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By Mark Gutglueck
A jury this week con-

victed Robert Rodri-
guez, one of Victorville 
City Councilwoman 
Blanca Gomez’s prima-
ry political supporters, 
of two of the six misde-
meanor counts that were 
originally lodged against 
him last month when he 
and Gomez were charged 
with having created pub-
lic disturbances in June 
and July. Three of those 
charges were dismissed 
prior to the jury being 

tasked to determine his 
culpability, while Ro-
driguez was acquitted 
on one of the remaining 
counts.

Rodriguez’s trial was 
hurriedly commenced 
on December 2, after the 
prosecution, despite enu-
merating and providing 
detail with regard to the 
charges in a complaint 
completed on October 28 
and filed with the court 
on November 1, failed 
to prepare itself for the 
proceedings and was 

caught flatfooted when 
Rodriguez did not waive 
his right to a speedy tri-
al. Those proceedings, 
featuring as their main 
tableau a narrative pro-
vided by Deputy District 
Attorney Jason Wilkin-
son in which Rodriguez 
was cast as an inveterate 
troublemaker, from their 
outset were considered 
by virtually all involved 
as a dry run for the even-
tual prosecution of Go-
mez.

Despite solemn pro-

nouncements from 
Wilkinson and other 
members of the com-
bined Victorville/San 
Bernardino County 
governmental and legal 
establishments that the 
district attorney’s of-
fice is earnestly seeking 
to bring two miscreants 
to the bar of justice, the 
cases against Gomez and 
Rodriguez contain an 
undeniably political ele-
ment that even Wilkin-
son eventually alluded to 
in his statements to the 

jury.
Wilkinson, as mea-

sured by the jury’s two 
verdicts in his favor on 
the three charges they 
at last considered, suc-
ceeded in demonizing 
Rodriguez as an incen-
diary agent provocateur 
constantly seeking to in-
cite chaos and disorder, 
whether out of a deep-
seated personality flaw 
or misguided devotion to 
promoting Gomez’s po-
litical reach. Simultane-
ously, nonethe-

An incremental in-
road against the graft 
and influence peddling 
besetting the Acquanetta 
Warren regime in Fon-
tana was achieved earlier 
this month, when Fon-
tana’s elected officials 
were essentially shamed 
by their recently-hired 
interim city manager 
into requiring that they 
and the candidates who 
will compete against 

them for elected office 
must file the campaign 
finance disclosure docu-
ments required by the 
Fair Political Practices 
Commission of all politi-
cians in California elec-
tronically.

Previously, before 
Warren was elected to 
the post of mayor in 
2010, the city clerk’s of-
fice in Fontana had an 
open access policy with 

regard to public docu-
ments, including cam-
paign funding disclo-
sure documents known 
as Form 460s, allowing 
the public to see and 
chart from whom Fon-
tana’s elected officials 
– primarily the mayor 
and members of the city 
council – were receiving 
campaign donations and 
in which amounts. With-
in a relatively short time-

frame, the city council 
in Fontana, led by War-
ren in her role as mayor, 
became immersed in a 
pay-to-play ethos under 
which business entities 
seeking city franchises, 
city contracts for goods 
or services, or approval 
for development proj-
ects within the city could 
trade political donations 
to Warren and other 
members of the coun-

cil for votes in favor of 
granting those franchis-
es, contracts or project 
approvals. To prevent the 
public from having easy 
access to the documenta-
tion that would indicate 
or prove that such quid 
pro quo arrangements – 
tantamount to outright 
bribery – were ongoing, 
Warren put pressure on 
the city clerk’s office to 
d i s c o n t i n u e 

A San Bernardi-
no nonprofit club has 
learned the hard way that 
even in the face of Cali-
fornia’s marijuana liber-
alization, state officials 
have yet to consent to the 
blending of intoxicants 
in a commercial context.

Arrowhead Elks 
Lodge, which has ex-
isted since 1959 and had 
a liquor license from al-
most the time it started, 
has now lost its right 
to serve alcohol, based 
upon its premises, locat-
ed at 1073 North Mount 
Vernon Avenue, having 
been used for promotion-
al events for marijuana, 
marijuana-based prod-
ucts and cannabis-based 
palliatives.

Arrowhead Elks was 
once affiliated with the 
national organization 
known as the Improved 
Benevolent Protective 
Order of Elks of the 
World, Inc., though that 
is no longer so.

Arrowhead Elks was 
the holder of a Type 51 
Club license, which is a 
retail license issued to a 
nonprofit entity, autho-
rizing sale of beer, wine 
and liquor to club mem-
bers and their guests for 
on-premises consump-
tion only.

The Arrowhead Elks 
Club intermittently uses 
its lodge in San Ber-
nardino for its own pur-
poses, but also regularly 
rents the premises out for 
other events.

Beginning in 2018 the 
Arrowhead Elks Lodge 
premises were leased 
out to various vendors 
selling marijuana and 
cannabis-derived prod-
ucts. On two occasions, 
August 15, 2018 and 
April 25, 2019, police 
served search warrants 
on the grounds of the 
Elks Lodge and 

Recent storms have 
exacerbated vehicular 
and even pedestrian ac-
cess issues in a portion 
of the former Chino 
Agricultural Preserve 
which in recent years has 
undergone aggressive 
development into mostly 
residential subdivisions.

Kimball Avenue, a 
major east-west arte-
rial into the newly estab-
lished neighborhoods, 
was blocked off and 

To the consternation 
of municipal governance 
observers in Southern 
California, Yucaipa 
city officials this month 
maintained their dem-
onstrated pattern of uti-
lizing the year-end holi-
day season to minimize 
residents’ resistance to 
or questioning of con-
troversial or potentially 
problematic city action.

This year, on De-

cember 15, the Yucaipa 
planning commission 
approved an addition to 
an existing senior hous-
ing project on Third 
Street and signed off on 
an architectural review 
for a long-delayed proj-
ect involving 22-single-
family homes to be built 
by Pacific Horizons 
Homes that will be locat-
ed west of Bryant Street 
and south of Sunnyside 

Drive.
The first project calls 

for 27 units to be built on 
what was variously rep-
resented as a .38-acre, a 
roughly .45- acre, a 1.03-
acre or a 1.104-acre site, 
translating into a density 
of, variously once more, 
71 units to the acre, 
59 units to the acre or 
slightly over 26 units to 
the acre.

The second 

closed several months 
ago to allow for util-
ity connections to serve 
areas eastward to be in-
stalled along with storm 
drains, road widening 
and traffic signalization 
and other improvements.

That work was to be 
completed sometime this 
month.

On December 14, with 
the advent of the late 
autumn/winter storm 
season and the 

Bridge Development 
Partners, the real party 
in interest in the law-
suit brought by Upland 
Community First against 
the City of Upland chal-
lenging the April 2020 
approval of the one-fifth 
of a million square foot 
warehouse/distribution 
center that was to be de-
veloped for Amazon, has 
appealed Judge David 
Cohn’s ruling upholding 
that challenge.

ment’s objection to the 
court ruling. That cross 
appeal will seek to per-
suade the appellate court 
that not only should 
Judge Cohn’s finding be 
sustained with regard 
to inadequate quanti-
fication and mitigation 
for the excessive green-
house gas emissions that 
will come about as a 
consequence of the truck 
traffic-intensive opera-
tions that will become a 

Upland Community 
First, the citizens inter-
est group which raised 
multiple environmental 
issues in objecting to the 
project and prevailed on 
the single point of the in-
adequate assessment of 
the greenhouse gasses to 
be generated at the facil-
ity once it is inhabited by 
its presumed tenant, in-
dicated it will file a cross 
appeal to match and 
counter Bridge Develop-

daily reality in western 
Upland if the on-line re-
tail behemoth locates a 
distributorship there, but 
assert that Judge Cohn 
erred in not recognizing 
that the city failed to ad-
equately consider other 
impacts from the project 
that require further miti-
gation.

On April 1, 2020, the 
Upland City Council, 
over the protests of 22 
residents who went on 

record as being opposed 
to the warehouse/distri-
bution center project dur-
ing a remotely held city 
council meeting to con-
sider the proposal, gave 
4-to-1 approval of Bridge 
Development Partners’ 
request to construct a 
single 201,096-square 
foot facility involving 25 
dock-high loading bays 
for 18-wheeler trucks, 
another 32 bays for de-
livery vans and 
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less, the prosecutor put 
on display the degree to 
which Victorville munic-
ipal officials at odds with 
Gomez, elements within 
the sheriff’s department 
and his boss, District At-
torney Jason Anderson, 
are gunning to bring the 
curtain down on Go-
mez’s tenure as a viable 
politician.

Indeed, as the trial 
progressed a percep-
tion grew that Rodri-
guez, fiercely loyal to 
Gomez and assisted in 
some degree by his at-
torney, Deputy Pub-
lic Defender Matthew 
Canty, was intent on 
pursuing a defense that 
was angled less at ac-
quitting himself of the 
charges lodged against 
him but rather expos-
ing the double standard 
that those who wield the 
gavel of public authority 
employ in maintaining 
their positions of public 
trust and the degree to 
which the lawgivers in 
San Bernardino County 
– the county’s largest 
law enforcement agency 
and the prosecutor’s of-
fice – are willing to go 
to ward off challenges 
to the county’s dominat-
ing political class which 
controls the public trea-
sury from which those 
entities’ budgetary al-
lowances are made. In 
this regard, Rodriguez 
seemed intent on and in 
some ways succeeded in 
illustrating that in for-
mulating the case against 
him, both the arresting 
agency in this case, the 
San Bernardino County 
Sheriff’s Department, 
and the prosecution – the 
district attorney’s office 
and Wilkinson – were 
seeking to gloss over 
and as best they could 
shield from the scrutiny 
of both the jury and the 
public action by one of 
Gomez’s chief political 
rival’s closest associates, 
that being the husband of 
Gomez’s political nem-

esis, Victorville Mayor 
Debra Jones, that was 
not much different than 
Rodriguez’s and which 
did not result in arrest or 
prosecution.

The case against Ro-
driguez stemmed from 
his action on three sepa-
rate occasions – June 2, 
July 6 and July 20 of this 
year – while he was in 
Gomez’s presence.

The June 2 incident 
took place on the prem-
ises of the Panera Bread 
bakery-café at 11838 
Armargosa Road in 
Victorville while both 
Gomez and Rodriguez 
were customers there. 
Rodriguez, somewhat 
ill-advisedly, began vap-
ing. When he was asked 
by an employee to step 
out of the café because 
vaping was not allowed 
indoors, things grew 
confrontational, result-
ing in sheriff’s deputies 
being summoned. While 
the deputies were yet en 
route, a dispute over Go-
mez’s efforts to use her 
cell phone to video what 
was occurring erupted. 
The situation devolved 
from there when depu-
ties arrived on the scene 
and alleged that both Go-
mez and Rodriguez were 
“trespassing” on the 
Panera Bread property, 
and came to the conclu-
sion that Gomez’s efforts 
to use her cell phone 
to videorecord Panera 
Bread manager Maria 
Weatherbie, who had 
been involved in seeking 
to have Rodriguez desist 
in vaping, was tanta-
mount to “battery.” The 
deputies requested that 
Rodriguez step outside 
the café. Rodriguez did 
so, refusing to provide 
the officers with his iden-
tification when it was 
requested. He was hand-
cuffed and detained, put 
into a sheriff’s depart-
ment vehicle for a time 
but taken out of the car 
and un-handcuffed after 
deputies determined who 
he was. Meanwhile, Go-
mez phoned Victorville 
Sheriff’s Station Captain 
John Wickum to com-
plain about the treatment 
she and Rodriguez had 
been subjected to. Both 
Gomez and Rodriguez 
were cited but not taken 
into custody.

During the July 6 
Victorville City Council 
meeting, a fracas broke 
out when city officials 

became warily regardful 
of Rodriguez, and May-
or Debra Jones called 
for the San Bernardino 
County Sheriff’s depu-
ties, who were on stand-
by to maintain order at 
the council meeting, to 
take action, to which Ro-
driguez reacted vocally 
and loudly. As a conse-
quence, he was force-
fully removed from the 
council chambers by the 
deputies on the scene.

On July 20, the city 
council was meeting 
once again, and had pro-
gressed to a discussion 
relating to employing in-
terpreters to facilitate the 
participation of Spanish-
speaking residents at city 
meetings. Rodriguez 
was wearing a hat and 
what appeared to be a 
ski mask while sitting 
near Jones’ husband, 
Ernest Jones, in the gal-
lery within the council 
chamber. Rodriguez was 
using a device to video-
record the meeting. The 
circumstance was com-
plicated by the consid-
eration that Ernest Jones 
was also, apparently, 
recording the meeting, 
which was remarked 
upon by City Attorney 
Andre de Bortnowsky. 
When Rodriguez trained 
the camera he was hold-
ing on her husband, the 
mayor objected, and in 
her capacity as the meet-
ing’s presiding officer, 
ordered Rodriguez to 
discontinue recording. 
Gomez interjected that 
both Rodriguez and Er-
nest Jones were record-
ing. Gomez, who had 
herself set up a cam-
era on the dais and was 
livestreaming the meet-
ing to her Instagram ac-
count, noted that she had 
recorded Ernest Jones 
using his camera to vid-
eorecord the meeting. As 
Rodriguez continued to 
record, Mayor Jones or-
dered the San Bernardi-
no County Sheriff’s dep-
uties who were present 
at the meeting to seize 
Rodriguez’ phone to de-
termine if he had been 
recording, and then or-
dered him removed from 
the meeting chamber. 
When Gomez left her 
place at the council dais 
to move into the gallery, 
an altercation with depu-
ties took place, and both 
she and Rodriguez were 
arrested, even as Gomez 
and Rodriguez continued 

to record the goings-on 
with their handheld de-
vices.

Rodriguez was incar-
cerated and his phone 
was confiscated. Gomez, 
who suffered an anxi-
ety attack after she was 
handcuffed, was taken to 
a hospital. Her phone was 
also confiscated. Upon 
the phone being returned 
to her, she learned that 
while it was in the pos-
session of the sheriff’s 
department deputies had 
deleted the videos from 
the device and went into 
her Instagram account 
and deleted the videos 
there as well.

San Bernardino 
County Sheriff’s Detec-
tive Tyler McGee short-
ly thereafter obtained 
a search warrant from 
San Bernardino County 
Superior Court Judge 
Kyle Brodie to search 
the homes of Gomez and 
Rodriguez. On July 23, 
sheriff’s deputies and 
detectives served those 
search warrants. At Go-
mez’s home, she was not 
present, and the officers 
encountered only two of 
the nine residents there. 
Holding those residents, 
the home’s owner and 
his brother, at gunpoint, 
they seized a Nokia cell 
phone, an Apple watch, a 
Samsung Galaxy, a Sam-
sung computer, a black/
red USB drive, three 
iPads, a California driver 
license, a silver Apple 
laptop, three iPhone S 
series cell phones, four 
other iPhones, an Acer 
Chromebook, a Mac-
book Air, a Lenovo 
laptop, a white iPhone, 
a wallet with Robert 
Rodriguez’s California 
driver license, a black 
iPhone, Sky devices and 
a Microsoft laptop.

Rodriguez was at that 
point being held, and 
has remained in cus-
tody since, on a “flash 
incarceration” under Pe-
nal Code § 3455, which 
pertains to his having 
violated the terms of his 
post release community 
supervision requirement 
for parole he was granted 
relating to a prior crimi-
nal conviction. He was 
not at his residence when 
the sheriff’s department’s 
officers on July 23 served 
the search warrant there 
and seized items.

By the time of the 
three incidents involving 
Gomez, Rodriguez and 

the sheriff’s department 
in June and July, the ten-
sion between Gomez and 
the Victorville political 
and legal establishment 
had been building for 
nearly five years.

Gomez was elected 
to the Victorville City 
Council in 2016. Nearly 
from the outset of her 
tenure in office, she 
clashed with her fellow 
and sister officeholders. 
Gomez had an imper-
fect understanding of 
the limited reach of local 
governmental author-
ity and its protocols, no 
mastery of parliamen-
tary procedure, and she 
was out of step with not 
only the political orienta-
tion but the governance 
precepts of the other of-
ficials she was serving 
with. The situation was 
exacerbated by Gomez’s 
efforts to extend her lim-
ited oversight as a city of-
ficial to advocacy of im-
migrant rights and social 
issues that are beyond 
the scope of her elected 
position, but which she 
maintains she is at lib-
erty to actively embrace. 
Her antagonistic and 
contentious style often 
involves provocative 
acts, as when she draped 
herself in a Mexican flag 
during a council meet-
ing, and this has further 
alienated her from her 
elected colleagues. In 
her crusade against what 
she considers to be large-
scale societal injustice, 
she frequently takes re-
course in accusing those 
resisting her efforts of 
having racist motiva-
tion. As a Democrat, her 
approach has not been 
well received within the 
Republican-dominated 
political establishment 
in both San Bernardino 
County and Victorville.

Moreover, Victorville 
was a particularly poor 
venue for such a crusade 
as that being waged by 
Gomez, one based on 
the proposition that His-
panics have been his-
torically and universally 
oppressed by the white 
population in Califor-
nia and elsewhere in the 
United States, and that 
the oppression must be 
stemmed. In the 24 years 
before Gomez was first 
elected, Victorville had 
demonstrated itself as 
having a governmen-
tal structure that was 
among the most racially 
diverse not just in San 
Bernardino County but 
throughout the state, 
and a community where 
the long somnolent La-
tino political giant had 
first awoken. During the 
last decade of the 20th 

Century – from 1990 to 
1999 – and the first 17 
years of the 21st Centu-
ry – from 2000 through 
2016 – Victorville was 
the second most politi-
cally stable of the 24 mu-
nicipalities in San Ber-
nardino County, as there 
was very little turnover 
of the members of its city 
council, with 16 people 
having served on the 
council during those 26 
years ending in Novem-
ber 2016. Six of those 16 
council members were 
people of color. Five of 
those – Felix Diaz, Ro-
dolfo Cabriales, Angela 
Valles, Gloria Garcia and 
Eric Negrete – were His-
panic. Of those five His-
panic council members, 
four were Republicans. 
Roughly 70 percent of 
California’s Hispanic 
voters identified as Dem-
ocrats, with another ap-
proximate 10 percent 
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making the 460 forms 
available on the city’s 
website.

When those forms 
were submitted by the 
elected officials in an 
electronic format, the 
city clerk’s office could 
simply upload them 
onto the city’s website. 
To comply with War-
ren’s demand that the 
city discontinue mak-
ing the 460 forms easily 
available to the public, 
the Fontana city clerk in 
2011 informed council 
members and council 
candidates that her office 
would no longer accept 
campaign finance dis-
closure forms that were 
submitted electronically, 
and that the forms had 
to be submitted on pa-
per. Since mounting the 
disclosure documents 
on the city’s website re-
quired that they first be 
scanned and converted 
into electronic form – a 
personnel-intensive and 

time-consuming pro-
cess – the city clerk’s 
office was thereafter 
able to justify not hav-
ing the mayor’s and the 
city council’s 460 forms 
available for perusal on 
the city’s website.

With the change in 
policy, it was no longer 
possible for members 
of the public or journal-
ists or anyone inclined 
to check up on the mo-
tivations of the Fontana 
mayor or the members of 
the city council relative 
to their votes to do so 
anonymously or remote-
ly from City Hall. To see 
any such documentation, 
the individual doing the 
inquiry was obliged to 
come into City Hall, 
identify himself or her-
self, and make a physical 
inspection of the docu-
ments at the city clerk’s 
counter, making him-
self or herself subject 
to being photographed 
or seen by the mayor or 

members of the council, 
as well as accompanying 
efforts to dissuade the 
individual from making 
an issue over what infor-
mation had been gleaned 
or obtained. In response 
to some requests, claims 
were made that the paper 
documentation was not 
available or the person-
nel to serve as the in-
termediary in accessing 
it was not available, ne-
cessitating that the indi-
vidual seeking it make a 
return trip at a specified 
time, again subjecting 
him or her to being seen 
or confronted by a mem-
ber of the city council or 
the mayor.

On occasion, the city 
clerk’s office responded 
to email or telephonic 
requests, and would 
scan the documents re-
quested, and provide 
the documentation in an 
electronic form as email 
attachments or post them 
to a private access page 
through the city’s inter-
net server, and provide 
the link to the person 
making the inquiry. Af-
ter a set number of days, 
the link would expire.

In some cases, the city 

clerk’s office, particular-
ly in cases where the re-
quested information was 
recognized as having 
implicated Warren and 
her council colleagues in 
out-and-out corruption 
of the political process, 
would accede to pres-
sure from Warren and 
the council and simply 
ignore the requests.

In recent months, as 
the degree to which War-
ren and her council allies 
Pete Garcia, Phil Co-
thran Jr. and John Rob-
erts have traded their 
votes for campaign cash 
has become more wide-
ly recognized, interim 
City Manager Shan-
non Yauchzee and City 
Clerk Tonia Lewis have 
realized that remaining 
complicit with Warren 
and the council in the 
pay-to-ply ethos that has 
gripped City Hall for a 
decade now will poten-
tially harm their reputa-
tions. Lewis previously 
was able to distance her-
self from the decision 
to obstruct the public’s 
access to the 460s filed 
by the mayor and coun-
cil members because in 
Fontana the deputy city 

clerk, who is appointed 
by the city manager and 
not answerable to the 
city clerk, is responsible 
for the day-to-day opera-
tions of the office, while 
also serving as the cus-
todian of the official re-
cords of the City of Fon-
tana. In Fontana, it is the 
deputy city clerk rather 
than the city clerk who 
manages the citywide 
records management 
program.

The two city manag-
ers in place previous 
to Yauchzee, Ken Hunt 
and Mark Denny, were 
highly beholden to War-
ren for their positions, 
salaries and benefits. 
They used their author-
ity as city manager to 
prevent the deputy city 
clerk from embracing a 
policy of electronic fil-
ing of campaign reports 
to shield the mayor and 
council from unwanted 
scrutiny of their willing-
ness to exchange money 
provided to them by their 
campaign donors for 
votes made in favor of 
those political backers.

At present, Warren 
has funds that are at least 
in excess of $350,000 

in her campaign war 
chest and perhaps more 
than $500,000. The city 
clerk’s office is yet refus-
ing to release that infor-
mation.

Lewis was unavail-
able this week to say 
whether the requirement 
that the mayor and coun-
cil file their 460 forms 
electronically will trans-
late into the information 
contained in them being 
available, henceforward, 
on the city’s website.

The resolution for 
the ordinance amend-
ment adopted by the city 
council on December 14 
states, “The purpose of 
this ordinance is to re-
quire the filing of cam-
paign disclosure state-
ments and statements 
of economic interest by 
elected officials, candi-
dates, staff, consultants 
or committees to be 
completed electronically. 
The city council enacts 
this ordinance in accor-
dance with the authority 
granted to cities by state 
law. This ordinance is 
intended to supplement, 
and not conflict with, the 
Political Reform Act.”

-Mark Gutglueck

impounded substantial 
amounts of cannabis 
products, as well as other 
evidence indicating that 
cannabis was being sold 
on the premises.

In June 2019, the 
California Department 
of Alcoholic Beverage 
Control issued an accu-
sation seeking to revoke 
Arrowhead Elks’ alcohol 
sales license based on 
unlawful possession and 
sale of cannabis at the 
lodge.

According to the 
California Department 
of Alcoholic Beverage 
Control, on at least two 
occasions, those being 
August 15, 2018 and 
April 25, 2019, “Arrow-
head Elks had know-
ingly permitted the sale, 
or negotiations for sale, 
of controlled substances 

or dangerous drugs at its 
premises in violation of 
section 24200.5 of Cali-
fornia’s Business and 
Professions Code and 
its various subdivisions, 
which impose a general 
duty on licensed entities 
to maintain a lawful es-
tablishment, and for the 
licensee to be reasonably 
diligent in anticipation of 
possible unlawful activ-
ity, and to instruct em-
ployees accordingly.”

According to the De-
partment of Alcoholic 
Beverage Control, Ar-
rowhead Elks had know-
ingly permitted on its 
premises possession of a 
controlled substance for 
purposes of sale, in viola-
tion of Health and Safety 
Code section 11359.

A hearing on the 
matter was held before 
an administrative law 
judge. Testimony was 
taken from two officers 
of the Arrowhead Elks, 
those being its “house 
chairman” and its “exalt-
ed ruler and president.” 
Evidence was provided 
that another officer of 
the Arrowhead Elks, its 
“leading knight and vice 
president,” had hired a 

security guard for the 
events and hired another 
person to put up and take 
down tables for vendors 
to use; that Arrowhead 
Elks had charged can-
nabis vendors $150 for 
vending space, plus $100 
for “permit purposes,” 
even though no permits 
were obtained; and evi-
dence that a particular 
cannabis event promoter 
who goes by the name 
“Lyfe” or “McLyfe” at-
tended a membership 
meeting of the Arrow-
head Elks in August 
2017, at which an upcom-
ing “Lyfeevent in Janu-
ary 2018” was discussed.

Arrowhead Elks’ 
house chairman testified 
that he, under the “guid-
ance” of the organiza-
tion’s exalted ruler, was 
responsible for leasing 
out the organization’s 
premises for various 
events, including canna-
bis events organized by 
promoters. The exalted 
ruler testified that he 
knew “cannabis events” 
were being held at Ar-
rowhead Elks’ Lodge. 
He also testified that he 
personally ensured that 
during those cannabis 

events, including on Au-
gust 15, 2018 and April 
25, 2019, all alcohol 
was removed from the 
lodge’s bar and put into 
a locked “alcohol closet,” 
to which he had the only 
key.

The administrative 
law judge recommended 
that all counts of the ac-
cusation be sustained and 
that Arrowhead Elks’ 
license be revoked. The 
administrative law judge 
found that Arrowhead 
Elks “was fully aware 
that it was renting out the 
licensed premises to pro-
moters and vendors for 
cannabis sales events.”

The Department of 
Alcoholic Beverage 
Control adopted the ad-
ministrative law judge’s 
proposed decision in 
full. The Elks’ Lodge 
appealed the decision, 
whereupon the Alcoholic 
Beverage Control Ap-
peals Board heard the 
matter and reversed the 
department’s decision. 
In making its reversal, 
the appeals board found 
that the decision as to the 
cannabis related counts 
was not supported by 
substantial evidence.

The Department of 
Alcoholic Beverage Con-
trol in turn disputed the 
findings of its own Alco-
holic Beverage Control 
Appeals Board, remov-
ing the issues involved 
to the California State 
Court of Appeal, Fourth 
Appellate District Divi-
sion Two in Riverside. 
The matter was heard 
by a panel consisting of 
judges Michael Raphael, 
Carol Codrington and 
Marsha Slough.

“The department con-
tends that its decision to 
revoke Arrowhead Elks’s 
license was supported 
by substantial evidence, 
so the appeals board’s 
finding to the contrary 
should be annulled. We 
agree,” the decision, 
penned by Judge Rapha-
el and endorsed by Judge 
Codrington and Judge 
Slough states. “There is 
also no reasonable dis-
pute that Arrowhead 
Elks knew that the can-
nabis sales events were 
being held at its prem-
ises.”

The appeals court 
panel’s decision contin-
ues, “Additionally, there 
is no question that the 
cannabis sales events 

that took place at Ar-
rowhead Elks’s premises 
were unlawful. Cannabis 
remains a controlled sub-
stance under California 
law, despite the passage 
of Proposition 64, which 
legalized its recreational 
use. The commercial sale 
of cannabis is regulated 
under the Medicinal 
and Adult-Use Cannabis 
Regulation and Safety 
Act. It is not possible to 
be licensed to sell can-
nabis at a premises also 
licensed for the sale of 
alcohol. A temporary 
cannabis event license 
shall not be issued for a 
premises that is licensed 
for the sale of alcohol 
or tobacco. Premises 
licensed under the Me-
dicinal and Adult-Use 
Cannabis Regulation 
and Safety Act ‘shall 
not be in a location that 
requires persons to pass 
through a business that 
sells alcohol . . . to access 
the licensed premises’ 
and premises licensed 
under the Medicinal 
and Adult-Use Cannabis 
Regulation and Safety 
Act ‘shall not be in a lo-
cation that requires per-

Fontana Mayor & Council Pressured City 
Manager And City Clerk To Prevent Resi-
dents From Charting Monetary Induce-
ments They Were Receiving From Indi-
viduals With Business At City Hall  from 
front page
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registering no political 
affiliation or member-
ship with the American 
Independent, Peace & 
Freedom, Green, Lib-
ertarian or other more 
obscure political parties. 
Only about 20 percent of 
California’s Latino vot-
ing population are Re-
publicans. Nevertheless, 
in Victorville, a sizable 
element of the Hispanic 
community embraced 
Republicanism and its 
ideals, reciprocated by 
the collective commu-
nity’s election of Latinos 
into positions of munici-
pal governance.

With Gomez’s elec-
tion to the council in 
2016, three-fifths of the 
city council was His-
panic – herself, Mayor 
Gloria Garcia and Coun-
cilman Eric Negrete. In 
2018, another Hispanic, 
Rita Ramirez, would 
supplant Negrete on 
the council, such that at 
that point, seven of the 
council’s members over 
a period of 26 years had 
been or were Latino. 
Two years later, in 2020, 
when Gomez was re-
elected, Garcia was vot-
ed out of office, replaced 
by another Latina, Liz 
Becerra. Also victorious 
in the 2020 race was Les-
lie Irving, an African-
American. In this way, 
at present over the last 30 
years, eight of 21 or 38.1 
percent of Victorville 
City Council members 
have been Hispanic and 
10 of 21 or 47.6 percent 
of the Victorville City 
Council members over 
those three decades have 
been people of color.

Those statistics render 
generally unsupportable 
the position Gomez has 
taken that the Hispanic 
population in Victor-
ville has been disenfran-
chised. Gomez’s per-
sistent accusations that 
Victorville’s political and 
governmental structure 
is a hotbed of racism has 
proven galling to the vast 
majority of those who 
have inhabited the city’s 
political and governmen-
tal establishment. More-
over, among virtually 

all of the Latinos who 
have achieved elective 
office in Victorville to 
become part of that es-
tablishment, Gomez’s 
public comportment is 
perceived as embarrass-
ing and counterproduc-
tive.

Complicating the situ-
ation in general is that 
the position to which she 
was elected – the Victor-
ville City Council – is a 
panel of relatively modest 
authority in comparison 
to Gomez’s grand politi-
cal objectives, one that is 
dedicated to overseeing 
municipal government 
in Victorville, with its 
most notable reach being 
the ultimate authority on 
local land use decisions 
and having last say with 
regard to the city’s bud-
get. Gomez’s focus was 
elsewhere, as she was in-
tent on promoting the in-
terests of Hispanics and 
crusading against the 
injustices – within the 
legal system, economi-
cally and at large – she 
was convinced were be-
ing perpetrated against 
disadvantaged minori-
ties by the white estab-
lishment.

Gloria Garcia was 
mayor when Gomez first 
assumed her position on 
the council. Within the 
first three months after 
Gomez was sworn in, 
both Garcia and Coun-
cilman Eric Negrete had 
repeated confrontations 
with Gomez on issues 
of both substance and 
form. Gomez’s lack of 
knowledge and respect 
for parliamentary proto-
col formed the basis of 
multiple heated exchang-
es with the mayor. There 
were occasions where 
Garcia called upon depu-
ties with the sheriff’s de-
partment, who served in 
the capacity of sergeants-
at-arms during council 
meetings, to forcibly 
remove Gomez from 
the council dais and the 
meeting chamber.

Elected to the Vic-
torville City Council 
in 2018 along with Rita 
Ramirez, a Democrat, 
was Debra Jones, a de-
vout Republican. On 
some issues, Ramirez 
was in consonance with 
Gomez, and Ramirez’s 
presence on the council 
to a degree reduced Go-
mez’s isolation. In the 
2020 election, in which 
a total of 22 candidates 
competed, the voters re-

turned Gomez to office, 
while turning Garcia 
out. Also elected in 2020 
were Leslie Irving, a 
Democrat, and Becerra, 
a Republican.

In December 2020, 
for the first time in more 
than a generation, the 
Democrats, after the new 
members of the council 
were sworn in, were in 
ascendancy on the Vic-
torville City Council, 
holding a 3-to-2 numeri-
cal advantage over the 
rival Republicans. That 
would have seemed to 
bode well for Gomez, 
who at that point was 
the senior member of the 
council in terms of ten-
ure. The tradition in Vic-
torville, which does not 
have a directly elected 
mayor, is that the mayor-
alty is rotated among the 
council members, with 
the honorific gravitat-
ing to that person with 
sufficient experience on 
the panel who has not 
yet served in the may-
oral capacity. Thus, in 
December 2020 the heir 
apparent as mayor was 
Gomez. Nevertheless, 
Jones was able to capital-
ize on Gomez’s by-then 
burnished reputation as 
an establishment outsid-
er to outmaneuver her, 
garnering the support 
of her sister Republican 
Becerra and brokering a 
deal with Irving to pro-
vide her with the vice 
mayor’s position, known 
as mayor pro tem, in ex-
change for her vote to 
make Jones mayor.

Despite the consid-
eration that the Demo-
crats have a substantial 
27,489 or 44.2 percent 
to 14,620 or 23.5 percent 
voter registration ad-
vantage among Victor-
ville’s 62,226 voters, the 
Democrats’ ascendancy 
on the Victorville City 
council did not last long. 
Ramirez had injured 
her foot in a Decem-
ber 2019 fall in which 
internal bruising oc-
curred but initially went 
undetected. Her condi-
tion worsened, and she 
was forced to undergo 
a series of foot and then 
lower leg amputations 
in early 2020 and had 
thereafter been brought 
by her grown son to the 
family’s vacation home 
in Twentynine Palms 
to recover. Based upon 
Ramirez’s failure to at-
tend an extended number 
of council meetings, she 

was voted off the council 
in March of this year, on 
a 3-to-2 vote, with Jones, 
Becerra and Irving pre-
vailing and Ramirez and 
Gomez dissenting. Since 
that time, the council has 
remained at four-fifths 
strength, as Republi-
cans Jones and Becerra 
are not willing to accept 
any Democrat Irving and 
Gomez would support 
and Irving and Gomez 
are unwilling to put into 
office any Republican 
whom Jones and Becerra 
might support.

It is within that con-
text that the arrest, pros-
ecution and trial of Ro-
driguez took place and 
under which the pending 
trial of Gomez looms.

Regardless of the low 
esteem Gomez is held 
in by her council col-
leagues, her message has 
nevertheless resonated 
with a cross section of 
the community, which 
redounded to her 2020 
reelection to the coun-
cil. She has a coterie of 
supporters who can be 
counted upon to turn 
out at public events and 
meetings, close ranks 
with her and fend off 
the occasional attacks 
vectored at her from her 
opponents or those who 
have taken umbrage at 
the way she conducts 
herself. Among those 
in Gomez’s praetorian 
guard is Rodriguez, who 
had become, by early 
this year, a mainstay at 
city council meetings.

Like Garcia before 
her, Jones as mayor has 
had a testy relationship 
with Gomez.

One of Jones’ pri-
mary political support-
ers, Robert Harriman, 
pursued but failed in an 
attempt undertaken more 
than two years ago to re-
call Gomez from office.

Jones has acceded to 
the position of leader-
ship of the Victorville 
political/governmental 
establishment, which 
has been Republican in 
nature with little devia-
tion since the city’s 1962 
founding. Despite the 
Democrats’ growing vot-
er registration advantage 
both in Victorville and 
San Bernardino County 
in general, the Repub-
licans have maintained 
the upper political hand 
by boosting the turnout 
of Republican voters to 
rates approaching three 
times that achieved by 

their Democratic coun-
terparts, backroom deal 
making with Democrats 
who manage to get into 
office and co-opting 
ambitious Latino and 
African-American poli-
ticians and officehold-
ers. The Republicans 
have simultaneously sold 
their advocacy of “con-
servative values” to a 
good cross section of the 
Hispanic and African-
American population in 
Victorville, in an effort 
to convince them that 
the Republican approach 
to public safety and eco-
nomic growth is in their 
interest. Jones, as Vic-
torville mayor and a ris-
ing star in High Desert 
politics, is on good terms 
with the San Bernardino 
County Board of Super-
visors, which consists of 
four Republicans and a 
single Democrat. In the 
same way the board of 
supervisors is, Jones is 
committed to promot-
ing the GOP ideal of 
spurring development 
and economic growth, 
supporting law enforce-
ment and being tough on 
crime.

Perhaps the strongest 
indication that Jones is a 
rock-solid manifestation 
of the Victorville Repub-
lican establishment was 
the 2021-2022 budget 
passed by the city coun-
cil in her first mayoral 
administration last May, 
which boosted the city’s 
commitment to law en-
forcement in the form 
of its contract with the 
San Bernardino County 
Sheriff’s Department 
for police services by 15 
percent over the previous 
year, from $29,574,517 to 
$34,129,863.

There is strong evi-
dence to suggest that in 
the immediate aftermath 
of the July 20 arrests of 
Gomez and Rodriguez, 
Mayor Jones met with 
San Bernardino Coun-
ty’s Republican district 
attorney, Jason Ander-
son, after city officials 
learned that the basis for 
the arrests – videotap-
ing a council meeting 
– would not suffice as 
grounds for a prosecu-
tion. Together with Har-
riman, who is likewise 
a stalwart within the 
Victorville Republican 
establishment, Jones 
reportedly pressed An-
derson to have his pros-
ecutors come up with 
some other rationale for 

prosecuting Gomez and 
her sidekick Rodriguez, 
getting convictions, and 
taking Gomez down a 
peg or two if not outright 
ending her trouble-mak-
ing political career alto-
gether.

Anderson assigned 
one of the office’s most 
accomplished prosecu-
tors, Supervising Deputy 
District Attorney Britt 
Imes, who has a consid-
erable, indeed enviable, 
track record in prosecut-
ing and achieving con-
victions on major cases 
in the county, including 
murder, multiple murder 
and gang racketeering, 
to zero in on Gomez and 
Rodriguez. After three 
months, on October 28, 
Imes finished his draft of 
a complaint against Go-
mez and Rodriguez. On 
November 1, Imes filed 
that complaint, which 
charged Gomez with 
one misdemeanor count 
of violating PC148(a)1, 
resisting, obstructing or 
delaying of a peace offi-
cer and one misdemean-
or count of violating 
PC242 – battery, both 
stemming from an inci-
dent on the premises of 
the Panera Bread bakery-
café on June 2 and with 
two misdemeanor counts 
of violating PC148(a)1 
– resisting, obstructing 
or delaying of a peace 
officer and one count of 
PC403 – disturbance of a 
public meeting, relating 
to her action on July 20. 
Rodriguez was charged 
with six misdemeanors 
alleged to have occurred 
in connection with the 
June 2, July 6 and July 
20 events. He was nicked 
with being in violation of 
PC148(a)1 – misdemean-
or resisting, obstructing 
or delaying a peace of-
ficer and one count of 
violating PC602(m) – 
trespassing with regard 
to the June 2 incident. 
He was charged with a 
single count of violating 
PC403 – misdemeanor 
disturbance of a public 
meeting growing out of 
what occurred at the July 
6 meeting. He was fur-
ther accused of violating 
PC148(a)1 – resisting, 
obstructing or delaying 
a peace officer, violating 
PC403 – disturbance of a 
public meeting and vio-
lating PC182(a)1 conspir-
acy to commit a crime in 
regard to the events of 
July 20.
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project is to offer an over-
all density of 3.87 units 
per acre, which is more 
in keeping with the in-
tensity of land use tradi-
tionally associated with 
Yucaipa neighborhoods. 
Nevertheless, there were 
Yucaipa residents who 
told the Sentinel after the 
December 15 hearing 
that there were issues re-
lating to the project and 
its placement, including 
impacts on adjacent and 
nearby properties that 
they wanted addressed 
before the project was 
given go-ahead. They 
said the city snuck the 
December consideration 
of the project past them.

According to Yucaipa 
Assistant Planner Chris-
tian Farmer, the city is 
providing Urban Hous-
ing Communities, LLC 
with a density bonus and 
granting it a conditional 
use permit to complete 
the final phase of what 
was originally permitted 
as an apartment com-
plex limited to those 55 
years of age or older, 
known as the Horizon 
Senior Housing Project 
on Third Street.

Farmer said the 77-
unit senior housing proj-
ect was first approved by 
the planning commission 
on June 17, 2009. The ini-
tial entitlement to build 
expired, however, and 
a new conditional per-
mit was approved by the 
planning commission on 
December 3, 2014. The 
first phase of the project 
was completed, entailing 
the first 50 units and all 
of the complex’s resident 
amenities. Thereafter, 
the conditional use per-
mit on the remaining 27 
units expired.

The action before the 
planning commission on 
December 15 consisted 
of allowing Urban Hous-
ing Communities to pick 
up where the project had 
left off.

The project is to 
consist of a two-story, 
32-foot tall building of 
approximately 20,000 
square feet to accommo-
date 19,790 square feet 
of internal living space. 
That living space is to 
involve 23 one-bedroom 
units ranging from 665 
square feet to 698 square 
feet along with four two-
bedroom units of 1,026 
square feet.

The city is granting 
Urban Housing Commu-
nities a housing density 
bonus consistent with 
state guidelines that al-
low for such incentives 

to encourage the con-
struction of senior liv-
ing units. In this case, 
Yucaipa has a minimum 
750-square foot standard 
for one-bedroom units. 
That is being waived 
because Urban Housing 
Communities has agreed 
to reserve 30 percent of 
the units for low-income 
tenants and 15 percent of 
the units for very-low-
income tenants.

At the meeting and in 
the documentation for 
the project, there was 
contradictory informa-
tion with regard to the 
project’s parameters, 
which have led to some 
confusion as well as crit-
icism with regard to the 
city rushing the project 
toward approval.

One item of confu-
sion was the size of the 
project site. At one point, 
it was referenced as be-
ing .38 or an acre. There 
was a variant indication 
the project property was 
actually 1.104 acres. An-
other calculation was 
that the property be-
ing developed was .454 
acres. Another held that 
the property in question 
totals 1.03 acres.

The parcel upon 
which the project is to 
be built is zoned multiple 
residential, which carries 
with it a requirement that 
each structure be built on 
a 7,200 square-foot min-

imum lot. As the parcel 
is at least .38 of an acre 
– that is 16,552.8 square 
feet – the project meets 
that criterion. Neverthe-
less, the eventual resi-
dents of the project will 
be crammed very closely 
together.

As the floor plans of 
the units total 19,790 
square feet and the 
building consists of two 
stories, the building can 
cover an area of no less 
than 9,895 square feet, 
which is equal to .227 of 
an acre.

How large the lot is 
was not clear from the 
context of the documen-
tation prepared for the 
meeting.

A reference to the 
project site said it was 
.38 acres. In his report 
on the project, Farmer 
stated “The building 
coverage is approxi-
mately 22 percent of the 
project site.” Elsewhere 
in the report, Farmer 
wrote, “the subject prop-
erty is 5.02 acres in 
size.” There is no direct 
statement as to the pre-
cise building size or the 
lot size upon which the 
building is to be sited. 
One interpretation is 
that the entire Horizon 
Senior Housing Project, 
including all 77 residen-
tial quarters, the facil-
ity’s office, clubhouse 
and amenities, covers 

5.02 acres. This would 
indicate the current proj-
ect site is 1.104 acres. 
Another interpretation 
is that the 9,895-square 
foot footprint of the 
building is 22 percent of 
the project site, such that 
the lot being built upon 
is 44,977.27 square feet, 
roughly 1.032 acres.

Because of the holiday 
closure of city offices, 
Farmer is not available to 
make a clarification.

It is because munici-
pal offices shut for the 
Christmas break that 
those monitoring city 
operations feel that plac-
ing issues where the 
public at large may have 
questions or objections 
to what is being pro-
posed and approved is 
ill-advised.

It is not just city offi-
cials in San Bernardino 
County, Southern Cali-
fornia and the Golden 
State but rather ones 
throughout the United 
States who have de-
veloped a time-tested 
stratagem of concealing 
from the public action 
that may prove contro-
versial, problematic or 
embarrassing. That ap-
proach consists of hid-
ing the action in plain 
sight by scheduling such 
matters for discussion 
during meetings falling 
right before or after ma-
jor holidays, the classic 

manifestations of which 
are those just prior to 
Christmas or between 
Christmas and New 
Year’s Day.

Yucaipa has not been 
shy about using that leg-
erdemain.

In December 2019, 
the Yucaipa City Coun-
cil sold to an unspeci-
fied entity one week be-
fore Christmas and four 
days before the onset of 
Hanukkah 1.67 acres of 
public land originally 
donated to the Yucaipa 
community by Ruben 
and Lester Finkelstein 
with a deed restriction 
that it be utilized for 
public purposes. Though 
the Finkelstein brothers 
–the proprietors of the 
variegated Lester Ruben 
Corporations No. 1, No. 
2, No. 3, the Finkelstein 
Foundry Supply Com-
pany, the Finkelstein 
Supply Company in Los 
Angeles and the L and 
R Cattle Company in 
Yucaipa – made the do-
nation of the property in 
question, much of which 
was used for the creation 
of Crafton Hills College, 
prior to the incorpora-
tion of Yucaipa as a city, 
the property ultimately 
came under the owner-
ship of the city with the 
original deed restric-
tions.

-Mark Gutglueck

deluge that materialized 
that day, progress on 
those projects was sus-
pended, and in some re-
spects, set back.

The December 14 del-
uge flooded out several 
key areas within the city 
and the former preserve. 
City public works em-
ployees shut Bickmore 
Avenue between Euclid 
Avenue and Meadow-
house Avenue. Another 

main east-west means 
of transit, Pine Avenue, 
was blocked off between 
El Prado Road to Mill 
Creek.

This created a logjam 
at various points, mak-
ing it virtually impos-
sible to get directly into, 
or out of, certain neigh-
borhoods.

Some residents found 
a way to go around or 
defeat the barriers but 
risked incurring a ticket 
involving a hefty $540 
fine for doing so. In 
some cases, children, the 
infirm and elderly or pets 

were left stranded, unac-
companied and uncared-
for at their homes while 
their parents, adult chil-
dren and/or caretakers or 
owners were away and 
unable to get home.

The circumstance 
was fraught with dan-
ger. Inadequate drainage 
created a circumstance 
in which cold water 
was massing on several 
streets, rising to a level 
above the street curbs 
and spreading into front, 
side and sometimes back 
yards. This made ne-
gotiating cars on those 

streets, if not impossible, 
difficult. Meanwhile, 
young children, many of 
them cut off from their 
parents, were in danger 
of drowning or being run 
over by vehicles trying to 
wend their way through 
the nearly impassible 
streets. The police, us-
ing the threat of citation, 
hindered many parents 
being able to get into 
place in time to ensure 
their children’s safety.

There were places 
within the former Chino 
Ag Preserve develop-
ment where access was 

literally fully cut off.
With this week’s 

downpour, the scenario 
from December 14 to 
December 16 was re-
peated.

City officials have in-
dicated that they are ma-
neuvering now to limit 
the possibility that fur-
ther heavy rain in Janu-
ary, February, March and 
April will turn out to be 
as problematic, and they 
have already begun to 
clear debris from storm 
drains to allow faster 
flow of water on Bick-
more and Euclid avenues 

and eliminate sheet flow 
onto east-west streets 
with sandbagging.

It is hoped that Kim-
ball Avenue will be re-
opened in full by the end 
of February. The project 
that resulted in its clo-
sure is to be completed 
by May. Until then, fur-
ther rainstorms are likely 
to greatly inconvenience 
the 16,000 residents of 
the district that has risen 
up on the land of the for-
mer Chino Agricultural 
Preserve.

-M.G.

Yucaipa Uses 
Holiday Season To 
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Civic Activity   from 
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trucks, along with 1,438 
parking spaces around 
the building. The facil-
ity was slated for a 50-
acre site in Upland north 

of Foothill Boulevard 
slightly east of Central 
Avenue and south of Ca-
ble Airport.

In approving the proj-
ect proposal, the city 
council accepted the 
terms of a $17 million 
development agreement 
offered by Bridge Devel-
opment Partners. Some 
city residents saw that as 

a show of generosity on 
Bridge Development’s 
part. Others, taking 
stock of the consider-
ation that the city would 
realize no sales tax rev-
enue from the project 
because of Amazon’s 
non-California-based 
internet sales model, felt 
that the deal was a bad 
one since the impacts of 

the Amazon operation, 
which would remain in 
place for at least 50 years 
per the ground lease 
Bridge Development had 
for the 50-acre site and 
perhaps a full century if 
the lease was renewed, 
would far exceed $17 
million when wear and 
tear on the city’s roads 
and other infrastructure 

demands of the project 
were considered.

From the time the 
project had been pro-
posed, it was steeped in 
controversy. It was origi-
nally previewed to the 
community by Bridge 
Development’s corpo-
rate representatives in 
June 2019 as three build-
ings comprising 977,000 

square feet.
Over the next several 

months, as objections 
to the scope of the pro-
posal manifested, the 
tentative site plan was 
modified several times 
until in October 2019, a 
revamped conception of 
the project was present-
ed, one that was reduced 

Upland Residents 
Questioned From 
The Start Whether 
Amazon  Project 
Would Benefit The 
City from front page

Continued on Page  12
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Prosecutor 
Wilkinson Suc-
cessfully De-
picted Rodriguez 
As Hellbent On 
Creating Public 
Disturbances  from 
page 4

Continued on Page 11

The prosecution of 
Gomez and Rodriguez 
was a classic pitting 
of a group of coordi-
nated, sophisticated, 
enabled, powerful and 
well-heeled government 
insiders against two pa-
thetically naive peren-
nial outsiders, whose 
command of protocol 
and the law is so poor as 
to be virtually nonexis-
tent. It was clear that the 
arrest of Rodriguez in 
July, his continued incar-
ceration and the filing of 
charges against both him 
and Gomez in November 
threw them both back on 
their heels. For that rea-
son, perhaps, the pros-
ecution itself convulsed 
when Rodriguez did not, 
as it was assumed he 
would, waive his right to 
a speedy trial. Thus, the 
court and the prosecu-
tion were faced with the 
need to begin his trial no 
later than December 1. 
When the trial had not 
begun by that date, Ro-
driguez’s attorney, Mat-
thew Canty, prepared a 
Penal Code 1382 motion 
to have the charges dis-
missed.

On December 2, the 
matter was abruptly 
moved into the court-
room of Judge Kawika 
Smith, a longstanding 
defense attorney em-
ployed by the San Ber-
nardino County Public 
Defender’s Office who 
had been appointed to 
the Superior Court by 
Governor Gavin New-
som in July and who had 
been sworn in in Au-
gust. Judge Smith was 
under extreme pressure 
to demonstrate that as a 
jurist he has not carried 
over any of his pro-crim-
inal defendant leanings.

The district attorney’s 
office had to scramble, 
and Imes appeared for 
the prosecution in Judge 
Smith’s courtroom 
on December 2, even 
though another deputy 
district attorney, Jason 
Wilkinson, was sup-
posed to be prosecuting 
the case. Wilkinson was 
unavailable, as he was 

engaged elsewhere.
Hastily, a pool of ju-

rors that had been called 
to the courtroom as a 
potential jury on an-
other matter were sent 
to Judge Smith’s court-
room to serve as the jury 
in Rodriguez’s trial. Voir 
dire, the questioning of 
the jurors began, but was 
not completed by the 
end of the day. The reas-
signment of the jurors to 
the Rodriguez case was 
notable in that the San 
Bernardino County Su-
perior Court and the dis-
trict attorney’s office had 
earlier this year success-
fully resisted efforts by 
defendants to force their 
rights to speedy trials to 
be honored, including a 
defendant charged with 
murder and three felony 
enhancements who was 
twice denied a speedy 
trial on the grounds that 
the emergency precipi-
tated by the COVID-19 
pandemic justified pre-
cluding the impaneling 
of a jury and utilizing a 
courtroom to hear that 
case. Legal observers 
were astounded to learn 
that both the court and 
the district attorney’s of-
fice put a higher priority 
on a case involving six 
relatively minor misde-
meanors than a murder 
case.

The jurors were or-
dered to return the 
following day. Never-
theless, in court on De-
cember 3 the jurors were 
sent home, and only pro-
cedural issues were dis-
cussed by the judge and 
attorneys.

On December 6, the 
jury returned and was 
accompanied by a sec-
ond jury panel. Outside 
their presence, Judge 
Smith acceded to argu-
ments made by the pros-
ecution and denied the 
defense motion to dis-
miss the case because 
Rodriguez had been de-
nied his right to a speedy 
trial. A procedural error 
occurred while both jury 
panels were present in 
the courtroom and their 
members were exposed 
to statements prejudi-
cial to Rodriguez. Judge 
Smith dismissed both 
jury panels.

On December 8 a 
third potential jury panel 
was present for voir dire. 
Ultimately, due to un-
specified considerations, 
that potential jury panel 
in its entirely was dis-

missed.
Later that day a fourth 

potential jury panel was 
brought in. After ques-
tioning, the considering 
of confidential informa-
tion and the dismissal of 
one potential juror, a jury 
was selected, consisting 
of five white men, three 
African-American men, 
three Hispanic women 
and an Asian woman, 
along with two alternate 
or back-up jurors, an Af-
rican-American woman 
and a Hispanic woman.

The following day, the 
trial began with opening 
statements, followed by 
the prosecution initiating 
putting on its case.

By the end of the 
trial, three of the origi-
nal charges against Ro-
driguez – two counts of 
resisting, obstructing 
or delaying a peace of-
ficer and conspiracy to 
commit a crime – were 
dismissed with the asso-
nance of the prosecution.

Multiple witness tes-
tified, including Maria 
Weatherby, the manager 
at the Victorville Pane-
ra Bread bakery-café; 
Mayor Jones supporter 
and Gomez recall propo-
nent Robert Harriman, 
who was present at the 
city council meetings 
and had interaction with 
Rodriguez; Victorville 
Code Enforcement Of-
ficer Jorge Duran, who 
was present at the city 
council meetings and 
whom Rodriguez “shad-
owed”; Victorville City 
Attorney Andre deBort-
nowsky; and Mayor 
Jones.

There were glitches, 
irregularities and no-
table exchanges during 
the trial, to the point 
that the court imposed a 
blackout on information 
relating to the case. The 
prosecution failed to turn 
over evidence it pos-
sessed, once possessed, 
had seized or destroyed, 
which Canty considered 
key to the defense, in-
cluding the video footage 
of the contretemps at the 
July 20 meeting the sher-
iff’s department offload-
ed from Gomez’s phone 
and then erased. Judge 
Smith made a finding 
that the prosecution in 
fact withheld evidence. 
He did not, however, 
grant Canty’s motion to 
dismiss the case against 
Rodriguez. There were 
suggestions, insinua-
tions or accusations that 

Mayor Jones and deBort-
nowsky lied under oath 
and that Wilkinson sub-
orned perjury. When 
questioned whether she 
had spoken with Dis-
trict Attorney Ander-
son or anyone from the 
district attorney’s office 
about remedying the ar-
rests for videotaping 
and bootstrapping the 
charges into something 
upon which convictions 
could be obtained, Jones 
testified that “didn’t ring 
a bell.” deBortnowsky, 
who during the July 20 
meeting stated that both 
Rodriguez and Ernest 
Jones were videotap-
ing the proceedings, 
was unwilling to say 
anything on the witness 
stand implicating any-
one other than Gomez 
or Rodriguez. In his rul-
ings, Judge Smith did not 
make any definitive find-
ings with regard to the 
perjury and suborning 
perjury accusations.

In his closing argu-
ments, Wilkinson said 
that Rodriguez had a his-
tory of disrupting public 
meetings in Victorville, 
and had previously been 
expelled from meetings 
in 2018 and 2020.

Wilkinson said that 
“at both the July 6 and 
July 20 meeting [city of-
ficials] were absolutely 
required to take an un-
scheduled recess to rees-
tablish order” because of 
Rodriguez’s interference 
in the proceedings.

At the July 20 meet-
ing, Wilkinson said, Ro-
driguez victimized both 
Duran and Harriman.

“He followed Mr. Du-
ran, leaning over him 
and peering at him,” 
Wilkinson said.

Rodriguez was not en-
gaged in constitutionally 
protected free speech in 
doing so, Wilkinson in-
sisted. “That is not an ex-
pressive action,” Wilkin-
son said. Rodriguez was 
being “disruptive and 
continued to record,” 
Wilkinson said, after he 
was told to discontinue 
doing so. 

“It is not the record-
ing itself which is dis-
ruptive, but the method 
that is truly disruptive,” 
Wilkinson asserted.

Wilkinson said that in 
reaction to Rodriguez, 
“Duran tried to move 
away,” but that Rodri-
guez “shadowed him for 
40 minutes.” Wilkin-
son said that when Du-

ran moved away from 
Rodriguez, Rodriguez 
“followed him around.” 
Duran was “shushing” 
Rodriquez, that is, urg-
ing him to be quiet, in an 
effort to discourage him 
from interrupting the 
meeting, Wilkinson said. 
Duran was, Wilkinson 
said, “asking him to stop, 
but the defendant failed 
to do so.”

Rodriguez was simi-
larly harassing Harri-
man, Wilkinson said.

Rodriguez’s interac-
tion with Duran and 
Harriman prevented 
them from observing the 
meeting and participat-
ing in it, Wilkinson said.

Rodriguez was mo-
tivated in his actions by 
“a longstanding issue 
between the mayor and 
Ms. Gomez,” Wilkinson 
said, and told the jury the 
defendant bedeviled the 
mayor’s husband, Ernest 
Jones, as well.

“The husband of the 
mayor was his next tar-
get,” Wilkinson said, 
relating how Rodriguez 
“sat by him on July 20, 
putting the camera in the 
face of Mr. Jones.”

Wilkinson said each 
victim thought Rodri-
guez’s conduct was both-
ersome.

“These were political-
ly motivated intentional 
disruptions,” Wilkinson 
said. “He stopped the 
deliberations of govern-
ment officials. He inter-
fered with and stopped 
the meeting.”

Wilkinson said offi-
cials asked Rodriguez to 
desist. “He knew he was 
not in compliance with 
the request,” Wilkinson 
said.

While engaged in that 
disruption on July 20, 
Wilkinson said, Rodri-
guez was “covering up 
his identity with a ski 
mask.”

Wilkinson told the 
jury that the July 6 
meeting also had to be 
stopped because of Ro-
driguez’s antics.

During the June 2 
incident at the Panera 
Bread bakery & café, 
Wilkinson said that Ro-
driguez intentionally 
interfered with business 
operations by vaping and 
obstructing employees 
in their ability to carry 
on business with their 
customers. “He mocked 
a customer for snitching 
on him,” Wilkinson said. 
“He took an intimidating 

and aggressive posture. 
He refused to leave af-
ter he was contacted. He 
was aggressive toward 
Panera Bread manage-
ment and caused her to 
focus her attention away 
from running the restau-
rant.”

Canty in his clos-
ing statement said that 
Mayor Jones’ testimony 
showed that the actions 
taken against Rodriguez 
at the July 6 and July 20 
council meetings and 
Gomez at the July 20 
council meeting, includ-
ing the arrests, estab-
lished that Rodriguez 
was not engaged in crim-
inal activity and that city 
officials’ and the depu-
ties’ action boiled down 
to the city’s attempt at 
“avoiding the appearance 
of impropriety.” Jones 
acknowledged, Canty 
said, that the action by 
the city and the deputies 
on July 20, was to “get a 
certain outcome,” which 
was the arrest and even-
tual prosecution of Go-
mez and Rodriguez. This 
translated into what had 
happened to Rodriguez 
being, Canty said, “a set-
up.”

On the witness stand, 
Canty said, Mayor Jones 
had acknowledged that 
over the course of the 
entire ordeal, she had 
“changed her story,” 
having initially called 
for and justifying Ro-
driguez’s arrest as be-
ing done to curtail his 
recording of the meeting 
and then “going back af-
ter the fact” to say the ar-
rest was made because of 
a violation of Penal Code 
Section 403, pertain-
ing to disturbing a pub-
lic meeting. Surviving 
evidence showed, Canty 
said, that Mayor Jones’ 
husband was himself 
recording the meeting 
and that “He pointed his 
camera right back at Mr. 
Rodriguez.”

Canty said that after 
the arrests on July 20 
which were predicated 
on Rodriguez videotap-
ing the meeting, Mayor 
Jones and her political 
supporter, Robert Harri-
man, came to recognize 
that accusing and estab-
lishing that Rodriguez 
had videotaped the meet-
ing would not suffice in 
getting a conviction, and 
they therefore initiated a 
lobbying campaign with 
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Public Notices Public Notices Public Notices Public Notices Public Notices Public Notices Public Notices
FBN 20210012158     

The following person is do-
ing business as: SU CENTRO 
HISPANO MULTI-SERVICE 
15058 ESCALANTE CT VIC-
TORVILLE, CA  92394:  LAU-
RA NAVA  15058 ESCALANTE 
CT VICTORVILLE, CA  92394 
The business is conducted 
by: AN INDIVIDUAL.  
The registrant commenced 
to transact business un-
der the fictitious business 
name or names listed above 
on: DECEMBER 29, 2016 
By signing, I declare that all 
information in this statement 
is true and correct. A reg-
istrant 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 informa-
tion on this statement becomes 
Public Record upon filing. 
s/ LAURA NAVA  
Statement filed with the 
County Clerk of San Ber-
nardino on: 12/08/2021 
I hereby certify that this copy 
is a correct copy of the origi-
nal statement on file in my of-
fice San Bernardino County 
Clerk By:/Deputy I5199 
Notice-This fictitious name 
statement expires 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 state-
ment does not of itself authorize 
the use in this state of a ficti-
tious business name in violation 
of the rights of another under 
federal, state, or common law 
(see Section 14400 et seq., Busi-
ness and Professions Code). 
Published in the San Bernardi-
no County Sentinel 12/10/2021, 
12/17/2021, 12/24/2021 & 
12/31/2021   

FBN 20210012185     
The following person is doing 
business as: SHIEKH IMPACT   
1774 S. VINTAGE AVENUE   
ONTARIO, CA   91761    SI-
TARA FOUNDATION INC.    
10540  SUNBURST DRIVE     
RANCHO CUCAMONGA, CA 
91730 

Mailing Address:  10540  
SUNBURST DRIVE     RAN-
CHO CUCAMONGA, CA 91730  
The business is conducted by: A 
CORPORATION.

Incorporated with the 
State of California  C2408434  
The registrant commenced to 
transact business under the 
fictitious business name or 
names listed above on: N/A 
By signing, I declare that all 
information in this statement 
is true and correct. A reg-
istrant 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 informa-
tion on this statement becomes 
Public Record upon filing. 
s/ IRUM SHIEKH  
Statement filed with the 
County Clerk of San Ber-
nardino on: 12/10/2021 
I hereby certify that this copy 
is a correct copy of the origi-
nal statement on file in my of-
fice San Bernardino County 
Clerk By:/Deputy I5199 
Notice-This fictitious name 
statement expires 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 state-
ment does not of itself authorize 
the use in this state of a ficti-
tious business name in violation 
of the rights of another under 
federal, state, or common law 
(see Section 14400 et seq., Busi-
ness and Professions Code). 
Published in the San Bernardi-
no County Sentinel 12/10/2021, 
12/17/2021, 12/24/2021 & 
12/31/2021   

ABANDONMENT OF 
A FICTITIOUS BUSINESS 
NAME

NUMBER 20210012133     
The following entity was doing 
business as: THE BELAIRE 
APARTMENT HOMES  8255 
VINEYARD AVE  RANCHO 

CUCAMONGA, CA 91730:   
WC WOODSONG LLC  2082 
MICHELSON DRIVE, 4TH 
FLOOR    IRVINE, CA  92612 

Registered with the State of 
Delaware  20180190172 

Mailing Address:  2082 
MICHELSON DRIVE, 4TH 
FLOOR    IRVINE, CA  92612 
The business is conducted by: A 
LIMITED PARTNERSHIP.

The original FBN Number 
was FBN 20180002930  The 
date of filing was 03/14/2018

The registrant com-
menced to transact business 
under the fictitious business 
name or names listed above 
on: JANUARY 23, 2018 
By signing, I declare that all 
information in this statement 
is true and correct. A reg-
istrant 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 informa-
tion on this statement becomes 
Public Record upon filing. 
s/ MICHAEL B EARL  
Statement filed with the 
County Clerk of San Ber-
nardino on: 12/08/2021 
I hereby certify that this copy 
is a correct copy of the origi-
nal statement on file in my of-
fice San Bernardino County 
Clerk By:/Deputy I5199 
Notice-This fictitious name 
statement expires 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 state-
ment does not of itself authorize 
the use in this state of a ficti-
tious business name in violation 
of the rights of another under 
federal, state, or common law 
(see Section 14400 et seq., Busi-
ness and Professions Code). 
Published in the San Bernardi-
no County Sentinel 12/10/2021, 
12/17/2021, 12/24/2021 & 
12/31/2021

FBN 20210012031
The following person 

is doing business as: LEAN 
ON ME PET SITTING 8774 
KNOLLWOOD DR RANCHO 
CUCAMONGA, CA 91730: 
MICHELLE M MORENO 8774 
KNOLLWOOD DR RANCHO 
CUCAMONGA, CA 91730

The business is conducted 
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 information in this statement 
is true and correct. A registrant 
who declares as true informa-
tion 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/ MICHELLE M MORE-
NO

Statement filed with the 
County Clerk of San Bernardi-
no on: 12/03/2021

I hereby certify that this 
copy is a correct copy of the 
original statement on file in my 
office San Bernardino County 
Clerk By:/Deputy I1327

Notice-This fictitious 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 au-
thorize the use in this state of 
a fictitious business name in 
violation of the rights of anoth-
er under federal, state, or com-
mon law (see Section 14400 et 
seq., Business and Professions 
Code).

Published in the San 
Bernardino County Senti-
nel 12/10/2021, 12/17/2021, 
12/24/2021 & 12/31/2021

T.S. No. 18-21030-SP-CA 
Title No. 180599804-CA-VOI 
A.P.N. 1048-383-06-0-000 NO-
TICE OF TRUSTEE’S SALE. 
YOU ARE IN DEFAULT 

UNDER A DEED OF TRUST 
DATED 10/10/2006. UNLESS 
YOU TAKE ACTION TO PRO-
TECT YOUR PROPERTY, IT 
MAY BE SOLD AT A PUB-
LIC SALE. IF YOU NEED 
AN EXPLANATION OF THE 
NATURE OF THE PROCEED-
ING AGAINST YOU, YOU 
SHOULD CONTACT A LAW-
YER. A public auction sale to 
the highest bidder for cash, (ca-
shier’s check(s) must be made 
payable to National Default Ser-
vicing Corporation), drawn on a 
state or national bank, a check 
drawn by a state or federal cred-
it union, or a check drawn by a 
state or federal savings and loan 
association, savings associa-
tion, or savings bank specified 
in Section 5102 of the Financial 
Code and authorized to do busi-
ness in this state; will be held 
by the duly appointed trustee as 
shown below, of all right, title, 
and interest conveyed to and 
now held by the trustee in the 
hereinafter described property 
under and pursuant to a Deed 
of Trust described below. The 
sale will be made in an “as is” 
condition, but without covenant 
or warranty, expressed or im-
plied, regarding title, posses-
sion, or encumbrances, to pay 
the remaining principal sum of 
the note(s) secured by the Deed 
of Trust, with interest and late 
charges thereon, as provided in 
the note(s), advances, under the 
terms of the Deed of Trust, in-
terest thereon, fees, charges and 
expenses of the Trustee for the 
total amount (at the time of the 
initial publication of the Notice 
of Sale) reasonably estimated to 
be set forth below. The amount 
may be greater on the day of 
sale. Trustor: Antonio Fuent-
efria, a married man as his sole 
and separate property Duly 
Appointed Trustee: National 
Default Servicing Corporation 
Recorded 10/18/2006 as Instru-
ment No. 2006-0709369 (or 
Book, Page) of the Official Re-
cords of San Bernardino Coun-
ty, CA. Date of Sale: 01/20/2022 
at 12:00 PM Place of Sale: At 
the North Arrowhead Avenue 
entrance to the County Court-
house, 351 North Arrowhead 
Avenue, San Bernardino, CA 
92401 Estimated amount of un-
paid balance and other charges: 
$498,084.05 Street Address or 
other common designation of 
real property: 632 East G Street 
Ontario, CA 91764 A.P.N.: 
1048-383-06-0-000 The un-
dersigned Trustee disclaims 
any liability for any incorrect-
ness of the street address or 
other common designation, if 
any, shown above. If no street 
address or other common des-
ignation is shown, directions 
to the location of the property 
may be obtained by sending 
a written request to the ben-
eficiary within 10 days of the 
date of first publication of this 
Notice of Sale. If the Trustee is 
unable to convey title for any 
reason, the successful bidder’s 
sole and exclusive remedy shall 
be the return of monies paid to 
the Trustee, and the successful 
bidder shall have no further 
recourse. The requirements of 
California Civil Code Section 
2923.5(b)/2923.55(c) were ful-
filled when the Notice of De-
fault was recorded. NOTICE 
TO POTENTIAL BIDDERS: If 
you are considering bidding on 
this property lien, you should 
understand that there are risks 
involved in bidding at a trustee 
auction. You will be bidding on 
a lien, not on the property it-
self. Placing the highest bid at 
a trustee auction does not auto-
matically entitle you to free and 
clear ownership of the property. 
You should also be aware that 
the lien being auctioned off may 
be a junior lien. If you are the 
highest bidder at the auction, 
you are or may be responsible 
for paying off all liens senior 
to the lien being auctioned off, 
before you can receive clear 
title to the property. You are 
encouraged to investigate the 
existence, priority, and size of 
outstanding liens that may exist 
on this property by contacting 
the county recorder’s office or a 
title insurance company, either 
of which may charge you a fee 

for this information. If you con-
sult either of these resources, 
you should be aware that the 
same lender may hold more 
than one mortgage or deed of 
trust on the property. NOTICE 
TO PROPERTY OWNER: The 
sale date shown on this notice 
of sale may be postponed one or 
more times by the mortgagee, 
beneficiary, trustee, or a court, 
pursuant to Section 2924g of 
the California Civil Code. The 
law requires that information 
about trustee sale postpone-
ments be made available to you 
and to the public, as a courtesy 
to those not present at the sale. 
If you wish to learn whether 
your sale date has been post-
poned, and, if applicable, the re-
scheduled time and date for the 
sale of this property, you may 
call or visit this Internet Web 
site www.ndscorp.com/sales, 
using the file number assigned 
to this case 18-21030-SP-CA. 
Information about postpone-
ments that are very short in 
duration or that occur close in 
time to the scheduled sale may 
not immediately be reflected in 
the telephone information or on 
the Internet Web site. The best 
way to verify postponement in-
formation is to attend the sched-
uled sale. Date: 12/10/2021 
National Default Servicing 
Corporation c/o Tiffany & 
Bosco, P.A., its agent, 1455 
Frazee Road, Suite 820 San Di-
ego, CA 92108 Toll Free Phone: 
888-264-4010 Sales Line 855-
219-8501; Sales Website: www.
ndscorp.com By: Rachael Ham-
ilton, Trustee Sales Represen-
tative 12/17/2021, 12/24/2021, 
12/31/2021 CPP351770

NOTICE OF PETI-
TION TO ADMINISTER 
ESTATE OF JOSE RUBEN 
RIVERA LOPEZ

Case No. PROSB2100920
	 To all heirs, ben-

eficiaries, creditors, contingent 
creditors, and persons who may 
otherwise be interested in the 
will or estate, or both, of JOSE 
RUBEN RIVERA LOPEZ

	 A PETITION FOR 
PROBATE has been filed by 
Maria Rivera in the Superior 
Court of California, County of 
SAN BERNARDINO.

	 THE PETITION 
FOR PROBATE requests that 
Maria Rivera be appointed as 
personal representative to ad-
minister the estate of the dece-
dent.

	 THE PETITION 
requests authority to administer 
the estate under the Indepen-
dent Administration of Estates 
Act. (This authority will allow 
the personal representative to 
take many actions without ob-
taining 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 on Feb. 
14, 2022 at 9:00 AM in Dept. 
No. S36 located at 247 W. Third 
St., San Bernardino, CA 92415.

	 IF YOU OBJECT 
to the granting of the petition, 
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 
CREDITOR or a contingent 
creditor of the decedent, you 
must file your claim with the 
court and mail a copy to the per-
sonal representative appointed 
by the court within the later of 
either (1) four months from the 
date of first issuance of letters 
to a general personal repre-
sentative, as defined in section 
58(b) of the California Probate 
Code, or (2) 60 days from the 
date of mailing or personal de-
livery 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 attorney knowledgeable in 
California law.

	 YOU MAY EX-
AMINE the file kept by the 
court. If you are a person in-
terested in the estate, 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 pro-
vided in Probate Code section 
1250. A Request for Special 
Notice form is available from 
the court clerk.

Attorney for petitioner:
SLAV KASRELIOVICH 

ESQ
SBN 256807
ABIR COHEN TREYZON 

SALO LLP
16001 VENTURA BLVD
STE 200
ENCINO CA 91436
CN982569 LOPEZ Dec 

17,24,31, 2021

NOTICE OF PETITION 
TO ADMINISTER ES-
TATE OF: LUCILE DAVIS  
CASE NO. PROSB2101036   
To all heirs, beneficiaries, 
creditors, contingent creditors, 
and persons who may other-
wise be interested in the will 
or estate, or both of LUCILLE 
DAVIS has been filed by KEN-
NETH DAVIS  in the Superior 
Court of California, County 
of SAN BERNARDINO. 
THE PETITION FOR PRO-
BATE requests that KENNETH 
DAVIS be appointed as per-
sonal representative to admin-
ister the estate of the decedent. 
THE PETITION requests au-
thority to administer the estate 
under the Independent Admin-
istration of Estates Act. (This 
authority will allow the person-
al representative to take many 
actions without obtaining court 
approval. Before taking certain 
very important actions, howev-
er, the personal representative 
will be required to give notice 
to interested persons unless 
they have waived notice or con-
sented to the proposed action.) 
The independent administra-
tion 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 JANUARY 11, 2022 
at 9:00 a.m. in Dept. No. S36 
at Superior Court of Califor-
nia, County of San Bernardi-
no, 247 West Third Street, 
San Bernardino, CA 92415, 
San Bernardino District. 
Aspen Jackson, Deputy 
December 8, 2021 
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 CREDITOR 
or a contingent creditor of the 
decedent, you must file your 
claim with the court and mail a 
copy to the personal represen-
tative 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 af-
fect your rights as a credi-
tor. 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 estate, 
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. 
Filed: December 8, 2021 
Attorney for the Kenneth Davis: 
R. SAM PRICE SBN 208603 
PRICE LAW FIRM, APC 
300 E STATE 
STREET SUITE 620 
REDLANDS, CA 92373 
(909) 475 8800 
s a m @ p r i c e l a w f i r m . c o m 
Published in the San Bernardi-
no County Sentinel on Decem-
ber 17, 24 & 31, 2021.

NOTICE OF PETITION 
TO ADMINISTER ESTATE 
OF: NANCY RUTH WHITE 
CASE NO. PROSB2101034   
To all heirs, beneficiaries, 
creditors, contingent creditors, 
and persons who may other-
wise be interested in the will 
or estate, or both of NANCY 
RUTH WHITE has been filed 
by CHRISTOPHER KINS-
MAN WHITE in the Superior 
Court of California, County 
of SAN BERNARDINO. 
THE PETITION FOR PRO-
BATE requests that CHRIS-
TOPHER KINSMAN WHITE 
be appointed as personal 
representative to adminis-
ter the estate of the decedent. 
THE PETITION requests that 
the decedent’s wills and codi-
cils, if any, be admitted to pro-
bate. The wills and any codicils 
are available for examination 
in the file kept by the court.  
THE PETITION requests au-
thority to administer the estate 
under the Independent Admin-
istration of Estates Act. (This 
authority will allow the person-
al representative to take many 
actions without obtaining court 
approval. Before taking certain 
very important actions, howev-
er, the personal representative 
will be required to give notice 
to interested persons unless 
they have waived notice or con-
sented to the proposed action.) 
The independent administra-
tion 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 JANUARY 13, 2022 
at 9:00 a.m. in Dept. No. S36 
at Superior Court of Califor-
nia, County of San Bernardi-
no, 247 West Third Street, 
San Bernardino, CA 92415, 
San Bernardino District. 
Selyna Razo, Deputy 
December 8, 2021 
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 CREDITOR 
or a contingent creditor of the 
decedent, you must file your 
claim with the court and mail a 
copy to the personal represen-
tative 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 af-
fect your rights as a credi-
tor. 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 estate, 
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. 
Filed: December 8, 2021 
Attorney for the Chris-
topher Kinsman White: 
R. SAM PRICE SBN 208603 
PRICE LAW FIRM, APC 
300 E STATE 
STREET SUITE 620 

REDLANDS, CA 92373 
(909) 475 8800 
s a m @ p r i c e l a w f i r m . c o m 
Published in the San Bernardi-
no County Sentinel on Decem-
ber 17, 24 & 31, 2021.

NOTICE OF PETITION TO 
ADMINISTER ESTATE OF: 
FREDDIE MAE CUMMINGS  
CASE NO. PROSB2101044  
To all heirs, beneficiaries, 
creditors, contingent creditors, 
and persons who may other-
wise be interested in the will 
or estate, or both of FRED-
DIE MAE CUMMINGS: 
A PETITION FOR PROBATE 
has been filed by HARVEY 
LEE CARTER  in the Superior 
Court of California, County 
of SAN BERNARDINO. 
THE PETITION FOR PRO-
BATE requests that HAR-
VEY LEE CARTER  be 
appointed as personal rep-
resentatives to administer 
the estate of the decedent. 
THE PETITION requests au-
thority to administer the estate 
under the Independent Admin-
istration of Estates Act. (This 
authority will allow the person-
al representative to take many 
actions without obtaining court 
approval. Before taking certain 
very important actions, howev-
er, the personal representative 
will be required to give notice 
to interested persons unless 
they have waived notice or con-
sented to the proposed action.) 
The independent administra-
tion 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-36 at 
9:00 a.m. on JANUARY 12, 
2022 at Superior Court of 
California, County of San 
Bernardino, 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 CREDITOR 
or a contingent creditor of the 
decedent, you must file your 
claim with the court and mail a 
copy to the personal represen-
tative 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 af-
fect your rights as a credi-
tor. 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 estate, 
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: MI-
CHAEL C. MADDUX, ESQ. 
1894 COMMERCENT-
ER WEST, SUITE 108 
SAN BERNARDINO, CA 92408 
Telephone No: (909) 890-2350 
Fax No: (909) 890-0106 
Published in the San Bernardi-
no County Sentinel on Decem-
ber 17, 24 & 31, 2021.

NOTICE OF PETITION 
TO ADMINISTER ESTATE 
OF:

Marina Eugenia Polanco
Case NO. PROSB2100620
To all heirs, beneficiaries, 

creditors, contingent creditors, 
and persons who may otherwise 
be interested in the will or es-
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tate, or both of Marina Eugenia 
Polanco

A PETITION FOR PRO-
BATE has been filed by Pamela 
A. Hernandez  in the Superior 
Court of California, County 
of San Bernardino.

THE PETITION FOR PRO-
BATE requests that  Pamela A. 
Hernandez be appointed as per-
sonal representative to admin-
ister the estate of the decedent.

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 obtaining 
court approval. Before taking 
certain very important actions, 
however, the personal represen-
tative will be required to give 
notice to interested persons 
unless they have waived notice 
or consented to the proposed 
action.) The independent ad-
ministration 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. S36 at 9:00 
a.m.  on  January 25, 2022 at 
Superior Court of California, 
County of San Bernardino, San 
Bernardino, 247 West 3rd St. 
San Bernardino, CA 92415-
0212,  San Bernardino District 
- Probate

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 Petitioner:
Cicely T. Ray
4740 Green River, Suite 314
Corona, CA 92880
Telephone No:  951-735-

2488
Published in the  San Ber-

nardino Sentinel on:
12/17, 12/24 & 12/31, 2021

ORDER TO SHOW 
CAUSE FOR CHANGE OF 
NAME CASE NUMBER  
CIVSB2129331   

TO  ALL INTERESTED 
PERSONS: Petitioner: ESTE-
BAN GUADALUPE ACUNA  
filed with this court for a decree 
changing names as follows:

ESTEBAN GUADALUPE 
ACUNA     to    ESTEBAN 
ACUNA 

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 grant-
ed. If no written objection is 
timely filed, the court may grant 
the petition without a hearing.

Notice of Hearing:
Date: 01/24/22
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, San Bernardino

IT IS FURTHER OR-
DERED that a copy of this or-
der be published in the San Ber-
nardino 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: October 8, 2021
John M. Pacheco
Judge of the Superior 

Court.
Published in the San Ber-

nardino County Sentinel on  
12/17. 12/24, 12/31, 2021 & 
01/07, 2022.

ABANDONMENT OF 
A FICTITIOUS BUSINESS 
NAME

NUMBER 20210012224      
The following entity was doing 
business as: THE BELAIRE 
APARTMENT HOMES  8255 
VINEYARD AVE  RANCHO 
CUCAMONGA, CA 91730:   
WC WOODSONG LLC  2082 
MICHELSON DRIVE, 4TH 
FLOOR    IRVINE, CA  92612 

Registered with the State of 
Delaware  

Mailing Address:  2082 
MICHELSON DRIVE, 4TH 
FLOOR    IRVINE, CA  92612 
The business is conducted by: A 
LIMITED PARTNERSHIP.

The original FBN Number 
was FBN 20180007520  The 
date of filing was 06/27/2018

The registrant com-
menced to transact business 
under the fictitious business 
name or names listed above 
on: JANUARY 23, 2018 
By signing, I declare that all 
information in this statement 
is true and correct. A reg-
istrant 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 informa-
tion on this statement becomes 
Public Record upon filing. 
s/ MICHAEL B EARL  
Statement filed with the 
County Clerk of San Ber-
nardino on: 12/13/2021 
I hereby certify that this copy 
is a correct copy of the origi-
nal statement on file in my of-
fice San Bernardino County 
Clerk By:/Deputy I1327 
Notice-This fictitious name 
statement expires 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 state-
ment does not of itself authorize 
the use in this state of a ficti-
tious business name in violation 
of the rights of another under 
federal, state, or common law 
(see Section 14400 et seq., Busi-
ness and Professions Code). 
Published in the San Bernardi-
no County Sentinel 12/17/2021, 
12/24/2021, 12/31/2021 & 
01/07/2022

AMENDED NOTICE 
OF PETITION TO ADMIN-
ISTER ESTATE OF: MAR-
CUS MARCELL McCOWEN 
CASE NO. PROSB2100727 
To all heirs, beneficiaries, 
creditors, contingent credi-
tors, and persons who may 
otherwise be interested in the 
will or estate, or both of MAR-
CUS MARCELL McCOWEN: 
A PETITION FOR PROBATE 
has been filed by CLEAFERSE 
McCOWEN JR. in the Superi-
or Court of California, County 
of SAN BERNARDINO. 
THE PETITION FOR 
PROBATE requests that 
CLEAFERSE McCOWEN 
JR. be appointed as personal 
representatives to adminis-
ter the estate of the decedent. 

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 
proposed action.) The indepen-
dent administration authority 
will be granted unless an in-
terested person files an objec-
tion 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-37 at 
9:00 a.m. on FEBRUARY 
7, 2022 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 CREDITOR 
or a contingent creditor of the 
decedent, you must file your 
claim with the court and mail a 
copy to the personal represen-
tative 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 af-
fect your rights as a credi-
tor. 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 estate, 
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 Peti-
tioner: James Lee, Esquire 
100 N. Euclid Av-
enue, Second Floor 
Upland, CA 91786 
Telephone No: (909) 608-7426 
Email address: mail@
w e f i g h t 4 y o u . c o m 
Published in the San Bernardi-
no County Sentinel on Decem-
ber 24 and 31, 2021 & January 
7,  2022.

NOTICE OF PETITION 
TO ADMINISTER ESTATE 
OF: LENA V. MORRIS   aka  
LENA VANDORA MORRIS 

CASE NO. PROSB2101046 
To all heirs, beneficiaries, 

creditors, contingent creditors, 
and persons who may other-
wise be interested in the will 
or estate, or both of LENA V. 
MORRIS   aka  LENA VAN-
DORA MORRIS:

A Petition for Probate 
has been filed by ALISON 
D. MORRIS in the Superior 
Court of California, County of 
SAN BERNARDINO,

THE PETITION FOR 
PROBATE requests that ALI-
SON D. MORRIS  be appoint-
ed as personal representative 
to administer the estate of the 
decedent.

THE PETITION requests 
that the decedent’s wills and 
codicils, if any, be admitted to 
probate. The wills and any cod-
icils are available for examina-
tion 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 
proposed action.) The indepen-
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 January 18, 2022 
at 9:00 a.m. in Dept. No. S36 at 
Superior Court of California, 
County of San Bernardino, 247 
West Third Street, San Ber-
nardino, CA 92415, San Ber-
nardino District.

December 8, 2021
Brittney Spears, Deputy 

Court Clerk
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 rep-
resentative appointed by the 
court within the later of either 
(1) four months from the date 
of first issuance of letters to a 
general personal representa-
tive, as defined in section 58(b) 
of the California Probate Code, 
or (2) 60 days from the date of 
mailing 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 estate, you may file with 
the court a Request for Spe-
cial Notice (form DE-154) of 
the filing of an inventory and 
appraisal of estate assets or of 
any petition or account as pro-
vided in Probate Code section 
1250. A Request for Special 
Notice form is available from 
the court clerk.

Filed: December 8, 2021
Attorney for Alison D. 

Morris
R. SAM PRICE SBN 

208603
PRICE LAW FIRM, APC
300 E STATE STREET 

SUITE 620
REDLANDS, CA 92373
(909) 328 7000
sam@pricelawfirm.com
Published in the San Ber-

nardino County Sentinel on 
December 24 and 31, 2021 & 
January 7,  2022.

NOTICE OF PETI-
TION TO ADMINIS-
TER ESTATE OF: DAVID 
AMADO MARTINEZ  
CASE NO. PROSB2101039  
To all heirs, beneficiaries, 
creditors, contingent credi-
tors, and persons who may 
otherwise be interested in the 
will or estate, or both of DA-
VID AMADO MARTINEZ: 
A PETITION FOR PRO-
BATE has been filed by 
SALLY MICHELLE 
ORTEGA  in the Superior 
Court of California, County 
of SAN BERNARDINO. 
THE PETITION FOR 
PROBATE requests that 
SALLY MICHELLE 
ORTEGA  be appointed as per-
sonal representatives to admin-
ister the estate of the decedent. 
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 
proposed action.) The indepen-
dent administration authority 
will be granted unless an in-
terested person files an objec-
tion 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-37P 
at 9:00 a.m. on JANUARY 
18, 2022 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 CREDITOR 
or a contingent creditor of the 
decedent, you must file your 
claim with the court and mail a 
copy to the personal represen-
tative 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 af-
fect your rights as a credi-
tor. 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 estate, 
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.

Filed: December 6, 2021
Brittney Spears, 

Deputy Court Clerk   
Attorney for the Petitioner: MI-
CHAEL C. MADDUX, ESQ. 
1894 COMMERCENT-
ER WEST, SUITE 108 
SAN BERNARDI-
NO, CA 92408 
Telephone No: (909) 890-2350 
Fax No: (909) 890-0106 
Published in the San Bernardi-
no County Sentinel on Decem-
ber 24 and 31, 2021 & January 
7,  2022.

NOTICE OF PETI-
TION TO ADMINISTER 
ESTATE OF: ESPERAN-
ZA BARRON OROPEZA   
CASE NO. PROSB2101105   
To all heirs, beneficiaries, 
creditors, contingent creditors, 
and persons who may other-
wise be interested in the will 
or estate, or both of ESPER-
ANZA BARRON OROPEZA: 
A PETITION FOR PROBATE 
has been filed by ELIZABETH 
CHACON in the Superior 
Court of California, County 
of SAN BERNARDINO. 
THE PETITION FOR 
PROBATE requests that 
ELIZABETH CHACON be 
appointed as personal rep-
resentatives to administer 
the estate of the decedent. 
THE PETITION requests au-
thority to administer the estate 
under the Independent Admin-
istration of Estates Act. (This 
authority will allow the person-
al representative to take many 
actions without obtaining court 
approval. Before taking certain 
very important actions, howev-
er, the personal representative 
will be required to give notice 
to interested persons unless 
they have waived notice or con-
sented to the proposed action.) 

The independent administra-
tion 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-36 at 
9:00 a.m. on JANUARY 27, 
2022 at Superior Court of 
California, County of San 
Bernardino, 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 CREDITOR 
or a contingent creditor of the 
decedent, you must file your 
claim with the court and mail a 
copy to the personal represen-
tative 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 af-
fect your rights as a credi-
tor. 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 estate, 
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.

Filed: December 20, 2021
Kimberly Tilley, Deputy 

Court Clerk
Attorney for the Petitioner: 

MICHAEL C. MADDUX, ESQ. 
1894 COMMERCENT-
ER WEST, SUITE 108 
SAN BERNARDINO, CA 92408 
Telephone No: (909) 890-2350 
Fax No: (909) 890-0106 
Published in the San Bernardi-
no County Sentinel on Decem-
ber 24 and 31, 2021 & January 
7,  2022.

NOTICE OF PETI-
TION TO ADMINIS-
TER ESTATE OF: ED-
WARD LEWIS CLARK   
CASE NO. PROSB2100861   
To all heirs, beneficiaries, 
creditors, contingent credi-
tors, and persons who may 
otherwise be interested in 
the will or estate, or both of 
EDWARD LEWIS CLARK: 
A PETITION FOR PRO-
BATE has been filed by 
DANNIELLE GAILYNN 
OWENS   in the Superior 
Court of California, County 
of SAN BERNARDINO. 
THE PETITION FOR PRO-
BATE requests that DAN-
NIELLE GAILYNN OWENS 
be appointed as personal 
representatives to adminis-
ter the estate of the decedent. 
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 
proposed action.) The indepen-
dent administration authority 
will be granted unless an in-
terested person files an objec-
tion 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 JUNE 6, 2022 

at Superior Court of Califor-
nia, County of San Bernardi-
no, 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 CREDITOR 
or a contingent creditor of the 
decedent, you must file your 
claim with the court and mail a 
copy to the personal represen-
tative 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 af-
fect your rights as a credi-
tor. 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 estate, 
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 Pe-
titioner: MICHAEL 
C. MADDUX, ESQ. 
1894 COMMERCENT-
ER WEST, SUITE 108 
SAN BERNARDI-
NO, CA 92408 
Telephone No: (909) 890-2350 
Fax No: (909) 890-0106 
Published in the San Bernardi-
no County Sentinel on Decem-
ber 24 and 31, 2021 & January 
7,  2022.

NOTICE OF PETITION 
TO ADMINISTER ESTATE 
OF SYLVIA CORRALEZ

Case No. PROSB2100955
                To all heirs, ben-

eficiaries, creditors, contingent 
creditors, and persons who 
may otherwise be interested 
in the will or estate, or both, of 
SYLVIA CORRALEZ

                A PETITION FOR 
PROBATE has been filed by 
Christina Bailey in the Superi-
or Court of California, County 
of LOS ANGELES.

                THE PETITION 
FOR PROBATE requests that 
Christina Bailey be appointed 
as personal representative to 
administer the estate of the 
decedent.

                               THE PETI-
TION requests authority to 
administer the estate under the 
Independent Administration 
of Estates Act. (This authority 
will allow the personal repre-
sentative to take many actions 
without obtaining court ap-
proval. Before taking certain 
very important actions, how-
ever, the personal representa-
tive will be required to give 
notice to interested persons 
unless they have waived notice 
or consented to the proposed 
action.) The independent ad-
ministration 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 on Feb. 
14, 2022 at 9:00 AM in Dept. 
No. S36 located at 111 N. Hill 
St., Los Angeles, CA 90012.

                IF YOU OBJECT 
to the granting of the petition, 
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 
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A CREDITOR or a contingent 
creditor of the decedent, you 
must file your claim with the 
court and mail a copy to the 
personal representative ap-
pointed by the court within the 
later of either (1) four months 
from the date of first issuance 
of letters to a general personal 
representative, as defined in 
section 58(b) of the Califor-
nia Probate Code, or (2) 60 
days from the date of mailing 
or personal delivery to you of 
a notice under section 9052 of 
the California Probate Code.

                           Other Califor-
nia statutes and legal author-
ity may affect your rights as a 
creditor. You may want to con-
sult with an attorney knowl-
edgeable in California law.

                               YOU MAY 
EXAMINE the file kept by the 
court. If you are a person in-
terested in the estate, 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 Probate Code sec-
tion 1250. A Request for Spe-
cial Notice form is available 
from the court clerk.

Attorney for petitioner:
RICHARD A RODGERS 

ESQ SBN 210196
SHANE DIGIUSEPPE &
RODGERS LLP
3125 OLD CANEJO 

ROAD
THOUSAND OAKS CA 

91320
CN983114 CORRALEZ 

Dec 31, 2021, Jan 7, 14, 2022
 
 
NOTICE OF PETITION 

TO ADMINISTER ESTATE 
OF: MARINA EUGENIA PO-
LANCO

CASE NO. PROSB2100620
To all heirs, beneficiaries, 

creditors, contingent creditors, 
and persons who may other-
wise be interested in the will 
or estate, or both of MARINA 
EUGENIA POLANCO

A PETITION FOR PRO-
BATE has been filed by PA-
MELA A. HERNANDEZ , 
in the Superior Court of Cali-
fornia, County of SAN BER-
NARDINO.

THE PETITION FOR 
PROBATE requests that PA-
MELA A. HERNANDEZ, be 
appointed as personal repre-
sentative to administer the es-
tate 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 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 
proposed action.) The indepen-
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 in SUPERIOR 
COURT OF CALIFORNIA 
OF SAN BERNARDINO, 
SAN BERNARDINO DIS-
TRICT-PROBATE 247 W. 
THIRD STREETin Dept. S36 
at 9:00 AM on 1/25/2022.

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 rep-

Public Notices Public Notices Public Notices Public Notices Public Notices Public Notices Public Notices
resentative appointed by the 
court within the later of either 
(1) four months from the date 
of first issuance of letters to a 
general personal representa-
tive, as defined in section 58(b) 
of the California Probate Code, 
or (2) 60 days from the date of 
mailing 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 estate, you may file with 
the court a Request for Spe-
cial Notice (form DE-154) of 
the filing of an inventory and 
appraisal of estate assets or of 
any petition or account as pro-
vided in Probate Code section 
1250. A Request for Special 
Notice form is available from 
the court clerk.

Attorney:
CICELY T. RAY
4740 GREEN RIVER 

ROAD, SUITE 314, CORONA, 
CA, 92880

951-735-2488
Published in the SAN 

BERNARDINO COUNTY 
SENTINEL on:

12/24/2021, 12/31/2021, 
1/7/2022

ORDER TO SHOW 
CAUSE FOR CHANGE OF 
NAME

 CASE NUMBER CIV SB 
2131227

TO  ALL INTERESTED 
PERSONS: Petitioner:  JOAN 
BRAVO SANCHEZ filed with 
this court for a decree changing 
names as follows:

JOAN BRAVO SANCHEZ       
to     MARTHA JOAN BRAVO 
SANCHEZ

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 grant-
ed. If no written objection is 
timely filed, the court may grant 
the petition without a hearing.

Notice of Hearing:
Date: 1/24/2022
Time: 09:00 AM
Department: S-17 
The address of the court is
Superior Court of Califor-

nia, County of San Bernardino,
247 West Third Street, San 

Bernardino, CA 92415,
San Bernardino District-

Civil Division
IT IS FURTHER OR-

DERED that a copy of this or-
der be published in the San Ber-
nardino 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: 10/28/2021
John M. Pacheco
Judge of the Superior 

Court.
Published in the San Ber-

nardino County Sentinel on  
12/24, 12/31, 2021 and 1/7 & 
1/14, 2022.

FBN 20210012541 
The following entity is doing 

business as: ESOTERIC PUBLI-
CATIONS   7615 ETIWANDA 
AVENUE,  SUITE 534  RANCHO 
CUCAMONGA, CA 91739:  MI-
CHAEL JOURDAIN  7615 ETI-
WANDA AVENUE   SUITE 534  
RANCHO CUCAMONGA, CA 
91739

The business is conducted by: 
AN INDIVIDUAL

The registrant commenced to 
transact business under the ficti-
tious business name or names listed 
above on: December 3, 2021

By signing, I declare that all 

information 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 Re-
cord upon filing.

s/ MICHAEL JOURDAIN
Statement filed with the Coun-

ty Clerk of San Bernardino on: 
12/21/2021

I hereby certify that this copy 
is a correct copy of the original 
statement on file in my office San 
Bernardino County Clerk By:/
Deputy I1327

Notice-This fictitious 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 business name in viola-
tion of the rights of another under 
federal, state, or common law (see 
Section 14400 et seq., Business and 
Professions Code).

Published in the San Ber-
nardino County Sentinel on  12/24, 
12/31, 2021 and 1/7 & 1/14, 2022.

FICTITIOUS BUSINESS 
NAME

STATEMENT FILE NO-
FBN20210011826

The following person(s) is(are) 
doing business as: PUFF AND UP 
SMOKE AND VAPE SHOP, 1705 
E. WASHINGTON ST , 122A, 
COLTON, CA, 92324,

SAN BERNARDINO
Mailing Address: , PUFF AND 

UP INC
Business is Conducted By: AN 

INDIVIDUAL
Signed: BY SIGNING BE-

LOW, I DECLARE THAT ALL 
INFORMATION IN THIS STATE-
MENT 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 17913) I am also aware 
that all information on this state-
ment becomes Public Record upon 
filing.

s/DEEP SHANKAR SUBEDI
This statement was filed with 

the County Clerk of SAN BER-
NARDINO on: 11/24/2021

I hereby certify that this is a 
correct copy of the original state-
ment on file in my office.

Began Transacting Business: 
3/28/2017

County Clerk,
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 & Profes-
sions Code).

12/24/2021, 12/31/2021, 
1/7/2022, 1/14/2022

 
FICTITIOUS BUSINESS 

NAME
STATEMENT FILE NO-

FBN20210012095
The following person(s) is(are) 

doing business as: FRESHENUP, 
1705 E. WASHINGTON ST STE 
111, COLTON, CA, 92324,

SAN BERNARDINO
Mailing Address: 23175 

GLENDORA DR, GRAND TER-
RACE, CA 92313, PUFF AND UP 
INC

Business is Conducted By: A 
CORPORATION

Signed: BY SIGNING BE-
LOW, I DECLARE THAT ALL 
INFORMATION IN THIS STATE-
MENT 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 17913) I am also aware 
that all information on this state-
ment becomes Public Record upon 
filing.

s/DEEP SHANKAR SUBEDI
This statement was filed with 

the County Clerk of SAN BER-
NARDINO on: 12/6/2021

I hereby certify that this is a 
correct copy of the original state-
ment on file in my office.

Began Transacting Business: 
11/22/2021

County Clerk,
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 & Profes-
sions Code).

12/24/2021, 12/31/2021, 
1/7/2022, 1/14/2022

 

FICTITIOUS BUSINESS 
NAME

STATEMENT FILE NO-
FBN20210012527

The following person(s) is(are) 
doing business as: GVK CONSUL-
TANCY, 8279 HIGHRIDGE PL, 
RANCHO CUCAMONGA, CA, 
91730,

SAN BERNARDINO
Mailing Address: , GVKCON-

SULTANCY.COM LLC
Business is Conducted By: 

A LIMITED LIABILITY COM-
PANY

Signed: BY SIGNING BE-
LOW, I DECLARE THAT ALL 
INFORMATION IN THIS STATE-
MENT 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 17913) I am also aware 
that all information on this state-
ment becomes Public Record upon 
filing.

s/KAVITHA PEDDI
This statement was filed with 

the County Clerk of SAN BER-
NARDINO on: 12/21/2021

I hereby certify that this is a 
correct copy of the original state-
ment on file in my office.

Began Transacting Business: 
N/A

County Clerk,
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 & Profes-
sions Code).

12/24/2021, 12/31/2021, 
1/7/2022, 1/14/2022

 
FICTITIOUS BUSINESS 

NAME
STATEMENT FILE NO-

FBN20210012330
The following person(s) is(are) 

doing business as: MBA BAGGA 
ENTERPRISES LLC, 15091 KIT-
FOX LN, VICTORVILLE, CA, 
92394,

SAN BERNARDINO
Mailing Address: 15091 KIT-

FOX LN, VICTORVILLE, CA, 
92394, MBA BAGGA ENTER-
PRISES LLC

Business is Conducted By: 
A LIMITED LIABILITY COM-
PANY

Signed: BY SIGNING BE-
LOW, I DECLARE THAT ALL 
INFORMATION IN THIS STATE-
MENT 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 17913) I am also aware 
that all information on this state-
ment becomes Public Record upon 
filing.

s/RAGHBIR BAGGA
This statement was filed with 

the County Clerk of SAN BER-
NARDINO on: 12/15/2021

I hereby certify that this is a 
correct copy of the original state-
ment on file in my office.

Began Transacting Business: 
N/A

County Clerk,
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 & Profes-
sions Code).

12/24/2021, 12/31/2021, 
1/7/2022, 1/14/2022

NOTICE OF PETITION TO 
ADMINISTER ESTATE OF: 
DOROTHY JO MIMS-MOYLE  
CASE NO. PROSB2101125  
To all heirs, beneficiaries, 
creditors, contingent creditors, 
and persons who may other-
wise be interested in the will 
or estate, or both of DORO-
THY JO MIMS-MOYLE: 
A PETITION FOR PROBATE 
has been filed by MARJORIE 
E. MASON  in the Superior 
Court of California, County 
of SAN BERNARDINO. 
THE PETITION FOR PRO-
BATE requests that MAR-
JORIE E. MASON  be 
appointed as personal rep-
resentatives to administer 
the estate of the decedent. 
THE PETITION requests au-
thority to administer the estate 
under the Independent Admin-
istration of Estates Act. (This 
authority will allow the person-
al representative to take many 
actions without obtaining court 

approval. Before taking certain 
very important actions, howev-
er, the personal representative 
will be required to give notice 
to interested persons unless 
they have waived notice or con-
sented to the proposed action.) 
The independent administra-
tion 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-36 at 
9:00 a.m. on JANUARY 31, 
2022 at Superior Court of 
California, County of San 
Bernardino, 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 CREDITOR 
or a contingent creditor of the 
decedent, you must file your 
claim with the court and mail a 
copy to the personal represen-
tative 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 af-
fect your rights as a credi-
tor. 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 estate, 
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: MI-
CHAEL C. MADDUX, ESQ. 
1894 COMMERCENT-
ER WEST, SUITE 108 
SAN BERNARDINO, CA 92408 
Telephone No: (909) 890-2350 
Fax No: (909) 890-0106 
Published in the San Bernardi-
no County Sentinel December 
31, 2021 and January 7 & 14, 
2022. 

NOTICE OF PETITION 
TO ADMINISTER ESTATE 
OF: Angel Rosales

CASE NO. PROSB2100936
To all heirs, beneficiaries, 

creditors, contingent creditors, 
and persons who may otherwise 
be interested in the will or es-
tate, or both of Angel Rosales:

A Petition for Probate has 
been filed by Alma Moreno 
in the Superior Court of Cali-
fornia, County of SAN BER-
NARDINO,

THE PETITION FOR 
PROBATE requests that Alma 
Moreno be appointed as per-
sonal representative to admin-
ister the estate of the decedent.

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 obtaining 
court approval. Before taking 
certain very important actions, 
however, the personal represen-
tative will be required to give 
notice to interested persons 
unless they have waived notice 
or consented to the proposed 
action.) The independent ad-
ministration 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 peti-
tion will be held DECEMBER 
20, 2022 at 9:00 a.m. in Dept. 
No. S36 at Superior Court of 
California, County of San Ber-
nardino, 247 West Third Street, 

San Bernardino, CA 92415, San 
Bernardino District.

November 12, 2021
Kimberly Tilley, Deputy
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.

Filed: November 12, 2021
Attorney for Alma Moreno
R. SAM PRICE SBN 

208603
PRICE LAW FIRM, APC
300 E STATE STREET 

SUITE 620
REDLANDS, CA 92373
(909) 328 7000
sam@pricelawfirm.com
Published in the San Ber-

nardino County Sentinel on De-
cember 3, 10 & 17, 2021.

NOTICE OF PETITION TO 
ADMINISTER ESTATE OF: 
JANE BLEDSOE aka EV-
ELYN JANE BLEDSOE. 
NO. PROSB 2101083 
To all heirs, beneficiaries, cred-
itors, contingent creditors, and 
persons who may otherwise be 
interested in the will or estate, 
or both of JANE BLEDSOE aka 
EVELYN JANE BLEDSOE 
A PETITION FOR PROBATE 
has been filed by JENNI-
FER FEJZIC in the Superior 
Court of California, County 
of SAN BERNARDINO. 
THE PETITION FOR PRO-
BATE requests that JENNIFER 
FEJZIC be appointed as per-
sonal representative to admin-
ister the estate of the decedent. 
THE PETITION requests au-
thority to administer the estate 
under the Independent Admin-
istration of Estates Act. (This 
authority will allow the person-
al representative to take many 
actions without obtaining court 
approval. Before taking certain 
very important actions, howev-
er, the personal representative 
will be required to give notice 
to interested persons unless 
they have waived notice or con-
sented to the proposed action.) 
The independent administra-
tion 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. S35 at 9 
a.m. on JANUARY 20, 2022 
at Superior Court of Califor-
nia, County of San Bernardi-
no, 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 CREDITOR 
or a contingent creditor of the 

decedent, you must file your 
claim with the court and mail a 
copy to the personal represen-
tative 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 af-
fect your rights as a credi-
tor. 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 estate, 
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. 
Filed: DECEMBER 15, 2021 
Cesar Marin, Court Deputy Clerk 
Attorney for Jennifer Fejzic: 
Jennifer Daniel 
220 Nordina St. 
Redlands, CA 92373 
Telephone No: (909) 792-
9244 Fax No: (909) 235-4733 
Email address: team@lawof-
f i c e o f j e n n i f e r d a n i e l . c o m 
Published in the San Bernardi-
no County Sentinel December 
31, 2021 and January 7 & 14, 
2022. 

ORDER TO SHOW 
CAUSE FOR CHANGE OF 
NAME

 CASE NUMBER CIV SB 
2131872

TO  ALL INTERESTED 
PERSONS: Petitioner:  CHEL-
SEA MAE CARINO MOLINA 
filed with this court for a decree 
changing names as follows:

CHELSEA MAE CARINO 
MOLINA       to      CHELSEA 
MAE CARINO MOLINA-
TIANGCO

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 grant-
ed. If no written objection is 
timely filed, the court may grant 
the petition without a hearing.

Notice of Hearing:
Date: 2/15/2022
Time: 09:00 AM
Department: S-16 
The address of the court is
Superior Court of Califor-

nia, County of San Bernardino,
247 West Third Street, San 

Bernardino, CA 92415,
San Bernardino District-

Civil Division
IT IS FURTHER OR-

DERED that a copy of this or-
der be published in the San Ber-
nardino 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: 12/28/2021
John M. Pacheco
Judge of the Superior 

Court.
Published in the San Ber-

nardino County Sentinel on 
12/24, 2021 and 1/7, 1/14 & 
1/21, 2022.

FBN 20210012060
The following person is doing 

business as: STALWART TOOL 
COMPANY  18154 PINE AVE   
FONTANA, CA    92335:    LUIS 
ANGEL LEYVA      18154 PINE 
AVE   FONTANA, CA    92335

The business is conducted by: 
AN INDIVIDUAL

The registrant commenced to 
transact business under the ficti-
tious business name or names listed 
above on:  N/A
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By signing, I declare that all 

information 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 Re-
cord upon filing.

s/ LUIS ANGEL LEYVA
Statement filed with the Coun-

ty Clerk of San Bernardino on: 
12/06/2021

I hereby certify that this copy 
is a correct copy of the original 
statement on file in my office San 
Bernardino County Clerk By:/
Deputy I1327

Notice-This fictitious 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 business name in viola-
tion of the rights of another under 
federal, state, or common law (see 
Section 14400 et seq., Business and 
Professions Code).

Published in the San Bernardi-
no County Sentinel on 12/24, 2021 
and 1/7, 1/14 & 1/21, 2022.

ABANDONMENT OF A FIC-
TITIOUS BUSINESS NAME

NUMBER 20210012224      
The following entity was do-
ing business as: THE BELAIRE 
APARTMENT HOMES  8255 
VINEYARD AVE  RANCHO 
CUCAMONGA, CA 91730:   WC 
WOODSONG LLC  2082 MI-
CHELSON DRIVE, 4TH FLOOR    
IRVINE, CA  92612 

Registered with the State of 
Delaware  

Mailing Address:  2082 
MICHELSON DRIVE, 4TH 
FLOOR    IRVINE, CA  92612 
The business is conducted by: A 
LIMITED PARTNERSHIP.

The original FBN Number was 
FBN 20180007520  The date of fil-
ing was 06/27/2018

The registrant commenced to 
transact business under the ficti-
tious business name or names listed 
above on: JANUARY 23, 2018 
By signing, I declare that all in-
formation 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 be-
comes Public Record upon filing. 
s/ MICHAEL B EARL  
Statement filed with the 
County Clerk of San Ber-
nardino on: 12/13/2021 
I hereby certify that this copy 
is a correct copy of the origi-
nal statement on file in my of-
fice San Bernardino County 
Clerk By:/Deputy I1327 
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 it-
self 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 12/17/2021, 
12/24/2021, 12/31/2021 & 
01/07/2022

FICTITIOUS BUSINESS 
NAME STATEMENT FILE NO-
FBN20210012086

The following person(s) is(are) 
doing business as: REDLANDS 
SOURDOUGH COMPANY, 
REDLANDS SOURDOUGH CO, 
RSCO, 426 WEST OLIVE AVE, 
#6, REDLANDS, CA, 92373,

SAN BERNARDINO
Mailing Address: , RED-

LANDS SOURDOUGH COM-
PANY LLC

Business is Conducted By: 
AN LIMITED LIABILITY COM-
PANY

Signed: BY SIGNING BE-
LOW, I DECLARE THAT ALL 
INFORMATION IN THIS STATE-
MENT 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 17913) I am also aware 
that all information on this state-
ment becomes Public Record upon 
filing.

s/NEANDER TABINGO
This statement was filed with 

the County Clerk of SAN BER-
NARDINO on: 12/6/2021

I hereby certify that this is a 
correct copy of the original state-
ment on file in my office.

Began Transacting Business: 
N/A

County Clerk,
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 & Profes-
sions Code).

12/31/2021, 1/7/2022, 
1/14/2022, 1/21/2022

 

FICTITIOUS BUSINESS 
NAME

STATEMENT FILE NO-
FBN20210012035

The following person(s) is(are) 
doing business as: FLAMES OF 
FIRE FINANCIAL SERVICES 
& BUSINESS DEVELOPMENT, 
FLAMES OF FIRE APOSTOLIC 
& PROPHETIC MINISTRIES IN-
TERNATIONAL, R R LINDSAY 
MINISTRIES, 1274 S WATER-
MAN AV, 118, SAN BERNARDI-
NO, CA, 92408,

SAN BERNARDINO
Mailing Address: 12672 LI-

MONITE AV, #3E-714, EAST-
VALE, CA, 92880, REGINA L 
LINDSAY

Business is Conducted By: AN 
INDIVIDUAL

Signed: BY SIGNING BE-
LOW, I DECLARE THAT ALL 
INFORMATION IN THIS STATE-
MENT IS TRUE AND CORRECT. 
A registrant who declares as true in-
formation, which he or she knows to 
be false, is guilty of a crime. (B&P 
Code 17913) I am also aware that 
all information on this statement 
becomes Public Record upon filing.

s/REGINA R LINDSAY
This statement was filed with 

the County Clerk of SAN BER-
NARDINO on: 12/3/2021

I hereby certify that this is a 
correct copy of the original state-
ment on file in my office.

Began Transacting Business: 
10/13/2021

County Clerk,
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 & Profes-
sions Code).

12/31/2021, 1/7/2022, 
1/14/2022, 1/21/2022

FBN 20210011895     
The following person is doing busi-
ness as: HIGH FREQUENCY BEAU-
TY 2454 N ORANGE AVE RIALTO, 
CA 92377; ( PRINCIPAL PLACE OF 
BUSINESS SAN BERNARDINO 
); CINTHIA F BOTELLO 2454 N 
ORANGE AVE RIALTO, CA 92377. 
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/ CINTHIA F BOTELLO, OWNER 
Statement filed with the County Clerk 
of San Bernardino on: 11/29/2021 
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 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 fil-
ing of this statement does not of itself 
authorize the use in this state of a ficti-
tious 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 Bernardi-
no County Sentinel 12/10/2021, 
12/17/2021, 12/24/2021, 12/31/2021          
CNBB48202102IR 

FBN 20210011873     
The following person is doing 
business as: ROBALO. 1720 E. 
D ST ONTARIO, CA 91764; ( 
PRINCIPAL PLACE OF BUSI-
NESS SAN BERNARDINO );  
CRUZ A MONGE VALENZU-
ELA 1720 E. D ST ONTRIO, CA 
91764; SANTIAGO RAMIREZ 
1720 E. D ST ONTARIO, CA 91764. 
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/ CRUZ A MONGE VALEN-
ZUELA, GENERAL PARTNER 
Statement filed with the County Clerk 
of San Bernardino on: 11/29/2021 
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 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 fil-
ing of this statement does not of itself 
authorize the use in this state of a ficti-
tious 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 Bernardi-
no County Sentinel 12/10/2021, 
12/17/2021, 12/24/2021, 12/31/2021          
CNBB48202101CV 

FBN 20210011942     
The following person is doing busi-
ness as: QUICK STOP CONVE-
NIENCE 1435 N WATERMAN AVE 
UNIT A SAN BERNARDINO, CA 
92404; ( PRINCIPAL PLACE OF 
BUSINESS SAN BERNARDINO ); [ 
MAILING ADDRESS P.O BOX 1153 
SAN BERNARDINO, CA 92402]; 
DFM, INC. 1505 ½ W 9TH STREET 
SAN BERNARDINO, CA 92402 
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/ DANI MHANA, PRESIDENT 
Statement filed with the County Clerk 
of San Bernardino on: 12/01/2021 
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 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 fil-
ing of this statement does not of itself 
authorize the use in this state of a ficti-
tious 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 Bernardi-
no County Sentinel 12/10/2021, 
12/17/2021, 12/24/2021, 12/31/2021          
CNBB48202103MT 

FBN 20210012052     
The following person is doing busi-
ness as: BOLLYWOOD THREAD-
ING & SPA 2550 S ARCHIBALD 
AVE #F ONTARIO, CA 91761; ( 
PRINCIPAL PLACE OF BUSINESS 
SAN BERNARDINO ); YASMEEN 
CHOUDRY 2550 S ARCHIBALD 
AVE #F ONTARIO, CA 91761 
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/ YASMEEN CHOUDRY, OWNER 
Statement filed with the County Clerk 
of San Bernardino on: 12/03/2021 
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 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 fil-
ing of this statement does not of itself 
authorize the use in this state of a ficti-
tious 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 Bernardi-
no County Sentinel 12/10/2021, 
12/17/2021, 12/24/2021, 12/31/2021          
CNBB48202104MT 

FBN 20210011960     
The following person is doing busi-
ness as: BONANZA PLASTERING 
7166 BRISAS CT RANCHO CU-
CAMONGA, CA 91739; ( PRINCI-
PAL PLACE OF BUSINESS SAN 
BERNARDINO ); ANTONIO GO-
MEZ JR 7166 BRISAS CT RAN-
CHO CUCAMONGA, CA 91739 
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/ ANTONIO GOMEZ JR. , OWNER 
Statement filed with the County Clerk 
of San Bernardino on: 12/012021 

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 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 fil-
ing of this statement does not of itself 
authorize the use in this state of a ficti-
tious 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 Bernardi-
no County Sentinel 12/10/2021, 
12/17/2021, 12/24/2021, 12/31/2021          
CNBB48202105MT 

FBN 20210012049     
The following person is doing busi-
ness as: AA NUTRITION CENTER 
723 N D ST SAN BERNARDINO, 
CA 92401; ( PRINCIPAL PLACE OF 
BUSINESS SAN BERNARDINO );[ 
MAILING ADDRESS 5601 STAF-
FORD CT CHINO HILLS, CA 91709]; 
DERAR S HUMOND 5601 STAF-
FORD CT CHINO HILLS, CA 91709 
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/ DERAR S HUMOND, OWNER 
Statement filed with the County Clerk 
of San Bernardino on: 12/03/2021 
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 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 fil-
ing of this statement does not of itself 
authorize the use in this state of a ficti-
tious 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 Bernardi-
no County Sentinel 12/10/2021, 
12/17/2021, 12/24/2021, 12/31/2021          
CNBB48202106IR 

FBN 20210012284     
The following person is doing business 
as: WAR  GUARDIANS 1375 W. SAN 
BERNARDINO RD. #156 COVINA, 
CA 91722; ( PRINCIPAL PLACE OF 
BUSINESS SAN BERNARDINO 
); DONALD L DENOYER 1375 W. 
SAN BERNARDINO RD. #15 CO-
VINA, CA 91722; SOCORRO LOPEZ 
ZEPEDA 1375 W. SAN BERNARDI-
NO RD. #156 COVINA, CA 91722 
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/ DONALD L. DENOY-
ER, GENERAL PARTNER 
Statement filed with the County Clerk 
of San Bernardino on: 12/14/2021 
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 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 fil-
ing of this statement does not of itself 
authorize the use in this state of a ficti-
tious 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 Bernardi-
no County Sentinel 12/17/2021, 
12/24/2021, 12/31/2021, 01/07/2021          
CNBB49202101IR

FBN 20210012258     
The following person is doing busi-
ness as: PEDRO SMOG CHECK 
405 N. WATERMAN AVE. STE B 
SAN BERNARDINO, CA 92410; 
( PRINCIPAL PLACE OF BUSI-
NESS SAN BERNARDINO 
); SANDR CARRANZA 405 
N. WATERMAN AVE, STE B 
SAN BERNARDINO, CA 92410 
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/ SANDRA CARRANZA, OWNER 
Statement filed with the County Clerk 
of San Bernardino on: 12/132021 
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 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 fil-
ing of this statement does not of itself 
authorize the use in this state of a ficti-
tious 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 Bernardi-
no County Sentinel 12/17/2021, 
12/24/2021, 12/31/2021, 01/07/2021          
CNBB49202102IR 

FBN 20210012049     
The following person is doing busi-
ness as: AA NUTRITION CENTER 
723 N D ST SAN BERNARDINO, 
CA 92401; ( PRINCIPAL PLACE OF 
BUSINESS SAN BERNARDINO ); 
[ MAILING ADDRESS 5601 STAF-
FORD CT CHINO HILLS, CA 91709]; 
DERAR S HUMOUD 5601 STAF-
FORD CT CHINO HILLS, CA 91709 
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/ DERAR S HUMOUD, OWNER 
Statement filed with the County Clerk 
of San Bernardino on: 12/03/2021 
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 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 fil-
ing of this statement does not of itself 
authorize the use in this state of a ficti-
tious 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 Bernardi-
no County Sentinel 12/17/2021, 
12/24/2021, 12/31/2021, 01/07/2021          
CNBB49202104IR

FBN 20210012105     
The following person is doing busi-
ness as: GALIL PRODUCTIONS 
199 STATE HWY 138 CRESTLINE, 
CA 92325; ( PRINCIPAL PLACE OF 
BUSINESS SAN BERNARDINO ); [ 
MAILING ADDRESS P.O. BOX 3727 
CRESTLINE, CA 92325]; GABRIEL 
MARCOS REMON 199 STATE 
HWY 138 CRESTLINE, CA 92325 
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: MAR 10, 2010 
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 MAR-
COS REMON, OWNER 
Statement filed with the County Clerk 
of San Bernardino on: 12/07/2021 
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 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 fil-
ing of this statement does not of itself 
authorize the use in this state of a ficti-
tious 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 Bernardi-
no County Sentinel 12/17/2021, 
12/24/2021, 12/31/2021, 01/07/2021          
CNBB49202105IR 

FBN 20210012107      
The following person is doing busi-
ness as: EMPIRE TRANSPOR-
TATION, INC 14840 EBONY PL 
FONTANA, CA 92335; ( PRINCI-
PAL PLACE OF BUSINESS SAN 
BERNARDINO ); NINEONINE 
TRANSPORTATION, INC 14840 
EBONY PL FONTANA, CA 92335 
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/ EMMANUEL LIZA-
EEAGA, PRESIDENT 
Statement filed with the County Clerk 
of San Bernardino on: 12/07/2021 
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 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 fil-
ing of this statement does not of itself 
authorize the use in this state of a ficti-
tious 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 Bernardi-
no County Sentinel 12/17/2021, 
12/24/2021, 12/31/2021, 01/07/2021          
CNBB49202106MT 

FBN 20210012179     
The following person is doing busi-
ness as: TONY’S TREE SERVICE 
9187 BONITA DRIVE CHERRY 
VALLEY, CA 92223; ( PRINCI-
PAL PLACE OF BUSINESS SAN 
BERNARDINO ); MICHAEL D 
CUSTER 9187 DONITA DRIVE 
CHERRY VALLEY, CA 92223 
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/ MICHAEL D. CUSTER, OWNER 
Statement filed with the County Clerk 
of San Bernardino on: 12/09/2021 
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 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 fil-
ing of this statement does not of itself 
authorize the use in this state of a ficti-
tious 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 Bernardi-
no County Sentinel 12/17/2021, 
12/24/2021, 12/31/2021, 01/07/2021          
CNBB49202107MT 

FBN 20210012181    STATE-
MENT OF ABANDONMENT 
OF USE OF FICTICIOUS BUSI-
NESS NAME STAEMENT 
The following person is doing busi-
ness as: TONY’S TREE SERVICE 
35257 WILDWOOD CANYON RD 
YUCAIPA, CA 92399; ( PRINCI-
PAL PLACE OF BUSINESS SAN 
BERNARDINO ); ALAN L MOR-
RIS 35257 WILDWOOD CAN-
YON RD YUCAIPA, CA 92399 
The business is conducted by: AN 
INDIVIDUAL. This statement was 
filed with the County Clerk of San 
Bernardino County on 07/11/2018. 
Original File# 20180008027 
The registrant commenced to 
transact business under the ficti-
tious business name or names 
listed above on: JUL 16, 2010 
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/ ALAN L. MORRIS, OWNER 
Statement filed with the County Clerk 
of San Bernardino on: 12/09/2021 
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 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 fil-
ing of this statement does not of itself 
authorize the use in this state of a ficti-
tious 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 Bernardi-
no County Sentinel 12/17/2021, 
12/24/2021, 12/31/2021, 01/07/2021          
CNBB49202108MT 

FBN 20210012178     
The following person is doing 
business as: VIZION PERFOR-
MANCE 1471 E HICHLAND CT 
ONTARIO, CA 91764; ( PRINCI-
PAL PLACE OF BUSINESS SAN 
BERNARDINO ); CHRISTO-
PHER A TRUJILLO 1471 E HIGH-
LAND CT ONTARIO, CA 91764 
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 A. 
TRUJILLO, OWNER 
Statement filed with the County Clerk 
of San Bernardino on: 12/09/2021 
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 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 fil-
ing of this statement does not of itself 
authorize the use in this state of a ficti-

tious 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 Bernardi-
no County Sentinel 12/17/2021, 
12/24/2021, 12/31/2021, 01/07/2021          
CNBB49202109MT 

FBN 20210012269     
The following person is doing busi-
ness as: THE APU DOCTOR, 
CORP 1161 W I STREET APT #4 
ONTARIO, CA 91762; ( PRINCI-
PAL PLACE OF BUSINESS SAN 
BERNARDINO ); THE APU DOC-
TOR, CORP 1161 W I STREET 
APT #4 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/ CARLOS QUINTEROS 
CARRILLO, PRESIDENT 
Statement filed with the County Clerk 
of San Bernardino on: 12/14/2021 
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 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 fil-
ing of this statement does not of itself 
authorize the use in this state of a ficti-
tious 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 Bernardi-
no County Sentinel 12/17/2021, 
12/24/2021, 12/31/2021, 01/07/2021          
CNBB49202110

FBN 20210012288     
The following person is doing busi-
ness as: HELPING HAND MEN-
TAL HALTH SERVICES INC 9923 
LIME AVENUE FONTANA, CA 
92335; ( PRINCIPAL PLACE OF 
BUSINESS SAN BERNARDINO 
); APPLE MENTAL HEALTH 
SERVICES INC 9923 LIME AV-
ENUE FONTANA, CA 92335 
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/ JO R.ROCA-TUA-
ZON, PRESIDENT 
Statement filed with the County Clerk 
of San Bernardino on: 12/14/2021 
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 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 fil-
ing of this statement does not of itself 
authorize the use in this state of a ficti-
tious 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 Bernardi-
no County Sentinel 12/17/2021, 
12/24/2021, 12/31/2021, 01/07/2021          
CNBB49202111MT 

FBN 20210012106     
The following person is doing busi-
ness as: K-MARTINEZ CON-
STRUCTION 764 N. DALLAS AVE. 
SAN BERNARDINO, CA 92410; ( 
PRINCIPAL PLACE OF BUSINESS 
SAN BERNARDINO ); KEVIN G 
MARTINEZ 764 N. DALLAS AVE 
SAN BERNARDINO, CA 92410 
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/ KEVIN G. MARTINEZ, OWNER 
Statement filed with the County Clerk 
of San Bernardino on: 12/07/2021 
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 12/17/2021, 
12/24/2021, 12/31/2021, 01/07/2021          
CNBB49202112IR 
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District Attorney Jason 
Anderson to utilize some 
other grounds – which 
ultimately turned out to 
be interrupting a public 
meeting Penal Code 403 
charge – to justify the ar-
rest and proceed with a 
prosecution.

Canty cited evidence 
of an exchange between 
Jones and Harriman on 
July 21 that contained 
the phrase “I hope the 
DA doesn’t show weak-
ness,” to establish they 
were putting pressure on 
Anderson to file charges 
against Rodriguez and 
Gomez.

When Jones was 
questioned under oath, 
Canty said, she perjured 
herself.

“She could not re-
member if she had talked 
to the DA,” Canty said. 
“‘Doesn’t ring a bell,’ 
she said. You don’t forget 
talking to the DA about 
bringing charges against 
your political rival for 
five years. ‘Doesn’t ring 
a bell’ sounds like a lie to 
me. Based on the things 
she stated on the witness 
stand, she doesn’t have 
any credibility at all.”

Canty told the jury 
that under Section 
54953.5 of the Brown 
Act, California’s open 
public meeting law, all 
citizens have a right to 
videorecord public meet-
ings. To be convicted of 
a Penal Code Section 
403 violation, someone 
must have an intent to 

disrupt a public meeting, 
he said. Rodriguez had 
no such intent, and no 
intent could be proven, 
Canty said, because Ro-
driguez had the right to 
record and “thought he 
could record because of 
Section 54953.5.”

The district attorney’s 
office had floundered 
about, while furiously 
militating to come up 
with a way of complying 
with Jones’ and Harri-
man’s request to redeem 
Rodriguez’s wrongful 
arrest on a meeting vid-
eotaping charge by sub-
stituting some charges 
that would suffice as 
grounds for justifying 
the arrest, Canty said. 
That was proven out, 
Canty said, by the con-
sideration that “Charges 
were not filed until Oc-
tober 28,” consisting of, 
he said, “conspiracy to 
commit an interruption 
of a public meeting.” 
Ultimately, that charge 
was dropped, and the 
only allegation left was 
the disturbing of a public 
meeting.

Canty, latching onto 
the concept of conspira-
cy, immediately pivoted 
from a defense of Ro-
driguez to attacking the 
government.

“The conspiracy in 
this case rests with the 
government,” he said. 
“There was no conspir-
acy to interrupt a meet-
ing.”

He then focused on the 

inability of the sheriff’s 
department, the city and 
the prosecution, which 
had possession of Go-
mez’s and Rodriguez’s 
cell phones and the data 
contained therein, to 
show evidence of such 
a plot to interrupt the 
July 20 meeting. Rather, 
Canty said, the sheriff’s 
department eradicated 
the evidence, which, if 
it had remained intact 
in Gomez’s and Rodri-
guez’s possession, would 
have been used at trial to 
vindicate Rodriguez.

“Getting a [search] 
warrant was part of a 
conspiracy,” Canty said. 
“A warrant is supposed 
to turn up evidence, not 
destroy it.”

Arresting Rodri-
guez and Gomez, tak-
ing their cell phones, 
searching their homes 
and seizing their posses-
sions was not intended 
to prove a crime and 
ultimately produced no 
evidence that any crime 
was committed, Canty 
said. Rather, he intoned, 
“The search warrants… 
the only purpose of that 
was to send a message 
that ‘We’re not going to 
put up with what you are 
doing at public meetings 
anymore.’”

Canty said any ex-
changes Rodriguez had 
with Harriman and 
Duran at the meeting 
were expressions of his 
opinion and were pro-
tected by his right to 
free speech. That either 
Harriman or Duran dis-
agreed with what he said 
or that one or both of 
them found those state-
ments upsetting did not 
qualify as disturbing the 
peace, Canty said. The 

law prohibits disturbing 
the public peace, Canty 
said, not “disturbing the 
peace of an individual.”

That Rodriguez was 
not disturbing the peace 
was demonstrated by 
his not having raised his 
voice during the meet-
ings, as one of the depu-
ties present had testified 
that Rodriguez’s volume 
was somewhere “be-
tween a whisper and a 
mutter,” Canty said.  

If indeed there was a 
disturbance of the public 
peace at the July 6 and 
July 20 meetings, Canty 
said, it was Gomez and 
Jones who were the per-
petrators, with both hav-
ing gotten animated over 
“silly stuff going on in 
the meeting. Both started 
yelling things. My client 
didn’t have anything to 
do with a disruption of 
the meeting. It was a ri-
valry between Council-
woman Gomez and Ms. 
Jones.”

With regard to the 
June 2 incident at the 
Panera Bread bakery-ca-
fé, Canty said Rodriguez 
was not guilty of tres-
passing in a public place 
as charged, because un-
der Penal Code Section 
602, an individual must 
be asked to leave and re-
fuse to do so before he 
is considered to be tres-
passing.

One of the deputies 
on the scene, Canty said, 
testified that Rodriquez 
agreed to leave the Pane-
ra Bread bakery-café 
roughly ten seconds af-
ter he was asked to do so.

Canty said that the 
prosecution had failed to 
disclose audio and vid-
eo evidence in a timely 
manner as part of a po-

litical show trial.
“This is the People V. 

Robert Rodriguez not V. 
Blanca Gomez,” a visual 
display Canty placed 
on an overhead screen 
in the courtroom read. 
The entire contretemps 
was a manifestation of 
a “longstanding dispute 
between the mayor and 
Councilwoman Gomez, 
Canty said. He then 
closed with, “Return a 
not guilty verdict and tell 
them this charade does 
not have your support.”

In his rebuttal to Can-
ty, Wilkinson said, “The 
evidence does not show a 
government conspiracy.”

That the district attor-
ney’s office did not im-
mediately move forward 
with the case as it was 
initially framed by the 
sheriff’s office after the 
July 20 arrests and rather 
readjusted the charges 
away from an emphasis 
on his having videotaped 
the meeting to a distur-
bance of the meeting was 
not an indication that the 
district attorney’s office 
and the city were plot-
ting against Rodriguez, 
Wilkinson maintained. 
He said the prosecutor’s 
office normally revisits 
the issues surrounding a 
circumstance and inter-
views and re-interviews 
victims and witnesses 
before drafting a crimi-
nal complaint and filing 
it. “We repeatedly look 
back at what happened 
and take action,” he said.

“Taken in its totality, 
this case has been prop-
erly charged,” Wilkinson 
told the jury.

While stopping short 
of denying that Mayor 
Jones and Harriman had 
lobbied District Attor-

ney Anderson to follow 
through with a prosecu-
tion, Wilkinson said no 
proof had been mar-
shaled that such lobby-
ing actually occurred. 
“There’s no evidence 
anyone spoke to the DA’s 
office about modifying 
the charges,” Wilkinson 
said.

The case for Rodri-
guez having disrupted 
the two public meetings 
did not come down to a 
single action, Wilkinson 
said. The defendant’s in-
tent and culpability were 
established, he said, 
through the “totality of 
interruptions.”

Wilkinson, while 
sidestepping Canty’s ac-
cusations and insinua-
tions relating to suborn-
ing perjury, perjury on 
the part of prosecution 
witnesses, the sheriff’s 
department’s destruc-
tion of evidence and the 
prosecution’s failure to 
provide both incrimi-
nating and exonerating 
evidence to the defense, 
said the seizure of Go-
mez’s and Rodriguez’s 
cell phones and the mul-
tiple items at their resi-
dences pursuant to the 
search warrant obtained 
after their arrests was 
justified, even though no 
relevant evidence was 
churned up.

“Just because it can’t 
be found doesn’t mean 
it doesn’t exist,” Wilkin-
son said.

The jury, after more 
than a day of delibera-
tions returned verdicts 
of guilty on the trespass-
ing count, not guilty on 
disrupting the July 6 
meeting and guilty on 
disrupting the July 20 
meeting.

sons to pass through the 
licensed premises to ac-
cess a business that sells 
alcohol.’ A licensee [un-
der the Alcoholic Bev-
erage Control Act] shall 
not, at its licensed prem-
ises, sell, offer, or pro-
vide cannabis or canna-
bis products. Although 
Arrowhead Elks’s house 
chairman testified that 
the promoters showed 
him and the leading 
knight their ‘license’ for 
the events, he was either 
mistaken about the scope 

of the permissions the 
promoters had obtained, 
or he was not telling the 
truth.”

According to the rul-
ing, Arrowhead Elks’ 
argument that the evi-
dence to sustain the de-
partment’s ruling was 
insufficient because 
there is no evidence that 
Arrowhead Elks “kn[ew] 
that the licensed prem-
ises were to be used in 
an unlawful manner” 
and whether commercial 
cannabis sales are un-

lawful “becomes com-
plicated” in light of the 
Medicinal and Adult-
Use Cannabis Regula-
tion and Safety Act, both 
failed. “[T]here is noth-
ing complicated about 
whether temporary can-
nabis sales events such 
as those at issue here 
could be licensed to take 
place at a location that is 
already licensed to sell 
alcohol,” Judge Raphael 
wrote. “The Alcoholic 
Beverage Control Act, 
under which Arrowhead 
Elks’s liquor license was 
issued, states plainly that 
‘[a] licensee shall not, 
at its licensed premises, 
sell, offer, or provide 

cannabis or cannabis 
products.’ The Medici-
nal and Adult-Use Can-
nabis Regulation and 
Safety Act implementing 
regulations state equally 
plainly: ‘A temporary 
cannabis event license 
shall not be issued for a 
premises that is licensed 
for the sale of alcohol 
or tobacco.’ Arrowhead 
Elks, as the holder of a 
liquor license, is respon-
sible for familiarizing 
itself with the law relat-
ing to use of its licensed 
premises and operating 
those premises in accor-
dance with the law.”

The appellate panel 
found unconvincing Ar-

rowhead Elks’ argument 
there was no evidence 
that “illegal drug sales 
or possession occurred 
while [it] was operating 
its club license, or when 
its members or corporate 
officers were present” 
and that, as a “social 
club,” it “operates on a 
temporary or intermit-
tent basis and only when 
its members are present.”

Judges Raphael, Co-
drington and Slough 
stated, “The idea here 
is, essentially, since the 
alcohol was locked away 
and no club members 
were present during the 
cannabis sales events, 
Arrowhead Elks was 

not using its license at 
the time, so it should not 
be subject to discipline 
based on the activities 
of the nonmember pro-
moters, vendors, and 
customers. Both the de-
partment and the appeals 
board rejected this line of 
argument, as do we. The 
prohibitions at issue are 
not triggered by whether 
the premises were open 
for the sale of alcohol at 
the time, but by whether 
the premises are licensed 
for the sale of alcohol, 
and whether Arrow-
head Elks allowed those 
premises to be used in an 
unlawful manner.”

-Mark Gutglueck

“Set-Up” Of Rodriquez Included Per-
jury, Political Influence & Sheriff’s De-
partment Destruction Of Evidence That 
Would Have Vindicated Him, Ro
driguez’s Attorney Canty Maintained  
from page 6
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With Amazon Project Stymied By Judge’s 
Ruling Over Lack Of Clarity On Exhaust 
& Emissions As Well As Delays Imposed 
By Continuing Resident Opposition, Devel-
oper Appeals Requirement For Further En-
vironmental Examination To The Appellate 
Court In Riverside  from page 5
to a single structure of 
276,250 square feet. 
When the environmental 
certification documenta-
tion for the project was 
posted on December 16, 
2019, it came in the form 
of a mitigated negative 
declaration. In that doc-
umentation, the project 
was shown as a having 
been reduced once more 
to a 201,096-square-foot 
distribution center, with 
1,438 parking spaces 
contained on the project 
grounds.

The city allowed the 
project to proceed to-
ward approval without 
being subject to a com-
prehensive environmen-
tal impact report, which 
many Upland residents 
believed should have 
been carried out for a 
project of such size, in-
tensity and complexity. 
Rather, the city elected 
to use a mitigated nega-
tive declaration to com-
plete the environmental 
review process.

An environmental im-
pact report is an involved 
study of the project site, 
the project proposal, the 
potential and actual im-
pacts the project will 
have on the site and sur-
rounding area in terms 
of all conceivable issues, 
including land use, water 
use, air quality, potential 
contamination, noise, 
traffic, and biological 
and cultural resources. 
It specifies in detail 
what measures can, will 
and must be carried out 
to offset those impacts. 
A mitigated negative 
declaration is a far less 
exacting size-up of the 
impacts of a project, 
by which the panel en-
trusted with the city’s 
ultimate land use author-
ity, in this case the city 
council, issues a decla-
ration that all adverse 
environmental impacts 
from the project will be 
mitigated, or offset, by 
the conditions of approv-
al of the project imposed 
upon the developer.

A cross section of the 
city’s residents disputed 
the city council’s dec-
laration that all impacts 

from the project had been 
adequately mitigated, 
based both on the mag-
nitude of the project and 
the consideration that the 
city council lacked land 
use and environmental 
expertise. There were 
questions as well as to 
whether the zoning at the 
project site would allow 
a distribution facility to 
be established there.

Suspicion remained 
that the project would 
be subject to substantial 
expansion, without any 
further environmen-
tal analysis, perhaps to 
as large as the 977,000 
square feet originally 
proposed, since 1,438 
parking spaces is far in 
excess of what would 
normally be needed for 
a 201,096-square foot 
warehouse.

On February 12, 2020, 
the Upland Planning 
Commission voted 3-to-
2 to recommend that the 
city council not approve 
project. Two weeks later, 
on February 26, 2020, 
the commission met 
again, and in a move un-
precedented in Upland’s 
history, reversed itself, 
voting 4-to-2 to recom-
mend that the city coun-
cil approve the project, 
with two of the members 
who had voted against 
the project on February 
12, Linden Brouse and 
Gary Schwary, changing 
their votes, while a com-
missioner not present 
previously, Alexander 
Novikov, registered his 
opposition to the under-
taking.

Less than five weeks 
later, the city council re-
corded its 4-to-1 vote to 
approve the project.

Thereafter, a contin-
gent of Upland citizens 
banded together, tak-
ing on the name Up-
land Community First. 
The group’s members 
retained attorney Cory 
Briggs, who then filed 
a petition for a writ of 
mandate, seeking from 
the court an order that 
the city revisit the en-
vironmental review 
process for the project, 
make a determination 

that the mitigated nega-
tive declaration was in-
adequate and require 
that a full-blown envi-
ronmental impact report 
for the project be carried 
out before the project is 
allowed to proceed.

As a consequence of 
the Upland Community 
First legal filing, any ac-
tion toward the comple-
tion of the project, in-
cluding site grading, was 
suspended.

In the meantime, 
Bridge Development 
Partners seemingly re-
cruited Bill Velto, who 
voted in April 2020 as a 
member of the city coun-
cil to approve the project 
and who in November 
2020 was elected Up-
land mayor, to serve as 
its agent in approach-
ing members of Upland 
Community First in an 
effort to get that group 
to end its challenge of 
the project approval. To 
that end, Velto indicated 
via text messages that 
Bridge Development 
Partners had expressed a 
willingness to more than 
double the $17 million in 
project impact offsets the 
company had agreed to 
pay in the development 
agreement for the project 
approved in April 2020 
to $40 million. That of-
fer was conditional upon 
Upland Community First 
dropping its demand for 
a comprehensive envi-
ronmental impact report 
and accepting an envi-
ronmental review that 
would allow the proj-
ect to proceed, without 
any of the changes that 
would typically be re-
quired by an environ-
mental impact report. 
Upland Community First 
spurned those offers, in-
sisting that the matter be 
resolved though the writ 
of mandate proceeding.

While ultimately, 
Judge Cohn, who con-
sidered the petition for 
a writ of mandate, en-
tered a finding that the 
mitigated negative dec-
laration the city council 
made to clear the way 
for the project to proceed 
was inadequate, he did 
so on relatively narrow 
grounds. His order was 
that the mitigated nega-
tive declaration with re-
gard to the emission of 
greenhouse gasses had 
to be done over, but his 
order did not include a 

requirement that a full-
blown environmental 
impact report had to 
be completed. The city 
could rather utilize the 
mitigated negative dec-
laration process once 
more, as long as it did 
a more thorough assess-
ment and cataloging of 
mitigations, he ruled.

Judge Cohn’s findings 
let stand the other por-
tions of the environmen-
tal certification that were 
contained in the original 
mitigated negative decla-
ration, and he sided with 
the city in rejecting Up-
land Community First’s 
contention that the miti-
gated negative declara-
tion:
* underestimated traffic 

counts anticipated from 
the distribution center;
* misdefined the proj-

ect as a high-cube parcel 
hub warehouse instead 
of classifying it as a ful-
fillment center;
* failed to recognize the 

project was in conflict 
with Upland’s general 
plan and zoning code;
* mistakenly allowed a 

distribution center to be 
built in an area zoned for 
commercial/industrial 
mixed-use;
* failed to recognize 

that the project was an 
impermissible use where 
it was located;
* inadequately defined 

the project;
* was improperly rati-

fied during a meeting 
which was not publicly 
held but rather conduct-
ed remotely and elec-
tronically and therefore 
did not give Upland resi-
dents adequate opportu-
nity to provide input with 
regard to the project.

Judge Cohn ruled that 
any conclusions Upland 
Community First’s mem-
bers may have drawn 
based on the number of 
parking spaces included 
in the project plans were 
speculative.

The victory Upland 
Community First and 
its attorney, Briggs, 
notched proceeded from 
Judge Cohn’s acceptance 
of their assertion that 
the city had wrongfully 
used a greenhouse gas 
threshold of ten thou-
sand metric tons of car-
bon dioxide equivalent 
in calculating emissions 
from the distribution fa-
cility on a yearly basis 
as a maximum allowable 

limit. Since the city had 
sought to use an inopera-
tive maximum threshold 
for emissions, he said, 
the mitigated negative 
declaration was flawed, 
and had to be done over.

Greenhouse gasses 
are those such as carbon 
dioxide and chlorofluo-
rocarbons, which create 
a “greenhouse” effect, 
that is, causing the at-
mosphere to increase in 
temperature through the 
constant absorption of 
infrared radiation.

“The failure to pro-
vide substantial evi-
dence to justify the sin-
gle quantitative method 
used as the greenhouse 
gas threshold of signifi-
cance constitutes a prej-
udicial abuse of discre-
tion,” Judge Cohn ruled. 
“The public and deci-
sion-makers have not 
been provided sufficient 
information necessary to 
understand the threshold 
or the data used in the 
analysis establishing the 
threshold and reason for 
the significant change in 
baseline emissions in the 
subsequent greenhouse 
gas analysis. Accord-
ingly, the city’s approval 
of the mitigated negative 
declaration is set aside.”

Upon the city revisit-
ing the greenhouse gas-
ses analysis for the ware-
house project, Judge 
Cohn said, it would have 
the discretion to choose 
an appropriate “thresh-
old of significance” and 
to determine under that 
standard whether an 
environmental impact 
report is required, or it 
might reconduct a more 
comprehensive study 
and analysis and redraft 
the mitigated negative 
declaration accordingly, 
one that would presum-
ably include a descrip-
tion of how the opera-
tions at the distribution 
facility would need to be 
altered to mitigate or off-
set the impacts/damages 
from the generation of 
greenhouse gasses there.

The defendant in the 
suit was the city. Bridge 
Development Partners 
had agreed to indemnify 
the city over any litiga-
tion it became involved 
in as a consequence of 
the project approval. The 
city, represented by Gi-
netta Giovinco, appeared 
purposed to comply with 
Judge Cohn’s order and 

intensify the environ-
mental certification 
process and, ultimately, 
recertify the redrafted 
mitigated negative dec-
laration.

It appears that Bridge 
Development Partners 
was dissatisfied with 
that approach, believ-
ing the city was not be-
ing aggressive enough in 
seeking to be vindicated 
in its April 2020 deci-
sion. In addition, Bridge 
Development Partners 
anticipates that Upland 
Community First would 
ultimately legally chal-
lenge the redraft of the 
mitigated negative dec-
laration once it was 
completed, and it is no 
longer interested in play-
ing patty cake with those 
who are opposed to the 
project. By issuing the 
appeal, Bridge Develop-
ment Partners removes 
the matter from Judge 
Cohn’s courtroom to the 
California State Court 
of Appeal, Fourth Ap-
pellate District Division 
Two in Riverside, which 
has reversed Judge 
Cohn’s rulings on four 
separate occasions in the 
past.

Meanwhile, Upland 
Community First and 
Briggs, confident that the 
challenge of the green-
house gas assessment as 
it was made in the origi-
nal mitigated negative 
declaration will be up-
held in Riverside, believe 
the appellate court can 
be convinced that Judge 
Cohn was not aggressive 
enough in holding the 
city to account for the in-
adequate impact offsets 
related to other issues 
laid out in the mitigated 
negative declaration for 
the project accepted in 
April 2020. Their inten-
tion is to convince the 
appellate court that the 
mitigated negative dec-
laration format for ad-
dressing a project such 
as the Amazon ware-
house/distribution center 
is inadequate to the task 
of assessing let alone re-
dressing its impacts, and 
that more properly, an 
environmental impact 
study at the least should 
be done, and preferably, 
a comprehensive envi-
ronmental impact report 
should be completed be-
fore the project is given 
go-ahead.

-Mark Gutglueck


