
To: Hon. Christopher Plourd 
Date: 06/03/2021 
From: Annette Gonzalez-Buttner 

 

Your Honor, 

You long have challenged people at all levels “Never take ‘no’ for an answer.” 

As you decide how to respond to the jury’s verdicts of guilty, I remind that not one 
single witness testified that I ever abandoned my domicile at 1620 Rockwood 
Ave. #6, Calexico. 

The people’s witnesses even had to admit that they never investigated the 
apartment, or looked at my bedroom at 1620 Rockwood Ave., #6, Calexico.  
They presented no evidence that I moved out.  They presented no evidence that 
I abandoned.  They presented no evidence that I had no intent to return.  All the 
trial evidence stated that I repeatedly returned to the same address, to the same 
bedroom. 

After the preliminary hearing, I concluded based on your comments at the time 
that you believed I had played games in order to run for office within a district that 
I otherwise never would have been qualified to represent. 

Preliminary hearings provide only limited information.  I now believe that you trust 
that I have been telling the truth about moving out of 427 McKinley, Apt. 10, 
Calexico into 1620 Rockwood Avenue, Apt. 6, Calexico in 2012. 

Three witnesses testified at trial that they witnessed me vacate 427 McKinley, 
Apt. 10, Calexico, in 2012 while I moved to my new domicile at 1620 Rockwood 
Ave., #6, Calexico.  One of those witnesses testified that she helped me to move 
my furniture to 1620 Rockwood Ave. Apt. #6 in Calexico.  Two of those witnesses 
testified that they moved with me and lived exclusively with me from 2012-2014 
at 1620 Rockwood Ave., Apt. #6, Calexico.  Those two witnesses also testified 
that the same bed that they moved from McKinley to Rockwood, and on which 
they slept with me for two years, continues to be in the same room at 1620 
Rockwood Avenue, Apt. 6. 

No person testified at trial that I never moved into 1620 Rockwood Avenue, Apt. 
6, Calexico.  No person testified at trial that I moved out of 1620 Rockwood 
Avenue, Apt. 6, Calexico or abandoned that domicile.  No person testified at trial 
that I ever made any comments about establishing a permanent domicile in 



another precinct outside of the precinct in which 1620 Rockwood Avenue, Apt. 6 
is located. 

The former Registrar of Voters testified that the County Board of Education seat 
that I won twice, Area One, covers both my previous domicile at 427 McKinley, 
Apt. 10, Calexico and my current domicile at 1620 Rockwood Avenue, Apt. 6, 
Calexico.  No game playing.  No moving around to become eligible to run for 
office.  No political benefit to me from changing my domicile in 2012 from 427 
McKinley, Apt. 10 to 1620 Rockwood Ave., Apt. 6.  My parents had experienced 
heart attacks.  My financial resources to pay ongoing rent at McKinley was low.  
The move made sense. 

You know that Elections Code 349c states that a Californian can have multiple 
residences.  The law also says that you do not lose your domicile unless you 
intend to abandon your domicile with plans not to return.  The law says there 
must be a union of action and intent.  I never moved out of 1620 Rockwood Ave., 
Apt. 6, so I never abandoned my domicile at 1620 Rockwood Ave., Apt. 6.  No 
intent.  No action.  No union of intent and action. 

I did acquire a second residence in Santa Clara, just as some of my fellow board 
members on the County Board of Education and in many other Imperial County 
political positions have acquired second and multiple residences outside where 
they are registered to vote, in addition to their domiciles.  I do not accuse them of 
wrongdoing because it is not illegal to have multiple residences. 

Why am I targeted for behavior that is legally allowed and similar to what other 
elected officials commonly do?  One answer is that I am not a property owner.  
One additional answer is that my parents lost our family home on Paulin Avenue 
to foreclosure in 1983.  Until then my parents were property owners.  When they 
lost their home, they ceased to be property owners. 

After much reflection, I realize now that I grew up as a privileged girl, the 
daughter of homeowners.  We had a backyard.  We had what I thought was 
stability.  I was a varsity athlete and an honors student.  I was a daughter of the 
American dream.  It has taken me a long time to realize completely that my 
parents have spent the past 38 years as Section 8 renters, no longer as “home 
owners.”  When I left for university in 1983, I was the daughter of home owners.  
During my freshman year, by the time I returned for the holidays, the family’s 
economic stability had collapsed.  I don’t know when – if ever - I got over that 
change or adjusted my perspective from daughter of homeowners to daughter of 
government-subsidized Section 8 rental housing, dependent on the oversight and 
permission of a Housing Authority. 



Nonetheless, it is legally impossible for a person not to have a domicile.  
EVERYONE has a domicile because a person cannot have no domicile.  Even 
homeless persons have a domicile, be it a tent or a park bench or a space, but 
they have a domicile.  In 2012 I vacated my former apartment at 427 McKinley, 
Unit 10, turned in the key and moved to 1620 Rockwood Ave. Apt. #6, where I 
established my domicile.  My domicile no longer could have been at 427 
McKinley Avenue, Unit 10, as I abandoned it.  My domicile had to be 1620 
Rockwood Avenue, Unit 6, as that was the only place to which I moved in 2012.  
The law does not create “quasi-domiciles.”  I am still domiciled at 1620 
Rockwood Avenue, Unit 6, Calexico, and I never have abandoned this domicile. 

Yes, I obtained additional residences as part of pursuing a temporary job, and 
then as part of an attempt to earn a degree as a court reporter and then to 
actually earn my degree in Paralegal Studies.  But in all that time I never 
abandoned my domicile at 1620 Rockwood Avenue, Apt. 6, Calexico, CA 92231. 

There is a clear moment when I abandoned my domicile at 427 McKinley, Unit 10 
and established my domicile at 1620 Rockwood Avenue, Unit 6.  There is no 
such moment where I clearly abandoned by domicile at 1620 Rockwood Avenue, 
Unit 6.  And, more importantly, the prosecution never alleged any such 
“moment.”  They point only towards the establishment of additional residences.  
They do not point towards the abandonment of my domicile at 1620 Rockwood 
Avenue, Unit 6.  Why not?  I never abandoned 1620 Rockwood Ave., Unit 6. 

So there is no perjury because I did not sign any document with lies on it!  

There is no false Declaration of Candidacy because every time I filed to run as a 
candidate I used the address where I was, and still am, domiciled and registered 
to vote. 

There is no grand theft because I didn’t steal anything!  In exchange for the ICOE 
stipends I received I worked by attending meetings and conferences as I was 
elected to do by Calexico voters for less than $200 a month take home!  The 
complainant Todd Finnell authorized every single stipend to be paid out and 
mailed to me every month.  If Superintendent Todd Finnell honestly believed that 
I was stealing that $170 stipend he had the power to order his staff to stop paying 
out those stipends and then have forced me to sue the County Office of 
Education for that stipend.  Todd Finnell agendized my swearing in at a public 
ICBOE meeting after my re-election, which the Registrar of Voters affirmed that 
she recommended that the Board of Supervisors certify and which they did 
certify.  I never deceived anyone into paying me anything.  Todd Finnell 
voluntarily signed each check voluntarily his own volition.  I did not lie.  I did not 



move out.  I did not abandon my domicile.  I never stated that I had the intent to 
do anything except continue political activism and community advocacy within 
Calexico. 

This court misdirected the jury in the matter of law by instructing the jury to 
consider that an individual may only have one domicile, without the companion 
language that clearly states that beyond having only one domicile, the law allows 
that an individual may have multiple residences.  Without this key piece of 
Election Code a juror easily could have believed the District Attorney's lie that 
one only can have one residence in California and that having multiple 
residences is prima facie evidence of abandonment of domicile. 

Now that the court clearly knows that I earned my Associate’s Degree in 
Paralegal Studies from DeAnza College, I want the court to know that I have 
been offered readmission at the University of California Santa Cruz to complete 
my Bachelor’s Degree.  My readmission at UCSC is to commence in September 
2021 to build on my previous units and those transferred from DeAnza to obtain 
a Bachelor’s Degree in Legal Studies.   

I urge the court to consider all the points in my motions for insufficient evidence 
and for a new trial.  The verdicts are contrary to law and to the evidence 
presented at trial. 

 

Annette Gonzalez-Buttner 


