
BELL, McANDREWS & HILTACHK, LLP 
ATTORNEYS AND COUNSELORS AT LAW 

 
455 CAPITOL MALL, SUITE 600 

SACRAMENTO, CA  95814 
_______ 

 
(916) 442-7757 

FAX (916) 442-7759 

January 22, 2025 
 
 
 
By Email: clerk@cityofirvine.org 
 
Mr. Carl Petersen 
Clerk of the City of Irvine 
One Civic Center 
Irvine, CA 92612 
clerk@cityofirvine.org 
 

RE: Objection to Candidacy of Tammy Kim for Irvine City Council District 5 
Special Election; Potential Filing of False Candidacy Papers. 

 
Dear Mr. Petersen: 
 

This law firm represents Ron Scolesdang who is a resident and voter within Irvine City 
Council District 5. On behalf of our client, we write to formally demand that the City of Irvine 
decline to accept (and reject) any nomination papers filed by Tammy Kim for the special election 
in District 5, pursuant to the qualifications and requirements established by California law and the 
City Charter. Ms. Kim is not a resident of District 5, nor has she ever been a resident of District 5 
relevant to the forthcoming April 15, 2025 election. 
 

In fact, Ms. Kim has resided in District 3 for over ten years and her fake residence in 
District 5 fails to establish her candidacy in that District and she is therefore barred from running 
for this special election. 

 
Since the original drafting of this letter, Kim has “moved” again to attempt to cure her 

residency problem, but she cannot be allowed to do so based on two factors: existing law and her 
previous behavior. 
 
Legal Basis for Challenge to Ms. Kim’s Candidacy 
 

Under California Elections Code Section 201, no individual is eligible to be elected or 
appointed to an elective office unless they are a “registered voter and otherwise qualified to vote 
for that office at the time nomination papers are issued.” Section 333 of the Elections Code further 
defines “nomination documents” to include the declaration of candidacy and nomination papers. 
 

In order to qualify as a voter, Article II, Section 2 of the California Constitution requires 
residency within the district in which the vote is cast. California courts, including the decision in 
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Schaaf v. Beattie (1968) 265 Cal.App.2d 904, have affirmed that residency within the election 
district is a constitutional prerequisite. 

 
Elections Code Section 2000 codifies this principle, stating that only individuals residing 

within the district are qualified to vote and, by extension, to run for office in that district. The 
residency requirement is further reinforced by multiple provisions of the Elections Code, including 
sections 2116, 2118, 2201(g), and 2221(i), which all emphasize the necessity of residency for voter 
qualification. 
 

Not only did Kim register at the fake address in District 5 earlier in 2024, but according to 
the attached documentation, voted in a District election in November of 2024 in District 5, where 
she did not actually reside. 
 

Further, Kim “pulled papers” on December 23, 2024 to run for the Special Election for 
District 5, however, on January 13, 2025, after the surveillance contained in the attached report 
had been conducted, Kim had nomination papers re-issued just 5 days before the closing period of 
the nominations for the Special Election. 
 

Rather than “curing” the issue, Kim has now been caught “red handed.” She never lived in 
District 5 during the course of 2024, voted at a fake address associated with one of her Non-profit 
Board Members, pulled papers to run from that fake address for the District 5 Special Election, 
and only once she was caught, did she attempt to cure the deficiency with a last ditch new “move.”  
This “gaming” of the system is illegal and specifically prohibited under the relevant case law and 
Statutes. 

 
Kim may also be guilty of a crime. A candidate who knowingly files false candidacy papers 

is guilty of a crime, punishable by monetary fine and/or imprisonment. Elections Code section 
18203 provides that “[a]ny person who files or submits for filing a nomination paper or declaration 
of candidacy knowing that it or any part of it has been made falsely is punishable by a fine not 
exceeding one thousand dollars ($1,000) or by imprisonment pursuant to subdivision (h) of Section 
1170 of the Penal Code for 16 months or two or three years or by both that fine and imprisonment.”1 
 
Definition and Proof of Residency 
 

Under California Elections Code Section 349 and Government Code Section 244, 
“residence” is defined as an individual’s domicile “the place in which his or her habitation is fixed, 

 
1 Kim might also be guilty of the additional crime of filing a false affidavit of voter registration. Filing a false voter 
registration affidavit is punishable by imprisonment. Elections Code section 18100(a) provides specifically that 
“[e]very person who willfully causes, procures, or allows himself or herself or any other person to be registered as a 
voter, knowing that he or she or that other person is not entitled to registration, is punishable by imprisonment pursuant 
to subdivision (h) of Section 1170 of the Penal Code for 16 months or two or three years, or in a county jail for not 
more than one year.” 
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wherein the person has the intention of remaining, and to which, whenever he or she is absent, the 
person has the intention of returning.” Legal precedent establishes that residency requires a union 
of both the act of residing and the intention to remain (Fenton v. Board of Directors (1984) 156 
Cal.App.3d 1107). 

 
In Pierce v. Harrold (1982) 138 Cal.App.3d 415, the court disqualified a candidate for 

filing a false declaration of candidacy based on evidence such as utility bills, tax exemptions, and 
the location of primary personal activities. Statements of intent to reside in a district, without 
corroborating evidence, were deemed insufficient to establish residency. 
 

In addition, California Elections Code Section 2024 provides that the mere intention to 
acquire a new domicile, without the fact of removal avails nothing, neither does the fact of removal 
without the intention. In Aldabe v. Aldabe (1962) 209 Cal.App.2d 453, 467, the Court held: “A 
man’s home is where he makes it, not where he would like to have it.” (Emphasis added.) 
 
 Indeed, California law presumes that, once a domicile is acquired, it continues until it is 
shown that a new domicile is acquired. (Murphy v. Travelers Ins. (1949) 92 Cal.App.2d 582; 
Griffin v. Griffin (1953) 122 Cal.App.2d 92, 98. Buying or renting a second residence does not 
result in a new domicile. That is a separate analysis. An individual may have multiple residences, 
but only one domicile (Elec. Code, §349). In Sheehan v. Scott (1905) 145 Cal. 684,2 689, the 
California Supreme Court held: 
 

After it had been shown that he had acquired a domicile in the 
County of Santa Clara, the burden of proof was upon him [i.e., the 
candidate] to show he had acquired [the new] domicile in San 
Francisco. 

 
(145 Cal. at 688- 689.)2 

 
Facts 
 

The screenshot below from Ms. Kim’s social media shows her celebrating Thanksgiving at 
the  address in District 3 where she has continued to reside, notwithstanding her 
sham fraudulent attempt to establish residency in District 3. 

 

 
2 Sheehan was reversed on other grounds (the constitutionality of a multi-year residence requirement) in Zeilinga v. 
Nelson (1971) 4 Cal.3d 716. Zeilinga did not address at all the shifting of the burden of proof. 
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In furtherance of this evidence, our client has received the attached report from a licensed 
private investigator who has observed both residences over the course of the past few weeks and 
he has observed her coming and going from, loading groceries into, and regularly parking her car 
at her true residence on  in District 3. Photos within the attached report show Kim 
bringing a load of items into her home at , not a nominal delivery for a home 
where she doesn’t reside. 
 

The private investigator also reports he did not once witness Kim visit or sleep in the sham 
residence in District 5 and observed other people using the parking garage assigned to the address, 
which he later confirmed belonged to a Board Member of her organization and who told the 
investigator that they had lived there for 8 years and never rented a room to anyone. A copy of that 
report is attached. 
 

We do not have access to her DMV records or evidence such as a homeowner’s exemption 
remaining on file, but the District Attorney’s office does and can certainly add additional facts to 
this assertion. 
 

Furthermore, Kim’s last minute re-submission of the nomination papers is not a cure of the 
deficiency, but rather a prima facie admission of guilt to both Voter Fraud in the November 2024 
election as well as the attempt to defraud the voters of Irvine in the Special Election of 2025. 
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Conclusion 
 

Based on the foregoing, it is clear that Kim has lived and continues to live in the residence 
where she has resided continuously for over a decade, at  in District 3 and has not 
qualified under State or Municipal law to live in District 5. Kim must demonstrate both the act of 
residing and the intention to remain within District 5 to qualify as a candidate, which she clearly 
cannot do. Should her nomination papers be filed without unequivocal proof of residency, the City 
of Irvine would be in violation of California election law, the Irvine City Charter, and the most 
recently passed Initiative by the voters of Irvine, by allowing her candidacy. 
 

I respectfully request that you ensure adherence to these statutory and constitutional 
requirements and decline to accept any filing from Ms. Kim unless and until she meets the legal 
qualifications for candidacy in District 5. 
 

Please consider this letter as an official objection, with a copy sent to the Orange County 
District Attorney, Todd Spitzer, for his review. 
 

Should the City accept her filing, a writ will be filed to reverse this action and to ensure 
that the representative democracy approved by the voters of Irvine is faithfully preserved. 
 

Very truly yours, 
 
 
 

Brian T. Hildreth 
 
CC:  Todd Spitzer, Esq. 

Orange County District Attorney 
300 North Flower Street 
Santa Ana, CA 92703 
By email: todd.spitzer@ocdapa.org 

 
The United States Attorney’s Office 
Central District of California 
Santa Ana Branch Office 
411 W. 4th St. Suite 8000 
Santa Ana, CA 92701 
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PURPOSE OF INVESTIGATION:  To determine if Tammy Kim, aka Tammy Kim Shin was presently 

residing at the address , Irvine, CA 92614.   

CONCLUSION:  The evidence collected in this investigation supports the conclusion that Tammy 

Kim does not reside at , Irvine, CA 92614.  Further, the evidence collected strongly 

suggests Tammy Kim resides at , Irvine, CA, a property which she owns. 

SUMMARY:  This investigation determined that Tammy Kim Shin does not reside at  

, Irvine, CA 92614.  Indeed,  and his wife,  

along with their children, are the only residents at  and have been so for the last 

eight years. 

This investigation applied a conservative approach and intially gathered intelligence through 

the careful analysis of database and public records searches.  Once the records were analyzed, 

a plan was developed to gather information from multiple addresses in an efficient manner.  

Site surveys at three addresses that ranged from pre-dawn hours to after dark were 

implemented and then adjusted based on the continuing analyses of collected intelligence.  

Through the course of the investigation, Tammy Kim and her black  were 

observed at , while , her children, and their  

were observed at .   license plate  was determined to be a vehicle 

registered in California under the name Tammy Kim.   license plate  was 

determined to be registered to . 

After several unsuccessful attempts to contact the residents of  (who were later 

determined to be  and ) at their apartment, a decision was made to 

contact either  or  as they were leaving their apartment in the morning.  Successful 

contact with  was made on the morning of 9 January 2025 at approximately 0810 

hours seconds after they left their apartment.  Park and her teenage daughter were briefly 

interviewed on the sidewalk and stated that no one but their family has lived with them in their 

apartment and they have lived there for approximatley eight years. 

Contact with Park was done in a discreet manner and no mention was made of the name 

Tammy Kim Shin in the event law enforcement or the Orange County District Attorney’s office 

were to decide to initiate an investigation.  Furthermore, no mention of Tammy Kim Shin was 

made to Park in the event Park or one of her family members was complicit in Tammy Kim 

Shin’s false claim that she (Kim) was a resident of  and was claiming this was her 

residence for illegal or fraudulent purposes.  To date, this investigation has not been able to 

determine if there is any connection between Tammy Kim Shin and any of the  

family members.   
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 from across a field with garage seen to the left. 
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1119 hrs black  (registered to Tammy Kim) arrived at garage. 

 

 

1120 hrs. Tammy Kim at her garage. 
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DMV record revealed registered owner of  is Tammy Kim. 

 

Reported address history for Tammy Kim for the previous 10 years (from database searches):  

, IRVINE, CA 92620-5724 (ORANGE COUNTY) (04/2006 to 12/06/2024)     
 

, LOS ANGELES, CA 90034-1943 (LOS ANGELES COUNTY) (03/09/2001 to 03/18/2024)   
   

, COLUMBIA, MD 21045-5522 (HOWARD COUNTY) (12/2010 to 12/2020)  
    

, IRVINE, CA 92620-5757 (ORANGE COUNTY) (08/16/2019 to 08/16/2019)     
 

, IRVINE, CA 92620-7702 (ORANGE COUNTY) (11/10/2015 to 06/13/2018)     
 

, ORANGE, CA 92869-2436 (ORANGE COUNTY) (03/01/2002 to 04/01/2017)     
 

, IRVINE, CA 92620-2536 (ORANGE COUNTY) (11/09/2015 to 11/09/2015)     
 

, IRVINE, CA 92620-1976 (ORANGE COUNTY) (11/08/2014 to 11/08/2014)     

 

SEQ:1875672            REF: MD 

CUST#:OL02844 OV     AGENT:              REC DATE: 12/29/24 TIME: 10:57AM 

------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

                    ON-LINE VEHICLE RECORD FOR THE STATE OF CA 

------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

ITEM REQUESTED:  

-------------------------------BASIC RECORD------------------------------ 

LICENSE:              VEH ID NO:  

 

MODEL YEAR: 22   MAKE/BUILDER:      POWER/FUEL: G - GAS 

VLF CLASS: HD ($26,800 TO $26,999.99)     *-YEAR: 24     LEG OWNER CD: 3 

 

DATE EXPIRES:   06/22/25                REGISTRATION ISSUE DATE: 07/03/24 

SOLD/PURCHASED: 00/00/22                OWNERSHIP ISSUE DATE:    03/11/24 

 

BODY CODE: 0 - COUPE 

BODY TYPE MODEL: CP - COUPE 

TYPE LICENSE: 11 - REGULAR AUTO 

TYPE VEHICLE: 12 - AUTOMOBILE-USED 

-----------------------------REGISTERED OWNER---------------------------- 

KIM TAMMY 

------------------------------RECORD STATUS-------------------------------

------ 

06/24/24 SMOG DUE 06/22/30 

02/15/2024-ODOMETER:     11,766 MILES ACTUAL MILEAGE 

-----------------------------FEE CALCULATION----------------------------- 

ESTIMATE ONLY!  Based on information received from DMV.  It does not 

include 

                transfers, duplicates, etc.  We make no representation or 

                warranties, either expressed or implied, regarding the 

                currentness, accuracy and/or completeness of any data. 

 

NO FEES CURRENTLY DUE BASED ON REGISTRATION DUE DATE OF 06/22/2025. 

================================END OF RECORD============================ 
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1932 hrs. at  – long cardboard box addressed to Tammy Kim outside front door.  

All lights were off at ; newspapers on door step were gone. 
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2015 hrs. – rear of , all lights are on. 

 

 

2017 hrs. –  – interior lights are on. 
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7 January 2025 

1605 – Investigator conducted a door knock at  – no answer. 

1620 -  SUV California License Plate  arrived at parking area for  

, circled but no available spot and drove to the next parking area behind .   

1625 - Two Asian females  and her daughter) and ’s son climbed stairs and 

entered . 

1630 -  daughter exited , disappeared briefly from view, then seen 

climbing stairs at  where she knocked/entered residence. 

1713 -  daughter exited .  Two minutes, younger Asian female believed to 

be  daughter drove away in a white SUV. 

1726 – Investigator contacted male resident at  who advised occupants of  

 were a nice Asian family, a husband/wife in their mid-40s, an older daughter and 

younger son. 

1730 – Investigator again door knocked , all lights were on but no answer. 

1854 – Investigator conducted another door knock – all lights on but no answer.  Observation of 

unit  continued until 1920 hrs. during which movement was seen inside the 

apartment.  Lights were observed being turned on and off inside the unit.   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 










