The following person is doing busi-
ness as: MINT CONDITION TAT-
TOO, BODY PIERCING, ART 
GALLERY 560 N. MOUNTAIN 
AVE. SUITE E UPLAND, CA 
91786;[ MAILING ADDRESS 257 
N LAUREL AVE UPLAND, CA 
91786]; JOHN M SUNSERI 5357 
TENDERFOOT DR. FONTANA, 
CA 92336; MIKE RAMOS 520 N. 
2ND AVE. UPLAND, CA 91786 
The business is conducted by: 
A GENERAL PARTNERSHIP  
The registrant commenced to transact 
business under the fictitious business 
name or names listed above on: N/A 
By signing, I declare that all infor-
mation in this statement is true and 
correct. A registrant who declares 
as true information which he or she 
knows to be false is guilty of a crime 
(B&P Code 179130. I am also aware 
that all information on this statement 
becomes Public Record upon filing. 
s/ MIKE RAMOS, GEN-
ERAL PARTNER                                                                                                                                          
                                   State-
ment filed with the County Clerk 
of San Bernardino on: 12/03/2020 
I hereby certify that this copy is a 
correct copy of the original state-
ment on file in my office San Ber-
nardino County Clerk By:/Deputy 
Notice-This fictitious name state-
ment expires five years from the date 
it was filed in the office of the county 
clerk. A new fictitious business name 
statement must be filed before that 
time. The filing of this statement 
does not of itself authorize the use 
in this state of a fictitious business 
name in violation of the rights of 
another under federal, state, or com-
mon law (see Section 14400 et seq., 
Business and Professions Code). 
Published in the San Bernardino 
County Sentinel 12/11/2020, 
12/18/2020, 12/25/2020, 01/01/2021          
CNBB49202001MT 

FBN 20200010726     
The following person is doing busi-
ness as: STREET PEACE 3578 
SUGARBERRY CT. SAN BER-
NARDINO, CA 92407; GUSTAVO 
GONZALEZ 3578 SUGARBERRY 
CT. SAN BERNARDINO, CA 92407 
The business is conduct-
ed by: AN INDIVIDUAL  
The registrant commenced to 
transact business under the ficti-
tious business name or names 
listed above on: 10/31/2020 
By signing, I declare that all infor-
mation in this statement is true and 
correct. A registrant who declares 
as true information which he or she 
knows to be false is guilty of a crime 
(B&P Code 179130. I am also aware 
that all information on this statement 
becomes Public Record upon filing. 
s/ GUSTAVO GONZALEZ, OWNER                                                                                                                                            
                                 State-
ment filed with the County Clerk 
of San Bernardino on: 11/23/2020 
I hereby certify that this copy is a 
correct copy of the original state-

ment on file in my office San Ber-
nardino County Clerk By:/Deputy 
Notice-This fictitious name state-
ment expires five years from the date 
it was filed in the office of the county 
clerk. A new fictitious business name 
statement must be filed before that 
time. The filing of this statement 
does not of itself authorize the use 
in this state of a fictitious business 
name in violation of the rights of 
another under federal, state, or com-
mon law (see Section 14400 et seq., 
Business and Professions Code). 
Published in the San Bernardino 
County Sentinel 12/11/2020, 
12/18/2020, 12/25/2020, 01/01/2021          
CNBB49202002MT 

FBN 20200010662     
The following person is doing 
business as: FONTANA SUS-
PENSION AND AUTO REPAIR 
17474 FOOTHILL BLVD. UNIT 
A FONTANA, CA 92335;[ MAIL-
ING ADDRESS 5923 ARDEN 
AVE HIGHLAND, CA 92346]; 
ISMAEL PEREZ DIAZ 5923 AR-
DEN AVE HIGHLAND, CA 92346 
The business is conduct-
ed by: AN INDIVIDUAL  
The registrant commenced to transact 
business under the fictitious business 
name or names listed above on: N/A 
By signing, I declare that all infor-
mation in this statement is true and 
correct. A registrant who declares 
as true information which he or she 
knows to be false is guilty of a crime 
(B&P Code 179130. I am also aware 
that all information on this statement 
becomes Public Record upon filing. 
s/ ISMAEL PEREZ DIAZ, OWNER                                                                                                                                            
        Statement filed with the 
County Clerk of San Ber-
nardino on: 11/19/2020 
I hereby certify that this copy is a 
correct copy of the original state-
ment on file in my office San Ber-
nardino County Clerk By:/Deputy 
Notice-This fictitious name state-
ment expires five years from the date 
it was filed in the office of the county 
clerk. A new fictitious business name 
statement must be filed before that 
time. The filing of this statement 
does not of itself authorize the use 
in this state of a fictitious business 
name in violation of the rights of 
another under federal, state, or com-
mon law (see Section 14400 et seq., 
Business and Professions Code). 
Published in the San Bernardino 
County Sentinel 12/11/2020, 
12/18/2020, 12/25/2020, 01/01/2021          
CNBB49202003IR 

FBN 20200011037     
The following person is doing 
business as: PRINT N THINGS 
INC 633 STATE ST BUILDING 
A ONTARIO, CA 91762; PRINT 
N THINGS INC 633 STATE ST 
BUILDING A ONTARIO, CA 91762 
The business is conduct-
ed by: A CORPORATION  
The registrant commenced to transact 
business under the fictitious business 
name or names listed above on: N/A 
By signing, I declare that all infor-
mation in this statement is true and 
correct. A registrant who declares 
as true information which he or she 
knows to be false is guilty of a crime 
(B&P Code 179130. I am also aware 
that all information on this statement 
becomes Public Record upon filing. 
s/ FELIPE M.POZOZ, PRESIDENT                                                                                                                                        
                                     State-
ment filed with the County Clerk 
of San Bernardino on: 12/03/2020 
I hereby certify that this copy is a 
correct copy of the original state-
ment on file in my office San Ber-
nardino County Clerk By:/Deputy 
Notice-This fictitious name state-
ment expires five years from the date 
it was filed in the office of the county 
clerk. A new fictitious business name 
statement must be filed before that 
time. The filing of this statement 
does not of itself authorize the use 
in this state of a fictitious business 
name in violation of the rights of 
another under federal, state, or com-
mon law (see Section 14400 et seq., 
Business and Professions Code). 
Published in the San Bernardino 
County Sentinel 12/11/2020, 
12/18/2020, 12/25/2020, 01/01/2021          
CNBB49202004MT 

FBN 20200011038     
The following person is doing busi-
ness as: START ‘N’ GO AUTO 
SALES CORP. 937 N. E ST SAN 
BERNARDINO, CA 92410; START 
‘N’ GO AUTP SALES CORP. 937 N. 
E ST SAN BERNARDINO, CA 92410 
The business is conduct-
ed by: A CORPORATION  
The registrant commenced to transact 
business under the fictitious business 
name or names listed above on: N/A 
By signing, I declare that all infor-
mation in this statement is true and 
correct. A registrant who declares 
as true information which he or she 
knows to be false is guilty of a crime 
(B&P Code 179130. I am also aware 
that all information on this statement 
becomes Public Record upon filing. 
s/ JOSE M. GARCIA, PRESIDENT                                                                                                                                        
       Statement filed with the 
County Clerk of San Ber-
nardino on: 12/03/2020 
I hereby certify that this copy is a 
correct copy of the original state-
ment on file in my office San Ber-

nardino County Clerk By:/Deputy 
Notice-This fictitious name state-
ment expires five years from the date 
it was filed in the office of the county 
clerk. A new fictitious business name 
statement must be filed before that 
time. The filing of this statement 
does not of itself authorize the use 
in this state of a fictitious business 
name in violation of the rights of 
another under federal, state, or com-
mon law (see Section 14400 et seq., 
Business and Professions Code). 
Published in the San Bernardino 
County Sentinel 12/11/2020, 
12/18/2020, 12/25/2020, 01/01/2021          
CNBB49202005MT 

FBN 20200011039     
The following person is doing busi-
ness as: K9 ENFORCEMENT 
PATROL, INC 519 W FOOT-
HILL BLVD #E RIALTO, CA 
92376; K9 ENFORCEMENT PA-
TROL, INC 519 W FOOTHILL 
BLVD #E RIALTO, CA 92376 
The business is conduct-
ed by: A CORPORATION  
The registrant commenced to transact 
business under the fictitious business 
name or names listed above on: N/A 
By signing, I declare that all infor-
mation in this statement is true and 
correct. A registrant who declares 
as true information which he or she 
knows to be false is guilty of a crime 
(B&P Code 179130. I am also aware 
that all information on this statement 
becomes Public Record upon filing. 
s/ TIFFANY A. BER-
RELLEZ, PRESIDENT                                                                                                                                        
                                     State-
ment filed with the County Clerk 
of San Bernardino on: 12/03/2020 
I hereby certify that this copy is a 
correct copy of the original state-
ment on file in my office San Ber-
nardino County Clerk By:/Deputy 
Notice-This fictitious name state-
ment expires five years from the date 
it was filed in the office of the county 
clerk. A new fictitious business name 
statement must be filed before that 
time. The filing of this statement 
does not of itself authorize the use 
in this state of a fictitious business 
name in violation of the rights of 
another under federal, state, or com-
mon law (see Section 14400 et seq., 
Business and Professions Code). 
Published in the San Bernardino 
County Sentinel 12/11/2020, 
12/18/2020, 12/25/2020, 01/01/2021          
CNBB49202006MT 

FBN 20200010554     
The following person is doing 
business as: J BUILDER CON-
STRUCTION 11866 STOCKTON 
ST ADELANTO, CA 92301; JE-
SUS URRUTIA 11866 STOCK-
TON ST ADELANTO, CA 92301 
The business is conduct-
ed by: AN INDIVIDUAL  
The registrant commenced to transact 
business under the fictitious business 
name or names listed above on: N/A 
By signing, I declare that all infor-
mation in this statement is true and 
correct. A registrant who declares 
as true information which he or she 
knows to be false is guilty of a crime 
(B&P Code 179130. I am also aware 
that all information on this statement 
becomes Public Record upon filing. 
s/ JESUS URRUTIA, OWNER                                                                                                                                            
                                 State-
ment filed with the County Clerk 
of San Bernardino on: 11/17/2020 
I hereby certify that this copy is a 
correct copy of the original state-
ment on file in my office San Ber-
nardino County Clerk By:/Deputy 
Notice-This fictitious name state-
ment expires five years from the date 
it was filed in the office of the county 
clerk. A new fictitious business name 
statement must be filed before that 
time. The filing of this statement 
does not of itself authorize the use 
in this state of a fictitious business 
name in violation of the rights of 
another under federal, state, or com-
mon law (see Section 14400 et seq., 
Business and Professions Code). 
Published in the San Bernardino 
County Sentinel 12/11/2020, 
12/18/2020, 12/25/2020, 01/01/2021          
CNBB49202007SN                  

     

FBN 20200011416     
The following person is doing 
business as: CHRIS MARQUEZ 
ANIMAL PREVENTION SER-
VICES 23816ZUGER DR CRES-
TLINE, CA 92325;[ MAILING 
ADDRESS P.O BOX 3220 CRES-
TLINE, CA 92325]; CHRISTO-
PHER S MARQUEZ 23816 ZUGER 
DR CRESTLINE, CA 92325 
The business is conduct-
ed by: AN INDIVIDUAL  
The registrant commenced to transact 
business under the fictitious business 
name or names listed above on: N/A 
By signing, I declare that all infor-
mation in this statement is true and 
correct. A registrant who declares 
as true information which he or she 
knows to be false is guilty of a crime 
(B&P Code 179130. I am also aware 
that all information on this statement 
becomes Public Record upon filing. 
s/ CHRISTOPHER S. 
MARQUEZ, OWNER                                                                                                                                            
                                 State-
ment filed with the County Clerk 
of San Bernardino on: 12/16/2020 
I hereby certify that this copy is a 
correct copy of the original state-

ment on file in my office San Ber-
nardino County Clerk By:/Deputy 
Notice-This fictitious name state-
ment expires five years from the date 
it was filed in the office of the county 
clerk. A new fictitious business name 
statement must be filed before that 
time. The filing of this statement 
does not of itself authorize the use 
in this state of a fictitious business 
name in violation of the rights of 
another under federal, state, or com-
mon law (see Section 14400 et seq., 
Business and Professions Code). 
Published in the San Bernardi-
no County Sentinel 01/01/2021, 
01/08/2021, 01/15/2021, 01/22/2021          
CNBB52202001MT 

FBN 2020011417     
The following person is doing busi-
ness as: S.B. SEW-VAC 28286 
FISHER CT HIGHLAND, CA 
92346; TWYLA J BACA 28286 
FISHER CT HIGHLAND, CA 92346 
The business is conduct-
ed by: AN INDIVIDUAL  
The registrant commenced to 
transact business under the ficti-
tious business name or names 
listed above on: 12/01/1997 
By signing, I declare that all infor-
mation in this statement is true and 
correct. A registrant who declares 
as true information which he or she 
knows to be false is guilty of a crime 
(B&P Code 179130. I am also aware 
that all information on this statement 
becomes Public Record upon filing. 
s/ TWYLA J BACA, OWNER                                                                                                                                            
                                 State-
ment filed with the County Clerk 
of San Bernardino on: 12/16/2020 
I hereby certify that this copy is a 
correct copy of the original state-
ment on file in my office San Ber-
nardino County Clerk By:/Deputy 
Notice-This fictitious name state-
ment expires five years from the date 
it was filed in the office of the county 
clerk. A new fictitious business name 
statement must be filed before that 
time. The filing of this statement 
does not of itself authorize the use 
in this state of a fictitious business 
name in violation of the rights of 
another under federal, state, or com-
mon law (see Section 14400 et seq., 
Business and Professions Code). 
Published in the San Bernardi-
no County Sentinel 01/01/2021, 
01/08/2021, 01/15/2021, 01/22/2021          
CNBB52202002MT 

FBN 20200011440     
The following person is doing 
business as: JCZ CONCRETE; 
JCZ FINISHING CONCRETE 
748 S GARDENA AVE RIALTO, 
CA 92376; JORGE A CERDA  
ZAMBRANO 748 S GARDE-
NA AVE RIALTO, CA 92376 
The business is conduct-
ed by: AN INDIVIDUAL  
The registrant commenced to 
transact business under the ficti-
tious business name or names 
listed above on: 03/07/2019 
By signing, I declare that all infor-
mation in this statement is true and 
correct. A registrant who declares 
as true information which he or she 
knows to be false is guilty of a crime 
(B&P Code 179130. I am also aware 
that all information on this statement 
becomes Public Record upon filing. 
s/ JORGE A.CERDA 
ZAMBRANO, OWNER                                                                                                                                            
                                 State-
ment filed with the County Clerk 
of San Bernardino on: 12/16/2020 
I hereby certify that this copy is a 
correct copy of the original state-
ment on file in my office San Ber-
nardino County Clerk By:/Deputy 
Notice-This fictitious name state-
ment expires five years from the date 
it was filed in the office of the county 
clerk. A new fictitious business name 
statement must be filed before that 
time. The filing of this statement 
does not of itself authorize the use 
in this state of a fictitious business 
name in violation of the rights of 
another under federal, state, or com-
mon law (see Section 14400 et seq., 
Business and Professions Code). 
Published in the San Bernardi-
no County Sentinel 01/01/2021, 
01/08/2021, 01/15/2021, 01/22/2021          
CNBB52202003MT 

FBN 20200011398     
The following person is doing busi-
ness as: JDG UPHOLSTERY 1339 
W BUSSEY ST SAN BERNARDI-
NO, CA 92405; JUAN GOMES 
BARAJASA 1339 W BUSSEY ST 
SAN BERNARDINO, CA 92405 
The business is conduct-
ed by: AN INDIVIDUAL  
The registrant commenced to transact 
business under the fictitious business 
name or names listed above on: N/A 
By signing, I declare that all infor-
mation in this statement is true and 
correct. A registrant who declares 
as true information which he or she 
knows to be false is guilty of a crime 
(B&P Code 179130. I am also aware 
that all information on this statement 
becomes Public Record upon filing. 
s/ JUAN GOMES 
BARAJAS, OWNER                                                                                                                                            
                                 State-
ment filed with the County Clerk 
of San Bernardino on: 12/15/2020 
I hereby certify that this copy is a 
correct copy of the original state-
ment on file in my office San Ber-
nardino County Clerk By:/Deputy 
Notice-This fictitious name state-
ment expires five years from the date 
it was filed in the office of the county 
clerk. A new fictitious business name 
statement must be filed before that 
time. The filing of this statement 
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does not of itself authorize the use 
in this state of a fictitious business 
name in violation of the rights of 
another under federal, state, or com-
mon law (see Section 14400 et seq., 
Business and Professions Code). 
Published in the San Bernardi-
no County Sentinel 01/01/2021, 
01/08/2021, 01/15/2021, 01/22/2021          
CNBB52202004MT 

FBN 20200011202     
The following person is doing busi-
ness as: REASON JANITORIAL 
12559 STRAWBERRY PLACE 
CHINO, CA 91710; RALPH Q 
LLOYD 12559 STRAWBER-
RY PLACE CHINO, CA 91710 
The business is conduct-
ed by: AN INDIVIDUAL  
The registrant commenced to transact 

Public Notices Public Notices Public Notices Public Notices Public Notices Public Notices Public Notices
business under the fictitious business 
name or names listed above on: N/A 
By signing, I declare that all infor-
mation in this statement is true and 
correct. A registrant who declares 
as true information which he or she 
knows to be false is guilty of a crime 
(B&P Code 179130. I am also aware 
that all information on this statement 
becomes Public Record upon filing. 
s/ RALPH Q. LLOYD, OWNER                                                                                                                                            
                                 State-
ment filed with the County Clerk 
of San Bernardino on: 12/10/2020 
I hereby certify that this copy is a 
correct copy of the original state-
ment on file in my office San Ber-
nardino County Clerk By:/Deputy 
Notice-This fictitious name state-
ment expires five years from the date 
it was filed in the office of the county 

clerk. A new fictitious business name 
statement must be filed before that 
time. The filing of this statement 
does not of itself authorize the use 
in this state of a fictitious business 
name in violation of the rights of 
another under federal, state, or com-
mon law (see Section 14400 et seq., 
Business and Professions Code). 
Published in the San Bernardi-
no County Sentinel 01/01/2021, 
01/08/2021, 01/15/2021, 01/22/2021          
CNBB52202005MT 

FBN 20200011664     
The following person is doing busi-
ness as: GABES CLASSIC GARAGE 
13677 ½ CALIMESA BLVD. UNIT 
2 YUCAIPA, CA 92399;[ MAIL-
ING ADDRESS 7671 TONNER 
CIR HIGHLAND, CA 92346]; GA-

BRIEL FELIX 13677 ½ CALIMESA 
DR.UNIT 2 YUCAIPA, CA 92399 
The business is conduct-
ed by: AN INDIVIDUAL  
The registrant commenced to transact 
business under the fictitious business 
name or names listed above on: N/A 
By signing, I declare that all infor-
mation in this statement is true and 
correct. A registrant who declares 
as true information which he or she 
knows to be false is guilty of a crime 
(B&P Code 179130. I am also aware 
that all information on this statement 
becomes Public Record upon filing. 
s/ GABRIEL FELIX, OWNER                                                                                                                                            
                                 State-
ment filed with the County Clerk 
of San Bernardino on: 12/22/2020 
I hereby certify that this copy is a 
correct copy of the original state-

ment on file in my office San Ber-
nardino County Clerk By:/Deputy 
Notice-This fictitious name state-
ment expires five years from the date 
it was filed in the office of the county 
clerk. A new fictitious business name 
statement must be filed before that 
time. The filing of this statement 
does not of itself authorize the use 
in this state of a fictitious business 
name in violation of the rights of 
another under federal, state, or com-
mon law (see Section 14400 et seq., 
Business and Professions Code). 
Published in the San Bernardi-
no County Sentinel 01/01/2021, 
01/08/2021, 01/15/2021, 01/22/2021          
CNBB52202006MT 

FBN 20200011420     
The following person is do-
ing business as: MR.SMOKE 

SHOP 24950 REDLANDS BLVD 
SUITE D LOMA LINDA, CALIF 
92354; 8051 SMOKE SHOP INC 
24950 REDLANDS BLVD SUI-
ITE D LOMA LINDA, CA 92354 
The business is conduct-
ed by: A CORPORATION  
The registrant commenced to 
transact business under the ficti-
tious business name or names 
listed above on: 10/07/2020 
By signing, I declare that all infor-
mation in this statement is true and 
correct. A registrant who declares 
as true information which he or she 
knows to be false is guilty of a crime 
(B&P Code 179130. I am also aware 
that all information on this statement 
becomes Public Record upon filing. 
s/ NAJED SAKER, PRESIDENT                                                                                                                                        
                                     State-
ment filed with the County Clerk 

of San Bernardino on: 12/16/2020 
I hereby certify that this copy is a 
correct copy of the original state-
ment on file in my office San Ber-
nardino County Clerk By:/Deputy 
Notice-This fictitious name state-
ment expires five years from the date 
it was filed in the office of the county 
clerk. A new fictitious business name 
statement must be filed before that 
time. The filing of this statement 
does not of itself authorize the use 
in this state of a fictitious business 
name in violation of the rights of 
another under federal, state, or com-
mon law (see Section 14400 et seq., 
Business and Professions Code). 
Published in the San Bernardi-
no County Sentinel 01/01/2021, 
01/08/2021, 01/15/2021, 01/22/2021          
CNBB52202007MT 

that total had grown to 
$17 million, and during 
the course of that hear-
ing, Crossner seemed 
to indicate Bridge was 
amenable to increasing 
that to $18 million. The 
documentation associat-
ed with the city council’s 
approval of the project, 
nevertheless, quantified 
the total development 
fees Bridge Develop-
ment had committed to 
as being $17 million.

During the backroom 
negotiations that were 
taking place between the 
representatives of Bridge 
Development Partners 
and Upland Community 
First after the filing of 
the petition for a writ of 
mandate, the amount of 
money Bridge Develop-
ment Partners reportedly 
indicated it would be 
willing to come across 
with similarly escalated 
over time. Information 
contained in notes and 
emails obtained by the 
Sentinel show that in 
September 2020, Bridge 
was willing to sustain 
the cost of performing 
a second environmental 
assessment of the proj-
ect, but only with the 
proviso that the evalua-
tion in no way interfere 
with the project as pre-
viously approved being 
allowed to proceed. In 
addition, at that point, 
Bridge was willing to 
defray up to $2 million 
worth of mitigation of 
any concerns brought to 
light by the secondary 
examination of envi-
ronmental issues which 
were not highlighted in 
the mitigated negative 
declaration ratified by 
the city council on April 
1, 2020.

Also contained in the 
offer, which was made 

not in writing but con-
veyed to Upland Com-
munity First through 
then-City Councilman 
and now-Mayor Bill 
Velto, was an offer to 
provide Upland Com-
munity First with a $3 
million endowment, 
which the group would 
be free, in Velto’s words, 
to “spend directly as you 
see fit in the communi-
ty.” Velto added that he 
had sought to piggyback 
on Upland Community 
First’s efforts by seeking 
to have Bridge Develop-
ment Partners provide 
“$5 million more for the 
city,” consisting, he said, 
of “$2 million for the po-
lice budget, $1 million 
for the Police Foundation 
and $2 million towards 
[the] unfunded Califor-
nia Public Employees 
Retirement System” 
pension debt. Condition-
al upon these terms was 
that Upland Community 
First dismiss the suit in 
its entirety and allow the 
project to move ahead 
immediately.

Virtually all of the 
members of Upland 
Community First were 
taken aback by the offer 
made by Bridge Devel-
opment Partners through 
Velto, in that they had 
collectively undertaken 
the petition for a writ of 
mandate to force the city 
to subject the project to a 
comprehensive and inde-
pendent environmental 
review, consisting of an 
unbiased, forthright and 
professionally credible 
environmental impact 
report. Bridge Devel-
opment Partners’ offer 
through Velto was made 
conditional upon the 
project being approved 
no matter what the find-
ings of the environmen-

tal assessment turned out 
to be, and that the miti-
gation measures were 
to cost no more than $2 
million. That conveyed 
to the members of Up-
land Community First 
that Bridge Development 
Partners had missed the 
entire implication of Up-
land Community First’s 
action and misunder-
stood the group’s moti-
vation. Moreover, many 
considered the $3 million 
offer to the group itself 
to border on a bribe of-
fer, or to otherwise be an 
insult to their integrity. 
Taken together with the 
manner in which Bridge 
Development Partners 
had provided donations 
to Victory Community 
Church in an apparent 
exchange for endorse-
ments of the project by 
that church’s members, 
the consideration that 
the city’s senior land 
use professionals such 
as Dalquest and Poland 
had steamrolled over 
the requests of city resi-
dents that a full-blown 
environmental impact 
report be completed for 
the project, Felix’s de-
parture from the coun-
cil less than two months 
after he cast his vote in 
support of the Bridge 
Point project, Stone’s 
sacking of Novokov and 
Walker after they voted 
as planning commis-
sioners against allowing 
the project to proceed 
and her rescission of her 
appointment of Sarathy 
to the planning commis-
sion upon learning of 
Sarathy’s outspokenness 
against the project, and 
Velto’s advocacy of the 
project in the face of the 
growing opposition to 
it, Bridge Development 
Partners’ overture with 
regard to the $3 million 
payment to Upland Com-
munity First led a hand-
ful of well-informed Up-
landers to conclude that 
some level of graft took 

place to facilitate the 
passage of the project. 
A virtual who’s who of 
those at City Hall fell un-
der a cloud of suspicion 
in this way. Then-Mayor 
Debbie Stone, former 
Councilman Ricky Fe-
lix,  Velto, Councilman 
Rudy Zuniga, Planning 
Commissioner Robin 
Aspinall, Planning Com-
missioner Carolyn An-
derson, Planning Com-
missioner Gary Schwary 
and former Planning 
Commissioner Lindon 
Brouse, all of whom had 
cast votes either giving 
the project approval or 
recommending that it be 
looked at favorably, were 
suspected to have been 
improperly influenced 
in one fashion or another 
by Bridge Development 
Partners. Upland City 
Manager Rosemary Ho-
erning, Upland Commu-
nity Development Direc-
tor Robert Dalquest and 
Upland Contract Plan-
ner Mike Poland, all of 
whom were instrumental 
in ushering the Bridge 
Point project toward ap-
proval and had militated 
to some degree on behalf 
of Bridge Development 
Partners to prevent a 
full-blown environmen-
tal impact report on the 
project from being car-
ried out, were similarly 
regarded as suspect by 
a cross section of Up-
land residents who were 
skeptical as to whether 
the project’s positive at-
tributes outweighed the 
burden it would place 
upon the city, its infra-
structure and its resi-
dents.

As Upland Commu-
nity First resisted the 
efforts by Bridge Devel-
opment Partners to pres-
sure them into settling 
with the city with regard 
to the petition for a writ 
of mandate short of a tri-
al, Bridge Development 
Partners and Velto, who 
defeated Stone in Up-

land’s mayoral race on 
November 3, intensified 
their efforts to dissuade 
Upland Community 
First from pressing the 
litigation against the city 
relating to the Amazon 
distribution center to tri-
al. On December 7, 2020, 
Velto, just prior to being 
installed as mayor and 
at that point having ap-
parently been entrusted 
by Bridge Development 
Partners with serving 
as that company’s repre-
sentative in the quiet but 
intense negotiations with 
Upland Community First 
in an effort to convince 
the nonprofit to drop its 
legal action against the 
city that was preventing 
the project from pro-
ceeding, tendered an of-
fer that would boost the 
$17 million in develop-
ment fees contained in 
the documents accepted 
by the city council in 
April 2020 to $30 mil-
lion, that figure consist-
ing of development fees 
and infrastructure im-
pact/damage offset fees 
along with payments-in-
lieu-of-sales-tax.

“I am certain,” Velto 
told Upland Community 
First, “the City of Upland 
could benefit by a possi-
ble additional 10 million 
dollars from the Bridges 
(sic) Development for 
their project, and a total 
of approximately 30 mil-
lion dollars to the city.”

Along with the ad-
ditional money, accord-
ing to Velto, Bridge 
Development Partners 
would be willing to re-
visit the environmental 
issues pertaining to the 
project, though he shied 
away from providing a 
guarantee that Bridge 
Development Partners 
would commit to the 
comprehensive environ-
mental impact report 
Upland Community 
First had made the cen-
terpoint of its litigation 
against Bridge Develop-

ment Partners. In vari-
ous exchanges, emails 
and texts, some of which 
have been obtained by 
the Sentinel, Velto spoke 
of an “EIR” [environ-
mental impact report], 
but looking at the context 
of his offers on behalf 
of Bridge Development 
Partners, his references 
are not to an independent 
environmental impact 
report undertaken anew, 
but rather working with 
the data generated previ-
ously to form the basis 
of the mitigated negative 
declaration approved by 
the city council on April 
1, 2020. At one point, 
nonetheless, Velto did 
indicate that the envi-
ronmental evaluation in 
question could be car-
ried out by a firm of Up-
land Community First’s 
choosing.

“It was suggested and 
tentatively offered by 
Bridges [sic] Develop-
ment that they pay the 
cost for Upland Com-
munity First to take the 
MND [mitigated nega-
tive declaration] to an 
EIR [environmental im-
pact report] company of 
your choice for review,” 
Velto texted members of 
Upland Community First 
on December 7, 2020. “If 
that company finds items 
that need to be mitigat-
ed, Bridges [sic] Devel-
opment will make con-
siderations to mitigate 
those items found by that 
EIR company.”

In his negotiations 
with Upland Communi-
ty First, Velto listed out 
other options, which in 
some fashion appeared 
to be an effort to pro-
vide himself and Bridge 
Development Partners 
with negotiating lever-
age. One of those in-
cluded “Bridges [sic] 
abandons the project in 
its entirety,” in which 
case, he said, “the city 
gets NOTHING [Velto’s 
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capitalization].”
One other option Velto 

outlined, which included 
the concession of under-
taking a comprehensive 
environmental impact 
report, came at the price 
of allowing Bridge De-
velopment Partners and, 
by extension, Amazon 
as the eventual tenant, to 
expand the single ware-
house facility to the orig-
inally proposed 977,000 
square feet. That option 
Velto indicated, would 
involve the project en-
larging to a distribution 
center involving three 
buildings, almost five 
times the size of what 
was given approval by 
the city council on April 
1, 2020, and reducing 
the $17 million in devel-
oper fees, infrastructure 
impact fees and fees-in-
lieu-of-property tax to $3 
million. In that scenario, 
Velto said “Bridges [sic] 
Development does an 
EIR, mitigates all items 
identified by the EIR. 
Bridges [sic] Develop-
ment now has the EIR 
that will allow for the 
‘original 3 warehouses’ 
that was presented to the 
planning commission 
that were approximately 
1 million square feet in 
size. Bridges [sic] De-
velopment only pays the 
city the ‘impact fees’ of 
approximately 3 million 
dollars, does not contrib-
ute the additional 17 mil-
lion, plus additional 10 
million suggested.”

Velto cautioned Up-
land Community First 
that it should not walk 
away from the deal that 
Bridge Development 
Partners was offering. 
“If Upland Commu-
nity First loses in court, 
Bridges [sic] Develop-
ment builds the project, 
and Upland loses 10 mil-
lion in additional ben-
efits from Bridges [sic] 
Development. This addi-
tional 10 million would 
be used to meet the 
needs for services and 
projects made as sug-
gestions to Bridges [sic] 
Development, that have 
been previously present-
ed. These suggestions 

included the salaries for 
2 additional police offi-
cers for 10 years, another 
1 million to the police of-
ficers foundation, the ad-
ditional completion for 
the south side of Foothill 
Boulevard from Benson 
Avenue to Central Av-
enue, and other improve-
ments throughout the 
city for over 5 million 
dollars.”

To nearly all of Up-
land Community First’s 
members, Velto’s appar-
ent willingness to have 
the city accept funding 
from Bridge Develop-
ment Partners without 
securing the full envi-
ronmental impact re-
port for the project that 
the group is requesting 
raised concerns that he 
and the rest of City Hall 
would surrender to the 
company and its corpo-
rate officials decision-
making authority with 
regard to a number of 
civic issues that were 
normally the purview 
of the city council. At 
least one member of Up-
land Community First, 
however, was willing to 
accept the concessions 
Bridge Development 
Partners was offering 
through Velto, the Senti-
nel has learned. His was 
the minority position 
within the group. 

Despite his effort to 
act as what was essen-
tially a go-between in 
Bridge Development 
Partners’ effort to per-
suade Upland Commu-
nity First to drop its law-
suit, Velto insisted that 
“for the record, I am not 
negotiating. I am mak-
ing suggestions to rem-
edy this so that the city 
benefits from a project at 
that location.”

That Velto had in-
volved himself in the 
negotiations pertaining 
to Bridge Development 
Partners was noteworthy 
in that the city as the re-
spondent and defendant 
in the lawsuit brought 
by Upland Community 
First was represented by 
Interim City Attorney 
Steven Flower and two 
of his colleagues with 

the law firm of Richards 
Watson and Gershon, 
Ginetta Giovinco and 
Marvin Bonilla. Bridge 
Development Partners, 
which was named as a 
respondent and real par-
ty in interest in the legal 
action, was represented 
by Amanda Monchamp 
of the law firm Mon-
champ Meldrum.

The use of Velto as a 
cutout in this fashion is 
of note, in that he, as a 
city councilman and now 
mayor, is technically a 
defendant in the action 
brought by Upland Com-
munity First and is rep-
resented by legal coun-
cil – in this case Flower, 
Giovinco and Bonilla 
as well as the law firm 
of Richards, Watson 
& Gershon. By having 
Velto proffer the poten-
tial settlement terms, 
Bridge Development 
Partners avoided putting 
anything in writing and 
preserved a degree of 
deniability which would 
allow the company to 
ascertain what the rough 
parameters of a settle-
ment between Upland 
Community First and 
the city would look like, 
positioning it in a stron-
ger position to engage in 
final stage negotiations 
with Upland Community 
First prior to any settle-
ment short of the mat-
ter being hashed out in 
court.

Ultimately, accord-
ing to information avail-
able to the Sentinel, after 
Velto was sworn in as 
mayor, a settlement was 
placed on the table that 
called for Bridge Devel-
opment Partners upping 
the $17 million in devel-
oper fees, infrastructure 
impact fees and fees-in-
lieu-of-property tax that 
Bridge Development 
Partners had committed 
to providing at the April 
1 meeting in which the 
project was given ap-
proval to $38 million and 
then $40 million to cover 
infrastructure and ser-
vice demands, refurbish 
the city’s roads damaged 
by Amazon vehicles and 
provide payments-in-
lieu-of-sales-tax from 
Amazon’s operations 
over the 50-year lease 
life of the building. In 
exchange, the expecta-
tion was that the demand 
for the insisted-upon en-
vironmental impact re-

port would be set aside 
in return for a far less 
rigid “environmental 
analysis” and an under-
standing that the ware-
house operation would 
be allowed to expand, 
at the discretion of the 
occupant, presumably 
Amazon, to the original 
three-structure, 977,000 
square-foot complex 
previewed to the city in 
June 2019.

While it appears that 
Bridge Development 
Partners is still inter-
ested in pursuing that 
proposal, Upland Com-
munity First is not in-
clined toward accepting 
anything other than a 
requirement that a full-
blown environmental 
impact report be carried 
out before the project is 
given clearance to pro-
ceed. The apparent belief 
of most of the members 
of Upland Community 
First is that a compe-
tently carried-out envi-
ronmental impact report 
will delineate issues that 
were glossed over during 
the remotely-held April 
1, 2020 city council 
meeting, and will force 
out into the open that 
there are unmitigatable 
elements of the project, 
which would then re-
quire a special finding 
of overriding consider-
ations by the city council 
in order for the project 
to proceed. This would 
give the city council, if 
it has the will to avail 
itself of it, the leverage 
to demand and/or nego-
tiate offsets from Bridge 
Development Partners in 
order for the project to 
proceed, Upland Com-
munity First members 
calculate. Moreover, era-
sure of the April 1, 2020 
approval of the project 
and reconsideration of 
the project would extend 
the opportunity for there 
to be an explicit identifi-
cation of Amazon as the 
intended occupant of the 
warehouse. This would, 
potentially, at least some 
of the members of Up-
land Community First 
believe, provide an op-
portunity for the city 
during a renewed con-
sideration of the project, 
to extract from Amazon/
Bridge Development 
Partners far more sub-
stantial payments-in-
lieu-of-sales-tax than 
was ratified by the city 

council on April 1, 2020.
Inherent in the con-

troversy over the Bridge 
Point Project are two 
potentially explosive is-
sues.

One of those consists 
of the inclusion in the 
plan approved on April 
1, 2020 a total of 1,486 
parking spaces for de-
livery vans and cars, 
which does not include 
the space earmarked for 
semi-trucks. By mul-
tiple analyses, the 1,486 
parking spaces is sub-
stantially excessive for 
a 201,096-square foot 
warehouse building that 
is to serve as a distribu-
tion center, even allow-
ing for employee park-
ing as well as all order 
of delivery vehicles that 
would typically be in-
volved in a building of 
that size.

Two possible ratio-
nales for having that 
number of parking spaces 
at the distribution facil-
ity have been speculated 
upon. One is that Bridge 
Development Partners/
Amazon has every in-
tention of enlarging the 
201,096-square foot fa-
cility to three buildings 
totaling 977,000 square 
feet.

Another widely-re-
peated report, which the 
Sentinel was unable to 
verify, was that Bridge 
Development wanted to 
pave the property be-
cause the site is contami-
nated by aviation fuel 
that has accumulated 
beneath ground level on 
the property, which is 
proximate to Cable Air-
port. Imposing a layer of 
asphalt or concrete over 
the lion’s share of the 50-
acre site would render 
it difficult to ascertain 
the level of contamina-
tion on the property. It 
has been suggested that 
Bridge Development 
Partners and Amazon 
want to head off the pos-
sibility that one or both 
will be hit with a man-
date to do an extensive 
contamination cleanup 
of the property and the 
aquifer beneath it.

Even more discon-
certing are recurrent re-
ports or circumstances 
suggesting that some-
thing untoward occurred 
in the set of events lead-
ing up to and includ-
ing the approval of the 
project last April. Many 

residents found it trou-
bling that the Upland 
Planning Commission 
originally recommend-
ed against allowing the 
project to proceed, and 
then abruptly reversed 
course, voting to change 
its crucial findings to 
call for the project to 
be approved by the city 
council. Thereafter, 
with a bevy of Upland 
residents calling for a 
comprehensive environ-
mental impact report to 
be completed before the 
project was considered 
let alone approved, and 
equally intense citizen 
advocacy for holding 
off on the public hearing 
process until a forum in 
which the public could 
actively appear and par-
ticipate in person before 
the city council, city of-
ficials’ resolve to carry 
out the public forum for 
the project’s preview and 
consideration in a virtual 
format in which the pub-
lic had no opportunity to 
present visual, informa-
tional or media materi-
als or documentation, 
coupled with Bridge De-
velopment Partners’ pro-
vision of inducements 
to the Victory Com-
munity Church and Up-
land Chamber of Com-
merce to encourage their 
members to endorse the 
project, engendered sus-
picion that the company 
bribed Upland city of-
ficials to obtain project 
approval.

Now, in the face of Up-
land Community First’s 
challenge of the project 
approval without a full 
environmental impact 
report, word that Bridge 
Development Partners 
is willing to more than 
double the development 
and infrastructure im-
pact/damage offset fees 
and payments-in-lieu-
of-sales-tax over what 
the company previously 
committed to, there is a 
burgeoning belief within 
the community that Up-
land city officials were 
improperly influenced to 
give the project approv-
al. Given that city offi-
cials were earlier willing 
to limit the development 
fees and impact offsets 
that Bridge Development 
Partners was to pay to 
$17 million and the com-
pany is now amenable to 
providing the city with 
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of Rancho Cucamonga 
voters, including those 
who had been active as 
part of the Stop CVWD 
Election Abuse group 
in 2016, when they had 
importuned both the dis-
trict’s directors, the dis-
trict’s legal counsel, the 
county board of super-
visors, and the registrar 
of voters not to institute 
the switch to the odd-
numbered year elec-
tions at that time, only 
to be met by what they 
considered to be an ar-
rogant defiance of their 
wishes, together with 
pronouncements that the 
election changeover was 
not only well-advised 
but warranted and legal. 
Particularly galling was 
that the district and its 
ratepayers were paying 
Ferre, who at that point 
had more than 25 years 
experience representing 
public clients on a vari-
ety of public law matters, 
and the firm for which 
he works, Best Best & 
Krieger, top dollar for le-
gal advice. Ferre, whose 
assignment is to monitor 
all of the district’s ac-
tivity and its governing 
board’s actions for legal 
compliance, signed off 
on the election change 
in 2015, and in 2016 
told the San Bernardino 
County Board of Super-
visors that it had no le-
gal grounds to block the 
election year shift for the 
district.

In 2017, claiming that 
he had not been aware of 
Senate Bill 415’s passage 
when he advised the Cu-
camonga Valley Water 
District Board of Direc-
tors in 2015 that they 
could proceed with mov-
ing the district’s elec-
tion to odd-numbered 
years, Ferre insisted that 
a reversal of the action 
taken two years before 
was necessary because 
Senate Bill 415 left the 
district no choice but to 
switch its elections back 
to even-numbered years.

Among those crying 
foul was Mark Gibboney, 
a retired police officer 
and a 36-year resident of 
Rancho Cucamonga.

In 2016, Gibboney as-
serted that the Cucamon-

ga Valley Water District 
resolution changing the 
district elections back 
to odd-numbered years 
adopted on October 27, 
2015 was sprung on 
the community with no 
warning. Gibboney cited 
“erroneous statements of 
fact” made in presenting 
the resolution. “The staff 
report for that resolu-
tion indicated a recom-
mendation was ‘Based 
on direction provided by 
the board.’ Minutes of 
previous meetings do not 
indicate any ‘direction’ 
given by the board on 
this subject,” Gibboney 
said.

Gibboney said the im-
petus for the board’s ac-
tion was the overwhelm-
ing resident disapproval 
of Measure A and Cu-
ratalo’s, Cetina’s and 
Reed’s recognition that 
they were very likely to 
bear the hostility the vot-
ers had for their support 
of the taxing scheme at 
the next election. Cu-
ratalo, Cetina and Reed, 
along with Gonzalez 
and Tiegs, had involved 
themselves in “political 
shenanigans” aimed at 
benefiting themselves at 
the expense of their con-
stituents, Gibboney said. 
The board members be-
lieved most of Rancho 
Cucamonga’s voters 
would forget about the 
underhanded action they 
had engaged in “with the 
passage of time,” Gib-
boney said. The board 
had tilted the electoral 
playing field to its ad-
vantage in 2015 with the 
change in the election 
cycle as well, Gibboney 
said, because “lower vot-
er turnout favors incum-
bents.”

After the San Ber-
nardino County Board 
of Supervisors was pre-
sented with the request 
by the Cucamonga Val-
ley Water District to 
shift its elections back 
to even-numbered years, 
that panel took up the 
matter at its March 20, 
2018 meeting. At that 
meeting, Gibboney, in 
reaction to Ferre’s in-
sistence that the board 
of supervisors had to 
go along with the water 

board members’ move 
to confer on themselves 
what would in essence be 
two extra years in office 
as “so much new hog-
wash.” Gibboney noted 
that the water district’s 
officials were backtrack-
ing and changing their 
story from what they had 
maintained previously in 
2015 and 2016 when they 
had asked for the election 
year shift. Gibboney, 
who indicated his sup-
port for holding the dis-
trict’s elections in even-
numbered years, pointed 
out that the district and 
its directors had deviated 
from the best practice by 
requesting the change to 
odd-numbered year elec-
tions over the objections 
he and other residents of 
the district had made. 
Those forthrightly rais-
ing those objections, 
Gibboney said, had been 
bulldozed over by the 
district’s board members 
and Ferre. He suggested 
that the district’s request 
for a shift back to even-
numbered year elections 
be granted, but with the 
modification that Gon-
zales and Tiegs, who at 
that point had last been 
elected in 2014, have 
their original terms set 
back to what they origi-
nally were, terminating 
in 2018 rather than in 
2020, and that Curatalo, 
Reed and Cetina, who 
were reelected in 2017 
after they were given a 
one-year term extension 
on the four-year term 
they had previously been 
elected to in 2012, have 
their then-ongoing term 
terminate in 2020. The 
board of supervisors, 
Gibboney asserted, had 
the authority to do just 
that under California 
Elections Code Section 
10404, which states that 
a board of supervisors 
has the discretion to ap-
prove a resolution for a 
special district election 
within its jurisdiction 
being conducted on the 
dates specified by the 
board of supervisors. In 
this way, Gibboney said, 
directors Reed and Cu-
ratalo would have served 
their three latest terms 
lasting a total of 13 years, 
only one year more than 
a four-year average in-
stead of the 15-year total 
or five year average they 
were requesting. Direc-
tor Cetina would in that 

way serve two terms last-
ing a total of eight years, 
exactly what he was en-
titled to when he was 
elected, Gibboney said, 
and directors Gonzales 
and Tiegs would serve 
what was then their cur-
rent term for four years, 
not the six years they 
were seeking with the 
election year shift they 
were requesting.

Ferre insisted that 
the law required that an 
elected official’s term 
could only be lengthened 
and not shortened. Under 
questioning by Supervi-
sor Janice Rutherford, 
whose Second Supervi-
sorial District encom-
passes the jurisdiction 
of the Cucamonga Val-
ley Water District, Ferre, 
who in 2016 had asserted 
that the board of supervi-
sors did not have the dis-
cretion to deny the water 
district’s request to shift 
its election cycle, sought 
to blame the county and 
the board of supervisors 
for having gone along 
with the district’s return 
to odd-numbered year 
elections.

“The request to 
change to odd-numbered 
years was worked in 
concert with county staff 
at the time, so it was not 
just us, it was county 
staff at the time, also, 
that came forward and 
said this is something 
that was going to be 
changed,” Ferre said.

This offended Ruth-
erford, who asked Ferre 
how it was that the dis-
trict had requested, 
through a resolution 
passed in October 2015, 
a change to odd-num-
bered year elections 
when a state law signed 
by the governor on Sep-
tember 1, 2015 called for 
the elimination of odd-
numbered year elections.

“How did this request 
come to the board in 
2016 without recognition 
of SB 415 at that time?” 
she asked. “How could 
the district have been 
unaware of the law?”

Paralyzed like a deer 
in highbeam headlights, 
the best Ferre could do 
was prevaricate. “We 
were unaware… We 
were, uh, uh… We were 
aware of it, but…” he 
said, his voice trailing 
off. He did not finish the 
sentence.

Rutherford said, “If 

this was the district’s 
decision, then you’ve got 
to own it fully. You can’t 
say county staff helped 
you accomplish that…”

Ferre interrupted 
Rutherford, “We did,” 
he claimed. “SB 415 
required that we go 
through the analysis and 
make that decision on 
January 1, 2018. We did 
so. And that’s why we’re 
here today.”

Ferre nevertheless 
seemed unwilling to ac-
knowledge that the dis-
trict’s disregard for Sen-
ate Bill 415 in 2015 and 
2016 conferred an extra 
year in office on all of 
the district’s elected of-
ficeholders and that the 
action the water district 
was requesting at that 
point would confer on its 
board members another 
year in office that they 
did not earn at the polls. 
He insisted that the su-
pervisors had no choice 
but to go along with the 
water district’s plan to 
return its election cycle 
back to even-numbered 
years just two years af-
ter it had demanded that 
the board of supervisors 
ratify moving the district 
to odd-year elections, 
thereby politically bene-
fiting the water district’s 
elected leadership twice 
for what he insisted was 
a simple mistake rather 
than a deliberate ploy to 
confound the democratic 
process.

“The item before you 
is simply to approve it, 
and you can only disap-
prove it if it won’t fit on 
the ballot,” Ferre said. 
“That’s good news for 
you, ’cause it’s really not 
in your discretion.” Ferre 
said any “blowback” 
from the change would 
be borne by the water 
district board members 
and not the county board 
of supervisors.

Michael Scarpello, 
who at that time was San 
Bernardino County’s 
registrar of voters and 
chief election officer, of-
fered an overview of the 
issue.

“On October 25, 2005, 
the board of directors of 
the Cucamonga Valley 
Water District adopted 
a resolution to move its 
elections to even years 
and the San Bernardino 
County Board of Su-
pervisors approved the 
resolution,” Scarpello 

said. “On October 27, 
2015, the board of di-
rectors of the district 
adopted a resolution to 
repeal its move to the 
even-year election cycle 
and this board approved 
the request on February 
9, 2016. The result of the 
district’s move back to 
the odd-numbered year 
election cycle was that 
the terms of office for 
three directors whose 
terms were scheduled to 
end in 2016 were extend-
ed by one year to 2017. 
In addition, the terms of 
office for two directors 
whose terms were sched-
uled to end in 2018 were 
also extended by one 
year to 2019. California 
Elections Code section 
10404(i) recognizes that 
this term extension will 
occur.”

Scarpello continued, 
“On December 20, 2017, 
the district’s board of di-
rectors adopted a third 
resolution. This reso-
lution requested, for a 
second time, that the 
district’s elections move 
to even-numbered years, 
commencing with the 
November 2020 Presi-
dential General Elec-
tion. The district states 
it is making this request 
in order to comply with 
Senate Bill 415, which 
was enacted by the leg-
islature in 2015 and re-
quires that districts with 
low voter turnout in 
odd-year elections pres-
ent a plan to move their 
elections to even-year 
elections no later than 
November 2022. The 
district’s request to move 
the election is being pre-
sented to you today for 
your consideration. The 
effect of approving this 
resolution is that three 
of the directors who ap-
peared on the ballot and 
were reelected in 2017 
and are scheduled to 
serve a term ending in 
2021 will now have their 
term extended by one 
year and their term will 
now end in 2022. Two of 
the directors who were 
last elected in 2014 and 
are currently scheduled 
to end their terms in 2019 
will have their terms ex-
tended an additional year 
and their terms will now 
end in 2020, the result 
being that these two di-
rectors will end up serv-
ing a six year term.”

Former County Registrar Of Voters 
Said Cucamonga Water District Board 
“Gamed The System” In Finagling Add-
ing Years On To Their Terms In Office 
from page 5

Continued on Page 14
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$38 million to $40 mil-
lion, the impression is 
that city officials sold 
the city and its residents 
short by some $21 mil-
lion to $23 million.

The Sentinel asked 
Bridge Development 
Partners Executive Vice 
President Brendan Kot-
ler if his company of-
fered or provided any 
inducements to Upland’s 
municipal staff mem-
bers, its elected officials 
or its appointed officials 
to obtain the approval 
given to the Bridge Point 
Project or if his company 
utilized a cutout or sur-
rogate to offer or provide 
any inducements to Up-
land’s municipal staff 
members, its elected of-
ficials or its appointed 
officials to achieve that 
goal.

The Sentinel further 
inquired as to whether 
Kotler’s company or 
any entity working on 
its behalf had made any 
promises to Upland’s 
municipal staff mem-
bers, its elected officials 
or its appointed officials 
to obtain the approval 
given to the Bridge Point 
Project.

The Sentinel asked 
Kotler if his company 
or anyone acting on its 
behalf arranged pay-
ments to former Mayor 
Debbie Stone, former 
Councilman Ricky Fe-
lix, former Councilman/
current Mayor Bill Velto, 
Councilman Rudy Zuni-
ga, Planning Commis-
sioner Robin Aspinall, 
Planning Commission-
er Carolyn Anderson, 
Planning Commissioner 
Gary Schwary, former 
Planning Commissioner 
Lindon Brouse, Upland 
City Manager Rosemary 

Hoerning, Upland Com-
munity Development Di-
rector Robert Dalquest, 
Upland Contract Planner 
Mike Poland or Upland 
Associate Planner Josh-
ua Winter. The Sentinel 
also inquired of Kotler 
as to whether Bridge De-
velopment Partners had 
made any offer of future 
employment to Dalquest, 
Poland or Winter and 
whether he would be 
willing to rule out any 
possibility that Bridge 
Development Partners 

in-depth response to the 
Sentinel’s inquiry.

“The assertions im-
bedded in the questions 
you are asking are en-
tirely false,” Crossner 
said. “They have no mer-
it or basis in fact. Bridge 
and the City of Upland 
followed the public pro-
cess in accordance with 
all laws. At no time has 
Bridge, or any represen-
tative of Bridge or any-
one affiliated in any way 
with Bridge, engaged in 
any of the activities ref-
erenced in your ques-
tions. Nor have you pre-
sented any evidence to 
substantiate any claims 
to the contrary.”

Crossner said, “We 
are extremely proud of 
the Bridge Point Up-
land project. It will be 
a new state-of-the-art 
warehouse project on an 
abandoned 50-acre site 
that has been an eyesore 
at an important gateway 
to the City of Upland for 
nearly a century. The 
project will beautify 
the site with 11 acres of 
landscaping and 1,000 
new trees, create new 
jobs, and construct one 
of the most sustainable 
warehouse facilities in 
Southern California.”

A full environmen-
tal impact report for the 
project was not neces-
sary, Crossner main-
tained, since the envi-
ronmental assessment of 
the project undertaken 
for the purpose of pro-
viding the city council 
with the basis for its mit-
igated negative declara-
tion was adequate both 
technically and legally.

“After careful con-
sideration, the City of 
Upland, city attorney’s 
office, and multiple in-
dependent peer review-
ers determined that the 
mitigated negative dec-
laration was thorough 
and fully analyzed the 
project consistent with 
the California Environ-
mental Quality Act,” 
Crossner said. “Mitigat-
ed negative declarations 
are the most prevalent 
type of California Envi-
ronmental Quality Act 
document used through-
out the state.”

The project is not 
onerous, despite the 
claims of its critics, 
Crossner said, and it was 
dealt with responsibly by 
Upland officials, she as-

serted. “The city coun-
cil’s approval of the proj-
ect was far from a rubber 
stamp; rather, Bridge’s 
dialogue with the com-
munity and city officials 
resulted in major project 
changes over two years,” 
she said. “For instance, 
the project was reduced 
in size by 75 percent, 
from three buildings to-
taling 1 million square 
feet to one building of 
201,096 square feet. 
The number of truck 
trips was also capped 
and reduced by 90 per-
cent from the original 
proposal, among many 
other project changes. 
Bridge has no intention 
to change the project ap-
proved by the city, and 
any modifications would 
require an entirely new 
public approval process. 
Importantly, as part of 
the project approvals, the 
city council requested 
and voted to adopt a de-
velopment agreement. 
The development agree-
ment is required by law 
to provide community 
benefits, and all public 
benefits included in the 
agreement were driven 
by requests from the city 
based on public com-
ment. The city council 
and city staff worked 
diligently and zealous-
ly on behalf of Upland 
community members at 
every step of the proj-
ect’s lengthy and trans-
parent public approval 
process. As a result of 
those efforts, the city 
obtained a community 
benefits package totaling 
$17 million. This will 
provide critical funding 
for the Upland Police 
Department, street im-
provements, youth initia-
tives and improvements 
to the Upland Public Li-

brary. The funding will 
also support the Upland 
Veterans Monument 
Project, honoring those 
who have served or are 
currently serving in the 
United States Military.”

Bridge Development 
Partners remains eva-
sive with regard to cer-
tain specifics about the 
project, including most 
notably clarifying if 
Amazon is indeed the 
intended eventual ten-
ant or leaseholder of the 
warehouse/distribution 
center Bridge Develop-
ment Partners is seeking 
to build. The 50-acre site 
in question is reportedly 
subject to a ground lease 
from the Bongiovani 

the city.
Indeed, Crossner 

seemed to indicate there 
was no accuracy to the 
report that her company 
was amenable to up-
ping the combination 
of development fees, 
infrastructure damage/
impact offset fees and 
fees-in-lieu-of-sales-tax 
from the $17 million 
referenced in the docu-
mentation considered by 
the city council when it 
ratified the development 
agreement and gave go-
ahead to the project on 
April 1 last year to the 
$38 million or $40 mil-
lion Velto reportedly as-
sured Upland Commu-
nity First the city would 
receive from Bridge De-
velopment Partners if the 
citizens group agreed to 
dispense with its litiga-
tion and settle the matter 
so the project could pro-
ceed.

“We cannot com-
ment on any confidential 
settlement discussions 
that may or may not be 
happening, because any 
such discussions would 
be confidential under the 
California Civil Code,” 
Crossner said. “We can 
comment that dollar fig-
ures referenced in your 
questions [$38 million to 
$40 million] are wholly 
inaccurate.”

Instead, Crossner in 
her statement indicated 
that the best the city 
could hope to get out of 
the project was the $17 
million the documen-
tation presented to the 
city council at the April 
1 meeting appeared to 
promise.

“The project guaran-
tees annual revenues for 
the City of Upland of 

Bridge Development Partners Corporate 
Officers Say Their Project Will Be Of 
Benefit To Upland & Insist Their Deal-
ings With City Officials Were All Above 
Board  from page 11

Continued on Page 16

nia Supreme Court, as-
serting that Governor 
Newsom’s order was un-
constitutional and eco-
nomically destructive.

On December 29, 
California Attorney 
General Xavier Becerra, 
representing Newsom, 
submitted a response to 
San Bernardino Coun-
ty’s filing with the Su-

preme Court, stating, 
“Amid an unprecedented 
surge in the COVID-19 
pandemic, petitioners 
ask this court to exercise 
its original jurisdiction 
to strike down public 
health orders seeking to 
contain that pandemic.”

Deaths and a bur-
geoning infection rate 
demonstrate the need 

for public safeguards, 
Becerra maintained, and 
he said Newsom was 
acting within the scope 
of his authority as gov-
ernor, and responsibly 
meeting his duty as the 
state’s highest elected of-
ficial.

“The challenged pub-
lic health orders are au-
thorized not only by the 
Emergency Services 
Act, but also by addi-
tional, unchallenged pro-
visions of the Health and 
Safety Code,” Becerra 
propounded.

-Mark Gutglueck

California Attorney General Says Gover-
nor Newsom Acted Responsibly & Within 
His Authority In Ordering Precautionary 
Business Closures   
from page 3

Piñon Hills Community 
Services District as part 
of a new consolidation 
proposal. 

Meanwhile, the com-
pany has made applica-
tions for extending its 
timeframe for drilling 
more wells, and com-
pany officials are hoping 

that with more wells in 
the company’s inven-
tory and support from 
the state, the Phelan Pi-
ñon Hills Community 
Services District will 
see the acquisition of the 
water company and its 
assets as worth pursuing.

-Mark Gutglueck 

Sheep Creek Water Company Yet Pur-
suing Merger With Phelan Piñon Hills 
Community Services District from page 3

Family Trust, such that 
Bridge Development 
Partners, or perhaps 
Amazon, is to carry 
an option to extend the 
ground lease another 50 
years.

Crossner did not ad-
dress the concerns of 
Upland Community 
First and other citizens 
that the cost of redress-
ing the wear and tear on 
the city’s streets from the 
transit of vehicles com-
ing into and leaving the 
distribution center alone 
will far exceed, over the 
50-year lease life of the 
project even before an 
option for a second 50-
year lease is actuated, 
the $17 million Bridge 
Development Partners 
has committed to paying 

will come to employ 
Dalquest, Poland and/or 
Winter in the future.

The Sentinel asked 
Kotler as well to explain 
how and why it is that at 
this point, in the after-
math of the legal action 
by Upland Community 
First, he and his com-
pany are willing to more 
than double the develop-
ment fees, infrastructure 
damage/impact offset 
fees and fees-in-lieu-of-
sales-tax that were of-
fered to the city at the 
time the project was ap-
proved in April 2020.

On January 1, Kotler 
told the Sentinel, “Any 
suggestion that we did 
anything wrong is base-
less.”

Thereafter, Bridge 
Development’s First 
Vice President for Devel-
opment, Heather Cross-
ner, provided a more 

Brendan Kotler

Heather Crossner
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Scarpello then indi-
cated that it appeared the 
five members of the Cu-
camonga Valley Water 
District board were gam-
ing the system to add 
years on to their elected 
terms without having to 
stand for election, but 
said the loophole in state 
election law presented 
them with the opportu-
nity to do just that.

At that point, Ruther-
ford sought to focus on 
the water district’s 2016 
move in defiance of Sen-
ate Bill 415.

“You mentioned legis-
lation, SB 415, that was 
passed in 2015,” Ruther-
ford said.

“That’s correct,” said 
Scarpello.

“So, the district’s 
request in 2016 to this 
board, at which time 
county counsel told us 
we had no discretion at 
that point, how does the 
district explain that they 
made a request that was 
out of compliance with 
already passed state 
law?” Rutherford asked.

“I don’t believe that 
they have explained that 
to me,” Scarpello re-
sponded.

Rutherford said, 
“We’re now faced with 
a situation where they 
are extending their own 
terms far beyond what 
I believe the legislature 
envisioned and far be-
yond what is the appetite 
of the community. This 
is not how democracy is 
supposed to work. You 
don’t get to just extend 
your term over and over 
again.”

When the board of 
supervisors sought to ex-
plore, as Gibboney had 
suggested, whether it 
could grant the water dis-
trict’s request to readopt 
even-year elections and 
adjust the terms to what 
they had been prior to the 
shift to odd-year elec-
tions that grew out of the 
district’s 2015 request 
ratified by the board in 
2016, County Counsel 
Michelle Blakemore told 
the board of supervisors 
that “This board does 
not have discretion” to 
shorten terms. Those 

opposed to granting the 
water district’s board 
members the term ex-
tensions, she said, could 
“take it to court. The six-
year term, if they want 
to challenge that, we re-
ally don’t know where a 
court would come out on 
that. The board has no 
authority to not approve 
the resolution.”

Supervisor Curt Hag-
man, while saying he felt 
that the board of super-
visors was essentially 
bound by the law in hav-
ing to support changing 
the district back to an 
even-year election cycle, 
suggested that the dis-
trict’s voters should use 
their power of recall to 
remove the board mem-
bers from office for the 
way in which they had 
manipulated the system 
to provide themselves 
with extended terms. 
Hagman then moved to 
ratify changing the Cu-
camonga Valley Water 
District’s election cycle 
back to even-numbered 
years beginning in 
2020. When no others 
seconded the motion, 
then-Supervisor Robert 
Lovingood, as the board 
chairman, seconded it. 
The vote was cast, and 
the motion failed, with 
Lovingood and Hagman 
supporting it and Ruth-
erford and then-supervi-
sors Josie Gonzales and 
James Ramos opposed.

Curatalo in 2016 ac-
knowledged to the Senti-
nel that he was the prime 
mover in bringing about 
the changeover to odd-
numbered year elections.

Curatalo admitted in 
2018 that the financial 
benefit the switch to 
odd-year balloting was 
predicated on did not 
materialize. “Some in-
formation has changed,” 
Curatalo said. “The costs 
projected are not what 
we thought they would 
be. There is not the cost 
savings we expected. 
Nevertheless, he insist-
ed, the board’s intention 
was honorable and not 
tainted with venal po-
litical calculations. “The 
members of the board 
are good, honest people,” 

he said. “Every decision 
we make is made on be-
half of the community. 
We try to make those de-
cisions just like the other 
members of the commu-
nity.” More important to 
him than the cost sav-
ings, he claimed, was the 
prospect of putting the 
water district elections 
into a stand-alone forum 
that would attract voters 
who were truly interest-
ed in what is going on in 
the water district and al-
low them to concentrate 
on the candidates for the 
board and the issues im-
pacting the district with-
out the “distraction” and 
clutter that normally oc-
curs on the ballot during 
even-numbered years. 
“If you have a stand 
alone election, then that 
is going to engage vot-
ers who really care about 
what is going on in our 
community and with the 
water board,” Curatalo 
said. “The chances are 
that voters who show 
up and participate in a 
board election held in an 
off-year are going to be 
well informed on the is-
sues.”

“We believed in that 
[returning to odd-year 
elections],” he said. “Ex-
cept for the cost, I still 
think it is a good idea. 
If doing it had shortened 
our terms for a year, we 
would have done it be-
cause it seemed at the 
time to be the right thing 
to do.”

In 2018, Curatalo ad-
mitted that in hindsight 
he recognized it was an 
error to move the election 
to odd-numbered years, 
and recognized that the 
voters had been and 
were to be shortchanged 
as a consequence of the 
rescheduling of the elec-
tions. Nevertheless, he 
suggested the root of 
the problem lay with ac-
tion taken in Sacramento 
rather than by local and 
county officials. He si-
multaneously insisted 
there was no venality in-
volved or self-serving on 
the part of the district’s 
board members, and that 
any political benefit they 
received was an inadver-
tency that was a function 
of state law rather than 
any calculation by them 
on their own behalf.

“When we did what 
we did originally, it was 
with the honest inten-
tion of migrating the dis-

trict’s elections from a 
crowded even-numbered 
year ballot to a less clut-
tered odd-numbered year 
ballot when there could 
be far greater focus by 
the voters on the issues 
impacting the district,” 
Curatalo said. “We hon-
estly thought that once 
the migration took place, 
there would be enough 
voter interest and turn-
out would be high, and 
that would justify what 
we did. We will never 
know now, after the state 
did what it did.”

Curatalo two-and-a-
half years ago described 
a series of actions by lo-
cal government authori-
ties and officials predi-
cated upon ignorance or 
incompetence.

“We didn’t know 
about that law [Senate 
Bill 415] at the time, de-
spite the fact that it was 
signed by the governor 
just before our agency 
filed with the registrar 
of voters to make that 
change,” he said. “No 
one in our agency knew 
about it. They [the reg-
istrar of voters’ office, 
which serves as the 
county’s election au-
thority] did not know 
anything about it. We 
wouldn’t have made the 
request if we knew about 
it [Senate Bill 415] and 
the board of supervisors 
wouldn’t have approved 
our application if they 
knew about it. I know 
there are politicians out 
there who are saying 
something different, and 
I know it is a hard thing 
to believe, but what I’m 
telling you is the truth. 
I’m the guy who brought 
this [the 2015-2016 re-
quest to change to odd-
numbered year elections] 
to the consideration of 
my agency. I heard about 
it somewhere in 2015, 
and I thought it sounded 
like a good idea, and that 
it would be good for the 
district. People said that 
we were doing it for our 
own purposes then. Now 
that we are changing it 
back, they are saying 
we are doing it again for 
selfish reasons. When I 
asked to change it, self-
ishness was the last thing 
on my agenda. I truly 
believed it was a better 
way to hold our elec-
tions. Do I wish it never 
happened? Yes. There is 
too much confusion now. 
We did what we did with 

good intentions.”
Curatalo insisted that 

giving himself and his 
colleagues two more 
years on the board for 
which they did not need 
to complete in the mar-
ketplace of democracy 
was “just a consequence 
of the change of the elec-
tion cycle. That was not 
an aim. It was never our 
intention to get an extra 
year.”

In 2019, the Cucamon-
ga Valley Water District 
changed from at-large 
elections to ward voting. 
In the district’s newly 
established Division 1, 
Kevin Kenley defeated 
Oscar Gonzalez, 990 
votes or 51.94 percent to 
916 votes or 48.06 per-
cent. In Division 2, Gib-
boney defeated Kathleen 
Tiegs. 1,352 votes or 
54.45 percent to 1,131 
votes or 45.55 percent.

Last year, the Cu-
camonga Valley Wa-
ter District renewed its 
request that the board 
of supervisors allow it 
to return to even-num-
bered year elections so 
that it could come into 
compliance with Sen-
ate Bill 415. This week, 
the board of supervisors 
considered that request 
and granted it, with the 
item relating to it being 
placed on the board’s 
consent calendar. No dis-
cussion of the item took 
place among the board 
of supervisors, which at 
this point has only two 
members – Rutherford 
and Hagman – who were 
board members in 2016, 
when the election switch 
to odd-numbered years 
was granted and in 2018, 
when the change back 
to even-numbered years 
was refused.

The board’s action 
this week granted all five 
current members of the 
water board – Curatalo, 
Reed, Cetina, Gibboney 
and Kenley – a one-year 
extension of their terms, 
the first three from 2021 
until 2022 and the other 
two from 2023 until 
2024.

Gibboney this week 
told the Sentinel, “I 
voted for our resolu-
tion to change our board 
elections back to even-
numbered years, which 
was just approved by 
the board of supervi-
sors, because state law, 
the California Voters 
Participation Rights Act, 

requires us to make that 
change and because it 
was the right thing to do. 
To leave our elections 
in odd years would be a 
waste of district finances 
and leave us in violation 
of State law. The change 
can be accomplished 
by either shortening or 
extending the terms of 
the board members. If 
you listen to the county 
counsel, which the board 
of supervisors obviously 
does, the only legal way 
to make the change is 
by extending terms. At 
present, the make-up of 
the water board is not 
the same as when the 
last change was made 
or when the last change 
was attempted. I had no 
preference for myself 
as to whether it should 
be by shortening or ex-
tending, but with one 
other new board member 
[Kenley], I see no moral 
or legal way to expect or 
even ask him to accept a 
shortened term in office 
for the actions of a previ-
ous board, a member of 
which he was elected to 
replace.”

Gibboney said, “The 
Cucamonga Valley Wa-
ter District board passed 
a resolution in 2005 to 
change the district’s 
elections to even-num-
bered years to save mon-
ey and increase voter 
participation, following 
a recommendation of the 
Little Hoover Commis-
sion. That recommenda-
tion eventually became 
law when the legislature 
passed Senate Bill 415 
requiring elected boards 
and councils with elec-
tions in odd-numbered 
years having extremely 
low voter turnouts to 
consolidate their elec-
tions with general elec-
tions in even-numbered 
years. After the governor 
signed Senate Bill 415, 
the Cucamonga Valley 
Water District board, of 
which I was not then a 
member, passed a reso-
lution to change their 
elections from even-
numbered years to odd 
years to increase voter 
participation and to save 
money. I did not have 
a hand in making that 
change. I went to ex-
traordinary measures 
to try and reverse that 
resolution and stop that 
change because I knew 

Cucamonga Water District’s Attorney’s 
Prevarications In 2018 Resulted In Board 
Of Supervisors Delaying For Almost 
Three Years Shifting The District’s Elec-
tion Cycle Back To Even-Numbered 
Years  from page 12

Continued on Page 16
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Water District 
Politicians Use 
Election Timing 
Ploy To Their Own 
Benefit  from page  
14

Anna’s Hummingbird
County Wildlife CornerThe visually striking 

Anna’s hummingbird 
is relatively common 
in Southern California. 
Five and six decades ago, 
this species was in large 
measure restricted to the 
chaparral of California 
and Baja California, but 
in the 1960s and 1970s, 
its range expanded north 
to Oregon, Washington, 
and British Columbia, 
and east to Arizona. 

This came about 
largely because of  the 
bird’s natural tendency 
for extensive postbreed-
ing dispersal coupled 
with the widespread 
planting of non-native 
species, such as eucalyp-
tus, as well as the use of 
bird feeders. At present, 
Anna’s hummingbirds 
have the northernmost 
year-round range of any 
hummingbird. 

Going back further, 
in the late 19th Century 
and early 20th Century, 
Anna’s hummingbirds 
bred only in northern 
Baja California and 
southern California. The 
transplanting of exotic 
ornamental plants in res-
idential areas throughout 
the Pacific Coast and 
inland deserts provided 
expanded nectar and 
nesting sites, allowing 
the species to expand its 
breeding range

Named after Anna 
Masséna, the Duchess 
of Rivoli, Anna’s hum-
mingbird is known by 
the scientific name Ca-
lypte anna. It is a medi-
um-sized bird species of 
the family trochilidae. 
An Anna’s hummingbird 
weighs about as much as 
a nickel, 0.15 ounce or 
roughly 4.5 grams.  An-
na’s hummingbird is 3.9 
to 4.3 inches long with a 
wingspan of 4.7 inches. 

These birds’ irides-
cent emerald feathers 
and sparkling rose-pink 
throats draw attention.  

Both genders have an 
iridescent bronze-green 
back, a pale grey chest 
and belly, and green 
flanks. The adult male 
has an iridescent crim-
son-red, magenta to a 
reddish-pink crown and 
gorget, which can look 
dull brown or gray with-
out direct sunlight and a 
dark, slightly forked tail. 
Females also have irides-
cent red gorgets, though 
they are usually smaller 
and less brilliant than 
the males’. Male Anna’s 

Adult Male Adult Female or 
Juvenile Male 

represent  the only North 
American hummingbird 
species with a red crown. 
Females and juvenile 
males have a dull green 

play to drive away rivals 
or intruders of other spe-
cies, as well as to catch 
the attention of his pro-
spective mate. He then 
makes a circular arc back 
to the point where he be-
gan. On sunny days the 
dives are oriented so that 
the sun is reflected from 
the iridescent throat and 
crown directly at the ob-
ject of the dive. 

Feeding on nectar 
from flowers and occa-
sionally tree sap using a 
long extendable tongue, 
they also consume small 
insects and other arthro-
pods caught in flight or 
gleaned from vegetation. 
In flight, they will eat 
flying insects, aiming 
for an insect in the air, 
then opening their beaks 
to capture the prey. On 
rare occasions, bees and 
wasps may become im-
paled on the bill of an 
Anna’s hummingbird, 
causing the bird to starve 
to death.

While collecting nec-
tar, they also assist in 
plant pollination.  

Anna’s humming-
birds can shake their 
bodies 55 times per sec-
ond to shed rain while in 
flight, or in dry weather, 
to remove pollen or dirt 
from feathers. Each twist 
lasts four-hundredths of 
a second and applies 34 
times the force of gravity 
on the bird’s head.

The Anna’s hum-
mingbird’s breeding 
grounds are open-wood-
ed or shrubby areas and 
mountain meadows.  The 
female raises the young 
without the assistance 
of the male. The female 

bird builds a nest in a 
shrub or tree, in vines, or 
attached to wires or other 
artificial substrates. The 
round, 1.5-to-2 inch di-
ameter nest is construct-
ed of plant fibers, downy 
feathers and animal hair; 
the exterior is camou-
flaged with chips of li-
chen, plant debris, and 
occasionally urban de-
tritus such as paint chips 
and cigarette paper. The 
nest materials are bound 
together with spider silk, 
which the Anna’s hum-
mingbird has a talent for 
finding.  They are known 
to nest as early as mid-
December and as late as 
June, depending on geo-
graphic location and cli-
matic conditions.

Anna’s humming-
birds normally have a 
body temperature of 
around 107 degrees 
Fahrenheit, a scorching 
temperature for a hu-
man. When outside tem-
peratures fall, Anna’s 
and many other species 
of hummingbirds enter 
torpor. Their breathing 
and heart rate slow, and 
their body temperature 
can fall as low as 48 de-
grees Fahrenheit. When 
the temperature warms, 
the hummingbirds can 
become active again in a 
few minutes.

Anna’s humming-
birds hybridize fairly 
frequently with other 
species, especially the 
congeneric Costa’s hum-
mingbird. These natural 
hybrids have been mis-
taken for new species. A 
bird, allegedly collected 
in Bolaños, Mexico, was 
described and named 

Selasphorus floresii, or 
Floresi’s hummingbird. 
Several more specimens 
were collected in Cali-
fornia over a long period, 

Alaska, Saskatchewan, 
New York, Florida, Lou-
isiana, and Newfound-
land.

During cold tempera-
tures, Anna’s humming-
birds gradually gain 
weight during the day as 
they convert sugar to fat. 
In addition, humming-
birds with inadequate 
stores of body fat or in-
sufficient plumage are 
able to survive periods 
of subfreezing weather 
by lowering their meta-
bolic rate and entering a 
state of torpor.

The population of 
Anna’s hummingbirds 
is an estimated 1.5 mil-
lion, which appears to 
be stable, and they are 
not considered an en-
dangered species. In the 
2017 Vancouver Official 
City Bird Election, An-
na’s hummingbird was 
named the official bird 
of the city of Vancouver, 
British Columbia, Cana-
da, where it resides year 
round through winter.

Hummingbirds are 
strictly a New World 
animal. They fascinated 
the first Europeans who 
arrived on the continent. 
Christopher Columbus 
wrote about them and 
many wondered if they 
were a cross between a 
bird and an insect, and 
were at  one point called 
“flybirds”.

A banding operation 
in Arizona documented 
that an Anna’s Hum-
mingbird was at least 
8 years, 2 months old, 
when it was recaptured 
and re-released. That is 
the oldest known bird of 
this species. 

From Wikipedia and 
the Cornell Lab’s web-
site: www.allaboutbirds.
org

crown, a grey throat 
with or without some red 
iridescence, a grey chest 
and belly, and a dark, 
rounded tail with white 
tips on the outer feathers.

The iridescent throat 
patch of male humming-
birds is called a gorget. 
The Anna’s gorget ex-
tends over its head, mak-
ing it more of a balaclava 
than a bib. Oddly, female 
Anna’s have a tiny red 
gorget—females of most 
species have none.

The bill of an Anna’s 
Hummingbird is long, 
straight, and slender. 

Hummingbirds have 
tiny legs and can neither 
hop nor walk, and will 
scoot sideways while 
perched.

 The male’s call is 
scratchy and metallic, 
and it perches above 
head-level in trees and 
shrubs. 

Unlike most northern 
temperate humming-
birds, the male Anna’s 
hummingbird sings dur-
ing courtship. The song 
is thin and squeaky, in-
terspersed with buzzes 
and chirps, and is drawn 
to over 10 seconds in 
duration. During the 
breeding season, when 
a female flies into his 
territory, a male makes 
a remarkable courtship 
display, climbing to 
about 130 feet into the 
air and then swooping 
in a near vertical plum-
met to the ground over 
his territory, producing 
a burst of sound through 
his tail feathers as he ap-
proaches the bottom of 
the dive, at which point 
he will have reached 
an average speed of 89 
feet per second, trans-
lating to over 50 miles 
per hour, or roughly 385 
body lengths per second. 
Males use the dive dis-

and the species was con-
sidered extremely rare. 
The specimens were 
the hybrid offspring of 
an Anna’s humming-
bird and an Allen’s 
hummingbird. A single 
bird collected in Santa 
Barbara was described 
and named Trochilus 
violajugulum, or violet-
throated hummingbird. 
It was later determined 
to be a hybrid between 
an Anna’s humming-
bird and a black-chinned 
hummingbird.

During hovering 
flight, Anna’s hum-
mingbirds maintain high 
wingbeat frequencies 
accomplished by their 
large pectoral muscle. 
The pectoral muscles 
that power humming-
bird flight are composed 
exclusively of fast glyco-
lytic fibers that respond 
rapidly and are fatigue-
resistant.

Anna’s humming-
birds tend to be perma-
nent residents within 
their range, and are very 
territorial. However, 
birds have been spotted 
far outside their range in 
such places as southern 

it would see voter turn-
out plummet and elec-
tion costs increase con-
siderably. I made every 
effort I could to inform 
the public, through so-
cial media and contact-
ing newspapers, includ-
ing the Sentinel. I spoke 
with the general man-
ager of the Cucamonga 

Valley Water District to 
try and stop the change. 
I wrote letters to the 
board members and met 
with the president of the 
board. I spoke before 
the Cucamonga Valley 
Water District board on 
more than one occasion 
and outlined my op-
position to the change, 
emphasized how Senate 
Bill 415 would just re-
quire they change back 
again, and urged them 
to rescind their resolu-
tion and ask the San Ber-
nardino County Board 
of Supervisors to do the 

same before it took ef-
fect. I spoke in opposi-
tion to the change before 
the Local Agency For-
mation Commission for 
San Bernardino County 
and County Board of Su-
pervisors in 2016 to no 
avail.

“I have always been 
in favor of holding the 
board elections in even 
years,” Gibboney said in 
moving toward a conclu-
sion. “Elections consoli-
dated with the general 
elections in even-num-
bered years are less ex-
pensive for the district 

because when more of-
fices and measures are 
on the ballot, as they 
usually are during the 
general elections in even 
years, the election costs 
are shared by more agen-
cies and individuals. 
Also, voter turnout in 
odd-year elections is typ-
ically very low. I support 
increasing voter partici-
pation and that is easily 
accomplished by having 
our elections consolidat-
ed with the general elec-
tions in even-numbered 
years.”

-Mark Gutglueck
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Mayor Velto Now 
Unwilling To Pub-
licly Discuss Bridge 
Project   from page 
19

Hello everyone. I have 
been missing in action 
due to the pandemic. 
Unfortunately, I am not 
out and about much, 
which has kept me from 
exploring trends. Seems 

like lately we’re dress-
ing our minds, and to a 
certain that can be fun 
but nothing like getting 
out and seeing all the 
colors change with the 
weather, along with all 
the fun fashion trends 
people put together as 
they are out and about. 
It is my hope that soon 
we can all be out sharing 
our fashion get-ups as 
we get back to normalcy.

With that being said, 
we do have some sad 
news in the fashion in-
dustry regarding Pierre 
Cardin, who was born 

July 7, 1922, and died 
December 29, 2020. 
98 years old, “Oh what 
a lucky man he was!” 
Pierre learned to tailor 
and went on to work for 
Christian Dior before he 
ventured out on his own. 
When Cardin plunged 
into the heart of the busi-
ness, he first focused on 
men’s wear with an edge, 
creating styles labeled 
as “futuristic.” He de-
signed the Beatles suits 
in 1963. Moving forward 
with trendy Mod Chic 
designs, he became the 
rage of Swinging Lon-
don. His designs were 
amazing, futuristic, yet 
minimal. An entire mu-
seum could be dedicated 
to his post modrrn eye of 
fashion. When it came to 

Cardin pens. In his later 
years, Cardin showed 
his collections only to a 
selected few. There is a 
documentary out there 
called “House of Car-
din,” and several books, 
one being “Cardin’ 
by Jean-Pascal Hesse. 

there is so much to learn 
about him and his work. 
He had an eye for the fu-

the Space Age, he was the first man in the astro-
naut suit. Pierre designed NASA space suits. When 
it came to women’s fashion, he was known for the 
famous bubble dress. He went from couture to mass 
production and labeled his name even on Pierre 

Grace Bernal’s

California Style
Pierre Cardin

nearly $500,000 for the 
next 20 years,” Crossner 
said. “That’s critically 
important revenue at a 
time when the city is fac-
ing a substantial budget 
shortfall. Beyond the 
development agreement, 
we anticipate that the 
project itself will create 
more than 300 new jobs 
in Upland. This level of 
employment is signifi-
cant, especially at a time 
when so many residents 
have been laid off due to 
the economic downturn 
from COVID-19-related 
closures.”

Working from the 
premise that the ware-
house/distribution center 
will be a positive addi-

tion to Upland, Crossner 
painted Upland Commu-
nity First as a less-than-
significant number of 
wrongheaded residents 
working at cross-purpos-
es to the best interests of 
both themselves and the 
rest of Upland’s residents 
and the city itself.

“Dissatisfied with the 
city’s approval of the 
project, a few individu-
als are now litigating the 
project and, if success-
ful, they will deprive 
Upland’s residents of 
$17 million in commu-
nity contributions and 
hundreds of new jobs,” 
she said. “Money for 
Upland’s police, roads, 
parks and libraries will 
be lost.”

Bridge Development 
Partners has been unfair-
ly depicted as an entity 
that has corrupted city 
leaders and is attempt-
ing to exploit Upland for 

corporate gain, Cross-
ner said. The opposite is 
true, she said.

“Bridge has consis-
tently been upfront and 
transparent about its de-
sire to give back to the 
City of Upland and its 
residents as part of this 
project, and we are dis-
appointed that the desire 
to help improve Upland’s 
parks, roads, librar-
ies and schools is being 
twisted into a false nar-
rative.”

Despite the opposition 
of Upland Community 
First to the project and 
the obloquy Bridge De-
velopment Partners has 
been unjustifiably sub-
jected to, Crossner said 
the company is not giv-
ing up on the distribution 
center undertaking.

“We look forward to 
resolving the litigation 
and creating a project 
that will bring important 

benefits to the residents 
of Upland,” she said.

The Sentinel con-
tacted Velto, inquiring if 
at this point he believed 
it was a mistake for the 
city to not have insisted 
upon a full-blown envi-
ronmental impact report 
for the Bridge Point Proj-
ect. He was asked wheth-
er he or anyone at City 
Hall had quantified or 
projected the damage the 
trucks and vans emanat-
ing from and traveling to 
the Amazon warehouse 
will have on the city’s 
roads, and whether he 
considered the $17 mil-
lion Bridge Development 
Partners had consented 
to pay the city in April to 
be equal to the costs the 
city will accrue in terms 
of infrastructure dam-
age and the provision of 
services related to the 
project over the 50-year 
life of the lease on the fa-

cility. The Sentinel also 
asked Velto if he could 
confirm that Bridge 
Development Partners 
agreed, since the filling 
of the suit, to pay more 
money to the city than 
the $17 million agreed 
to in April and whether 
the company had put that 
in writing. Velto was 
asked if he knew what 
he now knows, would he 
have supported the proj-
ect approval in April. 
The Sentinel asked the 
mayor if he thought the 
50-acre site upon which 
the Bridge Point proj-
ect is to be constructed 
would more properly be 
utilized for a sales tax-
producing retail use. The 
Sentinel further inquired 
as to whether he thought 
Amazon should come to 
an agreement with the 
city to consign a half 
percent or full percent of 
the value of the merchan-

dise that moves through 
its Upland distribution 
center to the City of 
Upland to make up for 
Amazon’s no sales tax 
business model. Velto 
was also asked if he was 
at this point concerned 
about the propriety of his 
serving as a backchannel 
between Bridge Devel-
opment Partners and Up-
land Community First, 
given that the matter in-
volved ongoing litigation 
and the city was already 
represented by City At-
torney Steven Flower 
and his colleagues with 
the Richards Watson & 
Gershon law firm, Gi-
netta Giovinco and Mar-
vin Bonilla.

“I will not discuss the 
Bridges [sic] Develop-
ment any further until it 
is decided by the courts,” 
Velto responded.

The last man standing, 
“Pierre Cardin,” contin-
ued to work at his ad-
vanced age, and no cause 
was given with regard to 
his death. Because Pierre 
was a working man and 
lived such a long life 

ture and it would be neat 
for an opportunity to 
physically view his work 
in display. Stay safe out 
there and get ready for 
the future!

 

“The clothes I prefer 
are those I have created 
for a life that does not yet 
exist, the world of tomor-
row.” -Pierre Cardin 


