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Inadmissability Of Evidence Implicating SBPD Handcuffs Defense In Ortiz Trial

The trial of San Ber-
nardino County City
Councilwoman Treasure
Ortiz began in earnest
on Monday morning and
ran into immediately in-
tractable  complication
as the prosecution’s case
from the outset has been
reliant on evidence im-
plicating a law enforce-
ment officer the district
attorney’s office delib-
erately excised from the
underlying case.

The rulings by the

judge overseeing the
case  accommodating
the prosecution’s effort
to keep the action of the
law enforcement officer
in question from be-
coming a focal point for
the jury resulted in the
creation of holes in the
prosecution’s  narrative
of guilt and the defense’s
narrative of innocence,
such that the presenta-
tion of evidence and tes-
timony became so awk-
ward and disjointed by

judge-attorney  sidebar
interruptions that jury
distraction had become
a major concern of the
judge.

By late Thursday af-
ternoon, at which point
the prosecution had
rested and defense wit-
nesses were being heard
from, doubt was cast
over the proceedings as
a member of the jury
had reported to a bailiff
who in turn informed
the court that another

juror had expressed an
opinion about what ver-
dict should be reached,
a premature conclu-
sion with regard to the
facts of the case, given
that the presentation of
evidence and testimony
had yet to conclude and
deliberations had not yet
begun. That juror is due
to be questioned Mon-
day morning, prior to the
witness who was on the
stand Thursday and who
had not completed her

testimony, former San
Bernardino City Coun-
cilwoman Kimberly Cal-
vin, coming back into
the courtroom, Depart-
ment S-18, located on the
sixth floor of the 11-story
San Bernardino Justice
Center to conclude her
testimony.

The case against Or-
tiz is a complicated and
highly nuanced one, rife
with political implica-
tion and questions with
regard to the gee P2

Despite Civil Libertarians’ Misgivings, Local Flock Surveillance Systems Remain In Place

Increasingly over the
last 18 months through-
out the United States,
concern with regard to
the civil liberty threat
posed by surveillance
systems developed by
Flock Safety, also known
as Flock Group Inc. has,
in pockets throughout
the country, escalated to
a fever pitch.

The Atlanta, Georgia-
based company, founded
in 2017 by Garrett Lang-

Despite Crackdown,
RR Freight
Thefts Persist

Stepped-up vigilance
and the concerted efforts
of a wide range of law
enforcement  agencies
working with railroad
officials to heighten se-
curity and reduce pil-
ferage from trains along
San Bernardino Coun-
ty’s rail corridor by both
sophisticated  criminal
organizations and op-
portunistic bandits has
continued now past the
dog days of summer. In-
roads on that criminality
have been made, but the
thefts continue, it seems,
unabated.

Authorities over the
last three weeks have
collared at least six indi-
viduals involved in steal-
ing substantial quantities
of merchandise from
rail cars. At the same
time, it is believed, an
equal number of thieves
involved in those same

ley, Matt Feury, and
Paige Todd, has grown
in leaps and bounds
through its successful
product line of automat-
ed license plate readers,
video cameras, surveil-
lance technology and
public safety software.
But inevitable bugs
in the system, not all of
which have been worked
out and the consideration
that more than 130,000
active license plate read-

incidents were able to
elude capture.

On Monday, August
24 at around 7.a.m., ac-
cording to the San Ber-
nardino County Sheriff’s
Department, a group of
people of at least four
people were seen break-
ing into a Burlington
Northern Santa Fe box-
car in the unincorpo-
rated San Bernardino
County area east of Bar-
stow near Daggett, and
were unloading See P 3

Arguments For &
Against Upland
Measure M

As the result of action
taken by the Upland City
Council on August 3 22,
the city’s voters will be
called upon to vote on
the approval of what the
San Bernardino County
Registrar of Voters’ Of-
fice has designated Mea-
sure M.

Measure M will re-
vamp the city’s business
licensing schedules to

ers and an unknown
number of other types of
surveillance cameras de-
veloped by the company
have been installed in
approaching 6,000 com-
munities across 49 states
has sparked worries that
invasions of privacy and
unwarranted, unconsti-
tutional and outright il-
legal data sharing are
routinely taking place
in areas in which more
than 67 percent of the

change the cost of ob-
taining a business opera-
tion permit in the City of
Gracious Living.

Measure M will in-
tensify the burden that
the city’s most success-
ful businesses bear for
doing businesses in the
city. Indeed, those busi-
nesses cataloged as
the highest grossing in
the city would see the
cost of their city busi-
ness licenses jump by a
whopping 3,240 percent,
from the current $864 to
$28,000, if a majority of
the city’s voters support
Measure M, which has
been placed on the up-
coming November bal-
lot.

All five of the coun-
cil’s members — Mayor
Bill Velto, First District
Councilwoman  Shan-
non Maust, Second Dis-
trict Councilman James
Breitling, Third District
Councilman Carlos Gar-
cia and Fourth District
Councilman gee p3

entire country’s popula-
tion lives.

The introduction of
ever more advanced sur-
veillance tools, including
the expansion of artifi-
cial intelligence features,
such as searching ve-
hicle attributes, clothing,
or physical descriptions
beyond standard license
plates has created, a
sizeable number of peo-
ple fear, an Orwellian
comprehensive tracking

Duo Arrested
In Killing Of A

Highland Man

A man from High-
land and a younger man
from San Bernardino,
described by personnel
with the San Bernardino
County Sheriff’s Depart-
ment as shady charac-
ters, have been arrested
in connection with the
stabling murder of a
slightly older man living
in Highland.

33-year-old  Samuel
Canales was at a home
in the 7600 block of Elm
Street in Highland when
he was stabbed, result-
ing in the loss of a criti-
cal amount of blood, on
Monday, August 3.

Sheriff’s deputies who
had been dispatched to
an emergency call from
the residence at 10:37
a.m., arrived to find him
gravely wounded inside
a detached secondary
unit on the property. He
was transported to a hos-

infrastructure.

That uprating in capa-
bility has come as there
has been extensive pub-
licity about the technolo-
gies misuse by law en-
forcement agencies and
personnel. There have
been documented cases
of police officers utiliz-
ing the cloud database
to track residents absent
court-issued  warrants,
carryout discriminatory
or idiosyncratic gae p 4

pital, where he expired,
shortly after arrival.

Detectives with the
homicide detail of the
specialized  investiga-
tions bureau identified
two suspects potentially
involved in the killing.

At 1:54 a.m. on Au-
gust 4, Angel Santiago
Macias De La Cruz, 23,
with a birthdate of Feb-
ruary 25, 2003 was lo-
cated at 25813 11th Street
in San Bernardino, very
close to the boundary
with Highland. He was
arrested. T

At 8 p.m., the follow-
ing day, August 4, they
tracked down one of the
second suspect, Brian
Anthony Huidor, 27, to a
residence at 6672 Roca
Circle in San Bernardi-
no, where they took him
into custody.

Macias De La Cruz
was booked on a charge
of murder, Penal Code
187(A) into the Central
Jail in San Bernardino.
He is being See P8

Resident Mistrust
Of City Council
At A Fever Pitch

As Adelanto Mulls

Data Center Zones

Resident  suspicion
and distrust of Adel-
anto’s top municipal of-
ficials is intensifying
as those officials are
seeking to rezone a sub-
stantial portion of the
52.87-square mile city to
allow for the operation of
data centers.

Adelanto, San Ber-
nardino County eighth
smallest city in terms of
population, is also one of
its most impoverished.
With a mean household
income of $68,685, Ad-
elanto is ahead of only
two of the county’s 24
cities and incorporated
towns in that regard, as
17.2 percent of the over-
all population lives be-
low the federal poverty
line, while family-level
poverty in the city is
reported at around 15.9
percent to 16.4 percent.

Nearly twelve years
ago, in the aftermath
of the clean sweep that
was effectuated in the
2014  election  when
Rich Kerr ousted Mayor
Cari Thomas and John
Woodard and Charles
Glasper defeated Steve
Baisden Charles Valvo,
Kerr joined forces with
incumbent Councilman
Jermaine Wright and
Woodard to embrace the
long-in-coming liberal-
ization of California’s
marijuana laws that were
fully effectuated with the
passage of Proposition
64 in 2016. Presciently
anticipating Proposition
64’s passage, the three
spent 2015 acclimating
the city’s populace to the
concept of simply allow-
ing a limited number of
warehouses in the city
industrial park zone to
operate as indoor mari-
juana farms where medi-
cal marijuana was to be
cultivated.

Over the ob- Gee p 3
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Ortiz Trial from
front page

integrity of the San Ber-
nardino Police Depart-
ment. In seeking to sim-
plify the case, which was
one originally angled at
former San Bernardino
Police Department De-
tective Steve Desrochers
rather than Ortiz, who
was considered a report-
ing witness in the matter
at the outset, has para-
doxically complexified
the matter, resulting in
Judge Melissa Rodri-
guez, a former prosecu-
tor herself, granting a
series of motions in li-
mine, that is, restrictions
on the evidence to be
presented, questions to
be asked and answers by
witnesses to be heard by
the jury, which pertain
to the crime Desrochers
was accused of commit-
ting.

At issue in People vs.
Ortiz, is the district at-
torney’s offices conten-
tion that Ortiz in report-
ing what she contends
was Desrochers’ unlaw-
ful use of police depart-
ment facilities and assets
made audio recordings
of her conversations with
San Bernardino Police
Chief Darren Goodman
and San Bernardino Po-
lice Sergeant Jose Loera,
the president of the San
Bernardino Police Of-
ficers Association, with-
out first obtaining their
permission to do so, a
violation of Penal Code
The dis-
trict attorney’s office
now maintains that Or-
tiz victimized Good-
man and Loera. Com-
pounding the paradox is
that both Goodman and
Loera made statements
on those audio record-
ings that Desrochers
had indeed improperly
exploited access that the
San Bernardino Police
Department has to state
and national law enforce-
ment data bases to obtain
restricted  information
relating to Ortiz that was

utilized in electioneering
material against her put
out by her political op-
ponent in the 2024 elec-
tion, whom the San Ber-
nardino Police Officers
Association had, at least
initially, endorsed.

The case has drawn
widespread attention for
a multiple of reasons, not
the least of which is the
circumstance in which
the basis of the charges
against Ortiz evolved,
which included Good-
man and Loera having
acknowledged two years
ago that Desrochers, one
of the past presidents of
the police officers associ-
ation, had utilized privi-
leged law enforcement
information for political
purposes, only to retract
those admissions in the
face of intensive contro-
versy and condemnation
of the police department.
The juxtaposition of de-
nials by Goodman and
Loera that the San Ber-
nardino Police Depart-
ment’s access to a privi-
leged data base had ever
been abused and their
statements, in the form
of Ortiz’s recordings of
voices and written tran-
scriptions of what they
said that were posted
to the internet last year
manifested as a poten-
tially devastating blow
to the credibility and
professionalism of the
police department.

It was in that atmo-
sphere, which was ren-
dered all the more acri-
monious by Ortiz having
lodged a claim with the
City of San Bernardino
in May 2025 followed
by the filing of a lawsuit
against the city in No-
vember 2025 relating to
Desrochers’  accessing
of the data base and the
use of the information
against her during the
2024 election cycle, that
the district attorney’s
office made a decision
against pursuing a crim-
inal case against Desro-
chers, who was at that
point retired from the
department. In stead, the
San Bernardino County
District Attorney’s Of-
fice filed two misde-
meanor charges against
Ortiz for having record-
ed her exchanges with
Goodman and Loera.

For generations, the
San Bernardino Police
Officers Association has
proven the most influ-
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ential entity in deter-
mining the make-up of
the seven-member city
council representing the
62.24-square mile city’s
seven wards and that
panel’s presiding officer,
the mayor, who is elect-
ed at large. Going back
at least until the 1980s
there have been reports,
none of which were ever
officially confirmed, that
the police officers’ union
and its smaller and less
powerful  counterpart,
the San Bernardino Po-
lice Management Asso-
ciation representing the
department’s lieutenants
and captains, have made
information gleaned
from various electroni-
cally-linked data bases
law enforcement agen-
cies are granted access
to available to candi-
dates for city office the
members of those unions
favor. Those data bases
include the California
Law Enforcement Tele-
communications  Sys-
tem, known by its ac-
ronym CLETS, which
connects public safety
agencies across the state
to criminal histories,
driver records, and oth-
er databases; JDIC, the
Justice Data Interface
Controller, a law en-
forcement data commu-
nications system oper-
ated and maintained by
the Los Angeles County
Sheriff’s Department’s
Data Systems Bureau
which serves as the cen-
tral message switching
hub for law enforcement
agencies across Los An-
geles County, providing
instant access to local,
state, and federal crimi-
nal justice databases and
enables agencies to send
and receive official ad-
ministrative  messages
across the county, state,
and nation, information
from which is available
to the San Bernardino
Police Department by
special dispensation; the
San Bernardino County
Sheriff’s Department’s
Central Name Index,
that agency’s cybernetic
file system that logs dep-
uties’ field contacts with,
detainment of, citations
issued to and arrests of
subjects or suspects,
along with charges filed
against them and re-
sulting convictions, as
well as victim and wit-
ness statements, granted
to the San Bernardino

Police Department at
the sheriff’s discretion;
and NCIC, the Nation-
al Crime Information
Center, considered the
United States’ primary
database and informa-
tion registry for tracking
crime-related informa-
tion, maintained by the
Criminal Justice Infor-
mation Services Divi-
sion of the Federal Bu-
reau of Investigation.

NCIC, CLETS, IDIC
and CNI data are all sub-
ject to slightly variant
but generally uniform
restrictions with regard
to authorized access,
how the information can
be utilized, with con-
tents restricted to official
purposes related to law
enforcement, criminal
justice, and national se-
curity.

On November 8,
2023, after Ortiz took
out nomination papers
to challenge then-in-
cumbent Damon Alex-
ander in the March 5,
2024 Primary Election
to represent San Ber-
nardino’s Seventh Ward,
she met with former San
Bernardino City Attor-
ney Jim Penman, who
was also vying for elec-
tion to the Seventh Ward
post. At that meeting,
Penman informed her
that the San Bernardino
Police Officers Associa-
tion intended to conduct
a campaign against her
candidacy, in so doing
referencing information
relating to her that had
been gleaned from a law
enforcement data base.
He urged her to drop out
of the 7th Ward race to
avoid sustaining damage
to her reputation. Ortiz
thereafter looked into
the matter and scheduled
a meeting with Police
Chief Goodman. She
told Goodman about the
union’s incipient efforts
to oppose her in the elec-
tion and how that effort
was based, at least in
part, on information re-
lating to her contained in
at least one law enforce-
ment data base. Good-
man said he had looked
into the matter and had
determined that no such
use of the data base by
members of the depart-
ment had taken place.

On March 4, 2024,
Ortiz and Penman. Re-
spectively, proved the
two top finishers in the
Seventh Ward contest,
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qualifying for a run off
against one another in
the November 5, 2024
race.

Ortiz, despite having
been told by Goodman
that there was no sub-
stance to her contention
that the department had
run her name through
any of the law enforce-
ment data bases to dig
up derogatory informa-
tion that could be used
by the Penman campaign
against her during the
election season, contin-
ued to bird-dog the po-
lice chief with regard to
the issue, insisting there
were individuals within
the department who had
direct knowledge about
about the efforts against
her. Goodman continued
to express his skepticism
about what Ortiz was
telling him, seeking to
assure her that the pro-
fessionalism among the
department’s ranks was
such that no one em-
ployed there would have
abused the department’s
authority or resources to
push a political agenda ,
In a final effort to assure
her that she was barking
up the wrong tree, he ac-
ceded to her request to
launch an inquiry with
the custodians of the
various data bases to
ascertain whether any-
one in the department
had accessed the entries
relating to her in the cy-
bernetic files shared by
local, state and federal
law enforcement agen-
cies.

Just as the 2024 elec-
tion season was heating
up, on August 8, 2024,
Goodman contacted Or-
tiz, informing her that the
California Department
of Justice had responded
to his request that it do
an audit of requests of

the California Law En-
forcement Telecommu-
nications System for in-
formation on individuals
matching Ortiz’s identity
and birthdate, and that it
had been verified that
her name had been run
and information pertain-
ing to her retrieved from
the database. Goodman
apologized for having
expressed doubt about
the veracity of what she
had told him and for the
department’s invasion of
her confidentiality. He
identified Desrochers as
the party that had ac-
cessed the system in re-
trieving her file, provid-
ed her with the date and
time that the access had
been made and told her
there was going to be a
criminal case put togeth-
er against Desrochers,
based on his illegal use
of the California Law
Enforcement Telecom-
munications System.
Six days later, late in the
morning on August 14,
2024, Ortiz texted Good-
man, inquiring about the
Department of Justice
Audit Report. Goodman
said he would attempt to
schedule a meeting with
her the following week
to go over the report.
Over the course of the af-
ternoon and into the eve-
ning, there were internal
department communi-
cations between Good-
man and other members
of the department at the
command level about the
misuse of CLETS and its
application for political
purposes, in particular
how it had, at the very
least, the appearance of
being related to the San
Bernardino Police Of-
ficers Association’s en-
dorsement of Penman.
Loera was brought into

Continued on Page 6
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Soaking Successful
Businesses For More
Revenue Is Good
For The Communi-
ty; Not So, Say Tax
Increase Opponents
from front page

Rudy Zuniga — are in fa-
vor of Measure M.

The argument they
make in their pitch for
the city’s voters to sup-
port of it is “Out busi-
ness license structure
is 31 years old. Yes on
M simply reforms this
structure to match the
mix of business in our

city today. Measure M
applies only to business-
es. Yes on M will not in-
crease taxes for residents
or homeowners. Cur-
rently, our local small
businesses pay signifi-
cantly higher rates than
the largest businesses
— in some cases, more
than 100 times as much.
That’s simply unfair.”
The argument in favor
of M further staters that
the measure ‘“ensures
the largest businesses
step up and pay their fair
share for the essential
city services residents
and small businesses al-
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ready pay for. Yes on M
reduces taxes for a ma-
jority of small, mom and
pop businesses, so they
can afford to stay in our
community during these
challenging times. Yes
on M is a win-win for
our community: millions
more to address our local
needs, without asking
residents to pay more.
Yes on M fixes streets
and potholes. Yes on M
keeps our parks, streets
and public areas safe and
clean. Yes on M main-
tains fast 911 emergency
response times.”

The argument against

Measure M states, “Up-
land businesses and tax-
payers did not cause the
city’s budget problems.
Current and past city
council members’ fi-
nancial mismanagement
caused any budget short-
falls. This city council
gave its members gener-
ous pay raises, Unbeliev-
ably, they hired a third
city manager. We now
pay for a city manager
and two assistant city
mangers to run the city.
Outrageously boated
government bureaucracy
doesn’t justify tripling
the business tax to $3.3

million annually. Upland
residents soundly reject-
ed city council proposals
to increase sales taxes in
2022 and 2024,”

The argument against
Measure M continues,
“Don’t be fooled by un-
trustworthy politicians.
The proposed $3.3 mil-
lion tax increase on
businesses’ gross sales
receipts will be passed
onto we consumers.
Businesses and residents
have just been hit hard
by increased city water,
and sewer and Burrtec
trash rates. With record
high food, energy, gaso-

line prices and insur-
ance costs, hard-working
families and seniors
cannot afford additional
city-imposed taxes. The
mayor recently admit-
ted sales tax revenues
have declined. That is
because residents have
cut back on spending
due to the higher cost
of living. This has nega-
tively impacted Upland
businesses large and
small. Many businesses
are in survival mode.
Just like businesses and
residents, the city must
operate within its bud-

Continued on Page 14

Railroad Freight
Thefts from front
page

boxed items into vehicles
near the spot.

En route to the lo-
cation of the reported
thefts, a deputy encoun-
tered a van matching a
description of one of the
vehicles into which the
stolen merchandise was
being loaded heading
west on the 40 Freeway.

When the deputies
conducted a traffic stop,
a suspect, later identified
as Leonardo Martinez
Navarre, 29, of Perris,

searches, including the
stalking of their own
wives or girlfriends.

In addition, predict-
able manifestations of
the data being made
available, by virtue of
“agency-to-agency privi-
lege” by one governmen-
tal entity to others have
emerged into the public
consciousness. Data col-
lected by local agencies
has been, in some cases,

jections of then-Coun-
cilman Ed Camargo
and Glasper, the troika
of Kerr, Wright and
Woodard undertook to
transform Adelanto into
a cannabis-based econo-
my by making Adelanto,
in Kerr’s words, “the
marijuana capital of the
world.”

What was at play was
a series of get-rich-quick
real estate sale schemes.
Comparatively speaking,

sprung from the van and
attempted to run into the
desert. Deputies gave
chase, and the foot pur-
suit ended with Navarre

in custody.
On Saturday, August
22, sheriff’s depart-

ment investigators came
across an abandoned ve-
hicle in which boxes of
Brooks running shoes
worth  $123,000 were
found. The sheriff’s de-
partment recovered the
shoes but did not arrest
any individuals in con-
nection with the theft.
Previously, on Mon-
day, August 17, deputies

commandeered by state
law enforcement agen-
cies, federal law enforce-
ment agencies and other
federal agencies, includ-
ing the Department of
Immigration and Cus-
toms Enforcement.

Opposition to not only
the ubiquity of the tech-
nology but to the use of
data of the type gathered
by Flock in any degree
has popped up among
civil liberty groups such
as the American Civil
Liberties Union and
the Electronic Frontier
Foundation.

Beyond the authori-

land in Adelanto was
inexpensive. Both real
estate speculators and
individuals interested in
establishing marijuana-
oriented businesses be-
gan delivering bribes to
Kerr and Wright with
the understanding that
they would open the way
for commercial cannabis
or marijuana cultivation
operations to set up and/
or get permits on vari-
ous properties around

came across a van with
$28,000 worth of Lego
sets which had been re-
moved from a rail car.
While no arrests were
immediately made in
that case, the vehicles are
sources of clues which,
upon the application of
forensic analysis, may
lead to those who had
stolen the merchandise.

Authorities say there
has been a persistent pat-
tern of highly organized
thefts involving interna-
tional criminals target-
ing railroad cargo cars in
San Bernardino County

tarian misuse that car-
ries with it the potential,
at least in the minds of
some, that Flock and
companies completing
with it for surveillance
industry dominance
could become the foun-
dation an American to-
talitarian state, is the
possibility, which may
have already manifested,
of criminals — including
criminal networks and
organized crime — tap-
ping into the data Flock
is compiling and using it
for its own or their own
nefarious purposes.

the city. This involved
changing the zoning in
certain areas of the city.
Woodard, a real estate
agent/broker, function-
ing on inside informa-
tion he obtained as a city
council member, would
pass that along to would-
be marijuana growers
or prospective cannabis
shop or prospective dis-
pensary operators. They
would purchase rela-
tively inexpensive land

and elsewhere in San
Bernardino County go-
ing back over the last 18
months. .

According to the As-
sociation of American
Railroads, “In recent
years, organized crimi-
nal groups have increas-
ingly targeted the na-
tion’s railroads using
sophisticated tactics and
technology to commit
cargo theft.”

Beginning last fall,
an intensified crack-
down on railroad cargo
theft has been pursued
by a multitude of agen-
cies and entities, includ-

Flock Safety main-
tains its core cloud plat-
form and central data-
base have never been nor
will ever be hacked or
subjected to massive or
even limited data exfil-
tration.

The reality, however,
is such breeches, ones
of unknown serious-
ness, depth or breadth
— because of the aura of
secrecy that surrounds
Flock — have already oc-
curred. Security profes-
sionals and cybernetic

somewhere in Adelanto
and Woodard, as the
broker, would get a com-
mission on the sale. That
land would subsequently
be rezoned for use as an
indoor marijuana farm
or cannabis processing
plant or cannabis prod-
uct/marijuana distribu-
tion or wholesale or re-
tail establishment.

Kerr, Wright and Wo-
odard profited by their
exploitation of their

ing the San Bernardino
County Sheriff’s Depart-
ment and the Burlington
Northern Santa Fe Rail-
road Police as well as the
FBI and Department of
Homeland Security.

In Southern Califor-
nia in particular, inves-
tigators have learned
that at least some of the
perpetrators have previ-
ously succeeded because
they had inside informa-
tion about railroad com-
pany operations.

Individuals linked to
cargo theft rings who
have specific knowledge
of the placing and tim-

researchers, as well as
investigators who are
not connected with and
therefore have no motive
to protect Flock or its
reputation have detected,
found and exposed sig-
nificant  vulnerabilities
and data exposure issues
in the devices Flock sells
along with the software
those devices use to co-
ordinate with the law en-
forcement agencies us-
ing those products.

More than one set
of security researchers,
perhaps most famously

governmental decision-
making authority. Ulti-
mately, however, because
of the sloppiness in their
manner and mode of op-
eration, Wright and Kerr
were both taken down
by the FBI on political
corruption and bribery
charges, and were ul-
timately convicted and
sent to federal prison.
Woodard with his more
sophisticated approach,
avoided being prosecut-

ing of the shipment by
rail of high-value goods
is a common vulnerabil-
ity and a major factor in
the success of criminals
who target rail cars for
theft. Railroad police,
the sheriff’s department,
the San Bernardino Po-
lice Department, the
Colton Police Depart-
ment, the Rialto Police
Department and the FBI
have information that
organized crime is em-
ploying individuals who
assume relatively low-
ranking and even tem-
porary positions with

Continued on Page 14

collaborators Benn Jor-
dan and Jon “GainSec”
Gaines, in multiple con-
texts have shown ele-
ments of Flock camera
and surveillance systems
can be tapped into. On
more than one occasion,
it was clearly demon-
strated flock products in
use by law enforcement
agencies, have been
left open to on-line ac-
cess, either because the
password protections or
encryption used could
be defeated or no such

Continued on Page 18

ed. All three — Kerr, Wo-
odard and Wright — were
out of office by the end of
2018.

An element of the
graft and fraud the three
had perpetuated while
they were yet riding
high in 2015, 2016 and
2017 was inadequacy of
most of the land in Ad-
elanto for the purposes
those securing a profit
off of it by selling it to

Continued on Page 5
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the conversation, where-
upon a consensus was
developed that it would
be best all around for
the Police Officers As-
sociation to rescind its
endorsement of Penman.
At 9:54 pm. Good-
man texted Ortiz to let
her know he was still
working on the matter.
Discussions  continued
among principals in the
police department, and
Goodman called upon
Loera to meet with Or-
tiz. Communication be-
tween Ortiz and Loera
ensued, and they agreed
to meet at DJ Coffee
Shop, located at 265
East 40th Street in San
Bernardino that after-
noon. Ortiz arranged for
San Bernardino Sixth
Ward City Council-
woman Kimberly Calvin
to attend the meeting.
By the time that meet-
ing took place at 2:45
p.m., the Police Officers
Association had made
a withdrawal of its en-
dorsement of Penman.
Ortiz used her cellphone,
which was placed on the
table, between her and
Calvin sitting on one
side and Loera opposite
them, to record the con-
versation that ensued.
On the recording, Loera
can be heard telling Or-
tiz and Calvin that he
had not been aware of
Desrochers’ use of the
CLETS database for po-
litical purposes until the
previous day, but that
he had been thoroughly
brought up speed with
regard to what had hap-
pened. He owned up
to what had occurred.
“I'm here to formally
apologize for what they
did in the past,” Loera is
heard saying. “Clearly,
I got a phone call yes-
terday. You got a phone
call too. And I was just
like, ‘What? Are you
kidding me?’ Like, that’s
just the way they told
me was, ‘You need to sit
down.” I'm like. ‘“What
happened?’ First of all,

I thought that one of my
members was injured. |
was like, ‘Oh, my God
something  happened,
right?” And they told me.
I was like, ‘Oh, Hell, no,
there’s no way. There’s
no way.” Because, we,
during that time, clear-
ly, [immediate past San
Bernardino Police Of-
ficers Association Presi-
dent Jon] Plummer and I
were not in charge. And
something  happened:
that. You know that. It
was the guys, the people
that were in charge at
that time. And that is not
the way we do business
— ever since Plummer
and I took over. While
Plummer’s not in charge
anymore, | am. We said
we were different, right?
And when I heard that, I
was like, ‘Oh, I'm gonna
burn down the house
right now, because that
is not okay, one hun-
dred percent, you know,
and [ immediately re-
moved the endorse-
ment of Jim Penman,
canceled the forum and
all that stuff, because
it’s not okay. It’s not.
It’s not what Plummer
and I created. It’s not.”
Loera told Ortiz, “I
wanted to have a conver-
sation with you, because
we’re paying, obviously,
we’re paying for the mis-
takes of our forefathers.”

The San Bernardino
Police Officers Asso-
ciation president then
told Ortiz that she
should pursue press-
ing criminal charges
against Desrochers.
“Do what you got to do
with the criminal portion
of it, which I highly rec-
ommend, because it is a
crime doing that,” Loera
told Ortiz. “The same
way you hold bad people
accountable. [ get it.”
Two weeks later, On
August 29, 2024, Good-
man met with Ortiz at
the San Bernardino Po-
lice Deaprtment head-
quarters.  Accompany-
ing her was Scott Beard,
one of Ortiz’s major
political  contributors.
Goodman provided both
Ortiz and Beard with
a print-out of the audit
showing that Desro-
chers had run Ortiz’s
name through the Cali-
fornia Law Enforce-
ment  Telecommunica-
tions System database.
Upon showing Ortiz

the audit report, Good-
man indicated to both
Ortiz and Beard that
he was seeking to have
Desrochers  prosecuted
by the district attor-
ney’s office for having
unlawfully utilized the
department’s equipment
and informational data-
bases. He indicated that
he believed a criminal
case could yet be made
against Desrochers,
even though four years
and the timeline within
which a crime must be
prosecuted, which is
specified in the penal
code under what is re-
ferred to as the stature of
limitations, had elapsed.
“The statute of limita-
tions is on the date of
discovery [of the crime’s
commission], which is
why I'm pursuing the
charges on Desrochers,
because it’s from the
date of discovery, not
from the date of which
he did it, which was back
in 2020,” Goodman is
heard saying on the au-
dio recording. “So, we
just learned about it now.
I'm going to submit to
the DA now and hope-
fully, they will file it.”

In 2019, when she
was then a resident in
the city’s Third Ward,
Goodman indicated his
belief that, measured by
both Desrochers’ intent
and what the informa-
tion he obtained was
used for, the offense the
former Police Officers
Association  president
had engaged in consti-
tuted a serious offense.
“It’s a minor crime to
just run someone you
like, you know: ‘Oh,
I'm just curious where
this person lives” ver-
sus ‘I want information
and then I'm going to
use this information to
hurt this person.” That’s
a whole other level,”
Goodman said. “And
that’s how 1 feel about
this, and I want to nip
this in the bud and, quite
frankly, want to make an
example of Desrochers,
whether he is retired or
not, to send a message
to anybody else that’s
playing these games.”
Goodman told Ortiz
and Beard he was in
the course of prepar-
ing the case to be pre-
sented against Desro-
chers by compiling a
report along with the

evidence of how he had
used the state law en-
forcement data base for
an illegitimate purpose.
“I'm planning on going
forward,” Goodman is
heard saying. “The DA
has already been noti-
fied — not the DA but the
DA’s office — and they
know this is coming and
I wanted to preface it
with them because of the
whole concern about the
statute of limitations and
I said, ‘Hey, look, I think
this is different because
we just discovered it’
and they said, ‘Yeah, you
might be right and there
may actually be some
exceptions because there
is a lot of new law based
on use of technology and
use of information from
criminal databases.” So,
we’re hoping that they
see it that way once it gets
there and they see the
entirety of the report.”
A little more than two
months later, in the No-
vember 2024 run-off
against Penman, Ortiz
registered a relatively
convincing 11.5 percent
victory to capture the
Seventh Ward coun-
cil position, capturing
3,929 votes or 55.78 per-
cent to Penman’s 3,115
votes or 44.22 percent.
The following month,
with the installation
of the three new mem-
bers of the council, Or-
tiz among them, Mayor
Tran was hoping to form
a consensus on the coun-
cil that would allow her
to log more achieve-
ments in the second two
years of her first mayoral
term that would serve to
convince the city’s vot-
ers to grant her a second
term. Initially, there was
not just a show of but
actual bonhomie on the
council dais that cre-
ated the perception that
Tran’s hoped-for for-
mula of granting each
of the council members
an opportunity to bring
back to their districts
go-ahead on projects or
programs to benefit their
constituents while cre-
ating an atmosphere of
cooperation that would
facilitate her achiev-
ing broader objectives
for the city as a whole.
At the public level, it is
unknown whether Ortiz
in closed-session dis-
cussions sought to con-
vince her colleagues to

in some fashion address
the police department’s
interference in the Sev-
enth Ward election or if
in making such a request
she dwelt on the police
department’s opposition
to some of their electoral
efforts, including bank-
rolling and orchestrating
campaigns against Sho-
rett and Ibarra, which
likewise involved some
underhanded tactics.
By March, the prosecu-
tion of Desrochers that
Loera encouraged Or-
tiz to involve herself in
and which Goodman
had suggested was to
be forthcoming had not
manifested.

On March 25, 2025,
Ortiz filed a $2 mil-
lion claim for damages
against the city, the po-
lice department and the
police union along with
several named individu-
als, alleging members
of the police department
illegally searched the
CLETS database to de-
termine whether she had
a criminal history as part
of an effort to sabotage
her election.

The accusations creat-
ed a firestorm. Reflexive-
ly, the city categorically
denied the accusation.
In May 2025, the San
Bernardino City Council
voted unanimously, 6-to-
0, with Ortiz abstaining,
to reject her claim. The
city doubled down, hav-
ing Mayor Tran read an
official statement con-
demning the Ortiz’s fil-
ing, which was intended
to serve as a precursor to
a lawsuit. Tran charac-
terized the claim as one
that was “frivolous...
fraudulent... filed in bad
faith... and dishonest,”
and which existed as “an
attempt to swindle the
city of San Bernardino
out of $2 million” in
taxpayer funds. The city
then tripled down, warn-
ing Ortiz that she was
risking criminal pros-
ecution, as he had filed
the claim under the pen-
alty of perjury.”

Caught in between
the accusations in Or-
tiz’s claim and the city’s
reflexive denials, Good-
man and Loera were
forced into the position
of having to go along
with the city establish-
ment’s emerging ex-
temporaneous narrative.
Statements they made

or ones attributed to
them were contained in
city statements that the
police department un-
equivocally denied that
its access to local, state
and national criminal in-
formation data bases had
ever been used for politi-
cal purposes.

It is unclear whether
Ortiz approached the
district attorney’s office
or if the investigation of
the matter pertaining to
Desrochers ~ Goodman
had alluded to during
his August 29, 2024 con-
versation with Ortiz and
Beard had been spurred
along by events, prompt-
ing the district attorney’s
office to contact her. At
any rate, Ortiz through
contact with the district
attorney’s office, spe-
cifically its investigators
Darnel McDermott and
Jorge Chavez, was led
to conclude that the dis-
trict attorney’s office was
looking into Desrochers’
misuse of the California
Law Enforcement Tele-
communications  Sys-
tem. She provided the of-
fice with documentation
and materials, including
access to the recordings
she had made of her con-
versations with Loera
and Calvin on August
15, 2024 and Goodman
and Beard on August 29.
2024. She made further
statements to McDer-
mott and Chavez, believ-
ing their focus was on the
criminal activity which
Goodman and Loera had
confirmed Desrochers
was engaged in.

On November 5, 2025,
Attorney Peter Schlueter
filed on Ortiz’s behalf
a lawsuit, registered as
Case 5:25-cv-03045, in
the U.S. District Court
for the Central District
of California. That law-
suit alleged a member
or members of the San
Bernardino Police De-
partment had improper
accessed the California
Law Enforcement Tele-
communications  Sys-
tem to obtain access to
her confidential records
and had engaged in a
conspiracy in doing so
and thereafter. The suit
sought $2 million in
damages.

On January 21, 2026,
the San Bernardino
County District Attor-
ney’s Office filed the two
Continued on Page 6
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the would-be marijuana

entrepreneurs.
Located in Mojave
Desert, Adelanto has

shortages in two areas
to modern indoor mari-
juana cultivation — elec-
tricity and water.

Kerr, Woodard and
Wright were able to capi-
talize on the greed of
those intent on becom-
ing large -scale mari-
juana producers by rep-
resenting themselves as
willing — which indeed
they proved to be — to
rubberstamp  massive
marijuana  cultivation
operations, even before
the zoning and other
entitlement issues relat-
ing to the development
of the property in ques-
tion was settled. The
commercial marijuana
operation proponents/ap-
plicants, blinded by the
dollar signs in their eyes,
generally acted hastily,
delivering the payoffs
virtually simultaneous-
ly with purchasing the
land, which would short-
ly thereafter be rezoned
for marijuana cultiva-
tion or cannabis product
derivation, manufactur-
ing, distribution or sale.
It would only be later
that they learned that the
necessary utilities — wa-
ter and electricity — were
unavailable.

Kerr Wright and Wo-
odard got out of those
deals the money they
were after. The real es-
tate speculators got out
of those deals what they
were after in the form of
the profit they realized
when they sold the prop-
erty they had purchased
at a bargain basement
price to those prospec-
tive marijuana farmers
who anticipated get-
ting in on the marijuana
bonanza. A handful of
marijuana/cannabis-re-
lated entrepreneurs who
somehow, by hook or
crook were able to get
the water and electricity
they needed to actually
operate, profited, as well.
A far larger number got
burned.

With the 2018 elec-
tion, a set of politicians
who in some fashion

touted themselves as re-
formists were elected,
with Gabriel Reyes re-
placing Kerr as mayor
and Gerardo Hernandez
and Stevevonna Ev-
ans supplanting Wood-
ard and Glasper Ear-
lier in 2018, Kerr had
installed Joy Jeannette
as Wright’s replacement.
In the nearly eight years
since, Reyes and Evans
remain in place, while
Camargo, Jeannette, and
Hernandez are gone,
having been replaced,
in no particular order,
by Daniel Ramos, An-
gelo Meza and Amanda
Uptergrove.

While the prospect
of Adelanto becoming
the “marijuana capital
of the world” is no lon-
ger operative, “the next
big thing,” as it were,
is sweeping across the
globe, the United States,
California, Southern
California, the Mojave
Desert and into Adelan-
to, if not in actuality, in
concept. That concept is
data centers.

Intensive computing
capability is a primary
underpinning of artificial
intelligence and robot-
ics, two manifestations
of technology that have
captured the popular
imagination at the mo-
ment. As a result, there
is both an actual current,
and anticipated future,
need for densely-layered
computing power, which
is attained through data
centers.

Data centers house
hundreds of interlinked
computers and thou-
sands of servers operat-
ing 24 hours a day, seven
days a week, utilizing
electricity throughout lit-
erally thousands of miles
of circuitry. The electric-
ity produces heat, lots of
it. High-density artificial
intelligence and its nec-
essarily accompanying
computing racks can
draw 30-80 kilowatts
per rack, producing heat
equivalent to dozens of
homes per rack. Without
effective cooling, pro-
cessors overheat, throttle
performance, and risk
permanent damage,
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making water essential
for maintaining safe op-
erating temperatures and
stable humidity levels,
which typically stand at
40 percent to 60 percent
relative humidity, to pre-
vent static electricity and
corrosion.

Data centers use mas-
sive quantities of water
primarily to cool the
thousands of servers that
generate enormous heat,
with water-based cool-
ing systems being more
efficient than air alone.

Across the globe, hun-
dreds or perhaps more
than one thousand com-
panies, ones that have
long been established or
only recently established
or untested start-ups,
led by AWS, Microsoft
Azure, Digital Reality,
Equinix, NTT Global,
Google Cloud Platform,
GDS Holdings, Alibaba
Cloud, QTS Data, Ora-
cle Cloud are looking to
get in on the ground floor
of the data center frenzy.
Accordingly, those com-
panies are looking for
settings where they can
secure the land and ne-
cessities to construct
those data centers.

Among those neces-
sities are governmental
entities willing, in ac-
cordance with their land-
use, business-licensing
and regulatory author-
ity to accommodate the
data centers in their ju-
risdictions.

In recent months and
weeks, there has been in-
tensive contact between
on one end, Adelanto
officials, extending to
Reyes, Evans, Ramos,
Meza and Uptergrove,
as well as City Man-
ager Jessie Flores, and
on the other side, repre-
sentatives of companies
known to be focused on
developing data centers.
Members of the city
council have been travel-
ing hundreds of miles to
hobnob with large-scale
data center moguls. To
even those who are most
knowledgeable  about
those contacts and what
they entail, it is unclear
as to who is seducing
whom.

From a certain per-
spective, it appears ex-
ecutives with the data
center companies are
pressing Adelanto’s city
fathers to give them a
chance to make a pitch

for what they can do to
improve and transform
the community by set-
ting up an operations or
operations there. From
another perspective, it
looks as if it is Adelanto
officials who are the ones
making the pitch, trying
to persuade the com-
panies’ executives that
they could do a whole lot
worse than choosing Ad-
elanto as the site for the
data centers they need to
build.

A wide cross section
of Adelanto residents
believe that no matter
which side is trying to
transform Adelanto into
the data center of the
world, the concept is a
bad one. Among those
are a subset who see an
outright and conspirato-
rial attempt at fraud.

As has already been
demonstrated when Kerr
& Company sought to
usher Adelanto into be-
coming the most prolific
source of domestic in-
door-grown marijuana,
the city is located in the
middle of an electrici-
ty-stressed and water-
stressed region. Despite
that, Adelanto’s elected
officials, all five of them,
are enthusiastically em-
bracing the concept of
clearing the way for
large-scale, indeed mas-
sive, data centers being
established in the city.

In lining their pock-
ets, Kerr and Wright
simply took thinly-
disguised bribes, as in
Wright’s case, accepting
cash payments in secret,
or in Kerr’s case, hav-
ing “donors” provide
his wife’s “charity” with
generous contributions,
ones that were gener-
ally in the form of cash.
Woodward did a far bet-
ter job of masking what
was going on, having the
money laundered to him
in what came across as
his perfectly legal recep-
tion of a fee or commis-
sion for selling property,
indistinguishable from
what real estate profes-
sionals do on an every-
day basis. Those closely
examining the current
situation see the present
council members engag-
ing in an effort to exploit
the outside world’s en-
thusiasm for a product
that is suddenly all the
rage to line their pockets
in a way that replicates

in some measure what
Woodard or those who
speculated in property
located in Adelanto with
his assistance did. That
grift involves, allegedly,
the securing of property
at current market rate
or tying the property
up through an option to
purchase at the current
market rate, and then
unloading the land at a
substantial profit after it
has been rezoned to al-
low for its development
as a data center.

A move is now on to
have the city tweak its
city code, development
code and zoning maps
to better accommodate
energy and utility facili-
ties, data centers, battery
energy storage, and mi-
crochip, semiconductor
and drone manufactur-
ing.

On the table for dis-
cussion and further
study are amendments
to the city’s general plan
and land use guidelines
that will redo the lan-
guage relating to the
elements of production
and actuation relating to
artificial intelligence and
super-high speed data
processing.

The contemplated lan-
guage changes in the var-
ious codes do not pertain
to any specific proposals
at this point, but rather
laying out standards and
perhaps protocols to al-
low those who in the fu-
ture have plans that are
either modest, moderate,
large or grandiose and
include data centers and
the like will know where
the city stands and how
to get started in bring a
proposal to City Hall to
see if it will fly.

On August 19, the
Adelanto Planning Com-
mission considered, for
discussion and recom-
mendation purposes
only, the updating of the
city’s zoning code that
would clear the way for
data centers to be built in
the city.

That update pertained
to Title 17 of the Adel-
anto Municipal Code
to identify, according
to the city, “additional
land uses that may be
considered in the Light
Manufacturing, Manu-
facturing/Industrial and
Airport  Development
District zoning districts,
subject to discretionary
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permit approval. These
uses include energy and
utility facilities, data
centers, battery energy
storage systems and mi-
crogrids, microchip and
semiconductor manufac-
turing and drone manu-
facturing.”

Ahead of the meet-
ing, the city council
and Flores had desig-
nated Planning Com-
mission Chairman Chris
Waggener to make a
skillful and non-threat-
ening introduction and
illustration of the pro-
posed code changes, fol-
lowed by a persuasive
explanation of their ben-
efits to the community
while allaying any con-
cerns those in the com-
munity had about them
before orchestrating
what the members of the
council hoped would be
a unanimous recommen-
dation from the commis-
sion to adopt the new
standards.

As it turned out,
however, Waggener em-
ployed all the subtlety of
a bull in a China shop in
seeking to carry out his
assignment. Wearing a
red Make America Great
Again hat to the meeting
and conjuring President
Donald Trump’s bro-
mide that those who are
opposed to data centers
are  backward-looking
and will never get ahead
financially in the current
technological climate.

It did not appear
Waggener anticipated ei-
ther the number of those
who turned up the meet-
ing to go on record as be-
ing opposed to data cen-
ters — 47 of the 59 people
who went on record — or
the vehemence of their
sentiment against the fa-
cilities.

The proposed amend-
ment being considered
pertained to a textual
change to the code. It did
not involve the approval
of any actual data center
application, as no proj-
ect proposal had been
submitted to the city.
To those expressing op-
position to data centers,
Waggener iterated, more
than once, that what the
commission was taking
on that night did not en-
tail approval a data cen-
ter or give go-ahead to
any such development.

“This isn’t about data

Continued on Page 20)
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Section 632(a) charges
against Ortiz.

Seven months and
three days later, this
Monday, August 24,

opening statements were
heard in the case, follow-
ing a set of pretrial mo-
tions and jury selection
last week.

In those opening re-
marks, DiCesare told the
jury that Ortiz met with
Loera on August 15,
2024, for an hour and
19 minutes at DJ Cof-
fee Shop and again with
Goodman on August
29, 2024 in a conference
room at San Bernardino
Police Headquarters,
seeking to familiarize
those who are to ascer-
tain Ortiz’s guilt or in-
nocence with settings
where the crimes he said
occurred toook place. At
neither meeting, accord-
ing to DiCesare, did Or-
tiz say the conversations
were being recorded and
she did not ask for the
consent of either Good-
man or Loera to do so.
DiCesare vowed that the
jurors would have the
opportunity to listen to
the recordings, such that
“you’ll be able to listen
to them and confirm all
of this for yourself.”” He
told the jurors that in
listening to the conver-
sations they will hear
“nothing about being re-
corded. You will not hear
the word recorded in the
recording at all.”

The prosecutor then
sought to jump ahead of
the defense. Anticipating
that Schlueter would as-
sert that Ortiz signaled
to Loera that she was
recording their conver-
sation shortly after they
were seated at a booth
in DJ Coffee Shop, DiC-
esare told the jury that
when Ortiz said, “Just so
we make sure of every-
thing we say to each oth-
er, so that what we talk
about, you know what I
say and I know what you
say,” she was not refer-
ring to the cellphone
with its audio recording
mechanism activated she
had in her hand as she
set down on the table be-
tween them but that she
was referring the pres-

ence of Councilwoman
Calvin, who had just ar-
rived. Loera did not take
her statement to be an
announcement that she
was recording the con-
versation or that she was
asking for his consent,
the prosecutor said.

DiCesare said that
the audio recording of
the conversation with
Loera began before Or-
tiz greeted DiCesare out-
side the coffee shopres-
taurant and the recorder
was still running after
Loera departed from the
premises. the

Similarly, DiCesare
asserted, during Good-
man’s ‘“hour-and-a-half-
long” meeting with Or-
tiz on August 29, 2024,
“she never said anything
about a recording. She
never asked whether
[Goodman consented to
her recording their con-
versation]. He saw no
recorder. He did not con-
sent and he would not
have consented.”

Schlueter, in his open-
ing statement, sought to
put Ortiz’s meetings with
Goodman and Loera
into context, but was
met with objections from
DiCesare as he touched
on the issue with regard
to the accessing of the
database.

Thwarted in his effort
to zero in on what the is-
sues were that had led to
his client’s meetings with
Loera and Goodman,
Schlueter took aim at
Loera’s assertion that he
considered the conver-
sation with Ortiz to be
confidential. Loera told
the district attorney’s
office’s investigators
that upon arriving at the
coffee shop “he specifi-
cally asked for a booth
away from other people
so they could have a se-
cure conversation.” The
recording  contradicts
that, Schlueter said,
and Loera can be heard
telling Ortiz that they
should sit wherever she
preferred. The exhanges
between Ortiz and Loera
with Calvin there as a
witness in a restaurant
full of people where
they could be overheard
could not be considered
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confidential, such that
Loera had no reasonable
expectation of privacy,
Schlueter said.

During the meeting
with Goodman, Schlu-
eter said, Ortiz was there
with a third party “to lis-
ten to the conversation”
as a witness and “she
was not taking notes.”
Furthermore, he said,
Ortiz “Placed the phone
between them. The de-
vice is clearly recording.
Goodman knows what
that means.”

Schlueter referenced
the ubiquity of recording
that takes place in mod-
ern society and suggest
that when taken together
with the consideration
that Ortiz was speaking
to sworn police officers
about criminal activity,
he asked. “Was this re-
cording confidential in
regards to the law?”

Following the open-
ing arguments, Good-
man was called by the
prosecution as the first
witness.

Goodman, who came
to San Beranrdino in
2022 when he was hired
as police chief, testified
that he knew of Ortiz
because of her civic and
political  involvement,
but had not been for-
mally introduced to her
prior to November of
2023. He testified that he
knew Beard as a member
of the business commu-
nity who was involved in
local politics and that he
had met him previously.

Following Monday’s
lunch break and the re-
turn of the jury to the
courtroom.  Goodman
returned to the witness
stand.

He said he greeted
both Ortiz and Beard on
the ground floor at police
headquarters on August
29, 2024 and went up-
stairs to a conference
room on the second floor
to conduct the exchange
with them.

“Why did you close
the door?” DiCesare
asked.

“Because it was a pri-
vate meeting,” Goodman
responded.

He sat at the head of a
long conference table in
the room with Beard sit-
ting to his right and Ortiz
next to Beard, Goodman
recollected. He estimat-
ed his distance from Or-
tiz during the meeting as

being roughly five feet.

“I could see them both
from the angle I was at,”
Goodman said. He said
that each of them had
placed their cell phones
on the table.

“Did you expect your
actual voice would be
recorded?” DiCesare
asked Goodman

“No, I did not,” Good-
man replied.

“Did she tell you she
was recording?” DiC-
esare asked.

“No, she did not,”
Goodman said.

“Did you intend or
want that conversation to
be confined to the three
people in that room?”
DiCesare asked.

“Yes,” Goodman said,
adding “There was some
language 1 used that I
would have changed if
I knew it was being re-
corded.” In the course of
the conversation, Good-
man said, there were
“personal things [ was
sharing that would be
used against me later.”

Goodman said that
he was not made aware
of the recording’s exis-
tence until the district at-
torney’s office informed
him about it roughly
a year later, in August
2025.

Goodman testified
that he was outraged to
learn of the recording.
“I think it’s an affront to
anybody who ever be-
lieves that they’re having
a private conversation to
be illegally recorded,”
the police chief said.
Goodman said, adding
that the recording was
used as a “tool to hurt or
to defame people.”

Goodman said that
Ortiz had taken advan-
tage of the situation in
which she was surrep-
titiously recording the
exchanges to “frame the
conversation” and “lead
with questions” and “re-
peatedly manipulating”
the subject matter in a
way that was ‘“hurtful,
quite frankly.”

Goodman also testi-
fied that he wanted the
DA’s office to pursue
a prosecution over the
recording and that he
wanted to become per-
sonally involved in put-
ting handcuffs on Ortiz
for what she had done.
“Did you ask if you
could make the arrest?”
DiCesare asked.

“Yes,” said Goodman.

“Why?,”  DiCesare
asked.

“Because 1 was the
one that was victimized
and 1 believed whole-
heartedly she should be
arrested for that,” Good-
man said. .

Thereafter, after DiC-
esare had the court bai-
liff distribute transcripts
of the recording Ortiz
had made of the August
29, 2024 conversation
among Goodman, Or-
tiz and Beard, DiCesare
played the recording in
the courtroom.

Thereafter, the court
was in recess until the
following morning.

Seven months and
three days later, this
Monday, August 24,

opening statements were
heard in the case, follow-
ing a set of pretrial mo-
tions and jury selection
last week.

DiCesare told the
jury that Ortiz met with
Loera on August 15,
2024, for an hour and
19 minutes at DJ Cof-
fee Shop and again with
Goodman on August
29, 2024 in a conference
room at San Bernardino
Police Headquarters,
seeking to familiarize
those who are to ascer-
tain Ortiz’s guilt or in-
nocence with settings
where the crimes he said
occurred toook place. At
neither meeting, accord-
ing to DiCesare, did Or-
tiz say the conversations
were being recorded and
she did not ask for the
consent of either Good-
man or Loera to do so.
DiCesare vowed that the
jurors would have the
opportunity to listen to
the recordings, such that
“you’ll be able to listen
to them and confirm all
of this for yourself.” He
told the jurors that in
listening to the conver-
sations they will hear
“nothing about being re-
corded. You will not hear
the word recorded in the
recording at all.”

The prosecutor then
sought to jump ahead of
the defense. Anticipating
that Schlueter would as-
sert that Ortiz signaled
to Loera that she was
recording their conver-
sation shortly after they
were seated at a booth
in DJ Coffee Shop, DiC-
esare told the jury that
when Ortiz said, “Just so
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we make sure of every-
thing we say to each oth-
er, so that what we talk
about, you know what |
say and I know what you
say,” she was not refer-
ring to the cellphone
with its audio recording
mechanism activated she
had in her hand as she
set down on the table be-
tween them but that she
was referring the pres-
ence of Councilwoman
Calvin, who had just ar-
rived. Loera did not take
her statement to be an
announcement that she
was recording the con-
versation or that she was
asking for his consent,
the prosecutor said.

DiCesare said that
the audio recording of
the conversation with
Loera began before Or-
tiz greeted DiCesare out-
side the coffee shopres-
taurant and the recorder
was still running after
Loera departed from the
premises. the

Similarly, DiCesare
asserted, during Good-
man’s “hour-and-a-half-
long” meeting with Or-
tiz on August 29, 2024,
“she never said anything
about a recording. She
never asked whether
[Goodman consented to
her recording their con-
versation]. He saw no
recorder. He did not con-
sent and he would not
have consented.”

Schlueter, in his open-
ing statement, sought to
put Ortiz’s meetings with
Goodman and Loera
into context, but was
met with objections from
DiCesare as he touched
on the issue with regard
to the accessing of the
database.

Thwarted in his effort
to zero in on what the is-
sues were that had led to
his client’s meetings with
Loera and Goodman,
Schlueter took aim at
Loera’s assertion that he
considered the conver-
sation with Ortiz to be
confidential. Loera told
the district attorney’s
office’s investigators
that upon arriving at the
coffee shop “he specifi-
cally asked for a booth
away from other people
so they could have a se-
cure conversation.” The
recording  contradicts
that, Schlueter said,
and Loera can be heard
telling Ortiz that they
should sit wherever she
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preferred. The exhanges
between Ortiz and Loera
with Calvin there as a
witness in a restaurant
full of people where
they could be overheard
could not be considered
confidential, such that
Loera had no reasonable
expectation of privacy,
Schlueter said.

During the meeting
with Goodman, Schlu-
eter said, Ortiz was there
with a third party “to lis-
ten to the conversation”
as a witness and ‘“she
was not taking notes.”
Furthermore, he said,
Ortiz “Placed the phone
between them. The de-
vice is clearly recording.
Goodman knows what
that means.”

Schlueter referenced
the ubiquity of recording
that takes place in mod-
ern society and suggest
that when taken together
with the consideration
that Ortiz was speaking
to sworn police officers
about criminal activity,
he asked. “Was this re-
cording confidential in
regards to the law?”

Following the open-
ing arguments, Good-
man was called by the
prosecution as the first
witness.

Goodman, who came
to San Beranrdino in
2022 when he was hired
as police chief, testified
that he knew of Ortiz
because of her civic and
political  involvement,
but had not been for-
mally introduced to her
prior to November of
2023. He testified that he
knew Beard as a member
of the business commu-
nity who was involved in
local politics and that he
had met him previously.

Following Monday’s
lunch break and the re-
turn of the jury to the
courtroom.  Goodman
returned to the witness
stand.

He said he greeted
both Ortiz and Beard on
the ground floor at police
headquarters on August
29, 2024 and went up-
stairs to a conference
room on the second floor
to conduct the exchange
with them.

“Why did you close
the door?” DiCesare
asked.

“Because it was a pri-
vate meeting,” Goodman
responded.

He sat at the head of a
long conference table in
the room with Beard sit-
ting to his right and Ortiz
next to Beard, Goodman
recollected. He estimat-
ed his distance from Or-
tiz during the meeting as
being roughly five feet.

“I could see them both
from the angle I was at,”
Goodman said. He said
that each of them had
placed their cell phones
on the table.

“Did you expect your
actual voice would be
recorded?” DiCesare
asked Goodman

“No, I did not,” Good-
man replied.

“Did she tell you she
was recording?” DiC-
esare asked.

“No, she did not,”
Goodman said.

“Did you intend or
want that conversation to
be confined to the three
people in that room?”
DiCesare asked.

“Yes,” Goodman said,
adding “There was some
language [ used that I
would have changed if
I knew it was being re-
corded.” In the course of
the conversation, Good-
man said, there were
“personal things I was
sharing that would be
used against me later.”

Goodman said that
he was not made aware
of the recording’s exis-
tence until the district at-
torney’s office informed
him about it roughly
a year later, in August
2025.

Goodman testified
that he was outraged to
learn of the recording.
“I think it’s an affront to
anybody who ever be-
lieves that they’re having
a private conversation to
be illegally recorded,”
the police chief said.
Goodman said, adding
that the recording was
used as a “tool to hurt or
to defame people.”

Goodman said that
Ortiz had taken advan-
tage of the situation in
which she was surrep-
titiously recording the
exchanges to “frame the
conversation” and “lead
with questions” and “re-
peatedly manipulating”
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the subject matter in a
way that was ‘“hurtful,
quite frankly.”

Goodman also testi-
fied that he wanted the
DA’s office to pursue
a prosecution over the
recording and that he
wanted to become per-
sonally involved in put-
ting handcuffs on Ortiz
for what she had done.
“Did you ask if you
could make the arrest?”
DiCesare asked.

“Yes,” said Goodman.

“Why?” DiCesare
asked.

“Because 1 was the
one that was victimized
and I believed whole-
heartedly she should be
arrested for that,” Good-
man said.

DiCesare had the
court bailiff distribute
transcripts of the record-
ing Ortiz had made of
the August 29, 2024 con-
versation among Good-
man, Ortiz and Beard,
whereupon he played the
recording in the court-
room.

Thereafter, the court
was in recess until the
following morning.

With the resump-
tion of DiCesare’s direct
examination of Good-
man on Tuesday, there
was another seemingly
minor manifestation of
the complication beset-
ting the trial as a conse-
quence of the limitation
on the testimony relat-
ing to the context within
which the alleged crimes
occurred when the DiC-
esare was compelled to
ask about the investiga-
tion into Desrochers and
its outcome, which was
aimed at both discredit-
ing Ortiz by undercut-
ting the basis for her re-
cording of Goodman and
Loera and establishing,
from the prosecution’s
perspective, that there
were no loose ends re-
maining from the under-
lying case.

Goodman’s testimony
was that the investiga-
tion into Desrochers’
activity had not been
completed or even ini-
tiated in earnest at the
time of Ortiz’s meeting
with Loera and himself
in August of 2024, which
clashed somewhat with
the statements Goodman
and Loera made on the
August 29, 2024 and the
August 15, 2024 record-
ings. Goodman testified

that upon the conclu-
sion of the investigation,
which was undertaken
and completed by Detec-
tive Myra Doner, there
had been no prosecution
and no internal disci-
pline was meted out.

DiCesare also asked
whether he and Loera
had filed lawsuits of their
own against the City of
San Bernardino. Good-
man acknowledged they
both had and that his was
based on the mistreat-
ment he had received
at the hands of Ortiz, a
high-ranking city offi-
cial.

In his cross-examina-
tion of Goodman, much
of Schlueter’s focus was
on the August 29, 2024
meeting involving the
police chief, his client
and Beard, but he en-
countered extremely
rough sledding as he
sought to give the jurors
an understanding of the
issues that were being
discussed during that
meeting, as DiCesare
peppered Judge Rodri-
guez with constant ob-
jections with regard to
the area Schlueter was
getting into or approach-
ing with his questions.
While DiCesare’s objec-
tions were made with the
general intent of keeping
the subject of Desro-
chers’ accessing of the
California Law Enforce-
ment  Telecommunica-
tions System and the use
of the data extrapolated
from the system against
Ortiz in her 2024 city
council campaign and
Judge Rodriquez sus-
tained the lion’s share of
those objections, Schlu-
eter remained persis-
tent in seeking to elicit
from the police chief
what his exchanges with
the defendant, which
had begun in 2023 and
consisted of phone and
text messages in addi-
tion to the August 29,
2024 meeting, entailed.
Schlueter, often pausing
for several seconds or
as long as a half minute
or more when a ques-
tion he asked was dis-
allowed, took different
angles in his approach to
the subject or substituted
a seemingly unrelated
question to then make a
circuitous return to the
issue, sometimes suc-
ceeding and other times
encountering further ob-

jections.

In a minority of cases
which yet proved to be
significant, Judge Ro-
driguez was inconsistent
with regard to what she
deemed irrelevant or be-
yond the scope of per-
missible inquiry. Thus,
Schlueter succeeded in
extracting from Good-
man that when he met
Ortiz in person at a res-
taurant for the first time
in November 2023, “It’s
possible” the use of the
California Law Enforce-
ment Telecommunica-
tions System by mem-
bers of his department
for political purposes
had been discussed and
that the investigation of
the misuse of CLETS by
members of the San Ber-
nardino Police Depart-
ment was assigned to
Detective Myra Donner
as of, or after, August
2024.

Goodman said he
had not socialized with
Ortiz before or after
the meetings at issue in
her prosecution. When
Schlueter attempted to
delve into how Good-
man, when Ortiz had
initially sought to have
him explore the reports
she had about members’
of the department misus-
ing the data bases avail-
able to the department
put her off and “told
her that you could only
look back three years
into CLETS,” DiCesare
objected to the ques-
tion on the grounds of
its relevance and Judge
Rodriquez sustained the
objection.  Schlueter’s
question as to whether
Goodman had attempted
to dissuade Ortiz from
pushing for an investiga-
tion of the crossover be-
tween police department
personnel’s access to
privileged information
available to law enforce-
ment agencies and their
political activity, Judge
Rodriquez, in reaction
to DiCesare’s objection,
shut off that avenue of in-
quiry. Schlueter double-
clutched and then tran-
sitioned into questions
about whether Beard
also expressed concern
about improper political
activity by members of
the department and had
been pressuring Good-
man and the police de-
partment’s command
echelon to investigate
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those reports and wheth-
er Beard had threatened
to have the sheriff’s de-
partment launch an in-
vestigation into the mat-
ter. DiCesare’s objection
and Judge Rodriguez’s
ruling sustaining it, did
not dead-end the subject
for Schlueter, who did
not give up on seeking
to illustrate to the jury
the extraordinary sensi-
tivity the department’s
higher ups, culminating
in Goodman as police
chief, had with regard
to the CLETS access is-
sue. The defense attor-
ney did this by directly
asking what the police
chief what he had told
Loera. When that line
of questioning provoked
objections that were sus-
tained, Schluecter asked
Goodman if as police
chief he had superviso-
rial authority over the
police union. Goodman
responded that the police
union existed as an inde-
pendent entity, Schlueter
used that as the basis for
suggesting that Loera
had been designated to
speak with Ortiz on Au-
gust 15, 2024 to have
him speak as a represen-
tative of the union and
in his own words lay re-
sponsibility for the mis-
use of the CLETS data
at the feet of Desrochers
and the past union lead-
ership and distance the
current union leadership,
the department and the
department’s current hi-
erarchy, including Good-
man, from what had
happened. That litany of
questions was met with a
corresponding litany of
objections which were
sustained.

Schlueter brought up
that at his meeting with
Ortiz and Beard, he had
provided them with a
print-out of the audit of
the running of Ortiz’s
name through CLETS,
an extraordinary ges-
ture, given the confiden-
tiality of the system.

DiCesare’s sustained
objections succeeded in
keeping Schlueter from
getting from Goodman
what the police chief’s
objective was in having
Loera meet with Ortiz.
Schlueter then asked
whether Loera’s meet-
ing with Ortiz had re-
solved the question of
whether the department
had been officially in-
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volved in the misuse of
the law enforcement data
bases. Questions posed
to Goodman about what
his communication with
Loera after the meet-
ing with Ortiz extended
to and if that commu-
nication indicated the
problems relating to Or-
tiz’s knowledge about
the misuse of CLETS
had been diffused and
whether Loera’s report
relating to Ortiz hav-
ing been placated by the
meeting comported with
text messages and com-
munications the chief
had with Ortiz were not
answered due to sus-
tained objection.

When Schlueter asked
Goodman if he had asked
Dr. Ortiz what occurred
during the meeting with
Loera, DiCesare’s objec-
tion was overruled.

“I may have,” Good-
man responded.

When Schlueter asked
Goodman if Ortiz had
responded that Loera
had apologized for the
department’s misuse of
the law enforcement data
bank against her, DiC-
esera objected and Judge
Rodriquez sustained it.

“What was purpose,
then, of you meeting
with Dr. Ortiz?” Schlu-
eter asked.

“The purpose of my
meeting on August 29
was to show her the
single entry on the au-
dit I had received from
the DOJ [Department
of Justice],” Goodman
said. “What I had at the
time didn’t reflect the
entry I had in August.”
Goodman’s  reference
to August meant ear-
lier that month and the
prior month, July 2024,
at which time Ortiz
had been pestering him
about her contention that
someone in the depart-
ment had used one of the
law enforcement data
bases available to it to
obtain information about
her that had surfaced in
Penman’s electioneering
material or independent
expenditure committee
mailings attacking her.
On at least one occa-
sion in July 2024 and as
late as August 7, 2024,

Goodman had told there
was no documentation
to establish that was the
case. On August 8, 2024,
however, Goodman con-
tacted Ortiz, verbally
informing her of an au-
dit by the California De-
partment of Justice that
he had requested which
confirmed her name was

accessed.
Schlueter asked
Goodman about the

circumstances that led
to the August 29, 2015
meeting.

Picking up on Good-
man’s previous statement
that the meeting was
called for him to show
Ortiz the read-out show-
ing that she had been
run through CLETS,
Schlueter said, “To be
fair this was about a po-
litically sensitive matter
that was transpiring.” He
then asked, “Is that a fair

statement?”
“No,” Goodman re-
plied.

“There was an ac-
cusation of impropriety
leveled at one officer or
at least one office, cor-
rect?” Schlueter asked.

“That’s correct,”
Goodman said.

“It’s fair to say you
would not want to be

misquoted?”  Schlueter
asked.
DiCesare  objected

and Judge Rodriguez
sustained the objection.

Schlueter then sought
to obtain from Goodman
an acknowledgment that
audio-recording and vid-
eo-recording is utilized
by law enforcement per-
sonnel and agencies in
gathering evidence and
to ensure the integrity of
that evidenc.

“One of the key tools
officers have are audio
recorders to record con-

versations?”  Schlueter
asked.
“Objection, rela-

vance,” DiCesare said.

Sustained,” said Judge
Rodriguez.

Schlueter sought to
explore whether Good-
man had provided Ortiz
with the audit print-out,
whether he intended to
allow her to keep it and
whether she took it from
the meeting without his
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permission.  DiCesare
objected to the question,
but Judge Rodriguez

overruled the objection.

“I did not give it to
her,”  Goodman said,
adding he had displayed
to her and Beard what
was otherwise consid-
ered to be a confidential
and sensitive document
“to show her I was being
honest and forthright.
There was no intention
for her to take it. This
was in a secure area,” he
said, meaning the locked
conference room on
the second floor of po-
lice headquarters where
the meeting was taking

place.
Schlueter  explored
with  Goodman the

placement and locations
of the cellphones of all
three participants in the
August 29, 2024 meet-
ing.

Schlueter in his ques-
tioning, which provoked
objections from DiC-
esera, suggested that
Goodman recently, with-
in the last three months,
told investigators with
the district attorney’s of-
fice something different
with regard to the posi-
tioning of Ortiz’s phone
on the conference table
than what he told those
investigators in August
2025. When Goodman
responded, DiCesera
moved to have his re-
sponse stricken from the
court record.

“At any time during
the August 2025 inter-
view, did you describe
where Dr. Ortiz’s phone
was?”

Schlueter asked.

“I believe I did,” said
Goodman.

“So, when did she
place the phone on the
table?”” Schlueter asked.

“I think we all put our
phones on the table when
we sat down,” Goodman
said. “If your’re ask-
ing me the exact time, |
don’t know what time it
happened.”

Schlueter pressed
Goodman on whether
Ortiz had place her
phone face down.

“I think her phone
was sitting right in front
of her,” Goodman said.

Goodman at one point
asserted that Ortiz was
five feet from him and
that Beard was between
him and Ortiz.

“Cell phones are also

recording devices,”
Schlueter said. “You
were certainly aware

that they can be used as
recording devices?”

“Yes,” Goodman said.

After reiterating that
the cellphones of all
three participants in the
conversation had their
cellphones on the table,
Schlueter referenced
Goodman’s  testimony
under direct examina-
tion by DiCesare that he
did not want the August
29, 2024 conversation to
be recorded.

“How does that fit in
with being transparent?”
Schlueter asked.

DiCesare objected to
the question on relevancy
grounds, to which Judge
Rodriguez  responded,
Sustained, argumenta-
tive, as well.”

Schlueter
his efforts.

“One of the issues,
something you wanted
to convey, certainly, to
Dr. Ortiz was the police
department wanted to
be transparent about any
wrongdoing, correct?”

“Correct,” Goodman
said.

“How does not want-
ing something recorded
further the appearance
of the department being
transparent?” Schlueter
asked.

“Objection, argumen-
tative,” DiCesare inter-
jected.

“Sustained,”
Judge Rodriguez.

“You’ve been named
in a lawsuit filed by Dr
Ortiz,” Schlueter said.
“Did you see any ben-
efits to her that she had
this recording of you?”

redoubled

said

Schlueter asked.
“Objection,” DiC-
esare said.
“Sustained,” ruled
Judge Rodriguez.

“That lawsuit deals
with the same issues you
discussed with her on
August 29?” Schlueter
asked.

When no objection
was raised, Goodman re-
sponded, “Yes.”

“You are currently
denying that Detective
Desrochers unlawfully
used the CLET System,”
Schlueter stated. “Is that
correct?”

No objection
lowed.

“My position is when
we discovered this from
Ms. Ortiz, we only had

fol-

her information and the
results of the audit.”
“Did Detective Des-

rochers do anything
wrong?” Schlueter
asked.

“He absolutely did
not,” Goodman respond-
ed.

Schlueter then sought
to contrast Goodman’s
statement with what he
had been heard saying
on the recording of the
August 29, 2024 conver-
sation.

“During your conver-
sation with Dr. Ortiz,
you spoke about pros-
ecuting Detective Des-
rochers even though he
was retired...” Schlueter
began.

“Objection, rele-
vance,” DiCesare expos-
tulated.

“Sustained,”
Judge Rodriguez.

“Would it be fair to
say you made statements
on August 29, regardless
of what you [now believe

said

occurred] that would
lead Ms. Ortiz to believe
Detective  Desrochers

had...” Schlueter began.

“Objection, court or-
der,” DiCesare spoke
over him.

Judge Rodriguez sus-
tained the objection.

At that point, Schlu-
eter went for broke, try-
ing to place before the
jury the rationale for
the action Ortiz took for
which she is now crimi-
nally charged, cutting to
the very heart of why she
made the recordings — to
be able to demonstrate
that the police depart-
ment and its members
would say one thing and
later deny saying it.

Schlueter, accepting
arguendo the premise
that the department’s
internal  investigation
into Desrochers had not
begun until after Good-
man’s August 29, 2024
meeting with Ortiz and
Beard, asked Goodman
if he had ever informed
Ortiz that the depart-

Two Held On Mur-
der Of Highland
Man from front

page
held on $2 million bail.
He is to next appear in
court on September 1 in
San Bernardino Superior
Court Department 11 on
September 1.

Huidor, who was born
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ment concluded Desro-
chers had done nothing
unlawful.

That question fetched
an objection, which was
sustained.

Schlueter asked, “Did
you ever contact her to
make sure that Dr. Or-
tiz didn’t misunderstand
that conversation?”

Judge Reodriguez
sustained the objection.

“If i understand this
correctly,” Schlueter
said, “you wanted to be
the person to arrest Dr.
Ortiz, correct”

“Yes,” said Goodman.

“Put handcuffs on
her?”

“Yes.”

“Because she record-
ed you?”

“Yes.”

“You encourage all of
your officers to record
contacts with people?”
Schlueter asked.

“Yes,” said Goodman.

Schlueter asked
Goodman why.

“We do that because
it’s lawful,” Goodman
said, noting that law en-
forcement officers are
empowered under Cali-
fornia Penal Code Sec-
tion 633 to use recording
devices in the everyday
comportment of their
duty.

“The reason is be-
cause they want to me-
morialize what occurred,
right?” Schlueter asked.

“Yes,” said Goodman.

Schlueter noted that
the converse does not
apply and it is unlawful
for civilians or regular
citizens to surreptitious-
ly record police officers
without their permission.

“In this case you did
not expect Dr. Ortiz to
do the same?”

“No,” Goodman said.

“You did not expect
her to be able to prove
what was said in that
conversation?” Schlueter
half-stated, half-asked.

“I don’t expect to be
recorded in a private

on August 17, 1998,
was booked on a charge
of murder, Penal Code
Section 187(a) , as well
as possession of nitrous
oxide. He is to appear in
courtin Department 11
on September 4. His bail
has been set at $2 mil-
lion.
-Mark Gutglueck
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Public Notices

SUMMONS

CASE NO. CASE NO.:
D-26-731629-D

NOTICE TO DEFEN-
DANT: FEI XIAO

YOU ARE BEING
SUED BY PLAINTIFF:
YUXIA PENG, Plaintiff

EIGHTH JUDICIAL
DISTRICT COURT

CLARK COUNTY,
NEVADA

DEPT.: T

A Complaint for Divorce
has been filed by Plaintiff
YUXIA PENG against you.
The object of this action is di-
vorce. Plaintiff seeks a decree
dissolving the marriage and
the other relief requested in the
Complaint for Divorce filed in
this case.

If you intend to defend this
lawsuit, within 21 days after
this summons is served on you
(not counting the day of ser-
vice), you must:

1. File with the Clerk of
Court a formal written answer
to the Complaint for Divorce.

2. Pay the required filing
fee to the court, or file an Ap-
plication to Proceed In Forma
Pauperis and request a waiver
of the filing fee.

3. Serve a copy of your
answer upon Plaintiff YUXIA
PENG at the address shown
below.

If you fail to respond,
Plaintiff can request your de-
fault. The Court can then enter
a judgment against you for the
relief demanded in the Com-
plaint for Divorce.

EIGHTH JUDICIAL DIS-
TRICT COURT DEPT.: T

CLARK COUNTY, NE-
VADA

CASE NO.: D-26-
731629-D
YUXIA PENG, Plaintiff,
vs.

FEI XIAO, Defendant.

STEVEN D. GRIERSON
CLERK OF COURT By:
Cecilia Dixon Date issued:
06/24/2026  Eighth Judicial
District Court Family Courts
and Services Center 601 North
Pecos Road Las Vegas, Ne-
vada 89101

ISSUED ON BEHALF

OF PLAINTIFF: YUXIA
PENG, Self-Represented 4110
SANDERLING CIRCLE #432
LAS VEGAS, NV 89103

Published in the San Ber-
nardino County Sentinel Au-
gust 7, 14, 21 & 28, 2026.

ORDER TO SHOW
CAUSE FOR CHANGE
OF NAME

CASE NUMBER CIV
SB 2622340

TO ALL INTEREST-
ED PERSONS: Petitioner
STACY MARIN GARCIA
filed with this court for a
decree changing names as
follows:

STACY MARIN GAR-
CIA to STACY GARCIA
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 in-
cludes the reasons for the ob-
jection at least two court days
before the matter is scheduled
to be heard and must appear
at the hearing to show cause
why the petition should not be
granted. If no written objec-
tion is timely filed, the court
may grant the petition without
a hearing.

Notice of Hearing:

Date: September 18, 2026

Time: 8:30 a.m.

Department: S27

Superior Court of Califor-
nia, County of San Bernardino

San Bernardino District-
Civil Division

The address of the court is
Superior Court of California,
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County of San Bernardino,
247 West Third Street, San
Bernardino, CA 92415

IT IS FURTHER OR-
DERED that a copy of this
order be published in the San
Bernardino County Sentinel in
San Bernardino County Cali-
fornia, once a week for four
successive weeks prior to the
date set for hearing of the pe-
tition.

Joseph T. Ortiz

Judge of the
Court.

Janai Piedra, Deputy Clerk
of the Court

Dated: August 4, 2026

Published in the San Ber-
nardino County Sentinel on
August 7, 14, 21 & 28, 2026.

Superior

ORDER TO SHOW
CAUSE FOR CHANGE
OF NAME CASE

N U M B E R
CIVSB2621360

TO ALL INTEREST-
ED PERSONS: Petitioners
CHRISTINA and BRIAN
TAYLOR filed with this
court for a decree changing
names as follows: SOPHIA
ROSE COLLINS-TAY-
LOR to SOPHIA ROSE
TAYLOR.

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

Notice of Hearing:

Date: 09/08/2026, Time:
08:30 AM, Department: S30

The address of the court is
Superior Court of California,
County of San Bernardino,
San Bernardino District-Civil
Division, 247 West Third
Street, San Bernardino, CA
92415, IT IS FURTHER OR-
DERED that a copy of this
order be published in the San
Bernardino County Sentinel
in San Bernardino County
California, once a week for
four successive weeks prior to
the date set for hearing of the
petition.

Dated: 07/24/2026

Indian Cuen, Deputy Clerk
of the Superior Court

Judge of the Superior
Court: Joseph T Ortiz

Published in the San Ber-
nardino County Sentinel Au-
gust 7, 14, 21 & 28, 2026.

FBN20260005255

The following entity is doing
business primarily in San Ber-
nardino County as

RC PIANO LESSONS 8006
HENBANE STREET RANCHO
CUCAMONGA, CA 91739: LINO
LEVERAGE GROUP INC. 8006
HENBANE ST. RANCHO CU-
CAMONGA, CA 91739

Business Mailing Address:
8006 HENBANE STREET RAN-
CHO CUCAMONGA, CA 91739

The business is conducted
by: A CORPORATION registered
with the State of California.

The registrant commenced to
transact business under the ficti-
tious business name or name listed
above on: June 1, 2026

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 17913). I am
also aware that all information on
this statement becomes Public Re-
cord upon filing.

/s/ KIMBERLY LINO, Sec-
retary

Statement filed with the Coun-
ty Clerk of San Bernardino on:
06/04/2026
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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 19676

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 June 26 and
July 3, 10 & 17, 2026. Corrected on
August 7, 14, 2 & 28, 2026.

NOTICE OF PETI-
TION TO ADMINISTER
ESTATE OF: MARIA
GUADALUPE CALDE-
RON aka GUADALUPE
CALDERON

CASE NO.
VA2600567

To all heirs, beneficiaries,
creditors, contingent creditors,
and persons who may other-
wise be interested in the will
or estate, or both of MARIA
GUADALUPE CALDERON
aka GUADALUPE CALDE-
RON: a petition for probate has
been filed by MARIA G LEN-
NON in the Superior Court of
California, County of SAN
BERNARDINO.

THE PETITION FOR
PROBATE requests that MA-
RIA G LENNON be appointed
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 will and any
codicils are available for ex-
amination in the file kept by
the court.

THE PETITION requests
authority to administer the
estate under the Independent
Administration of Estates Act.
(This authority will allow the
personal representative to take
many actions without obtain-
ing court approval. Before
taking certain very important
actions, however, the personal
representative will be required
to give notice to interested per-
sons unless they have waived
notice or consented to the pro-
posed action.) The 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 September 9, 2026
at 9:00 a.m. at

San Bernardino County
Superior Court Fontana Dis-
trict

Department F1 - Fontana

17780 Arrow Boulevard

Fontana, CA 92335

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 ei-
ther (1) four months from the
date of first issuance of letters
to a general personal represen-
tative, 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 af-
fect your rights as a creditor.
You may want to consult with
an attorney knowledgeable in
California law.

YOU MAY EXAMINE
the file kept by the court. If

PRO-
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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 for Maria G Len-
non:

R. SAM PRICE SB 208603

PRICE LAW FIRM, APC

454 Cajon Street

REDLANDS, CA 92373

Phone (909) 328 7000

Fax (909) 475 9500

attorneys@pricelawfirm.
com

Published in the San Ber-
nardino County Sentinel on
August 14, 21 & 28, 2026.

NOTICE OF PUBLIC
LIEN SALE

Notice is hereby given
that personal property in the
following units will be sold
at public auction pursuant to
Sections 21701-21716 of the
California Self-Service Stor-
age Facility Act. A public
lien sale will be conducted by
www.storagetreasures.com on
the 4th day of September 2026,
at or after 9:00 am. The prop-
erty is stored by All American
Storage Ontario located at 505
S. Mountain Avenue, Ontario,
CA 91762. Purchases must be
made in CASH ONLY. Items
are sold AS IS WHERE IS and
must be removed at the time
of sale. All American Storage
Ontario reserves the right to
refuse any bid or cancel auc-
tion. The items to be sold are
generally described as follows:
miscellaneous personal and
household goods stored by the
following persons:

Unit Name

E079 Joseph Ray Gonzales

D004 Jose L Vazquez

Dated: 08/19/2026

Signed: Garrett Gossett

storagetreasures.com

Sales subject to prior can-
cellation in the event of settle-
ment between Owner and obli-
gated party.

Published in the San Ber-
nardino County Sentinel on
August 21, 2026 and August
28,2026

ORDER TO SHOW
CAUSE FOR CHANGE
OF NAME CASE

N U M B E R
CIVSB2623127

TO ALL INTEREST-
ED PERSONS: Petitioner
RAFAEL SAVAGE ESPI-
NOZA MONARREZ JR.
filed with this court for a
decree changing names as
follows:

RAFAEL MAR-
CIAL ESPINOZA MO-
RALES JR. to RAFAEL
MARCIAL ESPINOZA
MONARREZ JR.

[and]

ALEXANDER FELIX
ESPINOZA  MORALES
to ALEXANDER FELIX
ESPINOZA MONARREZ

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

Notice of Hearing:
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Date: 09/23/2026, Time:
09:00 AM, Department: S24

The address of the court is
Superior Court of California,
County of San Bernardino,
San Bernardino District-Civil
Division, 247 West Third
Street, San Bernardino, CA
92415, IT IS FURTHER OR-
DERED that a copy of this
order be published in the San
Bernardino County Sentinel
in San Bernardino County
California, once a week for
four successive weeks prior to
the date set for hearing of the
petition.

Dated: 08/12/2026

Sarena  Perez, Deputy
Clerk of the Superior Court

Judge of the Superior
Court: Joseph T Ortiz

Published in the San Ber-
nardino County Sentinel Au-
gust 14, 21 & 28 and Septem-
ber 4, 2026.

FBN20260005652

The following entity is doing
business primarily in San Ber-
nardino County as

CH-BRIDGE FUTURE
FUND 9229 UTICA AVE STE
140 RANCHO CUCAMONGA,
CA 91730: EXPRESS WORK-
FORCE FOUNDATION 9229
UTICA AVE, SUITE 140 RAN-
CHO CUCAMONGA, CA 91730

Business Mailing Address:
9229 UTICA AVE STE 140
RANCHO CUCAMONGA, CA
91730

The business is conducted
by: A CORPORATION registered
with the State of California.

The registrant commenced to
transact business under the ficti-
tious business name or name listed
above on: MAY 10, 2020.

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 17913). I am
also aware that all information on
this statement becomes Public Re-
cord upon filing.

/s/ THERESA
ZAROUR, CEO

Statement filed with the Coun-
ty Clerk of San Bernardino on:
06/15/2026

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 K9232

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 July 24 & 31
and August 7 & 14, 2026.

JONES

FBN20260007308

The following entity is doing
business primarily in San Ber-
nardino County as

BEST ONTARIO SMOG
CHECK 2201 E 4TH ST ON-
TARIO, CA 91764: EDWEN AU-
RELRIUS

Business Mailing Address:
2201 E 4TH ST ONTARIO, CA
91764

The business is conducted by:
AN INDIVIDUAL.

The registrant commenced to
transact business under the ficti-
tious business name or name 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 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 statement becomes Public Re-
cord upon filing.

/s/ EDWEN AURELRIUS,
Owner

Statement filed with the Coun-
ty Clerk of San Bernardino on:
08/04/2026

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 K5930

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
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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 August 14,
21 & 28 and September 4, 2026.

FBN20260007256

The following entity is doing
business primarily in San Ber-
nardino County as

KAREFURPAWS 7721
LOCKHAVEN CT RANCHO
CUCAMONGA, CA 91730:

KAREN CIFUENTES

Business Mailing Address:
7721 LOCKHAVEN CT RAN-
CHO CUCAMONGA, CA 91730

The business is conducted by:
AN INDIVIDUAL.

The registrant commenced to
transact business under the ficti-
tious business name or name 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 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 statement becomes Public Re-
cord upon filing.

/s/  KAREN CIFUENTES,
Founder

Statement filed with the Coun-
ty Clerk of San Bernardino on:
08/04/2026

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 K5930

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 August 14,
21 & 28 and September 4, 2026.

FBN20260007299

The following entity is doing
business primarily in San Ber-
nardino County as

PREMISE LEDGER FINAN-
CIAL 6618 AMETHYST AVE
A306 RANCHO CUCAMONGA,
CA 91737: DEIDRA E LOWE

Business Mailing Address:
6618 AMETHYST AVE A306
RANCHO CUCAMONGA, CA
91737

The business is conducted by:
AN INDIVIDUAL.

The registrant commenced to
transact business under the ficti-
tious business name or name 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 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 statement becomes Public Re-
cord upon filing.

/s/ DEIDRA E LOWE, Book-
keeper

Statement filed with the Coun-
ty Clerk of San Bernardino on:
08/06/2026

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 K3379

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 August 14,
21 & 28 and September 4, 2026.

FBN20260007102

The following entity is doing
business primarily in San Ber-
nardino County as

CULTIVATOR CO 17404
MADRONE ST. FONTANA, CA
92337: KENNY CAO

Business Mailing Address:
17404 MADRONE ST. FON-
TANA, CA 92337

The business is conducted by:
AN INDIVIDUAL.
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The registrant commenced to
transact business under the ficti-
tious business name or name 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 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 statement becomes Public Re-
cord upon filing.

/s/ KENNY CAO

Statement filed with the Coun-
ty Clerk of San Bernardino on:
07/29/2026

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 L3743

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 August 14,
21 & 28 and September 4, 2026.

FBN20260007080

The following entity is doing
business primarily in San Ber-
nardino County as

BLUEWELL ORGANI-
ZATIONAL DEVELOPMENT
16346 MAGNOLIA WAY FON-
TANA, CA 92336: BLUEWELL
LLC 16346 MAGNOLIA WAY
FONTANA, CA 92336

Business Mailing Address:
16346 MAGNOLIA WAY FON-
TANA, CA 92336

The business is conducted by:
A LIMITED LIABILITY COM-
PANY registered with the State of
California.

The registrant commenced to
transact business under the ficti-
tious business name or name 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 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 statement becomes Public Re-
cord upon filing.

/s/ SAIER SADIQ, CEO

Statement filed with the Coun-
ty Clerk of San Bernardino on:
07/29/2026

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 K7211

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 August 14,
21 & 28 and September 4, 2026.

FBN20260005984

The following entity is doing
business primarily in San Ber-
nardino County as

ANOVIS 1 SOURCE 3350
SHELBY STREET SUITE 200
ONTARIO, CA 91764: ANOVIS
SOLUTIONS LLC 3350 SHELBY
STREET STE 200 ONTARIO,
CA 91764

Business Mailing Address:
3350 SHELBY STREET SUITE
200 ONTARIO, CA 91764

The business is conducted by:
A LIMITED LIABILITY COM-
PANY registered with the State
of California under the number
B20260250841.

The registrant commenced to
transact business under the ficti-
tious business name or name 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 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 statement becomes Public Re-
cord upon filing.

/s/  CINDY ALEJANDRA
MALDONADO GOMEZ, Man-
ager

Statement filed with the Coun-
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ty Clerk of San Bernardino on:
06/25/2026

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 K3379

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 June 26 and
July 3, 10 & 17, 2026. Corrected on
August 14, 21 & 28 and September
4,2026.

FBN20260005881

The following entity is doing
business primarily in San Ber-
nardino County as

LEADING EDGE REALTY
1757 S EUCLID ONTARIO, CA
91762: ALL NATIONS REALTY

ONTARIO 1757 S. EUCLID
ONTARIO, CA 91762
Business Mailing Address:

1757 S EUCLID ONTARIO, CA
91762

The business is conducted by:
A CORPORATION  registered
with the State of California.

The registrant commenced to
transact business under the ficti-
tious business name or names list-
ed above on: January 1, 2010.

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 17913). I am
also aware that all information on
this statement becomes Public Re-
cord upon filing.

/s/  ALEXANDRO ESPINO-
ZA, President

Statement filed with the Coun-
ty Clerk of San Bernardino on:
06/24/2026

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 K4616

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 July 10, 17,
24 & 31, 2026.

FBN 20260006466
The following person is doing
business as: LA ALEGRIAS CRE-
ATIONS 700 E WASHINGTON
STREET SPC 204 COLTON CA
92324;]  MAILING ADDRESS
700 E WASHINGTON STREET
SPC 204 COLTON CA 92324];
COUNTY OF SAN BERNARDINO

J C M MORALES
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: JUL 10, 2026
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
thatall information on this statement
becomes Public Record upon filing.
s/ J C M MORALES, OWNER
Statementfiled withthe County Clerk
of San Bernardino on: 07/10/2026
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 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 07/17/2026,
07/24/2026, 07/31/2026, 08/07/2026
CNBB29202607MT

APN  1061-681-34-0-
000 TS NO. 2026-1631 Or-
der NO. 2814146CAD
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NOTICE OF TRUSTEE’S
SALE YOU ARE IN DE-
FAULT UNDER A DEED OF
TRUST DATED 9/10/2025.
UNLESS YOU TAKE AC-
TION TO PROTECT YOUR
PROPERTY, IT MAY BE
SOLD AT A PUBLIC SALE.
IF YOU NEED AN EX-
PLANATION OF THE NA-
TURE OF THE PROCEED-
ING AGAINST YOU, YOU
SHOULD CONTACT A LAW-
YER. A public auction sale to
the highest bidder, payable at
time of sale in lawful money
of the United States, by a ca-
shier’s check drawn on a state
or national bank, check drawn
by a state or federal credit
union, or a check drawn by a
state or federal savings and
loan association, or savings
association, or savings bank
specified in Section 5102 of the
Financial Code and authorized
to do business in this state; will
be held by the duly appointed
trustee as shown below, of all
right, title, and interest con-
veyed to and now held by the
trustee in the hereinafter de-
scribed property under and
pursuant to a Deed of Trust de-
scribed below. The sale will be
made, in an “as is” condition,
but without covenant or war-
ranty, expressed or implied,
regarding title, possession, or
encumbrances, to pay the re-
maining 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, un-
der the terms of the Deed of
Trust, interest thereon, fees,
charges and expenses of the
Trustee for the total amount
(at the time of the initial pub-
lication of the Notice of Sale)
reasonably estimated to be
set forth below. The amount
may be greater on the day of
sale. Trustor: ALEXIS DAN-
IEL AVALOS AND CYN-
THIA SOPHIA AVALOS,
HUSBAND AND WIFE AS
COMMUNITY PROPERTY
WITH RIGHT OF SURVI-
VORSHIP Duly Appointed
Trustee: S.B.S. TRUST DEED
NETWORK, A CALIFOR-
NIA CORPORATION Deed
of Trust recorded 9/19/2025 as
Instrument No. 2025-0226382
in book XX, page XX of Offi-
cial Records in the office of the
Recorder of San Bernardino
County, California, Date of
Sale: 9/21/2026 at 1:00 PM
Place of Sale: NEAR THE
FRONT STEPS LEADING
UP TO THE CITY OF CHINO
CIVIC CENTER, 13220 CEN-
TRAL AVENUE, CHINO,
CALIFORNIA 91710 Amount
of unpaid balance and other
reasonable estimated charges:
$162,004.83Street Address or
other common designation of
purported real property: 5644
DRESDEN STREET RAN-
CHO CUCAMONGA, CA
91701 A.P.N.: 1061-681-34-0-
000The undersigned Trustee
disclaims any liability for any
incorrectness of the street ad-
dress or other common desig-
nation, if any, shown above.
Ifno street address or other
common designation is shown,
directions to the location of
the property may be obtained
by sending a written request
to the trustee within 10 days
of the date of first publication
of this Notice of Sale. NO-
TICE TO POTENTIAL BID-
DERS: If you are considering
bidding on this property lien,
you should understand that
there are risks involved in bid-
ding at a trustee auction. You
will be bidding on a lien, not
on the property itself. Placing
the highest bid at a trustee auc-
tion d????es not automatically
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
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encouraged to investigate the
existence, priority, and size of
outstanding liens that may ex-
ist on this property by contact-
ing the county recorder’s office
or a title insurance company,
either of which may charge
you a fee for this information.
If you consult 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 Cali-
fornia Civil Code. The law re-
quires that information about
trustee sale postponements
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 postponed,
and, if applicable, the resched-
uled time and date for the sale
of this property, you may call
FOR SALES INFORMA-
TION, PLEASE CALL (855)
986-9342 or visit this internet
web-site www.superiordefault.
com, using the file number as-
signed to this case 2026-1631.
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 postpone-
ment information is to attend
the scheduled sale. NOTICE
TO TENANT: You may have a
right to purchase this property
after the trustee auction if con-
ducted after January 1, 2021,
pursuant to Section 2924m
of the California Civil Code.
If you are an “eligible tenant
buyer,” you can purchase the
property if you match the last
and highest bid placed at the
trustee auction. If you are an
“eligible bidder,” you may be
able to purchase the property if
you exceed the last and high-
est bid placed at the trustee
auction. There are three steps
to exercising this right of pur-
chase. First, 48 hours after the
date of the trustee sale, you can
call FOR SALES INFORMA-
TION, PLEASE CALL (855)
986-9342, or visit this internet
website www.superiordefault.
com, using the file number as-
signed to this case 2026-1631
to find the date on which the
trustee’s sale was held, the
amount of the last and high-
est bid, and the address of the
trustee. Second, you must send
a written notice of intent to
place a bid so that the trustee
receives it no more than 15
days after the trustee’s sale.
Third, you must submit a bid,
by remitting the funds and af-
fidavit described in Section
2924m(c) of the Civil Code,
so that the trustee receives it
no more than 45 days after the
trustee’s sale. If you think you
may qualify as an “eligible ten-
ant buyer” or “eligible bidder,”
you should consider contacting
an attorney or appropriate real
estate professional immedi-
ately for advice regarding this
potential right to purchase.
Date: 8/12/2026 S.B.S. TRUST
DEED NETWORK A CALI-
FORNIA CORPORATION
31194 La Baya Drive, Suite
106 Westlake Village, Cali-
fornia 91362 Phone #: (818)
991-4600 Colleen Irby, Trust-
ee Sale Officer (Sdi 38090 ts
2026-1631) Published in the

SBCS  Rancho Cucamonga
on 08/21/2026, 08/28/2026,
09/04/2026

NOTICE OF PETI-
TION TO ADMINISTER
ESTATE OF: ROBERT
LLOYD LOGSDON
CASENO.PROVA2600619
To all heirs, beneficiaries,
creditors, contingent creditors,
and persons who may other-
wise be interested in the will
or estate, or both of ROBERT
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LLOYD LOGSDON: a petition
for probate has been filed by
ANN CUNANAN in the Supe-
rior Court of California, Coun-
ty of SAN BERNARDINO.
THE PETITION for Probate re-
quests that ANN CUNANAN
be appointed as administrator
with will annexed to adminis-
ter the estate of the decedent.
THE PETITION requests the
decedents wills and codicils,
if any, be admitted to probate.
The will and any codicils are
available for examination
in the file kept by the court.
THE PETITION requests
authority to administer the
estate under the Independent
Administration of Estates Act.
(This authority will allow the
personal representative to take
many actions without obtain-
ing court approval. Before
taking certain very important
actions, however, the personal
representative will be required
to give notice to interested per-
sons unless they have waived
notice or consented to the pro-
posed action.) The 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 peti-
tion will be held Septem-
ber 22, 2026 at 9:00 a.m. at
San Bernardino County Su-
perior Court Fontana District

Department F1 — Fontana
17780  Arrow  Boulevard
Fontana, CA 92335

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
firstissuance 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 Ann Cunanan:

Laila Bidaki (State
Bar Number 357583)
Bidaki Law Firm

1255 West Colton Avenue #593

Redlands, California 92374
(909) 848-5750
and 951) 313-7703

laila@bidakilawfirm.com
Published in the San Ber-
nardino County Sentinel on
August 21 & 28 and September
4,2026.

NOTICE OF PETI-
TION TO ADMINISTER

ESTATE OF: DELLA
MAE WEEKS

CASE NO. PRO-
VA2600559

To all heirs, beneficiaries,
creditors, contingent creditors,
and persons who may other-
wise be interested in the will or
estate, or both of DELLA MAE
WEEKS: a petition for probate
has been filed by SHIRLEY
YAMAMOTO in the Superior
Court of California, County
of SAN BERNARDINO.
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THE PETITION for Pro-
bate requests that SHIRLEY
YAMAMOTO be appointed
as personal representative to
administer 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 pro-
posed 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 September 14, 2026 at
9:00 a.m. at

San Bernardino County
Superior Court Fontana Dis-
trict

Department F1 - Fontana

17780 Arrow Boulevard

Fontana, CA 92335
IF YOU OBIJECT 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
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
representative, 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 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 Shirley Yama-
moto:

Mathew  Alden  (Cali-
fornia Bar Number 288429)
255 North D Street Suite 200
San Bernardino, CA 92401
(909) 414-0797
mraldenl23@gmail.com
Published in the San Bernardi-
no County Sentinel on July 31
and August 7 & 14, 2026.

Black Gold Legal Notice

Kevin Rashaan Golden
(“living natural man / trustee™)
of BLACK & GOLD

IT LIT is making claim to
all rights,title and interest to
the legal name

KEVIN RASHAAN
GOLDEN , GOLDEN,KEVIN
RASHAAN,KEVIN R

GOLDEN or any variation
/ derivation thereof.Contact

blackdiamond4978 @
gmail.com.

Published in the San Ber-
nardino County Sentinel on
August 21 & 28 and September
4 & 11,2026.

ORDER TO SHOW
CAUSE FOR CHANGE
OF NAME CASE

NUMBER CIV SB
2623300,
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TO ALL INTEREST-
ED PERSONS: Petitioner
Jhala Angelique Welch,
filed with this court for a
decree changing names as
follows: Jhala Angelique
Welch to Jhala Angelique
Welch Kelly.

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

Notice of Hearing:

Date: 10/01/2026, Time:
08:30 AM, Department:
S17The address of the court is
Superior Court of California,
County of San Bernardino,
San Bernardino District-Civil
Division, 247 West Third
Street, San Bernardino, CA
92415, IT IS FURTHER OR-
DERED that a copy of this or-
der be published in the SBCS
? Rancho Cucamonga in San
Bernardino County Califor-
nia, once a week for four suc-
cessive weeks prior to the date
set for hearing of the petition.

Dated: 08/13/2026

Judge of the Superior
Court: Joseph T. Ortiz

Published in the SBCS
Rancho Cucamonga on
08/21/2026, 08/28/2026,
09/04/2026, 09/11/2026,

EDICTO

Se radica Juicio Suceso-
rio Intestamentario A Bienes
De Maria Jesus Encinas Va-
lenzuela Promovido Por Jose
Jaime Graciano Gonzalez,
convoquese a quienes se cre-
an con derecho a Herencia y
acreedores, deducirlo a Junta
de herederos a las diez horas
del dia diez de septiembre dos
mil veiniseis en el local de este
cuzgado primero de primera
instancia de lo familiar del dis-
trito judicial de Ciudad Obre-
gon, Sonora, Bajo Expediente
numero 24/2025.

S// Secretaria Primera De
Acuerdos

Lic. Elvira Cruz Valenzu-
ela

Publication: Por Dos Vec-
es De Diez en Diez Dias, Bo-
letin Oficial Del Estado, Y Pe-
riodico De Mayor Circulacion

EDICT

An Intestate Succession
Case concerning the Assets
of Maria Jesus Encinas Va-
lenzuela, initiated by Jose
Jaime Graciano Gonzalez,
is being filed. Anyone who
believes they have a right to
inherit or are creditors should
appear at the heirs’ meeting
at 10:00 AM on September
10, 2026, at the office of the
First Family Court of First In-
stance of the Judicial District
of Ciudad Obregon, Sonora,
under Case Number 24/2025.
S// First Secre-
tary of Agreements
Lic. Elvira Cruz Valenzuela
Publication: Twice, every ten
days, in the Official State Bul-
letin and the most widely cir-
culated newspaper.

Published in the San Ber-
nardino County Sentinel on
August 21 & 28 and September
4 & 11, 2026.

FBN20260007538

The following entity is doing
business primarily in San Ber-
nardino County as

HTAC 9597 BOLTON AVE
MONTCLAIR, CA 91763: HOL-
GUIN TRAINING & CONSULT-
ING, LLC 9597 BOLTON AVE
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MONTCLAIR, CA 91763 Business
Mailing Address: 9597 BOLTON
AVE MONTCLAIR, CA 91763

The business is conducted by:
A LIMITED LIABILITY COM-
PANY registered with the State of
California.

The registrant commenced to
transact business under the ficti-
tious business name or name 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 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 statement becomes Public Re-
cord upon filing.

/s/ RICHARD
BACH, CEO

Statement filed with the Coun-
ty Clerk of San Bernardino on:
08/13/2026

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 K3379

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 August 21
& 28 and September 4 & 11, 2026.

ENGERS-

FBN 20260006990
The following person is doing
business as: RUBI EXTENSION.
243 N MERIDIAN AVE SPC
#169 SAN BERNARDINO, CA
92410;] MAILING ADDRESS
243 N MERIDIAN AVE SPC #169
SAN BERNARDINO, CA 92410];
COUNTY OF SANBERNARDINO
MARIA DEL RUBI
GARCIA NAVARRO
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 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. 1 am also aware that all
information on this statement be-
comes Public Record upon filing.
s/ MARIA DEL RUBI GAR-
CIA NAVARRO, OWNER
Statement filed with the
County Clerk of San Ber-
nardino on: 07/27/2026
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 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  07/31/2026,
08/07/2026,08/14/2026,08/21/2026
CNBB3120260IMT

NOTICE OF PETI-
TION TO ADMINISTER
ESTATE OF:

Lubertha Winters Case
NO. PROVA2600612

To all heirs, beneficia-
ries, creditors, contingent
creditors, and persons who
may otherwise be inter-
ested in the will or estate,
or both of Lubertha Win-
ters A PETITION FOR
PROBATE has been filed
by Sabrah Miller in the Su-
perior Court of California,
County of San Bernardino.

THE PETITION FOR
PROBATE requests that
The petition requests au-
thority to administer the
estate under the Indepen-
dent Administration of Es-
tates Act. (This authority
will allow the personal rep-
resentative to take many
actions without obtaining
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court approval. Before tak-
ing certain very important
actions, however, the per-
sonal representative will
be required to give notice
to interested persons un-
less they have waived no-
tice or consented to the
proposed action.) The in-
dependent administration
authority will be granted
unless an interested per-
son files an objection to the
petition and shows good
cause why the court should
not grant the authority., Sa-
brah Miller be appointed
as personal representative
to administer the estate of
the decedent.

THE PETITION re-
quests authority to admin-
ister the estate under the
Independent Administra-
tion of Estates Act. (This
authority will allow the
personal representative to
take many actions without
obtaining court approval.
Before taking certain very
important actions, how-
ever, the personal repre-
sentative will be required
to give notice to interested
persons unless they have
waived notice or consented
to the proposed action.)
The independent admin-
istration authority will be
granted unless an inter-
ested person files an ob-
jection to the petition and
shows good cause why the
court should not grant the
authority.

A hearing on the pe-
tition will be held in
Dept. F2 at 09:00 AM on
09/22/2026 at Superior
Court of California, Coun-
ty of Superior Court of
California, County of San
Bernardino Fontana Di-
vision, , San Bernardino,
17780 Arrow Boulevard,
Fontana, California 92335,
Fontana Division

IF YOU OBIJECT to
the granting of the peti-
tion, 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 per-
son or by your attorney.

IF YOU ARE A CRED-
ITOR or a contingent cred-
itor of the decedent, you
must file your claim with
the court and mail a copy
to the personal representa-
tive 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 sec-
tion 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 Sec-
tion 9052 of the California
Probate Code.

Other California stat-
utes and legal authority
may affect your rights as a
creditor. You may want to
consult with an attorney
knowledgeable in Califor-
nia 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 peti-
tion or account as provided
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in Probate Code section
1250. A Request for Spe-
cial Notice form is avail-
able from the court clerk.

Dylan P. Hyatt:

1555 River Park Drive,
Suite 108 Sacramento CA
95815

Telephone No:
292-8009

Published in the SBCS
Ontario on:

08/28/2026,
09/04/2026, 09/11/2026

(916)

NOTICE OF PETI-
TION TO ADMINISTER
ESTATE OF:

Linda Borden Stark
Case NO. PROVA2600465

To all heirs, beneficia-
ries, creditors, contingent
creditors, and persons who
may otherwise be inter-
ested in the will or estate,
or both of Linda Borden
Stark A PETITION FOR
PROBATE has been filed
by Craig Edward Leland
Stark in the Superior Court
of California, County of
San Bernardino.

THE PETITION FOR
PROBATE requests that
The petition requests the
decedent’s will and codi-
cils, if any, be admitted
to probate. The will and
any codicils are available
for examination in the file
kept by the court. The pe-
tition requests authority to
administer the estate under
the Independent Admin-
istration of Estates Act.
(This authority will allow
the personal representa-
tive to take many actions
without obtaining court
approval. Before taking
certain very important ac-
tions, however, the person-
al representative will be
required to give notice to
interested persons unless
they have waived notice or
consented to the proposed
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., Craig Ed-
ward Leland Stark be ap-
pointed as personal repre-
sentative to administer the
estate of the decedent.

THE PETITION re-
quests authority to admin-
ister the estate under the
Independent Administra-
tion of Estates Act. (This
authority will allow the
personal representative to
take many actions without
obtaining court approval.
Before taking certain very
important actions, how-
ever, the personal repre-
sentative will be required
to give notice to interested
persons unless they have
waived notice or consented
to the proposed action.)
The independent admin-
istration authority will be
granted unless an inter-
ested person files an ob-
jection to the petition and
shows good cause why the
court should not grant the
authority.

A hearing on the peti-
tion will be held in Dept.
F3 - Fontana at 09:00 AM
on 09/23/2026 at Superior
Court of California, Coun-
ty of Superior Court of
California, County of San
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Bernardino Fontana Di-
vision, , San Bernardino,
17780 Arrow Boulevard,
Fontana, California 92335,
Probate Division - Fontana
District

IF YOU OBIJECT to
the granting of the peti-
tion, 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 per-
son or by your attorney.

IF YOU ARE A CRED-
ITOR or a contingent cred-
itor of the decedent, you
must file your claim with
the court and mail a copy
to the personal representa-
tive 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 sec-
tion 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 Sec-
tion 9052 of the California
Probate Code.

Other California stat-
utes and legal authority
may affect your rights as a
creditor. You may want to
consult with an attorney
knowledgeable in Califor-
nia 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 peti-
tion or account as provided
in Probate Code section
1250. A Request for Spe-
cial Notice form is avail-
able from the court clerk.

Nicholas Beljajev:

2102 Business Center
Drive, Ste 130, Irvine, CA
92612 Irvine CA 92612

Telephone No:
(657)300-9893

Published in the SBCS
Upland on:

08/28/2026,
09/04/2026, 09/11/2026

FBN20260007038

The following entity is
doing business primarily
in San Bernardino County
as

AMOR A LA MEXI-
CANA 743 S SANDAL-

WOOD AVE  BLOOM-
INGTON, CA 92316:
XIOMARA E LOPEZ
ELIAS

Business Mailing Ad-
dress: 743 S SANDAL-
WOOD AVE BLOOM-
INGTON, CA 92316

The business is con-
ducted by: AN INDIVID-
UAL.

The registrant com-
menced to transact busi-
ness under the fictitious
business name or names
listed above on: July 28,
2026.

By signing, I declare
that all information in this
statement is true and cor-
rect. A registrant who de-
clares 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 infor-
mation on this statement
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becomes Public Record
upon filing.

/s/ XIOMARA E LO-
PEZ ELIAS, Owner

Statement filed with the
County Clerk of San Ber-
nardino on: 07/28/2026

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

Deputy K9232
Notice-This fictitious
name statement expires

five years from the date it
was filed in the office of the
county clerk. A new ficti-
tious business name state-
ment must be filed before
that time. The filing of this
statement does not of itself
authorize the use in this
state of a fictitious busi-
ness name in violation of
the rights of another under
federal, state, or common
law (see Section 14400 et
seq., Business and Profes-
sions Code).

Published in the San
Bernardino County Senti-
nel on August 28 and Sep-
tember 4, 11 & 18, 2026.

FBN20260007691

The following entity is
doing business primarily
in San Bernardino County
as

DEZUM’S DELICA-
CIES 8582 FOUNDERS
GROVE ST CHINO,
CA 91708: JENNIFER F
NGALLA

Business Mailing Ad-
dress: 8582 FOUNDERS
GROVE ST CHINO, CA
91708

The business is con-
ducted by: AN INDIVID-
UAL.

The registrant com-
menced to transact busi-
ness under the fictitious
business name or names
listed above on: N/A.

By signing, [ declare
that all information in this
statement is true and cor-
rect. A registrant who de-
clares 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 infor-
mation on this statement
becomes Public Record
upon filing.

/s/ JENNIFER F
NGALLA

Statement filed with the
County Clerk of San Ber-
nardino on: 08/19/2026

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

Deputy K3379
Notice-This fictitious
name statement expires

five years from the date it
was filed in the office of the
county clerk. A new ficti-
tious business name state-
ment must be filed before
that time. The filing of this
statement does not of itself
authorize the use in this
state of a fictitious busi-
ness name in violation of
the rights of another under
federal, state, or common
law (see Section 14400 et
seq., Business and Profes-
sions Code).

Published in the San
Bernardino County Senti-
nel on August 28 and Sep-
tember 4, 11 & 18, 2026.
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FBN20260007801

The following entity is
doing business primarily
in San Bernardino County
as

+57  BARBERSHOP
9765 SIERRA AVE, STE
D FONTANA, CA 92335:
YORS A SANTOFIMIO
VELOSA

Business Mailing Ad-
dress: 9765 SIERRA
AVE, STED FONTANA,
CA 92335

The business is con-
ducted by: AN INDIVID-
UAL.

The registrant com-
menced to transact busi-
ness 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 cor-
rect. A registrant who de-
clares as true information
which he or she knows to
be false is guilty of a crime
(B&P Code 17913). 1 am
also aware that all infor-
mation on this statement
becomes Public Record
upon filing.

/s/ YORS A SANTOFI-
MIO VELOSA, Owner

Statement filed with the
County Clerk of San Ber-
nardino on: 08/21/2026

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

Deputy K9232
Notice-This fictitious
name statement expires

five years from the date it
was filed in the office of the
county clerk. A new ficti-
tious business name state-
ment must be filed before
that time. The filing of this
statement does not of itself
authorize the use in this
state of a fictitious busi-
ness name in violation of
the rights of another under
federal, state, or common
law (see Section 14400 et
seq., Business and Profes-
sions Code).

Published in the San
Bernardino County Senti-
nel on August 28 and Sep-
tember 4, 11 & 18, 2026.

FBN20260007853

The following entity is
doing business primarily
in San Bernardino County
as

INLAND GRAPHICS
19308 SILVER CIR RI-
ALTO, CA 92376: MAR-
COS A PASILLAS

Business Mailing Ad-
dress: 19308 SILVER CIR
RIALTO, CA 92376

The business is con-
ducted by: AN INDIVID-
UAL.

The registrant com-
menced to transact busi-
ness under the fictitious
business name or names
listed above on: August 24,
2026.

By signing, I declare
that all information in this
statement is true and cor-
rect. A registrant who de-
clares 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 infor-
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mation on this statement
becomes Public Record
upon filing.

/s/ MARCOS A PASIL-
LAS, Owner

Statement filed with the
County Clerk of San Ber-
nardino on: 08/25/2026

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

Deputy F3010
Notice-This fictitious
name statement expires

five years from the date it
was filed in the office of the
county clerk. A new ficti-
tious business name state-
ment must be filed before
that time. The filing of this
statement does not of itself
authorize the use in this
state of a fictitious busi-
ness name in violation of
the rights of another under
federal, state, or common
law (see Section 14400 et
seq., Business and Profes-
sions Code).

Published in the San
Bernardino County Senti-
nel on August 28 and Sep-
tember 4, 11 & 18, 2026.

FBN 20260007177
The following person is doing
business as: SIGNS FONTANA
9368 SIERRA AVENUE FOIN-
TANA CA 92335 MAILING
ADDRESS 9368 SIERRA AV-
ENUE FOINTANA CA 92335];
COUNTY OF SAN BERNARDINO
JOSE R ESTRADA RIVERA
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: JAN 01, 2017
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
thatall information on this statement
becomes Public Record upon filing.

s/ JOSE R ESTRA-
DA RIVERA, OWNER
Statement filed with the

County Clerk of San Ber-
nardino on: 08/03/2026
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 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 ~ 08/07/2026,
08/14/2026, 08/21/2026, 08/28/2026
CNBB32202607MT

FBN 20260007131
The following person is doing
business as: STRAIGHT TAPERZ
1241 W BASELINE ST SAN BER-
NARDINO CA 92411;[] MAILING
ADDRESS 1241 W BASELINE ST
SAN BERNARDINO CA 92411];
COUNTY OF SAN BERNARDINO
STRAIGHTTAPERZ,LLC. 1241 W
BASELINE ST SAN BERNARDI-
NO CA 92411 STATE OF ORGA-
NIZATION XA ARTICLES OF
ORGANIZATION B20260340120
The business is conducted by: A
LIMITED LIABILTY COMPANY.
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
thatall information on this statement
becomes Public Record upon filing.
s/ JONATHAN 1. DELGADO
ORTIZ, MANAGING MEMBER
Statement filed with the
County Clerk of San Ber-
nardino on: 07/30/2026
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
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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 08/07/2026,
08/14/2026, 08/21/2026, 08/28/2026
CNBB32202606MT

FBN 20260007180
The following person is doing busi-
ness as: ] & M INCOME TAX 108
ORANGE ST STE #12A RED-
LANDS CA 92373;] MAILING
ADDRESS 108 ORANGE ST STE
#12A  REDLANDS, CA 92373];
COUNTY OF SAN BERNARDINO

JAIME FUENTES
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
thatall information on this statement
becomes Public Record upon filing.
s/ JAIME FUENTES, OWNER

Statement filed with the
County Clerk of San Ber-
nardino on: 08/03/2026

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 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 08/07/2026,
08/14/2026, 08/21/2026, 08/28/2026
CNBB32202605MT

FBN 20260007179
The following person is doing busi-
nessas: ] & MOFFICE AND MORE
108 ORANGE ST STE #12A RED-
LANDS, CA 92373;] MAILING
ADDRESS 108 ORANGE ST STE
#12A REDLANDS, CA 92373];
COUNTY OF SAN BERNARDINO

JAIME FUENTES
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
thatall information on this statement
becomes Public Record upon filing.
s/ JAIME FUENTES, OWNER

Statement filed with the
County Clerk of San Ber-
nardino on: 08/03/2026

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 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 08/07/2026,
08/14/2026, 08/21/2026, 08/28/2026
CNBB32202604MT

FBN 20260007049
The following person is doing busi-
ness as: ANGELWINGSUAS 25590
PROSPECT AVE #42D LOMA
LINDA CA 92354;| MAILING AD-
DRESS 25590 PROSPECT AVE
#42D LOMA LINDA CA 92354];
COUNTY OF SAN BERNARDINO

JEVITA R WEBSTER
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
thatall information on this statement
becomes Public Record upon filing.
s/ JEVITAR WEBSTER , OWNER

Statement filed with the
County Clerk of San Ber-
nardino on: 07/28/2026

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
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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 08/07/2026,
08/14/2026, 08/21/2026, 08/28/2026
CNBB32202603MT

FBN 20260007041
The following person is doing
business as: JUST CURVES 1 428
W B ST ONTARIO CA 91762;[
MAILING ADDRESS 428 W
B ST ONTARIO CA 91762];
COUNTY OF SAN BERNARDINO
SHARON C SANDOVAL
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
thatall information on this statement
becomes Public Record upon filing.

s/ SHARON C SAN-
DOVAL s OWNER
Statement filed with the
County Clerk of San Ber-
nardino on: 07/28/2026

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 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 08/07/2026,
08/14/2026, 08/21/2026, 08/28/2026
CNBB32202602MT

FBN 20260007181
The following person is doing busi-
ness as: AMY & JESSE CLEAN-
ING SERVICES 17668 PINEDALE
AVE FONTANA CA 92335
MAILING ADDRESS 17668 PINE-
DALE AVE FONTANA CA 92335];
COUNTY OF SAN BERNARDINO
AMY & JESSE CLEANING
SERVICES, LLC 17668 PINE-
DALE AVE FONTANA CA
92335 STATE OF ORGANIZA-
TION CA ARTICLES OF OR-
GANIZATION B20260288300
The business is conducted by: A
LIMITEDLIABILITY COMPANY.
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
thatall information on this statement
becomes Public Record upon filing.
s/ JOSE DE JESUS LOPEZ LO-
PEZ, MANAGING MEMBER
Statement filed with the
County Clerk of San Ber-
nardino on: 08/03/2026
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 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 08/07/2026,
08/14/2026, 08/21/2026, 08/28/2026
CNBB32202601MT

FBN 20260006859
The following person is doing
business as: CARIBBEAN JEMS
DANCE COMPANY. 24168
RADWELL DR MORENO VAL-
LEY, CA 92553;[ MAILING AD-
DRESS 24168 RADWELL DR
MORENO VALLEY, CA 92553];
COUNTY OF SAN BERNARDINO
EDWARD OLIVE JR
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
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thatall information on this statement
becomes Public Record upon filing.
s/ EDWARD OLIVE JR, OWNER

Statement filed with the
County Clerk of San Ber-
nardino on: 07/22/2026

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 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 08/07/2026,
08/14/2026, 08/21/2026,
08/28/2026 CNBB31202603MT

FBN 20260006905
The following person is doing
business as: ABELINO’S HOME-
MADE STYLE MEXICAN FOOD.
652 E REDLANDS BLVD RED-
LANDS, CA 92374;[ MAILING
ADDRESS 652 E REDLANDS
BLVD REDLANDS, CA 92374];
COUNTY OF SANBERNARDINO
ABELINO’S HOMEMADE
STYLE MEXICAN FOOD LLC
652 E REDLANDS BLVD RED-
LANDS CA 92374 STATE OF OR-
GANIZATION CA ARTICLES OF
ORGANIZATION B20260281766
The  business is  conduct-
ed by: A LIMITED LI-
ABILITY COMPANY.
The registrant commenced to
transact  business under the
fictitious ~ business name  or
names listed above on: N/A
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. 1 am also aware that all
information on this statement be-
comes Public Record upon filing.
s/ ISAAC GOMEZ GAR-
CIA, MANAGING MEMBER
Statement filed with the County
ClerkofSanBernardinoon:07/23/26
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 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 08/07/2026,
08/14/2026, 08/21/2026,
08/28/2026 CNBB31202604MT

FBN 20260007496
The following person is doing
business as: EBMRE; EBMRE.
COM EBM REAL ESTATE 1808
FOOTHILL BLVD STE 160 RAN-
CHO CUCAMONGA CA 91730;[
MAILING  ADDRESS 1808
FOOTHILL BLVD STE 160 RAN-
CHO CUCAMONGA CA 91730];
COUNTY OF SANBERNARDINO
EQUITY BUILDING MANAGE-
MENT REAL ESTATE, INC
1808 FOOTHILL BLVD STE 160
RANCHO CUCAMONGA CA
91730 STATE OF INCORPORA-
TION CA ARTICLES OF IN-
CORPORATION  B20260356055
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 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. 1 am also aware that all
information on this statement be-
comes Public Record upon filing.

si M A PONCE DE
LEON, PRESIDENT
Statement filed with the
County Clerk of San Ber-
nardino on: 08/12/2026

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 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 08/14/2026,
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08/21/2026, 08/28/2026,
09/04/2026 CN-
BB33202605MT

FBN 20260007445

The following person is doing
business as: L. MARROQUIN
TRUCKING 16594 ARROW
BLVD UNIT #62 FONTANA
CA 92335 MAILING AD-
DRESS PO BOX 1874 RAN-
CHO CUCAMONGA CA 91729];
COUNTY OF SANBERNARDINO
LUIS E MARROQUIN

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 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/ LUISEMARROQUIN, OWNER

Statement filed with the
County Clerk of San Ber-
nardino on: 08/11/2026

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 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 ~ 08/14/2026,
08/21/2026, 08/28/2026,
09/04/2026 CN-
BB33202604MT

FBN 20260007418

The following person is doing
business as: TOOTH FEST 1216
ALDERWOOD LN MENTONE
CA 92359 MAILING AD-
DRESS 1216 ALDERWOOD
LN MENTONE CA 92359];
COUNTY OF SANBERNARDINO

SADE MOREL
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 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/ SADE MOREL, OWNER
Statement filed with the
County Clerk of San Ber-
nardino on: 08/10/2026

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 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 ~ 08/14/2026,
08/21/2026, 08/28/2026,
09/04/2026 ~ CNBB33202603MT

FBN 20260007390

The following person is doing
business as: GLACE LABEL 7318
MESA VERDE CT FONTANA
CA 92336;] MAILING ADDRESS
311 W CIVIC CENTER DR STE
B SANTA ANA CA 92701];
COUNTY OF SANBERNARDINO
KEBELYN Y HERNAN-
DEZ HERMOSILLO
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 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/ KEBELYN 'Y HERNAN-
DEZ HERMOSILLO , OWNER
Statement filed with the
County Clerk of San Ber-
nardino on: 08/07/2026
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
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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 ~ 08/14/2026,
08/21/2026, 08/28/2026,
09/04/2026 CN-
BB33202602MT

FBN 20260007328

The following person is doing
business as: ANTOJITOS VERO
13122 7TH ST APT 7 CHINO CA
91710;] MAILING ADDRESS
311 W CIVIC CENTER DR STE
B SANTA ANA CA 92701];
COUNTY OF SANBERNARDINO
AMERICA HER-
NANDEZ VAZQUEZ
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 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/ AMERICA HERNAN-
DEZ VAZQUEZ , OWNER
Statement filed with the
County Clerk of San Ber-
nardino on: 08/06/2026

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 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 ~ 08/14/2026,
08/21/2026, 08/28/2026,
09/04/2026 ~ CNBB3320260IMT

FBN 20260007548

The following person is doing
business as: INFINITY 27497
CAMINO VACUNA MENIFEE
CA 92585 MAILING AD-
DRESS 27497 CAMINO VA-
CUNA MENIFEE CA 92585];
COUNTY OF SANBERNARDINO
IRMA SANTAELLA

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 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. 1 am also aware that all
information on this statement be-
comes Public Record upon filing.
s/ IRMA SANTAELLA, OWNER

Statement filed with the
County Clerk of San Ber-
nardino on: 08/13/2026

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 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 ~ 08/21/2026,
08/28/2026, 09/04/2026,
09/11/2026 ~ CNBB34202601IMT

FBN 20260007924

The following person is doing busi-
ness as: JC NAILS 4288 HOLT
BLVD UNIT #5 MONTCLAIR
CA  91763;] MAILING AD-
DRESS 4288 HOLT BLVD UNIT
#5 MONTCLAIR CA 91763];
COUNTY OF SANBERNARDINO
JC BEAUTY UNION LLC 4288
HOLT BLVD UNIT #5 MONT-
CLAIR CA 91763 STATE OF OR-
GANIZATION CA ARTICLES OF
ORGANIZATION B20260242043
The  business is  conduct-
ed by: A LIMITED LI-
ABILITY COMPANY.
The registrant commenced to
transact  business under the
fictitious ~ business name  or
names listed above on: N/A
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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/ GUIJIA LIU, MAN-
AGING MEMBER
Statement filed with the
County Clerk of San Ber-
nardino on: 08/14/2026

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 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  08/21/2026,
08/28/2026, 09/04/2026,
09/11/2026 ~ CNBB34202602MT

FBN 20260007617

The following person is doing
business as: HD BLASTERS
2770 SERRANO RD SAN BER-
NARDINO CA 92405;] MAILING
ADDRESS 2770 SERRANO RD
SAN BERNARDINO CA 92405];
COUNTY OF SANBERNARDINO
HD BLASTERS, LLC. 2770 SER-
RANO RD SAN BERNARDINO
CA 92405 STATE OF ORGANIZA-
TION CA ARTICLES OF ORGA-
NIZATION B20260334180

The  business is  conduct-
ed by: A LIMITED LI-
ABILITY COMPANY.
The registrant commenced to
transact  business under the
fictitious ~ business name  or
names listed above on: N/A
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. 1 am also aware that all
information on this statement be-
comes Public Record upon filing.
s/ GUILLERMO LEIVA,
MANAGING MEMBER
Statement filed with the
County Clerk of San Ber-
nardino on: 08/14/2026
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 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  08/21/2026,
08/28/2026, 09/04/2026,
09/11/2026 ~ CNBB34202603MT

FBN 20260006149

The following person is doing
business as: SHARPLINE PEST
CONTROL 822 S BIRCHLEAF DR
ANAHEIM CA 92804;[ MAILING
ADDRESS 822 S BIRCHLEAF

DR ANAHEIM CA  92804];
COUNTY OF ORANGE
JOHN SHARP
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
thatall information on this statement
becomes Public Record upon filing.
s/ JOHN SHARP, OWNER
Statementfiled withthe County Clerk
of San Bernardino on: 06/30/2026
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 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
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County Sentinel 07/17/2026,
07/24/2026, 07/31/2026, 08/07/2026
CNBB29202602MT CORREC-
TION DATES  08/21/2026,
08/28/2026, 09/04/2026, 09/11/2026

FBN 20260006313
The following person is doing
business as: A&A RESTORA-
TION 15828 DEL OBISBO RD
FONTANA CA 92337;] MAILING
ADDRESS 15828 DEL OBIS-
BO RD FONTANA CA 92337];
COUNTY OF SAN BERNARDINO
A&A RESTORATION, LLC. 15828
DEL OBISBO RD FONTANA CA
92337 STATE OF INCORPORA-
TION CA ARTICLES OF IN-
CORPORATION  B20260264258
The business is conducted by: A
LIMITEDLIABILITY COMPANY.
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
thatall information on this statement
becomes Public Record upon filing.
s/ ABEL  LOPEZ, MAN-
AGING MEMBER
Statementfiledwiththe County Clerk
of San Bernardino on: 07/06/2026
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 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 07/17/2026,
07/24/2026, 07/31/2026, 08/07/2026
CNBB29202603MT COR-
RECTION DATES 08/21/2026,
08/28/2026, 09/04/2026,
09/11/2026

FBN 20260004829

The following person is
doing business as: OPW-
DIGITAL 13782 BEAR
VALLEY RD, SUITE
D3 PMB 1005 VICTOR-
VILLE CA 92395;[ MAIL-
ING ADDRESS 13782
BEAR VALLEY RD,
SUITE D3 PMB 1005 VIC-
TORVILLE CA 92395];
COUNTY OF SAN
BERNARDINO
OCEAN PEAK WAVE,
INC. 13782 BEAR VAL-
LEY RD, SUITE RD
D3 VICTORVILLE CA
92395 STATE OF IN-
CORPORATION CA
The business is conducted
by: A CORPORATION.
The  registrant  com-
menced to transact busi-
ness under the fictitious
business name or names
listed above on: N/A
By signing, 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 179130. I am also
aware that all information
on this statement becomes
Public Record upon filing.
s/ DAVID E. CAN-
TONG, CEO
Statement filed with the
County Clerk of San Ber-
nardino on: 05/22/2026
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
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
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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
05/29/2026,  06/05/2026,
06/12/2026,  06/19/2026
CNBB22202605MT
CORRECTION
DATES 07/10/2026,
07/17/2026,07/24/2026
& 07/31/2026 CORREC-
TION DATES 08/28/2026,

09/04/2026,  09/11/2026,
09/18/2026
FBN 20260006021

The following person is
doing business as: LA
TIENDITA CATRACHA
DE ZOE. 142 E 42ND ST
29 SAN BERNARDI-
NO, CA 92404;] MAIL-
ING ADDRESS 142 E
42ND ST 29 SAN BER-
NARDINO, CA 92404];
COUNTY  OF SAN
BERNARDINO
LA TIENDITA CATRA-
CHA DE ZOE LLC 2607
DEL ROSA AVE SAN
BERNARDINO CA
92404 STATE OF OR-
GANIZATION CA AR-
TICLES OF ORGANI-
ZATION B20260230934
The business is conduct-
ed by: A LIMITED LI-
ABILITY  COMPANY.
The  registrant  com-
menced to transact busi-
ness under the fictitious
business name or names
listed above on: N/A
By signing, 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 179130. I am also
aware that all information
on this statement becomes
Public Record upon filing.
s/ KAREN E. HER-
NANDEZ GONZALES,
MANAGING MEMBER
Statement filed with the
County Clerk of San Ber-
nardino on: 06/26/2026
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
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
07/10/2026,  07/17/2026,
07/24/2026, 07/31/2026
CNBB28202604MT
CORRECTION DATES
08/28/2026,  09/04/2026,
09/11/2026, 09/18/2026

FBN 20260006360
The following person is
doing business as: SER-
GIO’S ELECTRIC. 1377



Friday, August 28, 2026

San Bernardino County Sentinel

Public Notices

S LILAC AVE SUITE
#107 BLOOMINGTON,
CA  92316;] MAILING
ADDRESS 2249 HAN-
FORD ST SAN BER-
NARDINO, CA 92411];
COUNTY OF SAN
BERNARDINO
SERGIO I CUEVAS
The business is conducted
by: AN INDIVIDUAL.
The  registrant  com-
menced to transact busi-
ness under the fictitious
business name or names
listed above on: N/A
By signing, 1 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 179130. 1T am also
aware that all information
on this statement becomes
Public Record upon filing.
s/ SERGIO CUE-
VAS, OWNER
Statement filed with the
County Clerk of San Ber-
nardino on: JULY 07, 2026
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
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
07/10/2026,  07/17/2026,
07/24/2026, 07/31/2026
CNBB28202601MT
CORRECTION  DATES
08/28/2026,  09/04/2026,
09/11/2026, 09/18/2026

FBN 20260005958
STATEMENT OF ABAN-
DONMENT OF USE OF
FICTICIOUS BUSINESS
NAME STATEMENT
The following person is do-
ing business as: WRIGHT
MOUNTAIN METAL
WORKS 8079 MIRA
MAR RD PHELAN CA
92371;] MAILING AD-
DRESS 8079 MIRA MAR
RD PHELAN CA 92371];
COUNTY OF SAN
BERNARDINO
TIMOTHY M
MACDONALD
The Dbusiness is con-
ducted by: AN INDI-
VIDUAL. The fictitious
business name referred
to above was filed on
11/07/2024. Original File
#20240010367. County
of SAN BERNARDINO
The registrant commenced
to transact business un-
der the fictitious busi-
ness name or names listed
above on: NOV 03, 2009
By signing, 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 179130. 1T am also
aware that all information
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on this statement becomes
Public Record upon filing.
s/ TIMOTHY M MAC-
DONALD, OWNER
Statement filed with the
County Clerk of San Ber-
nardino on: 06/25/2026
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
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
07/03/2026,  07/10/2026,
07/17/2026, 07/24/2026
CNBB27202601MT
CORRECTION  DATES

07/31/2026,  08/07/2026,
08/14/2026,  08/21/2026
CORRECTION  DATES
07/17/2026,  07/24/2026,

07/31/2026 & 08/07/2026
CORRECTION  DATES
08/28/2026,  09/04/2026,
09/11/2026, 09/18/2026

FBN 20260005732
The following person is
doing business as: SIER-
RA LAKE CLEANERS.
16953 SIERRA LAKE
PKWY #109 FONTANA,
CA  92336;] MAILING
ADDRESS 16953 SIER-
RA LAKE PKWY #109
FONTANA, CA 92336];
COUNTY OF SAN
BERNARDINO
THC TRABUCO, INC.
16953 SIERRA LAKE
PKWY #109 FONTANA
CA 92336 STATE OF
INCORPORATION CA
ARTICLES OF INCOR-
PORATION 2201898
The business is conducted
by: A CORPORATION.
The  registrant  com-
menced to transact busi-
ness under the fictitious
business name or names
listed above on: N/A
By signing, 1 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 179130. I am also
aware that all information
on this statement becomes
Public Record upon filing.
s/ JEAN H. CHUNG, CEO
Statement filed with the
County Clerk of San
Bernardino on: 06/17/26
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
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-
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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
06/26/2026,  07/03/2026,
07/10/2026, 07/17/2026
CNBB26202601MT
CORRECTION  DATES

07/31/2026,  08/07/2026,
08/14/2026,  08/21/2026
CORRECTION  DATES
08/28/2026,  09/04/2026,

09/11/2026, 09/18/2026

FBN 20260007022
The following person is

doing business as: PA-
MELA C  JENKINS
MAYFIELD ESTATE.

2800 LONGHORN ST
ONTARIO, CA 91761;]
MAILING ADDRESS
2800 LONGHORN ST
ONTARIO, CA 91761];
COUNTY  OF SAN
BERNARDINO
PAMELA C JEN-
KINS MAYFIELD
The business is conducted
by: AN INDIVIDUAL.
The  registrant  com-
menced to transact busi-
ness under the fictitious
business name or names
listed above on: N/A
By signing, 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 179130. I am also
aware that all information
on this statement becomes
Public Record upon filing.
s/ PAMELA C JEN-
KINS MAYFIELD
Statement filed with the
County Clerk of San Ber-
nardino on: 07/28/2026
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
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
07/31/2026,  08/07/2026,
08/14/2026, 08/21/2026
CNBB31202609MT
CORRECTION DATES
08/28/2026,  09/04/2026,
09/11/2026, 09/18/2026

FBN 20260006619
The following person is
doing business as: GAD
TIRES & WELDING
SERVICE. 9525 MAR-
CONA AVENUE FON-
TANA, CA 92335; MAIL-
ING ADDRESS 9525
MARCONA AVENUE
FONTANA, CA 92335];
COUNTY OF SAN
BERNARDINO
MAURO RAFAEL JARA
The business is conducted
by: AN INDIVIDUAL.
The registrant commenced
to transact business un-
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der the fictitious busi-
ness name or names listed
above on: 02/13/2026
By signing, 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 179130. 1T am also
aware that all information
on this statement becomes
Public Record upon filing.
s/ MAURO RAFA-
EL JARA, OWNER
Statement filed with the
County Clerk of San Ber-
nardino on: 07/15/2026
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
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
07/31/2026,  08/07/2026,
08/14/2026, 08/21/2026
CNBB31202608MT
CORRECTION DATES
08/28/2026,  09/04/2026,
09/11/2026, 09/18/2026

FBN 20260006198
The following person is
doing business as: OA-
SIS BEAUTY STUDIO.
7307 APACHE TRAIL
YUCCA VALLEY, CA
92284;] MAILING AD-
DRESS 7307 APACHE
TRAIL YUCCA VAL-
LEY, CA 92284];
COUNTY OF  SAN
BERNARDINO
NAILSXLINDAA LLC
7307 APACHE TRAIL
YUCCA VALLEY CA
92284 STATE OF OR-
GANIZATION CA
The business is conduct-
ed by: A LIMITED LI-
ABILITY  COMPANY.
The registrant commenced
to transact business un-
der the fictitious busi-
ness name or names listed
above on: JUN 23, 2026
By signing, I declare that
allinformation 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 179130. I am also
aware that all information
on this statement becomes
Public Record upon filing.
s/ LINDA ANGELICA
MADRIGAL-TORRES,
MANAGING MEMBER
Statement filed with the
County Clerk of San Ber-
nardino on: 06/30/2026
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
Notice-This fictitious
name statement expires
five years from the date it
was filed in the office of
the county clerk. A new
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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
07/31/2026,  08/07/2026,
08/14/2026,  08/21/2026
CNBB31202607MT
CORRECTION  DATES
08/28/2026,  09/04/2026,
09/11/2026, 09/18/2026

FBN 20260007029
The following person is
doing business as: LAC
MEDIA  STREAMING
SERVICES 1422 LIN-
VILLE LN COLTON CA
92324;] MAILING AD-
DRESS 1422 LINVILLE
LN COLTON CA 92324];
COUNTY OF SAN
BERNARDINO
LUIS E RAMOS
The business is conducted
by: AN INDIVIDUAL.
The registrant commenced
to transact business un-
der the fictitious busi-
ness name or names listed
above on: NOV 18, 2021
By signing, 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 179130. 1T am also
aware that all information
on this statement becomes
Public Record upon filing.
s/ LUIS E RA-
MOS, INDIVIDUAL
Statement filed with the
County Clerk of San Ber-
nardino on: 07/28/2026
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
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
08/28/2026,  09/04/2026,
09/11/2026, 09/18/2026
CNBB35202601MT

FBN 20260007671
The following person is
doing business as: ON-
CALL TERMITE AND
PEST CONTROL 324
RYAN ST REDLANDS
CA 92374 MAILING
ADDRESS 324 RYAN ST
REDLANDS CA 92374];
COUNTY OF SAN
BERNARDINO
JAVIER SALGADO;
GERMAN  FIGUEROA
The business is con-
ducted by: A GEN-
ERAL PARTNERSHIP
The  registrant  com-
menced to transact busi-
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ness under the fictitious
business name or names
listed above on: N/A
By signing, 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 179130. 1T am also
aware that all information
on this statement becomes
Public Record upon filing.
s/ JAVIER SAL-
GADO, PARTNER
Statement filed with the
County Clerk of San Ber-
nardino on: 08/18/2026
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
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
08/28/2026,  09/04/2026,
09/11/2026, 09/18/2026
CNBB35202602MT

FBN 20260007590
The following person
is doing business as:
COCINANDOCON-
MAMACHUY 9379
LIVE OAK DR RAN-
CHO CUCAMONGA
CA91730;[ MAILING
ADDRESS 9379 LIVE
OAK DR RANCHO CU-
CAMONGA  CA91730];
COUNTY OF SAN
BERNARDINO
JOSE A JIMENEZ LOPEZ
The business is conducted
by: AN INDIVIDUAL.
The registrant commenced
to transact business un-
der the fictitious busi-
ness name or names listed
above on: AUG 12, 2026
By signing, 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 179130. 1T am also
aware that all information
on this statement becomes
Public Record upon filing.
s/ JOSE A JIMENEZ
LOPEZ, OWNER
Statement filed with the
County Clerk of San Ber-
nardino on: 08/14/2026
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
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
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under federal, state, or
common law (see Section
14400 et seq., Business
and Professions Code).
Published in the San Ber-
nardino County Sentinel
08/28/2026,  09/04/2026,
09/11/2026,  09/18/2026
CNBB35202603MT

FBN 20260007520
The following person
is doing business as:
SMOG CHECK USA
1218 W MERRILL AVE
UNIT A RIALTO CA
92376;] MAILING AD-
DRESS 1218 W MER-
RILL AVE UNIT A
RIALTO CA 92376];
COUNTY  OF SAN
BERNARDINO
ISRAEL A MERCADO
The business is conducted
by: AN INDIVIDUAL.
The registrant commenced
to transact business un-
der the fictitious busi-
ness name or names listed
above on: APR 12, 2026
By signing, 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 179130. I am also
aware that all information
on this statement becomes
Public Record upon filing.
s/ ISRAEL A MER-
CADO, OWNER
Statement filed with the
County Clerk of San Ber-
nardino on: 08/12/2026
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
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
08/28/2026,  09/04/2026,
09/11/2026, 09/18/2026
CNBB35202604MT

FBN 20260007748
The following person is
doing business as: Y&R
TACOS MEXICAN
FOOD 13040 DEEPWA-
TER ST VICTORVILLE
CA 92392;] MAILING
ADDRESS 311 W CIV-
IC CENTER DR STE B
SANTA ANA CA 92701];
COUNTY  OF SAN
BERNARDINO
NANCY YOR-
ENI CASILLAS
The business is conducted
by: AN INDIVIDUAL.
The  registrant  com-
menced to transact busi-
ness under the fictitious
business name or names
listed above on: N/A
By signing, 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
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Code 179130. 1 am also
aware that all information
on this statement becomes
Public Record upon filing.
s/ NANCY YORENI
CASILLAS, OWNER
Statement filed with the
County Clerk of San Ber-
nardino on: 08/20/2026
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
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
08/28/2026,  09/04/2026,
09/11/2026, 09/18/2026
CNBB35202606MT

FBN 20260007733
The following person is do-
ing business as: DIVINE
PLUMBING; SIMPLY
DIVINE PLUMBING
18603 CENTENNIAL ST
HESPERIA CA 92345;]
MAILING ADDRESS
18603 CENTENNIAL ST
HESPERIA CA 92345];
COUNTY OF SAN
BERNARDINO
RAYMONDT.DEVINEIII
The business is conducted
by: AN INDIVIDUAL.
The  registrant  com-
menced to transact busi-
ness under the fictitious
business name or names
listed above on: N/A
By signing, 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 179130. T am also
aware that all information
on this statement becomes
Public Record upon filing.
s/ RAYMOND T.

Public Notices

Statement filed with the
County Clerk of San Ber-
nardino on: 08/20/2026
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
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
08/28/2026,  09/04/2026,
09/11/2026, 09/18/2026
CNBB35202607MT

FBN 20260007742
The following person is
doing business as: HERI-
TAGE MARKET 7470
CHERRY AVE STE
#101  FONTANA CA
92336;] MAILING AD-
DRESS 7470 CHERRY

AVE STE #101 FON-
TANA CA 92336];
COUNTY OF SAN

BERNARDINDO
SIKANDER S KAHLON;
GURPEET S MANN
The business is conducted
by: AN INDIVIDUAL.
The  registrant  com-
menced to transact busi-
ness under the fictitious
business name or names
listed above on: N/A
By signing, 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 179130. 1 am also
aware that all information
on this statement becomes
Public Record upon filing.
s/ SIKANDER S.
KAHLON, GEN-
ERAL PARTNER
Statement filed with the
County Clerk of San Ber-
nardino on: 08/20/226

Public Notices

original statement on file in
my office San Bernardino
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 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
08/28/2026,  09/04/2026,
09/11/2026, 09/18/2026
CNBB35202607MT

FBN 20260007743
The following person is
doing business as: SILK
888 BEAUTY SPA 9509
CENTRAL AVE #A
MONTCLAIR, CA 91763;]
MAILING ADDRESS
9509 CENTRAL AVE #A
MONTCLAIR, CA 91763];
COUNTY  OF SAN
BERNARDINO
GUIJIA LIU
The business is conducted
by: AN INDIVIDUAL.
The  registrant  com-
menced to transact busi-
ness under the fictitious
business name or names
listed above on: N/A
By signing, 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 179130. I am also
aware that all information
on this statement becomes
Public Record upon filing.
s/ GUJIA LIU, OWNER
Statement filed with the
County Clerk of San Ber-
nardino on: 08/20/2026
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
Notice-This fictitious
name statement expires
five years from the date it
was filed in the office of
the county clerk. A new

Public Notices

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
08/28/2026,  09/04/2026,
09/11/2026, 09/18/2026
CNBB35202608MT

FBN 20260007737
The following person is
doing business as: EL
TRAILERO MAGAZINE.
1016 N DEL NORTE AVE
ONTARIO, CA 91764;
MAILING ADDRESS
1016 N DEL NORTE AVE
ONTARIO, CA 91764];
COUNTY OF  SAN
BERNARDINO
PUBLICIDAD ARTE
PRODUCCIONES CORP.
1016 N DEL NORTE
AVE ONTARIO CA
91764 STATE OF IN-
CORPORATION CA
ARTICLES OF INCOR-
PORATION 3034495
The business is conducted
by: A CORPORATION.
The  registrant  com-
menced to transact busi-
ness under the fictitious
business name or names
listed above on: N/A
By signing, 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 179130. I am also
aware that all information
on this statement becomes
Public Record upon filing.
s/ CINTHIA C ROMERO
DE DE UGARTE, C.E.O.
Statement filed with the
County Clerk of San Ber-
nardino on: 08/20/2026
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
Notice-This fictitious
name statement expires
five years from the date it
was filed in the office of
the county clerk. A new

Public Notices

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
08/28/2026,  09/04/2026,
09/11/2026, 09/18/2026
CNBB35202609MT

FBN 20260007792
The following person is
doing business as: STUIN-
NING SKIN STUDIO.
6815 PACHECO CT
FONTANA, CA 92336;
MAILING ADDRESS
6815 PACHECO ST
FONTANA, CA 92336];
COUNTY OF SAN
BERNARDINO
JNE FAMILY LLC 6815
PACHECO CT FON-
TANA CA 92336 STATE
OF ORGANIZATION CA
The business is conduct-
ed by: A LIMITED LI-
ABILITY COMPANY.
The  registrant  com-
menced to transact busi-
ness under the fictitious
business name or names
listed above on: N/A
By signing, 1 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 179130. 1T am also
aware that all information
on this statement becomes
Public Record upon filing.
s/ NICHELLE R
ERBY, MANAGER
Statement filed with the
County Clerk of San Ber-
nardino on: 08/21/2026
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
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

Public Notices

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
08/28/2026,  09/04/2026,
09/11/2026, 09/18/2026
CNBB35202610MT

FBN 20260007825
The following person is
doing business as: LUNA
FLASH PHOTO BOOTH.
17078 ELAINE CT
FONTANA, CA 92336;]
MAILING ADDRESS
17078 ELAINE CT
FONTANA, CA 92336];
COUNTY OF SAN
BERNARDINO
DORIS I ALVAREZ;
JOHNNY VALENZUELA
The business is con-
ducted by: A MAR-
RIED COUPLE.
The registrant commenced
to transact business un-
der the fictitious busi-
ness name or names listed
above on: APR 01, 2026
By signing, 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 179130. I am also
aware that all information
on this statement becomes
Public Record upon filing.
s/ DORIS 1 ALVA-
REZ, CO OWNER
Statement filed with the
County Clerk of San Ber-
nardino on: 08/24/2026
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
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

Public Notices

and Professions Code).
Published in the San Ber-
nardino County Sentinel
08/28/2026,  09/04/2026,
09/11/2026,  09/18/2026
CNBB35202611MT

FBN 20260007974
The following person is
doing business as: EM-
PIRE CONCESSIONS
909. 7555 CATAWBA DR
FONTANA, CA 92336;
MAILING ADDRESS
7555 CATAWBA DR
FONTANA, CA 92336];
COUNTY  OF SAN
BERNARDINO
EDGAR F AVILES
D EL G A D O
The business is conducted
by: AN INDIVIDUAL.
The registrant commenced
to transact business un-
der the fictitious busi-
ness name or names listed
above on: AUG 27, 2026
By signing, 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 179130. I am also
aware that all information
on this statement becomes
Public Record upon filing.
s/ EDGAR F AVILES
DELGADO, OWNER
Statement filed with the
County Clerk of San
Bernardino on: 08/27/26
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
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

08/28/2026,  09/04/2026,
09/11/2026, 09/18/2026
CNBB35202612MT

DEVINE 1II, OWNER I hereby certify that this
copy is a correct copy of the
Even With Stepped cons.lst of ' spots where
moving trains must slow
Up Enforcement . .
considerably or on sid-
And More Arrests ings where a line of rail
Than Previously, cars full of merchandise
Cargo Theft From can remain sitting for as
Railcars Is So much as a week before
Profitable, It Hasn’t they are coupled with

Diminished from
page 3
rail companies or at rail
terminals and rail yards
to obtain information
about what goods are be-
ing transported on which
trains and in specific rail
cars, together with infor-
mation about when and
where the trains are to
remain stationary for an
extended period.

Other vulnerabilities

an engine or engines to
travel to their destina-
tion.

Trains reduce speed
considerably at curves
or bends in the rail line,
such as at certain spots
along and at the bottom
of the slope descend-
ing from the Cajon Pass
near Devore. Trains are
obliged to decelerate
to navigate the sharp,
sweeping curves along
the track course, as tak-

ing the turns at too high
of a speed poses a severe
tipping hazard for heavy,
multi-platform  freight
cars. Both the Burling-
ton Northern Santa Fe
Railway Company and
the Union Pacific Rail-
road Company impose
strict speed reductions
for engineers driving
trains at that location.
This affords those on foot
determined to jump onto
a passing train an op-
portunity to do so, albeit
with a certain degree of
difficulty and some dan-
ger. Once on the trains,
the thieves can break
locks and seals on indi-
vidual cars to gain entry
to them and liberate their

fictitious business name  of itself authorize the use
contents.
Barstow’s  600-acre
Burlington Northern

Santa Fe classification
yard boasts 48 tracks
and is the main hub for
almost all freight traf-
fic to and from Southern
California. As such, the
area in and around it is a
bottleneck for eastbound

Measure M Will
Sock It To Upland’s
Most Profitable
Business Operations
from page 3

get and transform the
way it functions. Over
the last 25 years, the city
has been through various
budget shortfalls, yet al-

traf-
fic, and trains may hold
there for crew change,
fueling, or classification.
East of Barstow, Burl-
ington Northern Santa
Fe and Union Pacific op-
erations include sidings
and classification areas
where  locomotive-less
freight cars can wait for

and westbound

ways finds a way to in-
crease employee salaries
and benefits. During this
time, resident-driven fi-
nancial workout plans
and task force recom-
mendations forced city
councils to improve effi-
ciency and reduce costs.
More can be done.”

The argument against

many hours or even sev-
eral days for a locomo-
tive to attach to them
to take them eastward.
These unguarded and
stationary cars make at-
tractive targets for those
intent on stealing their
contents.
-Mark Gutglueck

Measure M concludes,
“Many businesses large
or small and residents
are financially strug-
gling. As members of
the Upland Residents for
Good Government, we
urge residents to vote no
on M.
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conversation in a pri-
vate office,” Goodman
said. “It is not lawful
for someone to surrepti-
tiously record you with-
out your permission.”

“You were there as
police chief,” Schlueter
stated.

“Are you asking if I
alright with being re-
corded?” Goodman
asked.

“Usually you do not
enter into a discussion
with individuals about
police misconduct,”
Schlueter stated, before
inquiring to make sure
that Goodman under-
stood Ortiz was report-
ing police misconduct.

“We had not start-
ed the investigation,”
Goodman insisted. “I
had merely done an audit
of our CLET System.

“At any point in that
conversation, did you
make it clear that an in-
vestigation had not be-
gun and your findings
were just preliminary?”
Schlueter asked.

Goodman gave indi-
cation that the law en-
forcement data bases had
arecord of what terminal
within the department
had been used to make
the access to them on
any particular occasion
and that the department
had the means to deter-
mine who had used a
particular terminal. He
said it was pretty clear
in August 2024 that an
investigation had to take
place.

Schlueter asked
Goodman if in his con-
versation with Ortiz he
had “named the detec-
tive you suspected of
running CLETS?” DiC-
esare objected and the
judge sustained the ob-
jection.

Schlueter dispensed
with getting Goodman
to acknowledge that dur-
ing the August 29, 2024
conversation he had
identified Desrochers as
the primary suspect in
the unauthorized use of
CLETS and asked, “If
this was preliminary on
your part, why would

you name the officer?”

“The officer was
named because she pro-
vided me with that,”
Goodman said. Good-
man explained that the
department’s inquiry
into the accessing of the
data base for information
on Ortiz came back neg-
ative but that after she
re-approached him about
the matter. “She knew
someone must have ran
[sic] it,” Goodman said.
“I was adamant, because
we went back over two
years. Then she told me
who it was. It was a de-
tective. I I told her, ‘why
didn’t you tell me who
did it?” Then, she went
on and told me this per-
son, this officer did it for
political purposes. That
absolutely gave me the
ability to focus on an in-
dividual.”

When was that con-
versation when  she
named the individual?”
Schlueter asked.

“That  conversation
happened in late July or
early August of 2024,”
Goodman said.

Having made a break-
through in illustrating
how Ortiz had been met
with denial after denial
of department wrong-
doing over a roughly
nine-month period be-
fore finding someone
in the department who
confirmed what she
suspected or knew all
along, Schlueter sought
to escalate that into an
illustration of why mak-
ing a reliable record of
what members of the
department were telling
her was imperative. That
tack, however, was shut
down by DiCesare and
Judge Rodriguez.

“The second you
knew that Ortiz was sub-
jected toa CLETS run...”
Schlueter began.

“Objection,” DiC-
esare said.

“Sustained,” ruled
Judge Rodriguez.

“You had the option
of finding out if she had
been the object of [a law
enforcement data base
inquiry] when she she

San Bernardino County Sentinel

reported that to you in
November 2023, cor-
rect?” Schlueter asked
Goodman.

Judge Rodriguez sus-
tained DiCesare’s objec-
tion to the question.

Schlueter than refer-
enced what Goodman
had said at the August 29
meeting and which was
caught on the recording
say he was “going to pur-
sue criminal charges on
Desrochers.”

DiCesare objected to
the question and Judge
Rodriguez sustained it.

Goodman was there-
after subjected to a short
round of re-examination
by DiCesare, who made
an effort to disabuse the
jury of some of the no-
tions Schlueter had en-
deavored to inculcate in
the jury, followed by a
briefer cross-examina-
tion by Schlueter. Good-
man was excused from
the witness stand, sub-
ject to recall by either
side. Judge Rodriguez,
however, made clear
later in statements out-
side the presence of the
jury that with Goodman
having been diverted
from his daily function
as police chief over the
course of more than a
day, she would not sus-
tain a motion for him to
be recalled as a witness
without a substantial
showing of proof.

At that point, the
trial had devolved into
what over the next two
days would come to re-
semble an absurdist bal-
let in which most of the
performers — DiCesare
and the witnesses for the
prosecution — danced
around the primary topic
that had been the sub-
ject at hand when Or-
tiz met with the police
chief and police union
president, while Schlu-
etter sometimes met and
sometimes did not meet
Judge Rodriguez’s ex-
pectations and recurrent
admonitions not to stray
into the area circum-
scribed by the court as
forbidden territory.

While trials typically
feature occasional objec-
tions by lawyers from
either side followed by
a slight pause during
which the judge makes
a determination to over-
rule or sustain it, which
in turn disturbs the or-
ganic rhythm of the ques-

tion and answer process,
those interruptions are
relatively infrequent and
generally do not break
the focus of the jury on
the issues at hand. In the
Ortiz case, however, be-
ginning with the defens-
es opening statement
and during the defense’s
cross examination of the
prosecution  witnesses,
the constant imposition
of objections, disrupt-
ing the flow of speech
in Schlueter’s opening
statement or in the case
of his questioning of the
witnesses, the delay in or
outright nullification of
a response in the after-
math of the frequently
sustained objections be-
gan to have a telling ef-
fect on the jurors, whose
faces by mid-afternoon
Tuesday were registering
obvious frustration.

All three of the pros-
ecution  witnesses —
Goodman, who testified
Monday and Tuesday,
Loera, whose testimony
took place on Tuesday
and Wednesday and
District Attorney Of-
fice Investigator Darnel
McDermott, who testi-
fied on Thursday — rela-
tively quickly adapted to
the flow of interruptions
during Schlueter’s ques-
tioning by engaging in
what came across as an
unnatural pause after
most of his questions to
ensure that DiCesare had
an opportunity to object
and so as to not utter a
response that DiCesare
would have to then re-
quest Judge Rodriquez
to strike from the record.

Another effect from
the constant objections,
both sustained and over-
ruled, together with the
constant stops and starts
as the trial progressed
was a surfeit of ques-
tions, which even though
suspended by a sustained
objection and therefore
left unanswered, create
impressions and sugges-
tions that persist with at
least some jurors, who
typically over the course
of a trial cannot catalog
with absolute accuracy
which objections were
sustained and which
were not.

Word throughout the
courthouse and nine-
to-16-square-block area
surrounding it extend-
ing to San Bernardino
County’s and the City of

San Bernardino’s gov-
ernmental centers was
that the prosecution of
Ortiz, who over the last
eight years has surfaced
as a primary critic of
and dissenter from the
municipal, county, gov-
ernmental and business
establishments and who
has vied for Third Dis-
trict San Bernardino
County supervisor, may-
or of San Bernardino
and two positions, one
successfully, on the San
Bernardino City Coun-
cil, has been given an
extremely high prior-
ity by District Attorney
Jason Anderson, who is
intent on maintaining
reciprocal support be-
tween his office, all other
law enforcement agen-
cies, municipalities and
governmental entities in
the county. The assign-
ing of DiCesare, whose
normal assignments
with the San Bernardino
County District Attor-
ney’s Office going back
a decade-and-a-half
consist primarily if not
exclusively of prosecut-
ing murder, attempted
murder, extortion, gang
violence and other seri-
ous felony cases, to pros-
ecute two misdemeanor
charges is an indication
of the intensity with
which obtaining a con-
viction against Ortiz is
being pursued. That car-
ried over into the man-
ner in which the case
was maneuvered into the
courtroom of Judge Ro-
driguez, who had been a
leading prosecutor with
the district attorney’s of-
fice and was elected to
the bench in June 2022
with virtually universal
law enforcement sup-
port. Rodriquez acceded
to virtually every motion
in limine brought by the
prosecution prior to trial,
limiting what evidence is
to be deemed admissible
and what evidence is to
be excluded as well as
what topics the attorneys
could explore in ques-
tioning witnesses and
eliciting their testimony.
These limitations serve
as the parameters of the
trial itself. Rodriguez’s
rulings adhere to the
principle that the sub-
stance of the conversa-
tions that Ortiz had with
the two individuals she
is alleged to have vic-
timized, Goodman and
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Loera, are immaterial
and irrelevant to whether
she violated Penal Code
Section 632 by record-
ing those conversations
without Goodman’s or
Loera’s consent. The
effect of those rulings
matched the objective,
shared by District Attor-
ney Anderson, the City
of San Bernardino, the
San Bernardino Police
Department, members of
both the San Bernardino
Police Department and
the San Bernardino Po-
lice Association, the
balance of the San Ber-
nardino City Council
other than Ortiz and the
San Bernardino Mayor,
not to mention Goodman
and Loera, of preventing
the details of the under-
lying criminal investi-
gation pertaining to the
unauthorized use of the
California Law Enforce-
ment Telecommunica-
tions System, from being
given widespread public
exhibition. The in limine
motions Judge Rodri-
guez’s rulings granted
were further intended
to restrict the contextu-
alization with regard to
Ortiz’s actions in having
recorded her conversa-
tions with Goodman and
Loera, intensifying the
focus on the consider-
ation that she had made
the recordings. Minus
Ortiz’s ability to dem-
onstrate that Goodman
and Loera were explic-
itly informed that she
was recording them, her
conviction on the Penal
Code Section 632 viola-
tions was virtually as-
sured, Anderson and
DiCesare calculated.

As the trial has pro-
gressed, however, Ro-
driguez’s reduction of
the issue to be decided
by the jury to one in
which they are to be kept
more or less in the dark
about what Goodman
and Loera were discuss-
ing with the Ortiz so
they can simply make
a call as to whether Or-
tiz engaged in an act of
electronic  eavesdrop-
ping, pure and simple,
has resulted in a disjoint-
ed narrative that while
highly challenging to the
defense has presented
problems for DiChesare
as well. So unnatural
and uncommon are the
rules of litigation set up
for this particular trial
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that on occasion, most
particularly when he was
questioning Goodman or
Loera, DiCesare caught
himself out in the midst
of formulating a question
which referenced the de-
tails it was the goal of ev-
eryone on his side of the
equation — the district at-
torney’s office, the City
of San Bernardino, the
police department and
most importantly, Good-
man, Loera and Desro-
chers — to keep out of the
public record. In some
cases, DiCesare did not
catch himself in time
and put on the record a
question or statement
that provided a detailed
glimpse of the issues that
Ortiz had been seeking
to trace out or have the
police department trace
out for her when she dia-
logued with Goodman
and Loera.

In the later stages
of Tuesday afternoon,
Loera was put on the
witness stand and DiCe-
sare began his direct ex-
amination of the sergeant
and union president.

The prosecutor led
Loera through a descrip-
tion of what led up to his
one-hour-and-19-minute
meeting with Ortiz and
Calvin at the DJ Cof-
fee Shop on August 15,
2024, the general ambi-
ance of the premises and
the overall circumstanc-
es.

DiCesare elicited
Loera’s testimony that
Ortiz had neither in-
formed him that she was
recording the conver-
sation nor obtained his
consent for her to do so.

Tuesday’s testimony
concluded around 4 p.m.

Wednesday morning,
Loera returned to the
witness stand.

DiCesare asked
Loera’s about the claim
he had filed against the
City of San Bernardino
in which he alleged that
Ortiz’s actions and state-
ments about him were
defamatory and had
created a hostile work
environment. Loera ac-
knowledged having filed
the claim but in response
to DiCesare said it had
no impact on his testi-
mony.

Under cross-examina-

tion by Schlueter, Loera
said that in his capac-
ity as a police sergeant
and as union president
he attended a lot of city
events, including city
council meetings, where
Ortiz was also in atten-
dance.

Schlueter asked Loera
if he knew about the al-
legations Ortiz had been
making with regard to
the misuse of the law
enforcement data bases
before meeting with Or-
tiz. Loera said he had
learned about the mat-
ter from Goodman on
August 14, 2024, the day
before his meeting with
Ortiz.

Schlueter  obtained
from Loera his acknowl-
edgment that as the
union president, he was
not answerable to Good-
man as the chief of po-
lice, and that Goodman
is not a member of the
police officers’ union.

Schlueter’s questions
to Loera about whether
the police department’s
administration was in-
vestigating or taking
corrective action against
one of his union’s mem-
bers were not met with
answers when DiCesare
objected to them and
Judge Rodriguez sus-
tained the objections.

Schlueter attempted
but did not establish in
questioning Loera that
he had been complying
with the police chief’s
order or directive to meet
with Ortiz.

Loera did acknowl-
edge that “The chief set
up that meeting for me.”

Judge Rodriguez
overruled  DiCesare’s
objection to Schlueter’s
inquiry as to why he had
met with Ortiz and what
his goal or intent in do-
ing so was.

“I am the head of my
department’s  officers’
association,” Loera said.
“My job at the present is
to protect the reputation
of my organization.”

“And did you do that
during your conversa-
tion?” Schlueter asked.

Schlueter’s questions
that followed in which
he sought to determine if
Loera had made a choice
to speak frankly about
Desrochers in order to

preserve the good name
of his union, the depart-
ment and its officers were
rendered unanswered by
sustained objections.
Schlueter sought to
lure Loera, who had
worked in undercover
roles as an officer, into
agreeing that recording
statements is a produc-
tive means of collecting
evidence but did not get
far with that line of ques-

tioning.

“You know  how
to collect evidence?”
Schlueter asked.

“Yes,” said Loera.

“You know how im-
portant it is to collect
evidence?” Schlueter
asked.

“Yes,” Loera respond-
ed. “It is very impor-
tant.”

“She was collecting
evidence about what
could have been police
misconduct,” Schlueter
asked.

DiCesare’s objection
was sustained.

“Did you want to
prevent Ms. Ortiz from
collecting  evidence?”
Schlueter asked.

DiCesare’s objection
was sustained.

Did you have a motive
not to allow her to re-
cord the conversation?”

Schlueter asked.
“Objection,” DiC-
esare bellowed.
“Sustained,” said
Judge Rodriguez.

“There was basically
a single subject that was
to be discussed between
you and Ms. Ortiz?”
Schlueter asked.

“Yes,” said Loera.

“Can you tell us what
that subject was?” Schlu-
eter asked.

“It was a discussion
of the involvement of
one of my former board
members in an unlaw-
ful criminal act,” Loera
said.

“The POA [the San
Bernardino Police Offi-
cers Association] had en-
dorsed her opposition?”
Schlueter asked.

DiCesare’s objection
to the question was sus-
tained.

“You wanted to be
transparent with Dr. Or-
tiz?” Schlueter asked.

“Yes,” said Loera.

“But you did not want
her to record the conver-
sation?” Schlueter asked.

“Yes,” Loera said.

“Did you disclose that

to Dr Ortiz?” Schlueter
asked.

“l did not,”
said.

“Did you ask her at
any time if you were be-
ing recorded?” Schlueter
asked.

Loera

“Objection,” DiC-
esare said.

“Overruled,” said
Judge Rodriguez.

“I did not,” Loera re-
sponded.

“You didn’t tell Ms.
Ortiz that Ms. Calvin
could not listen in?”
Schlueter asked.

“I did not,” said Loera.

“You were already
seated when Ms. Cal-
vin arrived?” Schlueter

asked.
“Correct,” said Loera.
Schlueter thereafter

sought to explore with
Loera the setting within
the confines of the table
where Loera, Ortiz and
Calvin were seated and
the section of the coffee
shop they were in. Schlu-
eter also pressed Loera
on what he he done to
refresh his memory of
the event that took place
more than two years pre-
viously, whether he had
listened to the recording
and had read the report
by the district attorney’s
office investigators relat-
ing to the charges filed
against Ortiz. Schlueter
explored with Loera his
recollection of Ortiz had
placed the phone used to
record their conversa-
tion on the table between
them. “She did not tell
you orally that she was
recording?”  Schlueter
asked.

“Correct,” said Loera.

Schlueter then ex-
plored with Loera his
statement to district at-
torney’s office investi-
gators McDermott and
Chavez made in the
summer of 2025 about
telling the hostess at the
coffee shop “I want to
go sit in a corner pretty
much away from ev-
erybody else” where he
could have some degree
of isolation for a private
conversation. Loera,
somewhat cagily, said he
did not understand the
question.

Schlueter then sought
to play the recording
of the August 15, 2024
encounter between Or-
tiz and Loera, starting
from their meeting in the
parking lot and moving

through until they were
seated at the table and
after Calvin arrived.

In doing so, Schlueter
sought to use an equal-
izer that would confine
what was audible to the
70-t0-290 megahertz
range, within which
male and female human
voices normally fall,
thus eliminating most of
the sound clutter other
than the conversation
involving Loera, Or-
tiz and Calvin. In play-
ing the recording on his
laptop and amplifying it
through the microphones
on the attorneys’ sta-
tion and the courtroom’s
sound system, however,
the recording sounded
decidedly different from
the recording that had
been played on Monday,
which caused Judge Ro-
driguez to call for the
audio to be brought to a
halt. DiCesera made an
objection to the use of
the equalizer. There fol-
lowed some exchange
between the attorneys
and the judge with re-
gard to the unsuitability
of the recording as it had
been played through the
equalizer, with a mild
hint that Judge Rodri-
guez had the perception
that Schlueter had tried
to pull a fast one.

Schlueter dropped us-
ing what he had hoped
would be a clarified ver-
sion of the recording,
settling on using the re-
cording that had been
submitted as a pros-
ecution exhibit. Schlu-
eter’s intent had been to
dampen the extraneous
noise in the seconds that
followed Ortiz’s state-
ment, which could be
heard clearly, that being,
“Just so we make sure
of everything we say to
each other, so that what
we talk about, you know
what 1 say and I know
what you say.”

Less audible and ob-
scured by the ambient
sound is Loera saying,
“I'm in.”

This buttresses Schlu-
eter’s contention that Or-
tiz informed Loera she
was recording the con-
versation and obtained
his consent to do so.

In their testimony,
both Police Chief Good-
man and Sergeant Loera
stated that the audio tape
of the meetings pre-
sented as exhibits by the

prosecution and played
in court on Monday and
Tuesday were fair and
accurate representa-
tions of what was said
by the parties present at
the meetings on August
15, 2024 and August 29,
2024.

Schlueter sought to
explore with the court
whether it would per-
mit the preparation of a
refined or enhanced re-
cording of the August 15,
2024 meeting that would
allow those listening to it
to discern statements by
Loera, Ortiz or Calvin
that are difficult to make
out on the exhibit put
forth by the prosecution.

“Audios can  be
cleaned to get rid of
background noise,”
Schlueter told the court.
When DiCesare objected
to the concept of substi-
tuting another recording
of the August 15, 2024
meeting for the one al-
ready deemed an exhibit
and heard by the jury or
augmenting that record-
ing with an enhanced
version, Judge Rodri-
guez sternly responded,
“Move on.”

Later in the afternoon,
at 2:46 p.m., while the
jury was on a break and
not present in the court-
room, Judge Rodriguez,
from her position on the
bench, in an open ex-
change with the lawyers
gave discourse to the
tension and mounting
frustration that had been
building over Schlueter’s
persistence in trying to
widen the evidence and
testimony being present-
ed to the jury.

“I have made rulings
and you are not abiding
by them,” Rodriguez
said, her penetrating
gaze focused directly
at Schlueter. “I do not
have to allow you to ask
questions that are be-
yond the ruling of this
court.” Judge Rodriguez
said that Schlueter had
evinced a “repeated pat-
tern” of straying into
topics deemed off limits
for litigation in the case.
Schlueter took the up-
braiding the judge was
giving him as an oppor-
tunity to push again for
“a better copy” of the
audio recording of the
August 15 meeting.

“That topic is closed
to all discussion,” Judge
Rodriguez’s voice fairly
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boomed. “That is not
coming into evidence.”
While Rodriguez

came across as focused
upon what she saw as
Schlueter’s attempt to
expose and re-expose the
jurors to the issues being
discussed in Ortiz’s con-
versations with Good-
man and Loera, Schlu-
eter’s intent was to make
certain that the members
of the jury had an op-
portunity to hear what
he contends was Loera’s
reaction to Ortiz’s utter-
ance — “Just so we make
sure of everything we
say to each other, so that
what we talk about, you
know what I say and I
know what you say” — as
she displayed the face of
her phone with the re-
cording app engaged.

Judge Rodriguez was
dismissive of Schlueter’s
suggestion that the re-
cording that was marked
as an exhibit, logged in
as evidence and provided
to the jury was not up to
the task of demonstrat-
ing Ortiz’s innocence if
it indeed constitutes such
proof.

“The copy they [i.e.,
the district attorney’s of-
fice received] received
came from your client,”
Judge Rodriguez said.

Schlueter was not
just creating a spectacle
that led to nowhere dur-
ing testimony before the
jury, Judge Rodriguez
said, but was taking up
the court’s and the pros-
ecutor’s time in what she
characterized as unnec-
essary discussions out-
side the presence of the
jury.

“We spent ad nause-
um on particular topics,
35 minutes, because you
wanted to be heard on the
same issues we already
discussed,” Judge Ro-
driguez said. “I ruled on
and sustained four objec-
tions [on that issue when
it was raised before the
jury]. In judge’s cham-
bers I had to remind you
you are violating court
orders. 1 have allowed
you more than the op-
portunity to be heard.
We had days of in limine
motions where I allowed
you to be heard.”

She said that Schlu-
eter was leading the wit-
nesses into discussion
of issues and facts that
were “not relevant. The
court has made rulings
and you have violated
them. If I have to start
admonishing you be-
fore the jury, I will. You
can disagree with me as
much as you like but that
does not give the right as
an officer of the court to
violated the rulings that I
have made.”

After the jury re-
turned and Loera was
once again on the wit-
ness stand, Schlueter
questioned the union
president with regard to
Ortiz’s verbalization that
could be clearly heard on
the recording — “Just so
we make sure of every-
thing we say to each oth-
er, so that what we talk
about, you know what |
say and I know what you
say.”

Loera said Ortiz was
not holding her phone
when she said that. Ac-
cording to Loera, Or-
tiz put her phone down
shortly after or immedi-
ately upon their having
seated themselves. He
indicated the phone was
“to her right but it wasn’t
between us.” Loera said
he had placed his phone
to his right side.

“You remember this
from two years ago?”
Schlueter asked.

“I do,” Loera respond-
ed.

Noting that some
highly controversial
and potentially damag-
ing issues had been dis-
cussed during the meet-
ing Loera had with Ortiz
and Calvin, Schlueter
asked him, “Did you do
anything to protect your-
self and the POA from
being misquoted?”

“I should have brought
my own recorder,” Loera
quipped.

Schlueter questioned
Loera with regard to
those who were din-
ing in DJ Coffee shop
proximate to him, Ortiz
and Calvin and might
have overheard or been
able to overhear parts of
their conversation. Loera
acknowledged that the
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server at the coffee shop
came up to their table
multiple times. Schlu-
eter asked Loera if he
would know if anyone
was listening to him, he
said, “Not behind me.”

When Schlueter
sought to slip in a ques-
tion to Loera about his
statement made during
that conversation that the
San Bernardino Police
Officers Association and
its members were po-
lice officers were “pay-
ing for the mistakes of
our forefathers ” slightly
botching it to make a
reference to “sins of our
forefathers,” it went no-
where. Judge Rodriguez
sustained DiCesare’s ob-
jection.

Schluter then took up
a statement Loera made
during DiCheare’s direct
examination, in which
he dwelled upon how
Ortiz’s recording of the
conversation without his
consent had violated his
privacy rights. That call
had touched off a brief
exchange among Loera,
Ortiz and Calvin about
raising children. In this
way, Loera had suggest-
ed, Ortiz’s recording had
intruded into his family
life.

“Your daughter called
but you did not take the
call,” Schlueter said, and
Loera acknowledged
that he had responded to
his daughter by text.

Schlueter asked Loera
if at any time during the
meeting he told Ortiz or
Calvin “you wanted to
keep this conversation
betwee them and them
alone?”

“l did not,”
said.

When Schlueter was
able to get Loera to ad-
mit that “Ms. Calvin is
an extremely outspoken
individual” and moved
beyond that to get him
to say that she would be
likely to go public with
anything he disclosed
during the conversa-
tion, Judge Rodriquez
sustained DiCesare’s
objection to that line of
inquiry.

Nevertheless, Schlu-
eter did manage to wring
from Loera that he at
the very least suspected
that Ortiz would disclose
anything he told her.

“I thought eventually
it would get out,” he said.

Loera’s testimony

Loera

wrapped up late Wednes-
day afternoon, and he
was dismissed as a wit-
ness, subject to recall.

Thursday  morning,
DiCesare called Darnel
McDermott, a district
attorney’s office inves-
tigator who had been
assigned with his office
colleague, Jorge Chavez,
to investigate Ortiz’s al-
legations that members
of the San Bernardino
Police Department had
used their access to lo-
cal, state and federal law
enforcement data bases
for political purposes, to
the witness stand.

McDermott disclosed
in his testimony that in
May 2025 Ortiz emailed
a complaint to the dis-
trict attorney’s office re-
lating to information she
had been provided the
previous year by Good-
man and Loera pertain-
ing to former San Ber-
nardino Police Detective
Steven Desrochers hav-
ing accessed the Cali-
fornia Law Enforcement
Telecommunications
System, managed by
the California Attorney
General’s Office which
merges information in its
possession with that con-
tained in the data bases
of the California Depart-
ment of Motor Vehicles
and law enforcement
agencies throughout the
state, to obtain informa-
tion relating to her. By
2019, Ortiz had emerged
as one of then-San Ber-
nardino Mayor John
Valdivia’s primary po-
litical antagonists, when
she ran against Juan
Figueroa in a special
election to fill the city’s
Third Ward council post,
a position Valdivia had
vacated after he was
elected mayor in 2018.
Valdivia was supported
by the San Bernardino
Police Officers Asso-
ciation as was Figueroa,
who was Valdivia’s
choice to succeed him.
Over the next two years,
Ortiz grew into an even
more committed and
vituperative  Opponent
to Valdivia, and she op-
posed him in the 2022
mayoral contest.

When  McDermott
and Chavez failed to
get any traction or make
meaningful progress on
the investigation of Des-
rochers, Ortiz on Au-
gust 13, 2025 provided

the district attorney’s
office with a flash drive
that contained copies of
the recordings she had
made of the conversa-
tion among her, Loera
and Calvin on August
15, 2024 and the con-
versation she had with
Goodman and Beard on
August 29, 2024.

McDermott began as
a law enforcement officer
with the San Bernardino
County Sherift’s Depart-
ment in 2014, where he
served as a deputy until
2022, and hired on as an
investigator with the dis-
trict attorney’s office in
2023. Chavez began with
the district attorney’s of-
fice as an investigator the
same year.

Upon examining the
contents of the flash
drive and listening to the
recordings, McDermott
and Chavez heard no
overt verbal disclosure
by Ortiz that she was
recording the conver-
sations and they heard
no consent to being re-
corded given by Good-
man, Beard, Loera or
Calvin. By August 18,
2025, McDermott’s and
Chavez’s investigation
had morphed from an in-
vestigation into improp-
er use of governmental/
law enforcement agency
assets, equipment and
authority by a law en-
forcement officer against
a civilian/citizen into an
investigation of Ortiz
having violated Califor-
nia Penal Code Section
632 and victimizing two
sworn police officers.

The investigation
into Desrochers’ ac-
tion, which Goodman
in August 2024 said he
had ordered up at the
district attorney’s of-
fice, had languished for
a full year, and was ter-
minated a month later.
Within five days of hav-
ing received the record-
ings from Ortiz, which
she considered probative
of the case against Des-
rochers but which were
perceived differently
by those to whom they
had been entrusted, the
district attorney’s office
had identified her as a
primary suspect against
whom it was ready to
move with alacrity. In-
deed, the following day,
August 19, 2025, Mc-
Dermott and Chavez in-
terviewed Ortiz. While

they did not inform her
that she had now become
a target of their investi-
gation rather than a wit-
ness/victim, they did tell
her they were recording
their exchange with her.
The subject they delved
into was the recordings
Ortiz made of her ex-
changes with Goodman
and Loera. with both city
police officers.

Thursday  morning,
DiCesare played the in-
terview turned interro-
gation that McDermott
had recorded on August
19, 2025. In that ex-
change and her respons-
es, Ortiz stated that her
meetings with Goodman
and Loera had been “on
the record,” with every-
one knowing that to be
the case.

Unbeknownst to Ortiz
at the time, McDermott
and Chavez were se-
curing statements from
Goodman and Loera that
they had not known their
conversation with Ortiz
were being recorded and
that Ortiz had not asked
them for permission to
record their verbal ex-
changes.

This constituted a
prima facie Penal Code
Section 632 violation
according to the district
attorney’s office, which
at that point had lost, as-
suming it had ever had
any, enthusiasm for pur-
suing a criminal case
against, Desrochers, a
now-retired law enforce-
ment professional. In Oc-
tober 2025, McDermott,
Chavez and the district
attorney’s office in gen-
eral officially closed out
the investigation of Des-
rochers’ misuse of the
law enforcement data
bases, making a conclu-
sion that Ortiz’s accusa-
tions in that regard were
“unfounded.”

In response to DiC-
esare’s direct examina-
tion, McDermott said he
took photos of Ortiz’s
cellphone, extending to
determining what the
screen displaying differ-
ent apps looked like and
what the screen looked
like when an app was
selected and what the
screen looked like when
an app was actuated.

Under DiCesare’s
guidance, McDermott
described photos he had
taken of the section of
DJ Coffee shop in which
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protection was in place
at all. This has result-
ed in live feeds and/or
stored local footage to
be accessed by means of
simple uniform resource
locator.

Flock Safety is ada-
mant: None of its central
cloud infrastructure has
ever been compromised
and no customer (i.e.,
law enforcement agency)
data has been offloaded
by bad actors. The few
documented cases of ex-
posed camera feeds that
have taken place were,
Flock maintains, iso-
lated configuration er-
rors or stand-alone units
that broke down or were
broken into and were not
the outcome of a suc-
cessful systemic cyber-
attack on the company’s
database. Those who are
knowledgeable about
such systems who are
not employed by Flock
and who have examined
those “isolated” failures
say the manner in which
some live feeds have
been penetrated and ad-
ministration interfaces
tapped into is a clear
indicator that the Flock
system is less than fully
secure and vulnerable to
unauthorized access.

There are confirmed
accounts of instances,
including an infamous
one locally, in which a
law enforcement agen-
cy’s account link pro-
tocol and/or credentials
were compromised via
third-party  infostealer
malware and shared or
sold on cybercrime fo-
rums, prompting calls
for stricter mandatory
multi-factor authentica-
tion.

Earlier this year, there
was a not insignificant
outcry at the local lev-
el in San Bernardino
County against Flock,
including a very spirited
push by the Warehouse
Worker Resource Cen-
ter, members of which
locked arms with con-
cerned residents, asking
various city councils in
the county to cancel their
contracts with Flock
Safety.

Nevertheless, unlike

in at least some com-
munities elsewhere, that
civil libertarian senti-
ment was met by and
ultimately ~ smothered
throughout most of San
Bernardino County
by a degree of pro-law
enforcement zeal that
has prevented the Anti-
Flockers from achieving
any real traction.

San Bernardino
County, the largest such
jurisdiction in the lower
48 states at 20,105 square
miles, consists of 22 cit-
ies, two incorporated
towns and no fewer than
56 distinct unincorporat-
ed towns, communities,
villages, hamlets and
districts and at least that
many wide spots in the
road. Ten of those cit-
ies — Chino, Montclair,
Upland Ontario, Fon-
tana, Rialto, Colton, San
Bernardino, Redlands
and Barstow have their
own police departments.
Twelve other cities and
the two incorporated
towns contract with the
San Bernardino County
Sheriff’s ~ Department
for the provision of law
enforcement  services.
The sheriff’s department
covers the remaining un-
incorporated portions of
the county as well.

The sheriff’s depart-
ment has a contract with
Flock for the use of its
automated license plate
readers and accompany-
ing software and some
other limited devices.
The sheriff’s depart-
ment has installed those
license plate readers in
most, though not all of
its contract cities and
towns. In virtually all
such instances, the con-
tract city, as part of the
contract, reimburses the
sheriff’s department for
at least a portion of the
sheriff’s  department’s
purchase of the technol-
ogy from Flock.

The City of Twenty-
nine Palms hosts a net-
work of Flock cameras
under a contract tied
to the San Bernardino
County Sheriff’s De-
partment deployment of
the devices that extends
through 2027.

Yucca Valley utilizes
Flock license plate read-
ers through the sheriff’s
department.

Rancho Cucamonga
uses Flock’s automated
license plate readers and

local surveillance net-
works, through the sher-
iff’s department.

The city of Needles
uses Flock’s automated
license plate reader tech-
nology operated by the
San Bernardino County
Sherift’s Department.

74-square mile Vic-
torville has heavily in-
vested in expanding
an extensive network
of over 100 high-speed
license plate reading
cameras to create a func-
tional perimeter around
roadways and intersec-
tions.

The cities of Hespe-
ria and Adelanto and the
Town of Apple Apple
host, through the sher-
iff’s department, Flock
cameras.

Chino Hills, a sher-
iff’s department contract
city, originally used li-
cense plate readers de-
signed by Vigilant Sys-
tems, and now utilizes
Flock’s solar powered
cameras trained on vehi-
cles to catch their license
plate numbers.

The city of Big Bear
Lake does not have an
independent municipal
contract for Flock au-
tomated license plate
reader cameras, but law
enforcement in the area,
consisting primarily of
the sheriff’s department
with back-up by the Cal-
ifornia Highway Patrol,
utilizes regional and por-
table license plate read-
ing infrastructure manu-
factured by Flock and
deployed by the sheriff’s
department. While the
San Bernardino County
Sheriff’s Office utilizes
and deploys Flock’s li-
cense plate reading
technology in various
parts of the county, Big
Bear Lake itself has not
directly contracted or
publicly installed a dedi-
cated municipal network
of Flock cameras.

Most of San Ber-
nardino County’s cities
which have their own
independent police de-
partment’s use Flock
systems, though in a few
of those cities, they have
more substantial con-
tracts with other surveil-
lance equipment compa-
nies, which are actually
Flock’s competitors. One
city in particular pur-
posely has spurned Flock
in favor of other compa-
nies.

The City of San Ber-
nardino operates license
plate readers through
an active contract with
Flock Safety and features
dozens of active cameras
within city limits, which
has been a point of active
local community discus-
sion and debate.

The City of Ontario
uses Flock automated
license plate recognition
technology as do the cit-
ies of Upland, Barstow
and Chino.

Redlands  residents
and civil liberties advo-
cates have questioned
the expanding network
of Flock Safety cameras
over concerns regard-
ing warrantless mass
surveillance and Fourth
Amendment privacy
rights. Nevertheless,
Redlands has an ac-
tive contract with Flock
Safety for

The Fontana Police
Department deploys
Flock’s automated li-
cense plate readers, and
city records show ap-
provals for purchasing
and expanding contracts
with Flock Group Inc. to
monitor major intersec-
tions and roadways like
Foothill Boulevard and
Sierra Avenue. The Fon-
tana PD Transparency
Portal and official city
policies state the cam-
eras are used for official
law enforcement needs,
such as tracking stolen
vehicles, locating miss-
ing persons, and investi-
gating major crimes.

The Colton Police
Department utilizes re-
al-time Flock alerts to
identify vehicles linked
to crimes and assist units
like the Multi-Enforce-
ment Team during traffic
stops and pursuits. The
Colton Police De also
maintains a community
camera registry, allow-
ing residents and local
businesses to voluntarily
register private security
cameras to help inves-
tigators request footage
during an incident

The City of Rialto,
which was the first city in
San Bernardino County
to outfit its officers with
body cameras, in doing
so initiated a relationship
with Flock’s primary
competitor, Axon.

Rialto Police Chief
Mark Kling has spoken
glowingly about Rialto’s
broader use of Axon’s

Al-driven surveillance
tools — including sys-
tems that can link police
to participating busi-
nesses’ security cameras
with owner permission
— as part of the city’s
most recent $14.3 mil-
lion Axon contract. The
Rialto City Council
approved a nine-year
Axon Enterprise deal
that expands the depart-
ment’s surveillance,
software, and artificial
intelligence capabilities.
This package includes
upgraded body-worn
and in-car cameras,
digital evidence plat-
forms, automated video
analysis, license-plate
readers, and Rialto’s
first drone-as-a -first-re-
sponder program. Chief
Kling has gone on re-
cord as saying the $14.3
million contract has suc-
ceeded in assuring the
department can ‘“arm
our officers with the best
technology... to help of-
ficers do the job... and
serve our community
better.” That contract
gives the city the use of
FUSUS, an Axon system
that connects police to
participating businesses’
security cameras with
the owner’s consent,
saying it “reduces delays
in obtaining footage and
can generate more inves-
tigative leads.”

In recent months, Ri-
alto’s use of surveillance
equipment brought it
some unwelcome scruti-
ny when it was disclosed
by John Oliver with
HBO that HBO had,
through a public records
request, ascertained in-
dividual Rialto police of-
ficers” monitoring of the
civilian videos the police
department had access
within the city had moni-
tored 1,138,585 passages
of unknown duration
caught on those security
cameras, which had in
turn been logged into the
department’s data base.
The print-out of that log
ran to 30,413 pages, with
no fewer than 45 video
passages registered on
each page. According
to Oliver, officers spent
over 100 hours monitor-
ing cameras at the Days
Inn hotel for “hundreds
of hours,” including the
one facing the pool.

While it has been em-
phasized that Rialto does
not contract with Flock

or utilized Flock’s cam-
eras or its data base and
that the datacollected in
Rialto is managed on
city-owned servers rath-
er than through third-
party vendors like Flock,
there are civil liberties
advocates who point out
that Rialto’s abuse of
surveillance capability
available to it more than
equals that by nearby cit-
ies making use of Flock’s
systems.

The American Civil
Liberties Union has not-
ed that Flock’s system
records and shares vehi-
cle data indiscriminately
with and among law
enforcement  agencies
contracting with it na-
tionwide, based upon so-
called agency-to-agency
privilege, raising privacy
concerns, including what
limitations on the distri-
bution of the information
exist.

With local police de-
fending automated li-
cense plate readers as
a vital tool for solving
retail thefts and locating
stolen property, commu-
nity pushback mirrors a
broader statewide and
national backlash against
Flock any regarding data
tracking and potential
misuse.

In San Bernardino
County, where in excess
of 50 percent of the pop-
ulation is Hispanic and
and oughtly 119,000 of
the county’s 2.2 million
population are undocu-
mented foreigners in the
country illegally, ad-
vocates for immigrants
have expressed worry
that the collected data
could potentially be ac-
cessed or shared with
federal immigration en-
forcement agencies such
as the Department of Im-
migration and Customes
Enforcement and the De-
partment of Homeland
Security. iCE and DHS.

There is no state or
federal limitation on po-
lice departments shar-
ing law enforcment net-
works, and individual
departments and officer
can choose to share data
with other law enforce-
ment agencies.

At issue in the use of
automated license plate
reading technology are
operational  effective-
ness, privacy concerns
transparency and the

Continued on Page 20
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San Bernardino County Coroner Reports

Coroner’s Case #702604543: On Friday, 07/03/2026, at 07:52 a.m., the Ontario Police Department responded to the 400 block of Lemon Avenue in Ontario. Re-
becca Valles, a 74-year-old homeless resident of Ontario, was pronounced dead at the scene. For further information contact the Ontario Police Department. (Super-
vising Deputy Coroner S. Hill, 07/07/2026)

Coroner’s Case #702604536: On Thursday, 07/02/2026, at 08:19 p.m., the California Highway Patrol responded to Highway 62 near mile marker 105 in the city of
Rice for a traffic collision. Driver Robert Flores, a 55-year-old resident of Hemet, was pronounced dead at the scene. For further information contact the California
Highway Patrol. (Supervising Deputy Coroner S. Hill, 07/07/2026)

Coroner’s Case #702604491: On Monday, 07/01/26, 01:20 a.m., the California Highway Patrol responded to 40000 block of Valley of the Falls Drive for a traffic
collision. Passenger Andrew Whitehead, a 19-year-old male resident of San Bernardino, was pronounced dead at the scene. For additional information contact the
California Highway Patrol. (Supervising Deputy Coroner S. Hill, 07/02/2026)

Coroner’s Case #702604467: On Monday, 06/29/2026, at 9:50 p.m., the San Bernardino County Sheriff’s Department responded to Main Street and Hesperia
Avenue in Hesperia. Pedestrian Eric Jenkins, a 43-year-old resident of Hesperia, was pronounced dead at the scene. For additional information contact the San Ber-
nardino County Sheriff’s Department. (Supervising Deputy Coroner S. Hill, 06/29/2026)

Coroner’s Case #702604411: On Saturday, 06/27/2026, at 8:21 p.m., the San Bernardino County Sheriff’s Department responded to Wichita Road and Zuni Road
for a traffic collision. The driver, Lorena Lopez, a 33-year-old resident of Apple Valley, was pronounced dead at the scene. For additional information contact the San
Bernardino County Sheriff’s Department. (Supervising Deputy Coroner S. Hill, 06/28/2026)

Coroner’s Case #702604402: On Saturday, 06/27/2026 at 08:50 a.m., the Rialto Police Department responded to the 1400 block of Foothill Boulevard. Robert
Luna, a 71-year-old male resident of Rancho Cucamonga, name withheld pending positive identification, was pronounced dead at the scene. For further information
contact the Rialto Police Department. (Supervising Deputy Coroner S. Hill, 06/30/2026)

Coroner’s Case #702604388: On Friday, 06/26/2026, at 8:50 p.m., the Rialto Police Department responded to the Metrolink Willow Avenue Railroad Crossing in
Rialto. Ryan Reid, a 46-year-old resident of Rialto, was pronounced dead at the scene. For additional information contact the Rialto Police Department. (Supervising
Deputy Coroner S. Hill, 06/27/2026)

Coroner’s Case #702604379: On Friday, 06/26/2026, at 02:46 p.m., the San Bernardino Police Department responded to Highland Avenue and Del Rosa Avenue
for a traffic collision. Motorcyclist Jason Rowland, a 49-year-old resident of San Bernardino, was pronounced dead at the scene. For additional information contact
the San Bernardino Police Department. (Supervising Deputy Coroner S. Hill, 06/26/2026)

Coroner’s Case #702604360: On Friday, 06/26/2026, at 12:12 a.m., the California Highway Patrol responded to the Southbound US 95 south of Vidal California for
a traffic collision. The driver Esther Gonzalez Aguila, a 61-year-old resident of Tijuana Mexico, was pronounced dead at the scene. For further information contact
the California Highway Patrol. (Supervising Deputy Coroner S. Hill, 06/27/2026)

Coroner’s Case #702604358: On Friday, 06/26/2026, at 10:03 p.m., the Redlands Police Department responded to the Orange St and Pioneer Ave in Redlands for a
traffic collision. Pedestrian Virginia Yglesias, a 38-year-old resident of Redlands, was pronounced dead at the scene. For additional information contact the Redlands
Police Department. (Supervising Deputy Coroner S. Hill, 06/26/2026)

Coroner’s Case #702604343: On Thursday, 06/25/2026, at 07:10 a.m., the San Bernardino County Sheriff’s Department responded the 15900 block of Smoke Tree
Street in Hesperia. Christina Bly Mora, a 64-year-old resident of Hesperia, was pronounced dead at the scene. For additional information contact the San Bernardino
Sherift’s Department. (Supervising Deputy Coroner S. Hill, 06/26/2026)

Coroner’s Case #702604282: On Monday, 06/22/2026, at 12:50 p.m., the California Highway Patrol responded to the Northbound Interstate 15 and Calico Road in
Yermo for traffic collision. Passenger William Hernandez, a 35-year-old male resident of Los Angeles, was pronounced dead at the scene. For additional information
contact the California Highway Patrol in Barstow. (Supervising Deputy Coroner S. Hill, 06/23/2026)

Coroner’s Case #702604281: On Monday, 06/22/2026, at 12:50 p.m., the California Highway Patrol responded to the Northbound Interstate 15 and Calico Road in
Yermo for traffic collision. Passenger Adelyn Hernandez, a 7-year-old male resident of Los Angeles, was pronounced dead at the scene. For additional information
contact the California Highway Patrol in Barstow. (Supervising Deputy Coroner S. Hill, 06/23/2026)

Coroner’s Case #702604280: On Monday, 06/22/2026, at 12:50 p.m., the California Highway Patrol responded to the Northbound Interstate 15 and Calico Road in
Yermo for traffic collision. Driver Karen Perez, a 33-year-old female resident of Los Angeles, was pronounced dead at the scene. For additional information contact
the California Highway Patrol in Barstow. (Supervising Deputy Coroner S. Hill, 06/23/2026)

Coroner’s Case #702604278: On Monday, 06/22/2026, at 06:30 p.m., the Barstow Police Department responded to the 2900 block of Lenwood Road in Barstow.
Tony Jones, a 57-year-old resident of Michigan, was pronounced dead at the scene. For additional information contact the Barstow Police Department. (Supervising
Deputy Coroner S. Hill, 06/23/2026)

Coroner’s Case #702604261: On Sunday, 06/21/2026, at 09:53 a.m., the Ontario Police Department responded to the 3700 block of E. Inland Empire Boulevard
in Ontario. Richard Nowak, a 55-year-old resident of Ontario, was pronounced dead at the scene. For additional information contact the Ontario Police Department.
(Supervising Deputy Coroner S. Hill, 06/22/2026)

Coroner’s Case #702604258: On Sunday, 06/21/2026, at 09:02 a.m., the Ontario Police Department responded to the area of S. Mountain Avenue and W. Mission
Boulevard in Ontario. Miguel Avelar, a 31-year-old homeless resident of Ontario, was pronounced dead at the scene. For additional information contact the Ontario
Police Department. (Supervising Deputy Coroner S. Hill, 06/22/2026)

Coroner’s Case #702604239: On Saturday, 06/20/2026, at 06:51 a.m., the Barstow Police Department responded to the 2800 block of Lenwood Road in Barstow.
Jessica Ricordati, a 46-year-old homeless resident of Barstow, was pronounced dead at the scene. For additional information contact the Barstow Police Department.
(Supervising Deputy Coroner S. Hill, 06/23/2026)

Coroner’s Case #702604237: On Saturday, 06/20/2026, at 00:30 a.m., the San Bernardino Police Department responded to the 1600 block of E. Highland Avenue
in San Bernardino. Nisani Montgomery, a 19-year-old resident of Redlands, was pronounced dead at the scene. For further information contact the San Bernardino
Police Department. (Supervising Deputy Coroner S. Hill, 06/22/2026)

The Coroner Reports are reproduced in their original format as authored by department personnel.
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Ortiz Trial from
page 18

Leora, Ortiz and Calvin
had met, some of which
had electronically in-
serted measurements to
show the width of the
aisle and dimensions of
the tables. According to
McDermott, the depth,
i.e., the length of the sec-
tion of the coffee shop
where they met was 16
feet and one inch. The
width of the aisle be-
tween the tables on ei-
ther side of the section
was 4 feet and 8 inches,
McDermott said.

In his cross-exami-
nation of McDermott,
Schlueter sought from
the investigator what
he had concentrated on
with regard to his cli-
ent’s recording of the po-
lice chief and sergeant,
in particular the place-
ment of the three phones
on the tables when they
met, most particularly

Ortiz’s.

Schlueter’s  question
of McDermott elicited
that while he had lis-
tened to the entirety of
the recording of the con-
versation among Ortiz,
Loera and Calvin before
he interviewed Loera, he
had not listened to the
entirety of the conversa-
tion with Goodman be-
fore he interviewed the
police chief.

Schlueter’s question-
ing also brought out
that while McDermott
recorded his single in-
terview with Loera and
his first interview with
Goodman, when he re-
turned to interview
Goodman a second time,
in particular about the
placement of Ortiz’s
phone during their Au-
gust 29, 2024 meeting,
that interview was not
recorded.

Schlueter asked Mc-
Dermott if during his
interview with Loera he
had asked if the police
sergeant where he was

In Context, Promoting Water & Electricty
Intensive Development Without Adequate
Utilities In Place, Adelanto Solons Appear
To Be On The Take from page 5

centers,” Waggener re-
peated over and over.
Those in attendance
understood that, how-
ever, and recognized that
what the meeting was
about was giving the city

council political cover,
meaning that in adopt-
ing changes to Title 17 of
the Adelanto Municipal
Code pertaining to data
centers at some point
in the relatively near
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looking when Ortiz ut-
tered “Just so we make
sure of everything we
say to each other, so that
what we talk about, you
know what I say and I
know what you say.”

“No,” McDermott
said.

“Why not? Schlueter
asked.

“I didn’t think of the
question at that time,”
McDermott responded.

After McDermott
stepped down as a wit-
ness and some exchang-
es among the attorney’s
with regard to exhibits
and evidence, the pros-
ecution rested.

Called by Schlueter as
the first defense witness
was Scott Beard.

future, the mayor and
council members would
be able to cite the plan-
ning commission recom-
mendation to do so as a
rationale for their deci-
sion.

As it turned out, how-
ever, the mayor and city
council will not be able
to do that, as the plan-
ning commission, in def-

erence to the overriding
public opposition to data
centers, voted 3-to-2
against recommending
the zone changes to the
city council. Waggener
and Vice Chair Ricardo
Rubalcava voted to rec-
ommend the adoption
of the amendment, as-
serting in union, essen-
tially, that an influx of

We Are Not Big
Brother But Just
Trying To Do An
Efficient Job Of Col-
laring Criminals,
Police Say from page
18

law. In some ways, ef-
ficiency, transparency
and privacy rights are
incompatable.

Some cities, like Chi-
no, have a “Flock trans-
parency portal.” Clever
criminals or those look-
ing to invade people’s
privacy can take advan-
tage of that.

Searches of the sur-
veillance system used
by police agencies are
logged and tied to a
specific user account so
supervisors can review
who searched for what
and when, but thee is no
legal leverage for those
outside the realm of law
enforcement agencies to

audit those uses or use
patterns. Public over-
sight and tracking tools
are slim or nonexistent.
Audits can only be done
internally or by the Cali-
fornia Attorney Gen-
eral’s Office of the U.S.
Justice Department.
There have been at-
tempts to create public
records databases by
civil liberties groups
such as the American
Civil Liberties Union or
the Electronic Frontier
Foundation to monitor
how law enforcement
agencies use and share
automatic license plate
reader data. Some of
these have proven to be
of limited effectiveness.
Tools like Have I Been
Flocked? compile public
records and search logs
obtained from govern-
ment agencies so citi-
zens can check if their
license plates have been
run through the system.

Those civil libertar-
ians are dupes of the
criminal class, several of
San Bernardino Coun-
ty’s law enforcement
professionals have sug-
gested.

According to Chi-
no Police Chief Kevin
Mensen, video cameras
set up all around Chino
have proven an irrepla-
cable factor in the about
half of the cases solved
by the detectives in the
department he oversees.
Chino has 86 Flock auto-
mated license plate read-
ers within its city limits.

The civil libertar-
ians in San Bernardino
County have learned
that when it comes to
dictating whether law
enforcement  agencies
can or cannot use elec-
tronic means to keep an
eye on everyone, the law
enforcement agencies, in
the personages of their
chiefs of police are boss.

When the question of
whether those agencies
and their police chiefs or
Flock is the boss on the
territory they commonly
inhabit is asked, it seems
Flock is higher up the to-
tem pole.

There are a few ex-
amples of the tail wag-
ging the dog when it
comes to surveillance
technology. Within the
last six to eight months,
Flock has imposed on
law enforcement us-
ers mandatory security
measures, which extend
to reducing the standard
data retention window
from 30 days to seven
days, requiring an opt-
in for audit assistance to
detect abnormal search
behavior and case code
searches from the re-
cords management sys-
tem.

-Mark Gutglueck

data centers will benefit
the city economically.
They were opposed in
that view by Terry Del-
gado, Paul Casilla and
Jayshawn Johnson.

Though the highest
ranking members of the
planning department do
not want to get in Dutch
with the mayor, the city
council or the city man-
ager by openly coming
out against constructing
data centers en masse in
the city, planning divi-
sion staff members and
those in the city’s en-
gineering division are
against the zoning up-
date that is being forced
upon them. Some of
those have expressed the
opinion that “money in
brown paper bags” going
to the city’s top decision
makers is the rationale
behind the zone code re-
vamping.

In reaction, the city
council is now moving
to scapegoat Waggener.

“I was extremely dis-
appointed with how the
business was handled,”
Mayor Reyes said at the
August 26 Adelanto City
Council meeting, a week
after the August 19 deba-
cle. He made it sound as
if it was Waggener who
was seeking to push the
city into accepting the
building of data centers.
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“That is not who we are
and how we conduct our-
selves.”

Reyes indicated he be-
lieved Waggener should
be removed as commis-
sion chairman.

Evans, who is vying
against Reyes for mayor
in this years election,
joined in with him, but
went further. She said
she wanted Waggener
bounced off the com-
mission completely. “We
have removed commis-
sioners in the past when
we didn’t agree with
the way they addressed
the commission,” Ev-
ans asserted, saying that
Waggener had spoken to
residents “in a way that
was completely inappro-
priate.”

Reyes used his may-
oral authority to call for
a vote by the council
next month to remove
Waggener as the com-
mission chairman.

Meanwhile, a band
of outspoken residents
say they are not fooled
by Reyes’ or Evans’
words and that the entire
council — Reyes, Evans,
Ramos Meza and Upter-
grove — are in the pock-
ets of the nascent data
center industry.

-Mark Gutglueck



