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PUBLIC RECORD INDEX MUR 2239 (E)

1. Complaint, filed 11 sept 86, by Louis WI. Barnett.

2. Memo, 15 Sept 86, Marjorie W. Emmons/Darlene Small to the
Commission, Subject: MUR 2239 - Complaint.

3. Ltr, 22 Sept 86, L.t4. Noble (Deputy General Counsel, FEC) to
Louis W. Barnett.

4. Ltr, 22 Sept 86, L.M. Noble to Donald C. Chapman (Treas,
Friends of Steve Swendiman).

5. Ltr, 22 Sept 86, L.M. Noble to Shasta County (CA) Board of
Supervisors

6. Ltr, 22 Sept 86, L.M. Noble to Stephen C. Swendiman and
Suzanne Swendiman

7. Ltr, 9 Oct 86, D.C. Chapman to C.N. Steele v/ends.

e 8. Memo, 3 Dec 86, Reports Analysis Division to General
Counsel, Subject: Proposed RFAI to Friends of Steve
Swendiman.

9. Memo, 9 Jan 87, RAD to OGC, Subject: Proposed Informational
LI) Notice to Friends of Steve Swendiman.

10. First General Counsel's Report, 18 Feb 87.

0 11. Memo, 19 Feb 87, OGC to OCS, Subject: MUR 2239 - General
Counsel's Report.

12. Certification of Commission action, dtd 24 Feb 87.

N 13. Memo, 24 Feb 87, OCS to OGC, Subject: Comment to MUR 2239.
w/atch (Comment of Cmsr. Thomas).

14. Ltr, 3 March 87, L.M. Noble to Stephen C. Swendiman (No
RTB).

15. Ltr, 3 March 87, L.M. Noble to Shasta County Board of
Supervisors (No RTB).

16. Ltr, 3 March 87, Scott E. Thomas (Chairman, FEC) to Suzanne
Swendiman, w/encl (Questions).

17. Ltr, 3 March 87, S.E. Thomas to D.C. Chapman

18. Ltr, 7 March 87, Suzanne Swendirnan to FEC.

19. Ltr, 11 March 87, David R. Frank (Counsel, Shasta County) to
FEC.



0 0
PUBLIC RECORD INDEX MUR 2239

Page 2

20. Ltr, 20 March 87, L.M. Noble to D.R. Frank.

21. Ltr, 30 March D.R. Frank to FEC.

22. General Counsel's Report, 8 April 87.

23. Memo, 9 April 87, OGC to OCS, Subject: MUR 2239 - General
Counsel's Report.

24. Ltr, 10 April 87, L.M. Noble to Suzanne Swendiman w/atch
(G.C. Brief).

25. Ltr, 10 April 87, L.M. Noble to D.C. Chapman, w/atch (G.C.
Brief).

26. Memo, 10 April 87, L.M. Noble to Commission, Subject:
MUR 2239 (G.C. Briefs).

e 27. Ltr, 30 April 87, D.C. Chapman to FEC.

28. General Counsel's Report, 20 May 87.

29. Memo, 20 May 87, OGC to OCS, Subject: MUR 2239 - G.C.

Report.
30. Certification of Commission Action, dtd 3 June 87.

31. Closing ltrs, 8 June 87, L.M. Noble to: a) Suzanne
Swendiman; b) D.C. Chapman; C) Shasta County Board of
Supervisors; d) Stephen C, Swendiman; e) Louis W.
Burnett.

NOTE: In preparing its file for the public record, OGC
routinely removes those documents in which it perceivs
little or no public interest, and those documents, or
portions thereof, which are exempt from disclosure
under the Freedom of Information Act.
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National Founda~on To Fight Politica9Corruptiot$J.n~ '~

516GALER PLACE * GLENDALECALIFORNIA912O6

~7''-o

September 9.~ 1986

1~~
Federal Election Commission
1325 K Street N. W.
Washington, D. C. 20463

Dear Sir(s):

On behalf of both myself and the National Foundation to Fight Political
Corruption, Inc., I am hereby filing a complaint against Steve
Swendiman, Susanne Swendiman, and the Friends of Steve Swendiman
Committee (FEC ID# 117421).

On or about 5/30/86, Suzanne Swendiman co-signed with Steve Swendiman
o a $7,600 loan from the Bank of California in Redding, California.

Since Suzanne Swendiman had already given the campaign committee
- (Friends of Steve Swendiman) a $500 donation, the most that she could

loan or guarantee on a loan was an additional $500.

~, The Friends of Steve Swendiman report for the period 5/15/86 through
6/30/86 reflects Suzanne Swendiman as a co-signatory for the above

in loan with the notation "Amount Guaranteed Outstanding: $7,600.00".

* I have attached pages from the report filed by the Friends of Steve
Swendiman Committee which will reflect the above transaction.

Note: Even if the above loan is retired on 9/30/86 as it is suppose to
be, it will still mean that the whole amount - $7,600 - was available

~ to the campaign prior to the primary election on June 3, 1986. Steve
Swendiman was opposed in that primary and might have lost the election

N if not for the improper loan.

Iswear that the information contained in this complaint is true.
1.

rnett

End: Swendiman Committee report

PS: Please also investigate Steve Swendiman s failure to report an
in-kind contribution of phone calls from Shasta County (see
enclosed newspaper articles).

I
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(Summary Pap)

'4 r-- l... - -~

~~zi~n 
I I~AAEAIAwerees (Number and Strml C4 d.vai~~aimL - - - p :~JLRevtM

QA , ,~l.p .- different then Previously
a

O April 15 Quarterly Report

~ July 15 Quarterly Report

O October IS Quarterly Report

O January 31 Year End Report

0 July 31 Mid Year Report (Nonelection Year Only)

This report contains activity for - Primary Election

TVP! OP RSPORT JUL 2 1 ~
o Twelfth day repert

ofecteon on - an the State of ____________

0 Thirtieth day report following the General Election on

in she State of___________________

O Termination Report

0 General Election 0 Special Election 0 Runoff Election

SUMMARY
5. Covering Period..... through

6. Net Cangrib.at~ns (other than loans)

(a) Total Contributions (othnr than loans) (From Line 11 le))............

Ib) Total Contribution Refunds (from Line 20 Id))....................

Ic) Net Contributions (other than loans) (subtract Line SIb) from 6 (a))

7. Net Operating Expenditures

(a) Total Operating Expenditures (from Line 17)......................

(b) Total Offsets so Operating Expenditures (from Line 14)..............

Ic) Net Operating Expenditures (Subtract Line 7 (b) from 7 (a)).

8. Cash on fIend at cans. of Reporting Period (from Line 27)..............
9. Debts and Obligations Owed TO The Committee

(ltemiie all on Schedule C or 5gh~d~g~ 0)............................
10 Debts and Obligauons Owed BY The Committee

(Itemize all on Schedule C or Schedule 0............................)

I certify that I have examined this Report and to the best of my knowledge
and belIef it is true, correct and compiese.

e9 4w.'4sdi~eAAJ
T~P~or Print Name of Treasurer

~ ~-~-v

COLUMN A
This Pbri~ Calendar Yesr.s.-Omta

-- ~~77j:t:~~y

COLUMN S

- -,r..T- -wI--~~~

IC I

For further information, eansact:
Federal Election Commission
Toll Free 6004244130
Local 2025234066

SIG~TRE~ERd~J~

NOTE Submission at fats. erroneous or .ncamilete 'i'farmataon may 5~bjOct the person signing this Report to the penalties of 2 u.s c. ~437g.

All previous Versions of FEC FORM 3 and FEC FOAM 3m are obsolete and thould no longer be eased.

FEC FORM 3 13'60)I
I C)

N

Lfl

C

C

N
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A. Pul Nam~ Miming MdmswilWbb

Receipt For: 4'Primwv
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0 General

I sense @1 ~YI~W

t
S. Pal Name, Mailing Mdum end 2W Coda

E4dVd'~ ~
#4~.,. ~14AAd~C %V.T7

Receipt For: %Primerv 0 General
0 Other (specify):C. Pal hump. Muffle Adinaid 2W Cab

w~.

~f3Ez*Dd 4. ,'..,-

Receipt For:

F. Pal Name Malline Mdmo and 2W Cede

0u4'~.#r* C~b'..'fY
4 P.44

~

Receipt For: % Prlmuy 0 Generei

oOther (specify):__________________________I

G. FUN Nume. Mailing Mduin aid 2W Cede

2.7 2.7 ~Afa44VA~ ~~14Zt' dD.

Receipt For: %Prlmwv 0 General
0 Other (specify): __________

YW4OOSS4

Name of Employer ~u Emend'.
day. yeer)

0=~

Aggregate Yw40.Oete-S .? 7

Name eq Employer ~ta (month.

~ 4wsV#~V day. year)
re4 ~ ~ ~ *~ ,44'

Des ~nonth.
Name of Employer

Aggregate Yow4O-DetS.~&A2±l~'

NWIW Or EW~WVW

day. yew)

Dew -. Amount of Each
day. veer)

U.'..
Dew (month.

19' day. year)

Ion

Aggrpte Y 40-DeW-S 7j'~t.',

Name of Employer Deta (month.

J~ ~,.Ve.).4p day. veer)

Aggregate Yeerto-Oete-S 37g*

SUSTOTAL of ReceipS ~ Page loptonell......................................................

.~IvI

R~ thh Period

Amount of Each
Receipt This Period

1 *~*G* -~

Amount @1 Each
Receipt This Period

I .fe'...,

Amount of Each
Receipt This Period

4 v.*.

Receipt This Period

1 Amount eq Each

Receipt This Period

3'.ro.'.

Amount of Each
Receipt This Period

~ -

TOTAL Inn PWWO ~UaK~~I1inUWWUU~*UW I 0
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Fruit wants to be popular
Raisin production is not shriveling up

Weekend

Record Searchlight
Sheriff probes supervisor conduct
Sy SILL MILLER

The Shasta County Board of Suter-
visors is being investigated by the
Sheriff's Department for possibly mis-
using public funds and county adnmin-
lstratlve staff.

A major part of the Sheriff's De-
partment investigation has to do vuith
whether scores of camp.algn-reieted

phone calls were made at county

County's
budget

expense by board Chairman Steve
Swendiman Sheriff Phil Eoff said.

Eoff said that for the past ii days
detectives have been digging into
questions of possible malfeasance
raised by Miliville resident Flora
Pearson, who recently led the fight
that resulted in the supervisors drop-
ping a proposal to give themselves a
Pay raise.

Eoff said Thursday the criminal
investigatIon into the activitIes of the
"entire board' has been deliberately
kept "low key" In order to avoid
casting suspicion on board members,
or damaging reputations.

Swendlman. who strongly denied
any wrongdoing, Is the Democratic
nominee in the 2nd Congressional
District race against RepublIcan As-

semblyman Wally Ilerger of Rio Oso.
"1 haven't done anything wrong.

and I welcome the Grand Jury to
investigate this matter," he said.

Why the case hasn't been referred
to the 1986-87 Grand .ury is being
openly questioned by county off i-
daIs - and all five supervisors.

Swendiman and other supervisors
also questioned ~he sheriff's motiva-

tion in launching the investiL ~n
during budget hearings.

"1 don't feel threatened by It at
all," Abe Hathaway saId when in
formed of the InvestIgation. "1 don't
think they'll find anything Dn any of
us."

Mrs. Pearson. who said she spent a

See SHASTA, A 10

Lawmakers
near end
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~0igtggbuwu I.ti#.. A S

.ath examining ~ut1sors'
expense vouchers, telephone ~'"

~bflIs,4mlleago 'clslmCand var-
leus other rece1pta~ said her '-in
~seareh raises questions shout
the use of county telephones, ~,,

~istants by Supervisors Swendi-* man, Hathaway and Pete Pe-yehiclea and administrative as.
-lers.

She claims to have unearthed
little or no Information regard-
ing any misconduct by Supervi-
sors Don Maddox and Bob Bos-
worth.

Eoff said Mrs. Pearson gave
* him stacks of county records
and other materials during an
Aug. 19 meetIng.
'--Information supplied by Mrs. Swond
~areon that figures in the In-wostigation Includes: .' ~ past PI

~ 1'elephone records that al- Supervi~
legedly show Swendiman mak- fo-nla (4*lng 72 calls at county expense to While
his former campaign consulting his primtb-rn, Paul Kinney Productions Swendir
In Sacramento during the pert- til rece,
~d Dec. SI, 1965, through May on wor'U, tin. The cost was approxi- sues.
inately $164, according to the Swen~'fOCOt'd5. "myrla(

* - During the same five-month his cour
period, numerous other calls some wiwere allegedly made by Swendi- hers 115
man to congressional campaign calls, hiworkers, contributors and news- paCti~i
papers in Northern California
and Washington, D.C. quickly

Those allegedly included theDemocratic Congressional Cen- said he
tral Committee and several tie peru
Democratic congressmen who nake a
have endorsed Swendlman. l~g it to

,~~'hn not using ~ Asked
1as my campaign headquarters." were sti
1Swendiman maintained. "There ~ CSA(
1are times when people come replied.
Iintomyofficetotalkabou~~

0 every cicampaign. That's a common Paul KI
topic of conversation when peo- palflnonpie come into my Office. I'm Swendi

- rining for Congress, for crying rememb
.O~ isud." o of ton-base4

Swendlman accused Elf
slonal Causing the investigation to pres- ,. FL-C10

- sure the board to take it easier
on the Sheriff's Department dur- ettribute

'~' 't.~-~

linen Peters

resIdent of the County
son Association of Call-
CSAC)
the firm also managed

sary election campaign,
nan said Kinney was un-
ntly a CSAC consultant
hers' compensation is-

llman said he gets - a
I" of phone messages at
thouse office every day,
Ith only names and num-
ted. He returns all his
at said he has made a
i of determining as
as possible if any are
.0 hIs campaign.
'5 the case, Swendiman
arranges to either have
sn call him back or he'll
second return call, bill-
his home phone. -

if all the calls to KInney
'icily related to county

business, Swendiman
"I can't tell you that in
se I never talked with
.nney about my cam- -

the county's nickel."
man said he doesn't
er calling the Washing-
I Democratic Congres-
mpaign Committee and
4 at county expense, but
d that to a "flurry of

-. Hathaway
calls' that came and went at
the frantic onset of the cam-
paign. . . - . -

Although county officials said
that it is unusual for a sheriff to
investigate his governing boord,
Eoff shrugged that off.

"I don't find that unusual. I
find it unusual that some sher-
iffs are sensitive to political
pressures,"

When the investigation is com-
pleted, the sheriff promised to
make the findings public.

Mrs. Pearson said what trig-
gered her Investlgation was a
remark made by Bosworth at a
regular board meeting inferring
that she hadn't done her "home-
work-' on the salary-hike Issue.

"It all started with Bosworth's
remark. That really ticked me
of f," she said.

"As a taxpayer, I'm question-
ing these expenses. If it's all
Innocent, so be it. But in my
mind, I can't see that many
(questionable) incidents being
coincidental," she said.

"I know the board thinks it's a
vendetta or a politically moti-
vated thing. It's neIther."

Mrs. Pearson claims that she
and a supporter confirmed that
Swenmani mak s9OresQf
campaign-related '~alIs by dt~l-

present at the notel that night Hawes, who was investigated byat a banquet where drinks were .the G
served,~ i-*;' - rand Jury In 1980 andV~"Js~ prosecuted by the state attorney,~ *~~- :, .With another association general's office, and former Su-'I. meeting scheduled the following pervisor Bessie Sanders, whosemorning, Peters said he decided potential conflict of interest overIt was "reasonable" to stay the a proposed airport-area develop
night in Red Bluff. ' -ment was examined in .19Th

- Why Hathaway claimed an Hawes was convicted and re$18 gas fillup for his official moved from office for being* county vehicle in March, when itoxicated on the job. ills co
he filed reports stating that he viction later was reversed bywas away for several days In state courts. Charges against

- , . Washington on county business. Mrs. Sanders were dismissedA credit card receipt shows County employees who haveHathaway buying the gas at the been questioned by sheriff's iiKwlk Mart station In Burney on vestigators regarding the cast'March 4, while he was also includes county Auditor Edwardattending a legislative confer-. DavIs, County Clerk Ann H I,ence in the nation's capital from clerks assigned :u the Boa. .fi' ~5 ~ff - ,.<. March 1-5. . .. ,,.,. . Supervisors and former mem
* - Hathaway suspects the gas bers of the Grand Jury.ing the numbers listed the station forgot to adjust the pur- ..~ As of Friday, none of thephone* records and, in some chase date, because he said his 'supervisors had been questionedcases, pretending to be college county car was parked at Red- directly.students eager to work on the ding Municipal Airport during Elaine Vandevert, supervisingSwendiman campaign. . ~- his entire absence. He sald he clerk of the board, said she wasIn more than a half-dozen can prove that because the city briefly questioned by sheriff'scases, Mrs. Pearson claims that Issued him a ticket for parking Lt. Tom Hodges and Detectivepeople answering the phone told in the wrong zone at the airport. Sgt. Rusty Brewer.her they were involved in the County Counsel Dave Frank "All I was asked was, 'Did ISwendiman campaign and wel- said this type of case would have any knowledge about anycorned her support. - normally go to a grand jury. orders for personal work relatedMrs. Pearson said also ques- "Historically and traditional- to any campaign or professionaltions the following: ly, the jury has been the Investi- office," she said. "And all I said- Why Swendiman, since gating body for this kind of was, 'No.'"February, has used his own car alleged misconduct," he said. - Phyllis CaIdwell, the board'sfor county business; and why, "It's clearly within the jury's administrative assistant, wasfor the period Feb. 13 through jurisdiction." . - questioned Wednesday.June 6, he has billed the county David Eppley, Redding Judi- She said she was asked w~for 5,840 miles at a reimburse- cial District marshal, argues er she knew of any misuse ofment rate of 24 cents per mile, that Eoff has a potential conflict county funds, property and supSwendiman said he uses his of Interest because supervisors plies; whether campaign Ilteraown ear to avoid conflicts with have been in the process of ture and invitations had beenhis campaign activities and adopting a budget that calls for mailed from the office; andracked up the big county-billed major cuts in law enforcement whether telephones had beenmiles on numerous trips to Sac- expenditures. misused.ramento on supervisorial busi- "I'm not saying the sheriff . ~'As far as I can tell, 'No,' - -ness. - , doesn't have the authority to do she said she told the detectives- Why Peters billed the coun- this, technically he does," Ep- Both Mrs. Caidwell and Maty for spending the night of Feb. pley said, "but I think this case Vandevert are Swendiman sup14 at the Red Bluff Inn, about a should go to the Grand Jury - porters who said they have vui20-minute drive from his Ander- because there is a built-in, In- unteered off-hours time to workson home. herent conflict of interest." on his congressional campaignPeters said he was attending a The last two cases involving "I've been very careful to doconference of the Northern Call- alleged improprieties by an (campaign) stuff at home or onfQrnia 'Ass~~~ elected county.upe .sor lati , official involved my lunch hour," Ms. Vandeverta'grou~' he ~airs5~nd i~o~ former District Attorney Will said.



"The timing Is very unusual.* F rankly, when yot' investigat-
ing a majority of 1. board, and
you're doing it during budget
time, there's a conflict," - the
supervisor said,"I frankly think be (Eoff was2' trying to intimidate the board.

~ budget process. ThLs.
smacks of being a political

realize that I'm the chiefenforcement .officer in ~ 
-~ ~'and I've got '~duties~ to

sheriff acknowledged thatan outspoken supporter of.
endiman's Republican' oppo-

Dent in the congressional race,but said he signed a Herger:
endorsement letter months be-'fore Mrs. Pearson contacted 

Uoffice. hi.s DF Eoff said detectives are look-.ing into the activities of "the STentire board" and said the in- ~4 PRIC
stigation already has been cx-

beyond the county. -wendiman said he has sentEoff and Mrs. Pearson letters~ S

advising them to take the mat-i 
a~up~, I

met with Mrs. Pearsont
seems to be something* 

Ivqtafl
t

SGrand Jury, not the

ters. adding that he told Eoff ~:
several days agoof the Grand 0t4 0~J ~cious.

I question why three board
members are being focused on,on issues that don't appear to
have any substance"
Asked why his department

and not the Grand Jury or the
state attorney general's office ishandling the case, the sheriffsaid: "We're obligated, when a , 

'citizen comes in with a corn-
plaint, to investigate. We're an
investigating agency."

Eoff said he Is convinced that
his agency is best-equipped tomount an aggressive investiga-
tion that would get to the bottom -
of things quickly and not "drag
this out."

Eoff also noted that Mrs
Pearson told him that she had

' no confidence in the Grand Juryand wanted his office to handlethe case. 
.. HURRY IN__________ Jury foreman John Elledge ofRedding said he wasn't aware of . FOR BEST SELECTiON!the investigation and had nointention of discussing the mat-ter with the sheriff. REGULAR ~ORIGINAL ROSSSwendiman, meanwhile, de-fended the vast majority of hiL DEPT STORE ROSS CLEARANCcalls to Paul Kinney Produc-tions as being related to his role PRICE. PRICE PRICEas an officer and ImmediateT-% Man COnvicted $'~5~ S1QO~ $1fl~

ofparentabuse~ I '~

DALLAS (AP) - A man con-&. ~
victed by a jury of falling to ~.. ALL

- -. CLEARANCE ITEMS WILL BE REThe CASH REGISTERBillingslea, 50, was the first in 'I.__________________________________________________________
the state under a child-abuse - REDOING cstatute that was modified in 1981' 

~ Sa' .~AM ~to include the elderly, prosecu- 
~SS '~e~or"e5 ~.

tors said.
"~ ,. t
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'We are not asking for anything that cails and letters," he pulagesi out, letter or poet card to she Lassen Na.

not eevlroa~~g~ sound. We lie said thea management pleas lineal Forest Supervisor. 55 South
re asking that the Forest Service for other forests In Celiformia have Sacramento Street. Susanville. CA
meet the timber pmndncgln~ goals drawn thousands of letters from 96a rU espressang support for the
hich at sag years ago people living hundreds of miles from RPA alternative, which wilt maintain

wecarrythroaJgh~~~ theorestsr~ letters~.~, the current hare:t levekandm~ess our views in writing or tele- have no concern for, nor Interest in. Anything less Is a disserv~c~ to the
tone calls, our needs will not be the communities near the forest, he local citizens and fails to comply with

insidered 
said, 

the requIremen~
5 that social and a

testimony 

at 

the 

Redding 

'It 

would 

be ~ shame to see all our economic impacts on the local cont~

ann8 was strongly in our favor." local testimony overwhelmed by a munity be considered. Cooper con.
moper said Perhaps we won that wellorganiced post card campaign eluded.
attic' but we could lose the 'war' af from the Bay Area. We are asking The deadline for comments is d
don't follow through with phone everyone to telephone or send a September 6.

Mountain Echo wclcwnes iettwrafrom readers, but reserves the rightto edit sndjor reject Potentially li-belous matertal. All letters meat hosigned, although the writer's iden-
tity will be withheld upon request.

pa with technical, legal Punctus.
marks, blame. hyper.heat~~

~'-~! commentary.
~e Big City Rule" of anything

in business is what I call thep.a't ?d and flutter violation of the!n Rule. How can bread and,ron the table justify failing tostand what the other fellowwant if we both walked a mile
other person's shoes?

mIt, please slop being so defen.
We like you because you haveguts than any ten people onside of Redding. And damnit.

readers understand what it
10 say iz like you see it in to-jerortd of pussy.footed.m~d~~~.
,road editors.
when you see you are wrong
first to espress it front page-

Sick And Tired
Dear Editor:

I'm really getting sick and tired ofGovernor George Deuknsejian. ~estate reqefree us, the young people,to attend school. How in the hell canwe attend school If old Georgie de.cudes to cut our transportation
funds? In other words, how are wesupposed to get to school? What isthe arrogant governor going to dowith the money he takes sway fromus? Use it for his own purposes? Noone ever knows. They might say itgoes to a certain place, but how canwe be sure? I thisk we're all gettingscrewedtl What was one of the ideasof the lottery? It was supposed to hesplat bet en Iiforn)a schools.yeltl Sc~wherf laW gollig?t;eurge? This is the problem with

trr'rrrrl,. wir, iir,,,b miv,.,, .,.....

I'm Shocicod
Editor:

Frankly I'm shockedi ~is Is withreference to a recent news reportthat UC has scrapped a plan to testbacteria that were genetically alteredto battle frost. This test was to beconducted in Modoc County on a po-tab patch at a university researchstation near the town of Tulelake
Do you know what "geneticallyaltered" means? That means that anew, untested form of cellular life

has been created.
I'm tired of bureaucyats giving thecountry regions the np IltIPJ. Let'ssit up and take notice. Why can't thistest be done safely say on a rsai oro ship thegcpastlym~ of Oprgor..~-.'~oonAJnow~hetlL~j orn&thesD

oddb.lI ha~teria are pure altered

%~~~~*ULUUuanpsgeIl
for payment go the district for ac'cepling student teachets.

The propoe~ district policy forStudents ftcelved Its first heanag.The boad approved peymeet ofS250 for speaker Des Clark. who willalso address students Ia the Fail
River school district.Ray Robinson was approved as a earlier In the year. will meet soon tostudent teacher sad ataff develop. discuss Ideas submitted by variousteachers.Sheriff'5 Department'
Investigating Supervjs~

calling her. He also pointed out thatill members of the board have beenteavily lobbied by organized laboraver the Cottonwood power projectsmd it could have been concerning
hat.
Swendiman says he has tried toeparate his personal life from hisuties to the board, lIe says he evenLined in his county car when he an-nunced his candidacy (for Con-ress) to try and avoid possible

marges of misuse.
He lays some of his espenses areeked up by CSAC. Specifically.
ilesge and lodging espenses areimbursed when he Is on CSAC
'sines

5 .
Both Hathaway and Swendimanree that they call their homes each

jht when they are away on busi-ni1 gets, but they are open only from Ittill S and he isn't in Redding do
ss. They say the practice is per-

much of the week.

P 0 30~ ZZ4 FALL RIVER MILLS. CA 9602g
1916) 336 6262
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meet days for Dig
were okayed. Vail.7 Prima,-bard members also voted to Cs-lisha separate budget account foecry munds so timer. will be enesactaccounting of how the funds arc

Spent.
The lottery committee, chosen

fectly acceptable. They say ydon't recall any 2
l-minute calls. uutthat it a possible because they haveto get all of their messages from

their wives.
"That's my ofllcq," Hathaway

says.
Regarding Pearson's charge thathe signed for gas in the county car inDurney March 4 while he was inWashington D.C., Hathaway says

It's impossible
"I don't know. That would betough to do." Hathaway says, con-firming that on March 4 he wasmeeting with Senator Wilson's staffon county business in Washington.
He also says he uses the county

(continued from page 1)

pumps In Redding every chance he



locally owned and 01
perated newspaper 25c

'V ____

VOL 10 140

Burney, Fail River Valley, Big Valley TUESDAY AUGUST25, 19

he Inter-Mountain Fair Guide Inside

Ii

~U,~y5dF '1
how Lassen Park was and how it is during a two-hour birthday
ceremony Saturday celebrating the parks first 70 years.

Photo by Walt CaIdwell

. S s~.~k For Money
That would hive given the Fill

River chamber 56538 and the Bunter
chimber P1341.

McArthur pointed out that her
chamber wasted 516.926 foe a sum
ber of projects, Including the eco-
nomic promotion of the valley and to
launch a wild rice festival nest year

Caidwell pointed nut she Buntey
chsmber wss asking for 521.250 plus
56000 foe s special project to produce

videotipe of the ares to be sent to
the Californis Film Commission.
where the tape could be reviewed by
producers of movies and commer-
cials looking for locsttona.

Hoodenprle esplairted how the
chamber hsd acquired and refur
bished a booth from the Lions Club
to use as a tourtot inforrnst;on ccii.
icr.

The only other chamber to ask for

additional funds was ti'lr Slaila Darn
Ares Chamber of Cenitra' '.ale-i

Jim Sains of that orginvostion
siked for an additional 510.000 to
put in an 800 telephone live and the
necessarn support to mail litersture
on all of Shasta County from his of.
fice

Piovek s recommendaiov for hr
Shssti Dam Chimber was tir
119.641

Piorek s other reconrmrndui..nv
included SIl 209 for hr Andrrvon
chamber. 55000 for Cotton'. 'oil
S21.5.49 for Shasta Cascade Won.
derland Association. 542 for the
Shasta Lake Resort Ounces .
for the Shasta County Econimic
Development Corporstion. S:.S.v92
for the Shasta County Librar-i sin
rem, and 513.400 for administrative
costs

oves Home Study Plan
Under the Home Study Program.

the curriculum is taught at home by
the parent The Home Study Super-
visor, provided by the district is re
sponsible for gathenig matenals
and idvising ihe parent. The parent
is responsible for the child's acs-
demic progress. If the parent wishes
to use matensls other than those
provided by the district, the parent
must locate md purchase the mater
isIs as his/her own espense sfuer es-
tablishing with the Home Study
Supervisor that the alternative ma

tenals will meet the curricular ob~ec
tives of the Big Valley Joint Unified
School District.

Guidelines for the home srud~
students participation in nntoacur
nculsi- activities are delineated

Other old business included ap
proval of ill the 1980.t SIP Pro.
gram. 121 final approval of the 196o.
8' budget. und 131 approval of the
dismct administration polic~

In new business, the board ip
proved a contract with Chico State
continued on page 21

Hears Financing Alternatives
Lasses County' were Issed equally, it
siould amount to only 532 per parcel.

Another wsy to go for senior
citizens and farmers, who are on
limited income at this time. would
make them enempt from the rates.
but if they wished to use the facilities
is the future, they would then he re
quired to pay at the door whatever
the fee turns Out to be The ad-
vanusge of this spproach is that some

could tsr the facilities in the 1-uture
by paving the charge. estimated now
lobe perhaps 52 50, bul none of this
is sertied yet

There will be more niertings on
the subject and Mr Kearn will Ce
turn to talk with people sgstn

The nest scheduled meeting con.
cerning the swimming pool will be at
the high school on September II

Barns Burned,
Home Saved

by JEANNE RUYLE
IdIEBER-On Nlondsy. August 18.
thr home and jarage belonging is
Melvin Thompson and located on
County Road Al were saved through
the efforts of 10 Big Valley Volunteer
Fire Department and IS California
Department of Forestry employrel

A raging blaze in two hay-filled
barns about 12.5 fees from the
Thompson's home was contained
after an hour-and-s-half struggle
with intense heat and spot fires.

h6e acre lucky to save the
home said Glenn Koehl. Bieber
fire chief and CDF employee.

The fire uss noticed by a passerby
who stopped and alerted the Thomp-

Three engines and one water teny
dee from the B;g Valley Fire Protec-
tion District and one water tender
from Big Valley Lumber Compiny
were used to squelch the fire. CDF
support included a hetiotack crew,
two engines, one helicopter, and a
heliotender A dig Valley district en-
give remained at the scene all night.
continued on page 21

Hospital Ends
In The Black
FALL RP.ER MILLS-For she first
time in a org lime. Msyers Memo-
risl Hospital finished the fiscat year
in the black,

Evereri Beck hospital administra-
tot estimated that revenue, after the
enpenses are adjusied upwards to
take csre of some accounting prob.
ems csused by switching to the
omputer, a ill still show a positive

balsice of spproiimstely 5100.000
for the last fiscal yeas.

Beck says this was due In part to
the ability to take both general and
orthopedic sureenes which in pre-
vious years bed to be shipped to
other facilities

The district board voted so look
into changing the by-laws to allow
quarterly meetings, rather than

Sheriff's Department
Investigating Supervisor!

by WALT CALDWEJ. unless It was regardIng a call fre
3,EDDING-Shaats County Supervi. Marts DavId .1 she salami p.11th
- Dab Doawuth made Floas Pear action pimp He doetat remeub
meal Ulilville mad whee he told bet (coetlasee an page 2)
the hadut dame her homework, ac
carding to Pearane.

She my' she did her homewo / if"
Thea she toted so address the board
during Its apes time last Tucedey *
(Asgeet 19). Whem she was fused
peemlislia to ash the boero OUCC
tlons. she took her honseworh' dl- 14 .y*'
reedy to Shasta County Sheriff Phil ~' ~

Hoff.
Alllwsflttode Is ask them tome

questions and they apn~refltly dont .' ~h-
want tO answer ma. araon tsyi.

Among the many queatlona Fear
me waste snewered In why the Fish Finder
boards telephame bill allegedly coil-
talus 72 calls totallIng S hours and 16 by DElVE VAUGHN
minutes that were placed between H~Im I~aa Special aegmi
December Ii 1955. end May 22. llama apply. Ewalag fly fishing ml
im, to places such as Paul Kenny Caddie pattern Is beet.
ProductIons I. Secramento (lIsted on Dama Lther Denmeas aad tabby
campaign d uminis fited by Stir, S to 14 lncluea. Dali; ~rn
Swendiman as a campaign consult- night anwiesa. Leueet baiter Tal
ant in his current bid for Congress); Meppe. Kaalmaiear. Plait Leach.
the AFL-CIO is Washington. 0 C.; A.?. hash Nysephe A~P. OB
the Democratic Coegeessiosesl Cam- Nymphs. bUdges.
psign Committee Is Washington - ~ Drowns 8 so
D.C.; and the PolItical Repeat Line ID lachee. Dalt: bealwarmi, mlg
Washington. D.C. awswhes~ .a.ca~ i mum,

Pearson asys she alto wmnta to p~ ~~g~ 3n Tal
know why e number of calls were P11w. CakE. Yellow isi

1
y. hit

placed to Supervisor Itathaways quite
residence sad Superelior Swendi-
mans residence, souse as long as 21
minutes.

She says she also wants to ask how ~ Board
Supervlaor Hathaway signed for wwua~s
gasoline for a county car in Barney Plans
on March 4. in the amount of 518.90.
when he wan in Washington. D.C. N
on county busism ~ 2-S. ewsueuer

Pearson says she alto wanta to
know why Supervisors Hathawsy by AGNES 3AlTIzrr
and Boewoeth charge a large per- BIEBER-The board of Lass
centage of their gsioline at private County Water District Cl met Aug
stations rither than using the county 19 wIth all members present.
pump. at the Bi~rsney subitatlon and Reports on completed work w-
sounty gas station in Redding. given. Priorities were established

She says she also has s number of whit will be done nest.
questions regsrding~eirlourTepOttr' - A report on new ordinances
the supervlaora are requited to fill preaented and discussed. Some w
out, which she claims are not corn- approved as submitted, others
plete. quired minor changes.

Sheriff Phil Eotf says Pearson A newsletter will go out with
turned over a nsnsber ci documents monthly bills. Doard member I
to hIm August 19 regarding the Shouse will pet the newsletter
board of supervisors. He uys he has gether to keep district residents
assigned inventigitors to look into formed as tO what ii gag on.
the situation. The board meets the secr

Board President Steve Swendimas Tuesday sad meetings sre open
says the board has nothing to hide. the poblic.

lIe asys when the boards staff Steve Jackson. new manager
takes a call, they take the name and maintenance mechanic, has be
number. He ISeendiman) generally estremely busy doing work by ha
doesni know what the call is about, in front of Dig Valley High Schc
if it is for him, but he answers ill his He has taken out 320 feet of old.
calls. wire control cable that wan dams1

He asys If he finds out the call is by scisool buses going over is. He I
not county business, he escuses hid so work by hand because
himself, hangs up. and calls back districts bsckhoe is very old
using his personal phone credit card needed parts haven't been replar
so the county doesn't get billed. because the district han been uns

Regarding calls to the Paul Kenny to find them. In Its present conditi.
Firm. Swendimas says thit thit firm the backlsce is not In good coon
is under contract to the Californis shape to rip out the paving.
Supervisors Association ICSAC). In Another advantage of working
fact, according to Swendimsn that is hand is there will be less dame
how be Swendimanl first found out and less material will be needed
about the firm. He says hi has put the street heck together igair
worked with that company for five Jackson will make the repair
years on the Workers Compensation using 12-wire with conduit, wh
Reform Act for CSAC. will take the stress sad solve

Swendiman tars he hat no tecol prishlem He hopes to finish

rial Park Ranger. discussed the
5 He and 10 other speakers told

0
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, 0 C 20463

~MORANDW4 TO:

FROM:

DATE:

SUBJECT:

THE COMMISSION

MARJORIE W. EMMONS! Darlene Small

September 15, 1986

MUR 2239 - Complaint

The attached has been circulated for your

information.
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON. D C. 20463 September 22, 1986

Louis W. Barnett, Chairman
National Foundation To Fight Political Corruption
516 Galer Place
Glendale, CA 91206

Dear Mr. Barnett:

This letter will acknowledge receipt of a complaint
cc' filed by you which we received on September 12, 1986, alleg-

ing possible violations of the Federal Election Campaign Act
of 1971, as amended (the "Act"), by Mr. Stephen C. Swendiman
and Suzanne Swendiman, the Shasta County Board ofSupervisors, and Friends of Steve Swendiman and Mr. Donald C.
Chapman as treasurer. The respondents will be notified of
this complaint within five days.

C
You will be notified as soon as the Coimnission takes

final action on your complaint. Should you receive any addi-
tional information in this matter, please forward it to this
office. We suggest that this information be sworn to in the

r%. same manner as the original complaint. For your
information, we have attached a brief description of the
Commission's procedures for handling complaints. We have
numbered this matter under review MUR 2239. Please refer to
this number in all future correspondence. If you have any
questions, please contact Retha Dixon at (202) 376-3110.

Sincerely,

Charles N. Steele
General Counsel

/?o~& 4~>)
By: Lawrence M. Noble
Deputy General Counsel

Enclosure

S
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON. D C, 20463 September 22, 1986

CERTIFIED MAIL- RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED
Donald C. Chapman, Treasurer
Friends Of Steve Swendiman
1805 Market Street
Redding, CA 96001

Re: MUR 2239

Dear Mr. Chapman:

The Federal Election Commission received a complaint
cc which alleges that Friends Of Steve Swendiman and you, as

treasurer, may have violated the Federal Election Campaign
Act of 1971, as amended (the "Act"). A copy of the complaint
is enclosed. We have numbered this matter MUR 2239. Please
refer to this number in all future correspondence.

Under the Act, you have the opportunity to demonstrate
in writing that no action should be taken against you and
Friends Of Steve Swendiman in this matter. Your response
must be submitted within 15 days of receipt of this letter.
If no response is received within 15 days, the Commission may
take further action based on the available information.

N
Please submit any factual or legal materials which you

believe are relevant to the Commission's analysis of this
matter. Where appropriate, statements should be submitted
under oath.

This matter will remain confidential in accordance with
2 U.S.C. S437g(a) (4) (B) and S 437g(a) (12) (A) unless you
notify the Commission in writing that you wish the matter to
be made public. If you intend to be represented by counsel
in this matter please advise the Commission by completing the
enclosed form stating the name, address and telephone number
of such counsel, and a statement authorizing such counsel to
receive any notifications and other communications from the
Comm i ss ion.

4
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If you have any questions, please contact Laurence
Tobey, the attorney assigned to this matter, at (202) 376-
8200. For your information, we have attached a brief
description of the Commission's procedure for handling
complaints.

S i nce rely,

Charles N. Steele

General Counsel

_________~>V?7~7O4~L4~d
By: Lawrence N. Noble
Deputy General Counsel

Enclosures
LI) Complaint

Procedures
Designation of Counsel Statement

C

C
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON. D.C 20463 september 22, 1986

CERTIFIED MAIL- RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED
Shasta County Board Of Supervisors
P0 Box 886
Redding, CA 96099

Re: MUR 2239

Gentlemen:

-~ The Federal Election Comission received a complaint
which alleges that you may have violated the Federal Election
Campaign Act of 1971, as amended (the "Act"). A copy of the
complaint is enclosed. We have numbered this matter MUR
2239. Please refer to this number in all future
correspondence.

Under the Act, you have the opportunity to demonstrate
in writing that no action should be taken against you in this
matter. Your response must be submitted within 15 days of

0 receipt of this letter. If no response is received within 15
days, the Commission may take further action based on the
available information.

C Please submit any factual or legal materials which you
N believe are relevant to the Commission's analysis of this

matter. Where appropriate, statements should be submitted
under oath.

This matter will remain confidential in accordance with
2 U.S.C. S437g(a) (4) (B) and S 437g(a) (12) (A) unless you
notify the Commission in writing that you wish the matter to
be made public. If you intend to be represented by counsel
in this matter please advise the Commission by completing the
enclosed form stating the name, address and telephone number
of such counsel, and a statement authorizing such counsel to
receive any notifications and other communications from the
Commission.

S



If you have any questions, please contact Laurence
Tobey, the attorney assigned to this matter, at (2*2) 376-
8200. For your information, we have attached a brief
description of the Commission's procedute for handling
complaints.

Sincerely,

Charles N. Steele

General Counsel

0 cZ~4a44~CA~ '~7* /to 4&
By: Lawrence H. Noble
Deputy General Counsel

Enclosures
Complaint
Procedures
Designation of Counsel Statement

C:,
q~m

C

N

S.



0' ~

FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINCTON. DC, 20463 September 22, 1986

CERTIFIED MAIL- RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED
Stephen C. Swendiman and Suzanne Swendiman
1194 Almond Street
Redding, CA 96001

Re: MUR 2239

Dear Mr. and Mrs. Swendiman:

The Federal Election Commission received a complaint
which alleges that you may have violated the Federal Election
Campaign Act of 1971, as amended (the "Act"). A copy of the
complaint is enclosed. We have numbered this matter MUR

aN! 2239. Please refer to this number in all future
correspondence.

Under the Act, you have the opportunity to demonstrate
in writing that no action should be taken against you in this
matter. Your response must be submitted within 15 days of
receipt of this letter. If no response is received within 15
days, the Commission may take further action based on the
available information.

C
Please submit any factual or legal materials which youbelieve are relevant to the Commission's analysis of this

matter. Where appropriate, statements should be submitted
under oath.

This matter will remain confidential in accordance with
2 U.S.C. S 437g (a) (4) (B) and S 437g (a) (12) (A) unless you
notify the Commission in writing that you wish the matter to
be made public. If you intend to be represented by counsel
in this matter please advise the Commission by completing the
enclosed form stating the name, address and telephone number
of such counsel, and a statement authorizing such counsel to
receive any notifications and other communications from the
Commission.



If you have any questions,
Tobey, the attorney assigned to
8260. For your information, we
description of the Commission's
complaints.

please contact Laurence
this matter, at (262) 376-.
have attached a brief
procedure for handling

S i ncere ly,

Charles N. Steele

General Counsel

By: Lawrence N. Noble
Deputy General Counsel

Enclosures
Complaint
Procedures
Designation of Counsel Statement



0
- or m mm

1194 aI~ -
~ 9001

0

October 9, 1956

Mr. Charles N. Steele
General Counsel
Federal Election Qumission
1325 K Street, !I'1
Washington, D.C. 20463

Re: 14JR 2239 C-A,

Dear Mr. Steele:

Your letter regarding the oczplaint by the "National P~zndation to
Fight Political Corruption, Inc." was received on Septai~er 26, 1986. At
this tine, it is our preference that the matter not be made public
although, as you my kx~i, the above referenced F~mdation" conveyed the
material which was obtained fran y~zr office to a ntura~er of navapapers,
radio, and 'IV stations.

It is not our intention to be represented by Counsel in this matter
as the facts are straightforward, and the transactions in question fairly
sn~ple. We will not forward copies of the FEC fornw to which I may refer
since they are already in your files and were incinded with the ocuplaint.

Transaction #1 - (Period May 15, 1986 through June 30, 1986):

C~ May 27, 1986, Steve and Suzanne Swendiman a~lied to 'The Bank of
California for a $10,000.00 personal, unsecured line of credit which is
knwn as a "Signature Line". Credit was granted on May 28, 1986. As of
May 27, 1986 they had a ocinbined net ~rth of $88,800.00, which in
itself, indicates that either Steve or Suzanne had adequate assets to
repay the loan.

4
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1k. diaries N. Steele
Page 2
October 9, 1986

C~ May 28 they took an advance of $7,600.00 against their line of
credit and loaned it to "Friends of Steve ~,erdiznan", by writing a check
on their newly-opened joint "Signature lane" ac~nt. The check was
signed by Suzanne ~endiman because Steve was in Colusa, Yuba City, and
Marysville that day, although either party could have signed it. A note
payable to Steve ~iendiman was created in the an~unt of $7,600.00 and
dated May 30, 1986; it carried a rate of Prime plus 2% and was due
Septanber 30, 1986.

0
The loan to the Cannittee was repaid in full on August 26, 1986 by

the Cargoittee. The repayment check of $7,541.67 was made payable to
Suzanne and Steve ~iendiman. The anrunt was less than $7,600.00 becauseseveral earlier installments had been paid. (The Bank' s line of credit
was repaid on August 27, 1986.)

~fl As shc~n on FEC Form 3, cash on hand at the end of the reporting
period (June 30, 1986) was $11,255.19; without the loan in question, the
balance would have been a positive $3,655.19.

Transaction #2 (Period May 15, 1986 through June 30, 1986):

As reported on Schedule A, Suzanne &~iendiman made a $500.00
contribution to "Friends of Steve Swendiinan" on June 8, 1986.

N Allegation in P.S.:

Since your letter refers to the "car~1aint" and its P.S., replete
with "press c1i~ings", I have enclosed two press cli~ings fran the
local newspaper which indicate that the politically n~tivated allegations
of ntproper use of Shasta County funds were dear~d not valid by The
Shasta County District Attorney.

-2-
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Z.k~. Q~arlee U. Steele
Page thres
Ck~tcber 9, 1986

I hope that the foregoing e~p1anaticri, together with a nim*er of
enclosures, adequately ana~rs the questions whid were posed in ~wr
letter of Sept~er 22, 1986.

Sinosrely,

Donald C. C2~ajsan, Treasurer

Friends of Steve avendlnmn

DOC/ekf

&iclosures:

(1) C2~ed~ to Fri~s of Steve ~iendiusn frau~ Steve and Suzanne
~ierdIz,~n, dated 5/28/86, for $7,600.00

(2) 0ieck to Steve and Suzanne &ierdiman frau Friends of Steve
avendinmn, dated 8/26/86, for $7,541.67

(3) Back of above check
(4) Pranissory note to Steve Swendiunan in the an~mt of $7,600.00

frau Friends of Steve ~endirnan"
(5) Record Searchlight article i~,'e~ './iA~0~9~'
(6) Record Searchlight article 10/6/86

N

I declare, under penalty of perjury, that the foregoing staturents
are true and correct.

Executed in Redding, California this 9th day
of October, 1986.

-3-
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d2~~  ~ Y~' 'ff~' ~ for value received,

~ ~ prom ise to pay to

(t~EairA'4' (.~J.'vjP~40~J'I'.. ,or order,

at .. ~ I4e ~J4~
AJ~

the sum of.. Z~'~i. . ' ou.~1'.~ .~4 r .,6 ~ #~.............................dollars,

i~, lawful money of the United States of America, with interest thereon from date until paid, at the rate of
~~~-1

~ %... per cent per . , said interest payable '~~'Y*Z7'

in like lawful money, and if said interest is not paid as it becomes due it shall be added to the principal and
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cleared

* eat

week that a probe into the board's use
funds and admInIstrative
nothing.

The Investigation Involved Petus
: and Hathaway as well as supervisors

Steve Swendiman and Bob Bosworth,
Caritob said in a press release.

The fifth board member, Don Mad-
dox, appar~entiy *as not investigated.

"Allegations that supervisors Peters
and Swendlman used county funds for
personal business were disproven by
tlW Invpstlgatlon," Carlton said In the
release.

"The investigation not only showed
that Swendiman and Peters did not
misuse public funds, but It showed
that they both took steps to avoid
public funds from inadvertently being
used for personal business."

AllegatIons that Hathaway misused
his gasoline credit card was dis-
proved~ Canton said. The allegation
was ~at the credit card was used
locally on a date Hathaway was in
Washington, D.C.

"The investigation.., proved that
the discrepancy was the result of an
error by the gas vendor," the release
says.

"This concludes our evaluation of
the investigation," Carlton said this
morning after releasing the state-
ment. He declined to comment fur-
ther.

Flora Pearson of Mlllville, a fre-

0

cittic who initiated thep thIs lflWflhlbg that:
wupaeawua with thobicome.
looks like I'll
t ot mandate WI ttorney:

send my 4ileS Ofl to the state
~ attorney general," she said.

"We're talkint about Integrity and
'hessety hea. I think the public laas
the ~~ight to expect that their tax
moae~ will be spent honestly and~.

*'Eoff launched the lnvestlgatiui in
August after Mrs. Pearson preamed.
him with county records she claimed:
raised questions about the use of:
public funds by Swetadiman, Ifatha.:
way and Peters.

Mrs. Pearson, an outspoken sup.
porter of the Sheriff's Departz~~ent,
spearheaded a successful refer~dum.
drive this summer after supe4lsors
increased their salaries by 9.5 percent
at the recommendation of L the county
Grand Jury.

Supervisors, who haven't had a
salary increase for two years, re-
pealed the pay raise instead of plac-
ing the Issue on the Nov. 4 ballot
because of the cost.

Mrs. Pearson said her Investigatlon
was triggered by a comment made by
Bosworth at a board meeting imply-
ing that she hasn't done her "home-
work" on the salary-increase issue.

Eaff, who has denied charges that
the investigation was politically motl~
vated and would have been more
appropriately handled by the Grand?
Jury, could not be reached for com-
ment.

The sheriff is a strong supporter of
Republican Assemblyman Wally Her-
ger of Rio Oso, who Ii facing Swendi-
man in the 2nd District congressional
race that will be decided next month.

&
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Editorial
Supervisors emerged
from probe unscathed

It's finally official: The snail's pac, with which Neffmuch that Flora Pearson and the agency be directs din.thought abed uncovered on closed the findings.some Shasta County supervi. "I never expected them tesors has turned out to be much find anything, but theta noado about very little, longer the point," HathawayIn the aftermath of the af- said. "It's the waiting. los' Owefair, two conclusions stand out: weeks I've been walking
- Sheriff Phil Koff bungled wound wondering what peepiehis department's so-called in- were thinkinq. You feel it's

start to finish. over but there a no repert."-l~upervisor Bob Dos- Mrs. Pearson's primary ale-worth's comment that Mrs. gation against Supervisor PetePearson didn't do her home. Peters was over Ms billing thework very well in opposing county for spending the ui~tsupervisor salary hikes - a re- of Feb. l4ataaedBluffmark that angered the Mill- while attending a u~erviseeevWe resident and prompted association conferenbe. Be-her to p ore over county sides hardly being the stuff ofrecords looking for some which scandals are made, itscaips-hasturnedouttobe nowturnsoutthatMrsPeer.
rue once again, son's research project wasDistrict Attornsy Steve Carl- lacking.~on officially put allegations of She reported in August thatmalfeasance in office to rest she'd turned up littleer noPrlday, saying not only did information regarding any'upervisorsn~l misuse public misconduct by Supervisors'unds, but "took steps to avoid Don Maddox and Doeweith.~ubllc funds from inadvertent- Now it turns out that Dee-y being used for peresnal busi- worth, attending the same eon-iess." vention Peters attended, billedKoff's first mistake, of the county for the same lodg-ourse, was in having his In- ing expense. Doewortb, howev-estigators look Into the allega- er, was not investigated, whileions rather than referring the Peters was.natter to the Grand Jury, Not that Dosworth escapedvhsre it belonged. Instead, Mrs. Pearson's wrath. She at-offInAugust dispatched two tacked him, it was revealedetectives from his under- last week, for claiming he wastaffed office to take up where a full-tim. supervisor when, by~e sleuth from MilIville had her inte~pretatlon, his conflict-'ft off. 01-interest statement indicateS
Eoff's Involvement gave the Otherwise. What law that wasppearance of beIng politically supposed to have violated, noaotivated because he's a back- one - other than perhaps Mrs.~ Pearsq~-~a~4~R s4~y on at

mc i~ov. e election for a con-gressional seat just happens to
be Supervisor Steve Swendi-
man, the primary target In the
Pearson probe.

Eoff said In late August thathis agency was best-equipped
to mount an aggressive inquiry
that wouid get to the bottom of
things quickly and not "drag
this out."

Detectives apparently com-
pleted the probe by Sept. 18,
yet it wasn't until Wednesday,
the first day of October. that
an Investigative report was
submitted to the district attor-
ney's office.

As word began to leak out
last week that board members
were cleared of any wrongdo-
ing. frustrated Supervisor Abe
Hathaway reflected on the

"Interestingly enough, Mad-
dox, who is Eoff's biggest-Ifr tonly - ally on the Board of
upervisors, was the lone

board member not to be Invee-
ligated.

Mrs. Pearson, of course, did
not get the resulis she was
looking for and is now dissatis.-
fled.

She said she may file a writ
with an attorney or forward
her files to the state attorney
general's office seeking further
Investigation. Her witch hunt
may contInue.

While it took longer than It
should have, Shasta County -pervisors have emerged from
the investigation with their
honesty and Integrity intact.The same cannot be said for
everyone.
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, DC 20463

December 3, 3986

MEMORANDUM
TO: CHARLES STEELE

GENERAL COUNSEL

ATTENTION: LAURENCE TOBEY

FROM: OSCELYN A. ANDERSONj~%
COMPLIANCE CLERK
COMPLIANCE BRANCH, REPORTS ANALYSIS DIVISION

00 SUBJECT: MUR 2239

Please review the attached Requests for Additional
Information which are to be sent to the Friends of Steve
Swendiman for the October Quarterly and 12 Day Pre-General
Reports. If no response or an inadequate response is received,
Second Notices will be sent.

Any comments which you may have must be forwarded to RAD in
writing by 12:00 noon on Friday, December 5, 1986.

If comments are not received in writing by the above date
and time, the RFAI notices will be sent.

If you have any questions, please contact Oscelyn A.
N Anderson at 376-2490. Thank you.

COMMENTS:

Attachment



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, DC 20463 RQ-2

Donald C. Chapman, Treasurer
Friends of Steve Swendiman
1194 Almond Street
Redding, CA 96001

Identification Number: C00206003

Reference: 12 Day Pre-General Report (10/1/86-10/15/86)

Dear Mr. Chapman:

This letter is prompted by the Commission's preliminary
review of the report(s) referenced above. The review raised
questions concerning certain information contained in the
report(s). An itemization follows:

-Column B figures for the Summary and Detailed Summary
Pages should equal the sum of the Column B figures of
your previous report and the Column A figures of this

In report. Please amend your report to correct the Column
B discrepancies for Line(s) 7(c) and any subsequent
report(s) which may be affected by this correction.
Note that Column B should reflect the year-to-date
totals for calendar year 1986 only.

-Debt payments for this period (Schedule D) are greater
than the payments itemized on Schedule B. Each
expenditure to a person which in the aggregate is

N greater than $200 for the year must be reported on
Schedule B. Person includes an individual,
partnership, corporation, association, or public or
private organization, other than an agency of the
United States Government. Please explain the
discrepancies in the payments made to Ben Franklin
Printing. (11 CYR 104.3(b) (4) (i) (A) and 100.10)

An amendment to your original report(s) correcting the above
problem(s) should be filed with the Clerk of the House of
Representatives, 1036 Longworth House Office Building,
Washington, DC 20515 within fifteen (15) days of the date of
this letter. If you need assistance, please feel free to contact
me on our toll-free number, (800) 424-9530. My local number is
(202) 376-2480.

Sincerely,

Robin Kel l~% 9
Reports Analyst
Reports Analysis Division



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION RQ-2
WASHINGTON, DC 20463

Donald C. Chapman, Treasurer
Friends of Steve Swendiman
1194 Almond Street
Redding, CA 96001

Identification Number: C00206003

Reference: October Quarterly Report (7/1/86-9/30/86)

Dear Mr. Chapman:

This letter is prompted by the Commission's preliminary
0 review of the report(s) referenced above. The review raised

questions concerning certain information contained in the
report(s). An itemization follows:

-On Schedule D of your report you have failed to
include certain information. Commission Regulations
require the full name and mailing address of each
creditor, the outstanding balance at the beginning and
ending of the reporting period, the amount incurred
during the period, the payment made during the period,
and the nature or purpose of each debt. Additionally,
all debts must be reported continuously until
extinguished or settled. Please amend your report to
include the outstanding balance at the beginning of the
period, the amount incurred during the period and the

N payment made during the period. (11 CFR 104.11)

An amendment to your original report(s) correcting the above
problem(s) should be filed with the Clerk of the House of
Representatives, 1036 Longworth House Office Building,
Washington, DC 20515 within fifteen (15) days of the date of
this letter. If you need assistance, please feel free to contact
me on our toll-free number, (800) 424-9530. My local number is
(202) 376-2480.

Sincerely,

/7 4A~/$W7

Robin Kelly
Reports Analyst
Reports Analysis Division



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, D C 20463

January 9, 1987

MEMORANDUM

TO:

ATTENTION:

FROM:

SUBJECT:

CHARLES N. STEELE
GENERAL COUNSEL

LAURENCE TOBEY

OSCELYN A. ANDERSONQkI
COMPLIANCE CLERK
COMPLIANCE BRANCH, REPORTS ANALYSIS DIVISION

MUR 2239

Please review the attached Informational Notice which is tobe sent to Friends of Steve Swendiman for the 30 Day Post-GeneralReport. Any comments which you may have must be forwarded to RADin writing by 4:00 p.m. on Tuesday, January 13, 1987.
If ccmments are not received in writing by the above date andtime, the Informational notice will be sent.

If you have any questions, please contact Oscelyn A.Anderson at 376-2490. Thank you.

COMMENTS:

Attachment
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FEDERAL ELUCTIO COUUISSIOU

999 3 Street, W.V.
Washington, D.C. 20463

1/
FIRST GENERAL COUNSEL' S REPORT

DATE AND TIME OF TRANSMITTAL
BY OGC TO THE COMMISSION:

MUR #2239
DATE COMPLAINT RECEIVED
BY OGC: September 11, 1986
DATE OF NOTIFICATION TO
RESPONDENT: September 22, 1986
STAFF MEMBER: L. Tobey

COMPLAINANT' S NAME:

RESPONDENTS' NAMES:

RELEVANT STATUTE

INTERNAL REPORTS
CHECKED:

FEDERAL AGENCIES
CHECKED:

Louis William Barnett, Chairman
National Foundation to Fight
Political Corruption, Inc.

Friends of Steve Swendiman, and
Donald C. Chapman, as treasurer
Suzanne Swendiman
Stephen C. Swendiman
Shasta County (California)

Board of Supervisors
2 U.S.C. S 434(b)
2 U.S.C. S 441a(a) (1) (A)
2 U.S.C. S 441a(f)

1986 committee reports

None

SUMMARY OF ALLEGATIONS

Complainant Louis William Barnett alleges that Stephen C.

Swendiman (a candidate for the U.S. House of Representatives from

the 2nd District of California) and Suzanne Swendiman co-signed

for a bank loan of $7,600 to the Friends of Steve Swendiman

committee (hereinafter, "the Committee"). Complainant alleges

that this resulted in an excessive contribution by Suzanne

1/ The Commission considered this matter on December 9, 1986,
and voted to refer it back to the Office of General Counsel for
redrafting based on the discussion at the meeting.

/0
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, DC 20463

RQ-5

Donald C. Chapman, Treasurer
Friends of Steve Swendiman
1194 Almond Street
Redding, CA 96001

Identification Number: C00206003

Reference: 30 Day Post-General Report (10/16/86-11/24/86)

Dear Mr. Chapman:

This letter is prompted by the Commission's preliminary
review of the report(s) referenced above. The review raised
questions concerning certain information contained in the
report(s). An itemization follows:

-Debt payments for this period (Schedule D) are greater
than the payments itemized on Schedule B. Each
expenditure to a person which in the aggregate is
greater than $200 for the year must be reported on
Schedule B. Person includes an individual,
partnership, corporation, association, or public or
private organization, other than an agency of the
United States Government. Please explain the
discrepancies in the payments made to Mary Lucille

_ Kaems. (11 CFR 104.3(b) (4) (i) (A) and 100.10)

Any amendment or clarification should be filed with theN Clerk of the House of Representatives, 1036 Longworth House

Office Building, Washington, DC 20515. If you need assistance,
please feel free to contact me on our toll-free number, (800)
424-9530. My local number is (202) 376-2480.

Sincerely,

Robin Kelly
Reports Analyst
Reports Analysis Division
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Swendiman because she had earlier given a $500 contribution to

the Committee. Complainant also alleges that Steve Swendiman

failed to report in-kind contributions (in the form of free

telephone calls) allegedly provided to the Swendiman campaign by

the Shasta County (California) Board of Supervisors.

FACTUAL AND LEGAL ANALYSIS

A. Excessive Contribution Issue

The Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended

(hereinafter, "the Act") provides that no person shall make

contributions to any candidate and his authorized political

committees with respect to any election for Federal office which

-~ exceed $1,000. 2 U.S.C. S 441a(a) (1) (A).

to The Act provides that a loan may be a contribution.

2 U.s.c. s 431(8)(A). Commission regulations provide that a loan

which exceeds the contribution limits of 2 U.S.C. S 441a is

unlawful whether or not it is repaid. 11 C.F.R.

S l0O.7(a)(l)(i)(A). A loan is a contribution at the time it is
N

made and is a contribution to the extent that it remains unpaid.

The aggregate amount loaned to a candidate or committee by a

contributor, when added to other contributions from that

individual to that candidate or committee, shall not exceed the

contribution limitations set forth at 11 C.F.R. Part 110.

11 C.F.R. S l00.7(a)(l) Ci) (B).

However, Commission regulations also provide that a

candidate may obtain a loan on which his or her spouse's

iO
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signature is required ichen jointly owned assets are used as
2/

collateral or security- for the loan. The spouse shall not be

considered a contributor to the candidate's campaign if the value

of the candidate's share of the property used as collateral

equals or exceeds the amount of the loan which is used for the

candidate's campaign. 11 C.F.R. S 100.7(a) (1) (i) CD).

On October 14, 1986, this Office received a response filed

by the Friends of Steve Swendiman committee and Donald C.

Chapman, as treasurer. Attachment I. The Committee stated that

'6,
on May 27, 1986, Steve Swendiman and Suzanne Swendiluan applied to

the Bank of California for a $10,000 personal unsecured line of

credit (known as a "Signature Line") which was granted on May 28,
"F

1986. The Committee stated that as of May 27, 1986, Steve

Swendiman and Suzanne Swendiman had a combined net worth of

$88,800. The Committee further stated that on May 28, 1986,

Steve Swendiman and Suzanne Swendiman took an advance of $7,600

C
against their line of credit, and loaned it to the Committee by

writing a check to the Committee on the newly-opened joint

"Signature Line" account. The Committee gave a note to Steve

Swendiman dated May 30, 1986 for $7,600 at a rate of Bank of

2/ Although the text of the regulation speaks of collateral or
security for the loan, thus implying the need for a formal
security agreement, the Explanation & Justification speaks of
"property used as collateral or as a basis for the loan," 48 FR
19020 (Apr. 27, 1983). This suggests that the benefit of the
regulation could be obtained in cases such as the present one
where the transaction was not secured by a formal security
agreement.

/0
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California Prime rate plus 2 per cent, which was due on

September 30, 1986. The Committee's 1986 July Quarterly Report

designated the loan as a contribution for the primary.

The Committee stated that it repaid t~e loan in full to

Steve Swendiman on August 26, 1986, and that Steve Swendiman and

Suzanne Swendiman repaid the bank's line of credit on August 27,

1986. The Committee also stated that Suzanne Swendiman had made

a $500 contribution to the Committee on June 8, 1986, as alleged

by Complainant. The Committee's 1986 July Quarterly Report shows
~0

a contribution of $500 by Suzanne Swendiman on June 8, 1986,

which was also designated for the primary.

The facts suggest that this transaction may have been

~fl permissible under 11 C.F.R. S 100.7(a) (1) (i) (D), in which case,

there would have been no contribution by Suzanne Swendiman.'

However, before that conclusion can be accepted, several

outstanding factual issues must be resolved.

First, there is a threshold requirement under 11 C.F.R.

S 100.7(a) (1) (i) (D) that the parties be married. The Committee's

response failed to state whether Stephen C. Swendiman and Suzanne

Swendiman are in fact married. It is also possible that they are

3/ Complainant has made no allegation that Stephen Swendiman (the
candidate) has made excessive contributions in this matter.
Commission regulations permit candidates to make unlimited
expenditures from personal funds. 11 C.F.R. S 110.10(a). The
borrower has legal and rightful title to the proceeds of a loan,
and therefore the funds are personal" within the meaning of
11 C.F.R. S 110.10(a).

I0
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related in some other way, e.g., brother-sister or parent-Child.

The regulation applies only to persons who are married. See

11 C.F.R. S lOO.7(a)(l)(i)(D). It was intended to:

carve out a narrow area to allow for the
use of property in which the candidate's
spouse has an interest or to allow for
spousal signature on a loan without
violating the contribution limits.

Explanation and Justification of Regulations Concerning a

Candidate's Use of Property in which Spouse has an Interest, 48

FR 19019 (Apr. 27, 1983). In view of the narrow focus of the

regulation on married couples, this Office proposes to send a

written question on this issue to Suzanne Swendimuan.

A second factual issue is whether the assets considered by

the bank in granting the line of credit were the joint property

of Stephen C. Swendiman and Suzanne Swendiman. Jointly owned

4/
assets are a requirement of 11 C.F.R. S 100.7(a) (1) (i) (D).

To resolve this issue, this Office proposes to send a written
C

question to Suzanne Swendiman.
N

A third factual matter is the value of such jointly-owned

property. If the value of the candidate's share of the joint

4/ In MUR 1890 - In the Matter of Edythe Harrison for U.S.
Senate Committee, et al., a closed enforcement case, the
Commission held that a loan by a spouse to a candidate's
committee which was secured by property held by only one spouse
constituted an excessive contribution, but a loan which was
secured by property owned jointly by both was permissible under
11 C.F.R S 100.7(a) (1) (i) (D).

'Ta



property used as collateral equals or exceeds the amount of the

loan which is used for the campaign, then the transaction may be

permissible under 11 C.F.R. S l00.7(a)(l)(i)(D). The Committee

has stated that the value was $88,800. However, this should be

verified by the person who owns the property. To resolve this

issue, this Office proposes to send a written question to Suzanne

Swendiman.

A fourth factual issue is vhether the spouse's signature was

required by the bank for the loan. 11 C.F.R.

S 100.7(a) (1) (1) (D) applies in situations where a spouse's

signature is required on a loan as a result of local property

law. See Explanation and Justification, 48 FR 1019, supra. To

resolve this issue, this Office proposes to send a written

'P question to Suzanne Swendiman.

Provided that Respondent Suzanne Swendiman can show that the

V transaction in question met the requirements of 11 C.F.R.

C
S 100.7(a) (1) (i) (D), then there would be no contribution within

N
the meaning of the Act, and no excessive contribution in

violation of 2 U.S.C. S 44la(a)(l)(A). However, in view of the

unresolved factual issues, this Office recommends that the

Commission find reason to believe that Suzanne Swendiman violated

2 U.S.C. S 441a(a) (1) (A), and that the Commission authorize the

attached questions, to be answered in writing under oath.

Accordingly, this Office recommends that the Commission find

reason to believe that the Friends of Steve Swendiman, and

ID
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Donald C. Chapman, as treasurer, violated 2 U.S.C. S 441a(f) by

knowingly accepting excessive contributions.

In view of the fact that 11 C.F.R. S 110.10(a) permits

candidates for Federal office to make unlimited expenditures from

personal funds, this Office recommends that the Commission find

no reason to believe that Stephen C. Swendiman violated 2 U.S.C.

S 441a.

B. Unreported In-kind Contribution Issue

The Act provides that the term "contribution includes any

gift, subscription, loan, advance or deposit of money or anything

of value. 2 U.S.C. S 431(8)(A). The term 'anything of value"

includes all in-kind contributions. 11 C.F.R. 100.7(a) (1) (iii).

The provision of any goods or services without charge or at a

charge which is less than the usual or normal charge for such

goods or services is a contribution. Id. Thus, provision of

telephone service at no cost could be an in-kind contribution.

Steve Swendiman is Chairman of the Board of Supervisors of

Shasta County, California. Complainant has submitted two

newspaper articles which stated that the Shasta County Sheriff

was investigating allegations that Swendiman charged telephone

calls for his Congressional campaign to the Shasta County Board
5/

of Supervisors. The newspaper articles alleged that 72 calls

totalling 8 hours and 16 minutes were made to the following

5/ No opinion is expressed as to whether, under local law,
Swendiman could permissibly charge calls to the Board of
Supervisors because this is a matter outside the Commission's
jur isidict ion.

'9.
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entities: a campaign consultant who worked for Swendiman's

congressional campaign; the AFL-CIO in Washington, D.C., the

Democratic Congressional Campaign Committee in Washington, D.C.;

and the "Political Report Line" in Washington, D.C. The cost of

these calls was alleged to be $184.

The Committee stated in its response that the Shasta County

District Attorney has determined that these allegations are

unfounded. Newspaper articles (from the same newspaper which

Complainant used as the sole documentation and explanation of his
0

allegations on this issue) confirm that the investigation has
pp

been closed and no charges have been filed against Swendiman.

The Act provides that a political committee must report the

total amount of all contributions from persons other than

political committees. 2 U.s.c. s 434(b)(2). A political

committee must also report the identification of persons (other

than political committees) which make contributions greater than

$200 within the calendar year. 2 U.s.c. S 434(b)(3)(A). The
N

alleged value of the telephone calls was $184. Therefore, the

Committee would not have been under any duty to itemize the

alleged calls if they were made.

In addition, the Committee disputes that the calls were

made, and has submitted a newspaper article which states that an

investigation by the local district attorney found that no such

telephone charges were in fact made. Because it appears that no

such calls were charged to the Board of Supervisors, then it

~0
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follows that the Committee was under no di*ty to report thea.

Therefore, this Office recommends that the CommLesion find no

reason to believe that the Board of Supervisors of Shasta County,

California has violated 2 U.S.C. S 441a.

Accordingly, this Office recommends that the Commission find

no reason to believe that the Friends of Steve Swendiman and

Donald C. Chapman, as treasurer violated 2 U.S.C. S 434(b) by

failing to report in-kind contributions.

RECCUEUD&TIOUS

1. Find reason to believe that Suzanne Swendiman violated
2 U.S.C. S 441a(a) (1) (A).

2. Find reason to believe that the Friends of Steve Swendiman
and Donald C. Chapman, as treasurer, violated 2 U.S.C.
S 441a(f).

LI)
3. Find no reason to believe that Stephen C. Swendiman violated

2 U.S.C. S 441a.

4. Find no reason to believe that the Shasta County Board of
Supervisors violated 2 U.S.C. S 441a

5. Find no reason to believe that the Friends of Steve
Swendiman, and Donald C. Chapman, as treasurer, violated

N 2 U.S.C. S 434(b).

6. Approve and send the attached Questions to Suzanne

Swendiman.

7. Approve and the attached letters.

Charles N. Steele

General Counsel

Date ( It'

Attachments
I. Committee response

II. Proposed questions (1)
III. Proposed letters (4)

/0



MEMORANDUM

TO:

FROM:

DATE:

SUBJECT:

Office of the Commission Secretary

Office of General Counsel

February 19. 1987

MUR 2239 - General Counsel's Revort

The attached is submitted as an Agenda document

for the Commission Meeting of

Open Session

Closed Session

C IRCULATIONS

48 Hour Tally Vote
Sensi tive
Non-Sensitive

24 Hour No Objection
Sensitive
Non-Sensitive

In formation
Sensitive
Non-Sensitive

Other

lx]
lx]
[1

r :i
r
[1

(1
[I
r J

[1

DISTRIBUTION

Compliance

Audit Matters

Litigation

Closed !41.JR Letters

Status Sheets

Advisory Opinions

Other (see distribution
below)

N

sx1

(1

1 I

[1

[I

[1

[I
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-BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

In the Matter of )
)

Friends of Steve Swendiman, and ) MUR 2239
Donald C. Chapman, as treasurer )
Stizanne Swendiman
Stephen C. Swendiman )
Shasta County (California) )

Board of Supervisors )

CERTIF ICATION

I, Marjorie W. Ennuons, Secretary of the Federal

Election Commission, do hereby certify that on February 24,

1987, the Commission decided by a vote of 6-0 to take

LI) the following actions in MUR 2239:

1. Find reason to believe that
Suzanne Swendiman violated
2 U.S.C. S 441a(a) (1) (A).

2. Find reason to believe that the

N. Friends of Steve Swendiman and
Donald C. Chapman, as treasurer,
violated 2 U.S.C. S 441a(f).

3. Find no reason to believe that
Stephen C. Swendiman violated
2 U.S.C. S 441a.

4. Find no reason to believe that
the Shasta County Board of
Supervisors violated 2 U.S.C.
S 441a.

5. Find no reason to believe that
the Friends of Steve Swendiman,
and Donald C. Chapman, as treasurer,
violated 2 U.S.C. 5 434(b).

(continued)
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Federal Election Commission
Certification for MUR 2239
February 24 , 1987

Page 2

6. Approve and send the Questions
to Suzanne Swendiman, as recoin-
mended in the General Counsel's
Report signed February 18, 1987.

7. Approve the letters, as recom-
mended in the General Counsel's
Report signed February 18, 1987.

Commissioners Aikens, Elliott, Josefiak, McDonald,

McGarry, and Thomas voted affirmatively for the decision.

Attest:

LI)

Date Marjorie W. Emmons
Secretary of the Commission

Received in the Office of Commission Secretary: Thurs.,
Circulated on 48 hour tally basis: Thurs.,
Deadline for vote: Mon.,
Deadline Extended 24 hour

2-19-87,
2-19-87,
2-23-87,

9:34
4 :00
4 :00

12-
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON DC 20463

MEMORANDUM TO:

FROM:

DATE:

SUBJECT:

CHARLES N. STEELE
GENERAL COUNSEL

MARJORIE W. EMMONS/

FEBRUARY 24, 1987

COMMENT TO MUR 2239

JOSHUA MCFADDEN$/X~

- GENERAL COUNSEL'S REPORT
SIGNED FEBRUARY 18, 1987

Attached is a copy of Commissioner Thomas's

vote sheet with comments regarding the above-captioned matter.

Attachment:
copy of vote sheet

i3
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BALLOT

FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINCTOtd. OC. 2O4~3

DATE I TIME TRAMSNITTZD:THURSDAY * FEBRUARY 19 * 1987 4:00

COHDIISSZONER: LIKENS, ELLIOTT, 305W ZAK, MgDOVALD, MoGAERY, THOMAS

RETUU TO COiI(ISSION SECRETARY BY M AY F

SU3~ZCT: MUR 2239 - General Counsel's Report
signed February 18, 1987

N

(/)

( )

-' r
I -~

I appto'v. the recouuendation

I object to the recowendation

1A~QI( C/~.

DATZ: SIGNATURE

A DEFINITE VOTE IS REQUIRED. ALL BALLOTS MUST BE SIGNED AND DATED.

PLEASE RETURN ONLY THE BALLOT TO THE COMNISS ION SECRETARY.

PLEASE RETURN BALLOT NO LATER THAN DATE AND TIME SHOWN ABOVE.



* *

~ FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

~w'I7LY.) WASHINGTON DC 2(146
March 3, 1987

CERTIFIED NAIL - RETURN RECEIPT REOURSTED
Stephen C. Swendiman
1194 Almond Avenue
Redding, CA 96001

RE: MUR 2239Swendiman, Stephen C.

Dear Mr. Swendiman:

On September 22, 1986, the Commission notified you of a

complaint alleging violations of the Federal Election Campaign
Act of 1971, as amended.

The Commission, on February 24, 1987, determined that on the

basis of the information in the complaint, and information
provided by your committee, Friends of Steve Swendiman, that

there is no reason to believe that you have personally violated

2 U.S.C. S 441a. Accordingly, the Commission has closed its file

in this matter as it pertains to you.

This matter will become a part of the public record within
30 days after the file has been closed with respect to all

respondents. The Commission reminds you that the confidentiality
provisions of 2 U.S.C. SS 437g(a) (4) (B) and 437g(a) (12) (A) remain
inC effect until the entire matter is closed. The Commission will
notify you when the entire file has been closed.

N
Sincerely,

Charles N. Steele
General ounse / /

I Lawrence M. L

Deputy General Counsel

cc: Friends of Steve Swendiman
Donald C. Chapman, Treasurer
1194 Almond Ave
Redding, CA 96001
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINCTON, DC 20463 March 3, 1987

CERTIFIED NAIL - RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED
Shasta County Board of Supervisors
Post Office Box 880
Redding, CA 96099

RE: MUR 2239
Shasta County Board of
Supervisors

Ladies and Gentlemen:

On September 22, 1986, the Commission notified you of a
complaint alleging violations of certain sections of the Federal
Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended.

The Commission, on February 24 , 1987, determined that on
the basis of the information in the complaint, and information
supplied by the respondents, there is no reason to believe that

'fl the Shasta County Board of Supervisors has violated 2 U.s.c.
S 441a. Accordingly, the Commission has closed its file in this
matter as it pertains to you. This matter will become a part of
the public record within 30 days after the file has been closed
with respect to all respondents. The Commission reminds you that
the confidentiality provisions of 2 U.S.C. SS 437g(a) (4) (B) and
437g(a) (12) (A) remain in effect until the entire matter has been
closed. The Commission will notify you when the entire file has

N been closed.

Sincerely,

Charles N. Steele
General Counsel

~ XA1
By: Lawrence M. Nob Le

- Deputy General Counsel
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IC FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

WASHINGTON DC 2O4f~3 March 3, 1987

CZRIFIZD MAIL - RYUKU 33C311? RUDOUSTED
Suzanne Swendiman
1194 Almond Ave
Redding, CA 96001

RE: MUR 2239
Swendiman, Suzanne

Dear Ms. Swendiman:

The Federal Election Commission notified you on
September 22, 1986, of a complaint alleging violations of the

o Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended ("the Act"). A
copy of the complaint was forwarded to you at that time.

'0
Upon further review of the allegations contained in the

complaint, the Commission, on February 24, 1987, determined that
there is reason to believe that you violated 2 U.S.C.
S 441a(a) (1) (A), a provision of the Act. Specifically, it

10 appears that you made excessive contributions to the Friends of
Steve Swendiman Committee as follows.

According to information provided by the Committee, on
May 27, 1986, you and Steve Swendiman applied to the Bank of
California for a $10,000 personal unsecured line of credit (known
as a "Signature Line") which was granted on May 28, 1986. The

C Committee stated that on May 28, 1986, you and Steve Swendiman
took an advance of $7,600 against the line of credit, and loaned

N it to the Committee by writing a check to the Committee on the
newly-opened joint "Signature Line" account. According to
reports filed with the Commission, the loan was designated for
the primary election. The Committee also stated that on June 8,
1986, you gave a $500 contribution to the Committee. Reports on
file with the Commission confirm this, and show that this
contribution was also designated for the primary.

With respect to the loan given by you and Steve Swendiman,
for this transaction to be permissible under Commission
regulations, it must meet the requirements of 11 C.F.R.
S 100.7(a) (1) (i) (D) of the Code of Federal Regulations. This
section contemplates a loan by a candidate and spouse which is
secured by their jointly-held assets as collateral and where the
spouse's signature is required for the loan.

'(a



Suzanne Swendiman
Page 2

As of this date, we have received no written response from
you in connection with this matter. Please submit answers to the
enclosed questions within fifteen days of your receipt of this
letter. Statements should be submitted under oath.

If you are interested in pursuing pre-probable cause
conciliation, you should so request in writing. See 11 C.F.R.

S 111.18(d). Upon receipt of the request, the Of~The of General
Counsel will make recommendations to the Commission either
proposing an agreement in settlement of the matter or
recommending declining that pre-probable cause conciliation be
pursued. The Office of General Counsel may recommend that pre-
probable cause conciliation not be entered into at this time so
that it may complete its investigation of the matter. Further,
requests for pre-probable cause conciliation will not be
entertained after briefs on probable cause have been mailed to
the respondent.

Requests for extensions of time will not be routinely
granted. Requests must be made in writing at least five days
prior to the due date of the response and specific good cause
must be demonstrated. In addition, the Office of General Counsel
is not authorized to give extensions beyond 20 days.

This matter will remain confidential in accordance with

2 U.S.C. SS 437g(a) (4) (B) and 437g(a) (12) (A) unless you notify
the Commission in writing that you wish the matter to be made
public.

If you have any questions, please contact Laurence E. Tobey,

the attorney assigned to this matter, at (202) 376-8200.

N
Sincerely,

Scott E. Thomas
Chairman

Enclosures
Procedures
Quest ions



QUESTIONS

TO: Suzanne Swendiman
1194 Almond Avenue
Redding, CA 96001

RE: MUR 2239

INSTRUCTIONS

In answering these questions, furnish all documents and
other information, however obtained, including hearsay, that are
in the possession of, known by, or otherwise available to you,
including documents and information appearing in your records.

Each answer is to be given separately and independently, and
unless specifically stated in the particular discovery request,
no answer shall be given solely by reference either to another
answer or to an exhibit attached to your response.

-* If you cannot answer the following questions in full after
exercising due diligence to secure the full information to do so~
answer to the extent possible and indicate your inability to
answer the remainder, stating whatever information or knowledge
you have concerning the unanswered portion and detailing what you

-1 did in attempting to secure the unknown information.

Answers are to be submitted under oath.

1. Please state whether you were married to Stephen C.
Swendiman during May 1986. If you were not married to him,
please state whether you were related to him in any other
way (e.g., brother-sister, parent-child, etc).

C' 2. The Friends of Steve Swendiman committee and Donald C.

N Chapman, as treasurer, have stated to the Commission that onMay 27, 1986, you and Stephen C. Swendirnan applied to the
Bank of California for a $10,000 personal unsecured line of
credit known as a "Signature Line." The committee further
states that on May 28, this credit was granted.

a. To your knowledge, are these statements true?

b. If they are not true, please explain in what way they
are not true.

3. The Friends of Steve Swendiman committee and Donald C.
Chapman, as treasurer, have stated that at the time you
applied for the loan described in question 2, you and
Stephen C. Swendiman had a "combined net worth of $88,800."

a. To your knowledge, is this statement true?



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON. D C 20463

March 3, 1987

CZWZI'IND M&IL - RUIgUE R3~3XP? RDQUESTBD
Donald C. Chapman, Treasurer
Friends of Steve Swendiman
1194 Almond Ave
Redding, CA 96001

RE: MUR 2239
Friends of Steve
Swendiman, and Donald C.
Chapman, as treasurer

Dear Mr. Chapman:

The Federal Election Commission notified the Friends of
Steve Swendiman committee and you, as treasurer, ("the
Committee') on September 22, 1986, of a complaint alleging
violations of the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as
amended ('the Act'). A copy of the complaint was forwarded to
you at that time.

Upon further review of the allegations contained in the
complaint, and information supplied by you, the Commission, on
February 24 , 1987, determined that there is reason to believe
that the Committee, and you, as treasurer, violated 2 U.S.C.
S 441a(f), a provision of the Act. Specifically, it appears that
the Committee, and you, as treasurer, knowingly accepted a
contribution from Suzanne Swendiman which exceeded the
limitations for contributions to candidates or their authorized

N committees set forth in 2 U.S.C. § 441a(a)(l)(A). Acceptance of
an excessive contribution would constitute a violation of '
2 U.S.C. § 441a(f) by the Committee and you, as treasurer.

On the same date, however, the Commission found that there
is no reason to believe that the Committee, and you, as
treasurer, violated 2 u.s.c. s 434(b) (3) (A) by failing to report
alleged in-kind contributions, as the complainant had alleged.

You may submit any factual or legal materials that you
believe are relevant to the Commission's analysis of this matter.
Please file any such response within fifteen days of your receipt
of this notification.

1~/



Donald C. Chapman
Page 2

If you are interested in pursuing pre~probable 
cause

conciliation, you should so request in 
writing. See 11 C.F.R.

S 111.18(d). Upon receipt of the request, the offT~e of General

Counsel will make recommendations to the CommissiOn either

proposing an agreement in settlement 
of the matter or

recommending declining that pre-probable 
cause conciliation be

pursued. The Office of General Counsel may recommend 
that pre-

probable cause conciliation not be entered 
into at this time so

that it may complete Its investigation of the matter. Further,

requests for pre-probable cause conciliation 
will not be

entertained after briefs on probable 
cause have been mailed to

the respondent.

Requests for extensions of time will not be routinely

granted. Requests must~ be made in writing at least five 
days

prior to the due date of the response and specific good cause

must be demonstrated. In addition, the Office of General Counsel

is not authorized tO give extensions beyond 20 days.

This matter will remain confidential 
in accordance with

2 u.S.C. SS 437g(a) (4) (B) and 437g(a) (12) (A) unless 
you notify

the Commission in writing that the Committee 
wishes the matter to

be made public.

If you have any questions~ please contact 
Laurence E. Tobey,

the attorney assigned to this matter, 
at (202) 376-8200.

Sincerely,

2~7
N 

Scott E. ThomasChairman
cc'

Enclosures
procedures

cc: Stephen C. Swendiman
1194 Almond Ave
Redding, CA 96001

/7
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GWIE~ufti~LRLRs0ui~aI~R
Scott E. Thmas, Chairman March 7, L5~
I~ederal ~1e~t ion Commission 4

'-F.

Washington, D.C. 80463
RE. MUR ~t39

Swendiman, SuzannW.
Dear Mr. Thomas.

Please acoept my apologies for failing to resppnd to your inquiry
of September 38, 1986. I have no record of receiviAg the
correspondence, *V~d suspect that it was mispleced during the h~tic
period just prior to the end of my husband's campaign for Con~mss.,~I
am enclosing responses to your quest iQns, and as happy to pro%~de '~2~
whatever information is necessary to dispense with this matterjn ay:
timely manner, ~

I do not believe that I' violated 8 U.S.C. Sec. 441a (a) (.~ (A~fJ~
I believe that my answers to your q~aestions will show that 11 ~

"I Sec. 100.7'(a)(l)(i)(D) has been met. ~" ~ij
I-

The following, answers are submitted under oath.

0
1. I was married to Stephen C. Swendiman on December 31, 1979. I was

married to Stephen C. Swendiman during May, 1986. I am still
married to Stephen C. Swendiman.

U)
~. To my knowledge, the statement that I and Stephen C. Swendiman

applied to the Dank of California for a *10,000 personal line of

c credit know as a "Signature Lines is true. To my knowledge, that
line of credit was granted by the Dank of California on May ~8,
1986.

~ 3. (a) To my knowledge, the statement that Stephen C. Swendiman and I
N had a combined net worth of *88,800.00 at the time we applied for

a line of credit is true. I base this judgment on the fact that
we were required to submit a statement of assets and liabili~ius
to tr~e Dank of California at the time of application for the line
of credit to show what available collateral we had against which
the bank could take action if we failed to repay the line of
credit.

(b) The statement is true.

(c) The figure *86, 800. 00 represents property wnich was owned
jointly by Stephen C. Swendiman and me in May of 1986.

(d) The figure is accurate to the best of my knowledge.

4. There is no mention of a loan in Question 1 of your letter. I
will assume tnat you are asking about the line of credit in
Question ~ of your letter. The Dank of California reQuired me to
sign the aoplicatior, for the line of credit because I was tne
spouse of Stephen C. Swendiman, and because the line of credit was

,6



-

4 Va joint account. ;-.

-.Furtner explanation is appropriate relative to why I
Uto sign on the application. My husband and I have a second uqflrtg~~

with Bank of California, and were required at that time tO
sign the debt instrument. We therefore did not questiOn whetfter ~
joint signature was required on tr~e line of credit. We inted
keep the line of credit for purposes other than the carnpaign,~nd ',t
wanted the flexibility of either of us signing on tre account. We
Still maintain the line of credit and are in good standing with the
Bank of California. Attached is a copy of the application for ~
line of credit, with the required financial information and signature
lines.

I hope these responses are satisfactory and resolve the cqv~cerns
of your commission. I would like to bring this issue to quick
resolve, and I am happy to speak with anyone from the FEC relative to
this matter. I have taken the liberty of enclosing the responses of
Donald C. Chapman, Treasurer of Friends of Steve Swendiman to a

0 similar inquiry made by Robin Kelly of your reports division. Since
Donald did not hear back from Ms. Kelly, we assumed the matter had
been settled. Please let me know if you need additional information.

I will look forward to hearing from you. By separate letter, I
~U am requesting pre-probable cause conciliation.

L0

ftespectful ly yours,

o
Swendiman

il~4 Almond AvenueReddinq, California 9b001
N (916) ~46-993~ (home)

(916) a~-~6oi (work)

attachments. FEC letter from Kelly to Chamar
Chapman response to Kelly lecter
Application for Signature Line

It



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION RQ-2
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20463

SEP 231986

Donald C. Chapman, Treasurer
Friends of Steve Swendiman
1194 Almond Street
Redding, CA 96001

Identification Number: C00206003

Reference: July Quarterly Report (5/15/86-6/30/86)

Dear Mr. Chapman:

This letter is prompted by the Commission's preliminary
review of the report(s) referenced above. The review raised
questions concerning certain information contained in the
report(s). An itemization follows:

-Schedules A and C of your report (pertinent portion
attached) disclose contributions which appear to exceed
the limits set forth in the Act. An individual or a
political committee other than a multicandidate
committee may not make contributions to a candidate for
Federal office in excess of $1,000 per election. If

C you have received a contribution which exceeds the
limits, the Commission recommends that you refund to
the donor the amount in excess of $1,000. The
Commission should be notified in writing if a refund is
necessary. In addition, any refund should appear on
Line 20 of the Detailed Summary Page and Schedule B of
your next report. (2 U.S.C. SS44la(a) and (f))

The term includes any gift,
subscription, loan, advance, or deposit of money or
anything of value made by any person for the purpose of
influencing any election for Federal office.

If the contributions in question were incompletely or
incorrectly reported, you may wish to submit
documentation for the public record. Please amend your
report with the clarifying information.

Although the Commission may take further legal steps
concerning the acceptance of excessive contributions,
prompt action by you to refund the excessive amounts
will be taken into consideration.



/ An amen~ent to Your original report(s) correcting the above
Problem(.) should be filed with the Clerk of the house of

Representatives 
1036 Longwor~~ Nouse Office BUilding,

Washingt~~ DC 20515 vithin fifteen (15) days of the date of

this letter. If you need assistance please feel free to Contactme on Our tolluufree number, (800) 424-9530. My local number is

(202) 376-2480.

Sincerely,

Robin Kelly
Reports Analyst
Report8 Analysis Division

to

C

N

j~f
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1315 ~W UIUYZ fDSU
1194 M1~ AV

DDJG, CA 96001

Octcb& 9, 1986

Mrs. Robin Kelly, Reports Analyst
Reports Analysis DiViSiCfl
Federal Election Ocuwnissicri
999 B. Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20463

Identification Nwt*~er,: C00206003
Reference: July Quarterly Report (5/15/86-6/30/86)

a,
Dear Mrs. Kelly:

Thank you for your letter regarding the Ccxmfissiolh' S preliminary
review of the July Quarterly Report.

Transaction *1 - (Period Ma 15 1986 June 30 1986):
C,

(~ May 27, 1986, Steve and Suzanne ~tJerKIizen applied to The Bank of

California for a $10,000.00 personal, uns~red line of credit which is

knc~in as a "Signature Line. Credit was granted on May 28, 1986. As of

May 27, 1986 they had a .xmtined net worth of $88,800.00, which in

N itself, indicates that either Steve or Suzanne had adequate assets to
repay the loan.

On May 28 they took an advance of $7,600.00 against their line of

credit and loaned it to "Friends of Steve Swendiman", by writing a check
on their newly-opened joint "Signature Line" account. The check was

signed by Suzanne Swendiinan because Steve was in Colusa, Yuba City, and

Marysville that day, although either party could have signed it. A note
payable to Steve Swendiinan was created in the anvunt of $7,600.00 and
dated May 30, 1986; it carried a rate of Prime plus 2% and was due
September 30, 1986.

The loan to the Ccmuuittee was repaid in full on August 26, 1986 by

the Ccmoittee. The repayment check of $7,541.67 was made payable to

Suzanne and Steve Swendiman. The anK~nt was less than $7,600.00 because
several earlier installments had been paid. (The Bank's line of credit
was repaid on August 27, 1986.)

'S
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Mrs. Robin Kelly
Page 2
October 9, 1986

Transaction #2 (Period May 15, 1986 through J'me 30, 1986):

As reported on Schedule A, Suzanne ~ei~KIiman made a $500.00
contribution to "Friends of Steve ~vierKIiiKIan" on June 8, 1986.

After you have reviewed this letter, please let ma know if you want
'is to ref ile.

Sincerely,

0

N

Donald C. C~~ajinan, Treasurer
Friends of Steve Swendiznan

LI) DCC/ekf

C,

N

/8'
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Q~gCjc~\
'&- Iii: FEC

OFF~E OF COUNTY CO~SEL
COUNTY OF SHASTA

1558 West Street
Reddlflg, California 96001

(916)225-5711

March 11, 1987

Mr. Lawrence M.
Deputy General
Federal Electia
Washington D.C.

33
ASSISTANT COUNTY COUNSEL

KAREN KEAT~N@ JAHR

DSPUTY~4~~ COUNSEL

~
.4- -, -~

C" U)r-.

Noble
Counsel
n Commission
20463

Re: MUR 2239

Dear Mr. Noble:

Your letter of March 3, 1981 to the Shasta County Board of

Supervisors regarding the above matter has been referred to me.

The Board Clerk has no knowledge of the Commission's letter of

September 22, 1986 regarding this matter. Hence, the Board is

mystified as to the significance of your March 3, 1987 letter.

Please send a copy of the Commission'S September 22, 1986 letter to

me at the address above.

Thank you for your consideration in this matter.

Ver

l~rs,RAN

DRF: ss

Ic~
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

WASHINGTON 1) ( 204b1

Sr4 715 01 ~* March 20, 1987

David R. Frank, Esquire
Office of County Counsel
County of Shasta
1558 West ST
Redding, CA 96001

RE: MUR 2239
Shasta County Board of
Supervisors

Dear Mr. Frank:

This acknowledges receipt of your letter of March 11, 1987,
which was received on March 16, 1987. You stated that you have

IA not received prior correspondence from the Commission, referring
specifically to a letter dated September 22, 1986. That letter
notified the Shasta County Board of Supervisors of a complaint
which the Commission had received which mentioned the Shasta
County Board of Supervisors as a potential respondent in
connection with an alleged violation of the Federal Election
Campaign Act of 1971, as amended ("the Act").

Enclosed please find a copy of the Commission'sN September 22, 1986 letter with attachments, including the

complaint. As you were advised in the Commission's March 3, 1987
letter, the Commission determined that there is no reason to
believe that the Shasta County Board of Supervisors violated
2 U.S.C. S 441a. You were further advised that the file in this
matter has been closed as it pertains to the Shasta County Board
of Supervisors, but that the confidentiality provisions of
2 U.S.C. SS 437g(a) (4) (B) and 437g(a) (12) (A) remain in effect
until the entire matter is closed.

2c'



David R. Frank, Esquire

Page Two

This Office regrets that you did not receive the prior
correspondence, and we apologize for any inconvenience this may
have caused.

If you have any questions, please contact Laurence E. Tobey,
the attorney assigned to this matter, at (202) 376-8200.

Sincerely,

(~a~Feixce M. Noble
Acting General Counsel

N Enclosures

Copy of Commission's letter
dated September 22, 1986
with attachments

tn
'9.

N



&f

.L~s

OFF~EOFCOUNTYCO~NSEL 3 ?A~~ 7~c~SD
COUNTY OF SHASTA COUNTY COUNSEL

DAVID R. FRANK

~Z'~L ~Z'~.hih 1558 West Street ASSISTANT COUNTY COUNSEL
Redding, California 96001 KAREN KEATING JANR

DEPUTY COUNTY COUNSEL
(916)225-5711 SUSAN CRESTO BALL

BRUCE R. JOHNSTONE

March 30, 1987

'A

'0)

Mr. Lawrence M. Noble
Acting General Counsel -~

Federal Election Commission
Washington, D.C. 20463

Re: MUR 2239 - Shasta County Board of Supervisors m ~ -

Dear Mr. Noble:
N.

Thank you for your letter of March 20, 1987 regarding the
above matter. I was aware of the complaint filed against former
supervisor Stephen C. Swendiman regarding his campaign for a seat
in the House of Representatives. The documentation attached to the
copy of the complaint forwarded by you to me shows that the com-
plaint runs against Mr. Swendiman personally, as opposed to the
Board of Supervisors as the governing body of Shasta County.
(Perhaps I somehow misread the complaint.)

In any event, my letter of March 11, 1987 to you was triggered
by my lack of knowledge of any complaint against the Board of
Supervisors, as opposed to former Supervisor Swendiman. (Inciden-
tally, the "probe" of the supervisors referenced in the photocopies

N of newspaper clippings attached to the complaint turned out to be
much smoke with no fire. I have enclosed photocopies of local
newspaper articles covering this non-event for the Commission s
files.)

Thank you for your time and consideration of this matter.

Very uly your

County Counsel

DRF: ss
Enclosures

21
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Two Shasta County supervi-
sors maid they are looking for-ward to returning to county
business without allegations ofwrongdoing banging over their
heads.

"The public is tired of this and
1 know the supervisors are tired
of it," Supervisor Pete Peters
said.

"i'm just glad It's over," Su-pervisor Abe Hathaway said.
Shasta County District Attor-

ney Steve Canton maid Friday
that Peters, Hathaway and fel-
low Supervisor Steve Swendi-

man have been cleared of alle-
gations they misused publicfunds following an investigation
conducted by the Shasta County
Sheriff's Department.

Sheriff Phil Eoff launched theprobe In August after Miliville
resident Flora Pearson, a fre-
quent board critic, presented
him with county records she
said raised questions about the
use of public funds.

The probe focused on a Red
Bluff motel bill submitted byPeters, 72 phone calls made bySwendiman to a Sacramento po-

Expert: Some Nazis
went Down Under

ww* ~ SYDNEY, Australia (AP) - A
government~appointed Naziwife hunter said Friday he has noEhm- doubt that war criminals settleda and in Australia after World War II~otati; but that he could not say howle and many or if any are still alive.broth- The investigator, Andrewo and Menales, made the remark twoDel.; days after the Los Angeles-Lining- based Simon Wiesenthal Centeridchil- handed over to Foreign Minister
Bill Hayden a list of 40 allegedipel is Nazis thought to be living in
Australia.

"Statistically and otherwise
there are bound to be some. The
question is how many," Meniles

~, of said In a telephone interview.
Mer- Prime Minister Bob HawkeIng. ordered the War Criminals Re-held, view Board to be set up in Junea and following allegations in Parlia-dAi.~ ment of a Nazi migration toAwn, Australia in the post-war years.

The job of Menzies, who is to~~hort- issue a report of his findings in

allow or assist the entry of
suspected or known war crimi-
nals.

Two legislators, citing docu-
ments obtained under Austral-
ia's Freedom of Information
Act, have alleged that Britain
asked Australia to go easy on
war criminals in 1948.

On Wednesday in New York,the Simon Wiesenthal Center
gave a list of 40 suspected warcriminals to the Australian for-eign minister and said 150 to 175other names would be turned
over in a month. Menzies has
said he will compare the lists
with immigration records.

The center said many of theformer Nazis it claims are liv-
ing in Australia worked as po-
lice chiefs, officers of the Gesta-
po secret police, prison wardens
or concentration camp guards.

The list was not made publicbut it is ~
names, emigra on iretabs Lild

litical consultant who is also aCounty Supervisors Association
of California consultant, and use
of Hathaway's county credit
card.

Canton said Supervisor BobBosworth also was investigated
because Mrs. Pearson felt hisstatement at a board meeting
that he was a full-time supervi-
sor was in conflict with a con-flict-of-interest statement he
Wrote.

"That's not a criminal viola-
tion," Carton said.

Both Peters and Hathaway
agreed the allegations against
them necessitated an investiga-
tion.

"The amount of the charges
were small, but as public offi-
cials we should be held account.able for our actions," Hathaway
said.

"Whether it's for one dollar or
a considerable sum, it makes nodifference," Peters said.

However, both men said the
probe should have been handled
by the Shasta County Grand

Jury rather than the sheriff's ther investigation.

office.
"She (Mrs. Pearson) said shehad no faith in the Grand Jury,

but I sure wish they had handled
the investigation," Hathaway
said. "It's been hard with the
sheriff handling it."

Peters said the difficulty withthe sheriff's investigation was
the resulting publicity.

"When public officials are in-vestigated by the Grand Jury
it's handled discreetly," Peters
said. "If they are wrongfully
accused they are not publicly
smeared because they (grand
jurors) investigate on a confi-
dential basis."

Peters added the "apparent
insignificance of the charges
and apparent lack of supporting
evidence" should have prompt-
ed a Grand Jury investigation
rather than the sheriff's probe.

Mrs. Pearson said Friday she -.is displeased with the outcome.
She said she may file a writ ofmandate with an attorney or
forward her f lies to the state
attorney general's office for fur-

Welcome back to 0@@

SONS OF ITALY
SUNDAY BINGO

~ A.M. GAMES START 1 P.M.
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Supervisor
confirms Iprobe over:

cleared1,Shasta boardpf.~spend~9g~ ~harge~
OKSi.' t:

N
said Wedneadaythata sDe.'~

* ,partmentlavestlgatie. has, cleeredi
'theIoard.ofeSupervlsers ef~a.1 I t:,wrongdolng.~ ~'' f

Supervigor' ~ste Peters Wedasuday t
night confirmed am whew report by1. *' .v"
Super-viaorAbeliathawaythat f,,~'
PhU Doff told them separately ?uss4 ~

'1" day theta ~lt.... board's me
*of public and .d.I.i.tf~tlY~i.~? .~'

up nothing.
.~taff turn,, Steve Iwend ~..immi amid;with Tuesday

45~S Ate .(-usa I~VJ~~SPiha invusuga .' '

LreCy~l him telling me what ~' -rvestigationl Io ~ obtckne of the' in
rwat,'%'~5wendiman amid. "Hedidat ,~*

N he would reservel'
furthes' commenta until areport about
the lnveetigation is robe

Despite repeated attempts, Doff .

~ouid not be reached for comment. '~

I)istrlct Attorney Steve Canton said ~;.. !j
the report was submitted to him' .'.' 4
Wedneeday afternoon by sheriff's

,tective Sgt. Rustt Drewer,
Caritonsaid he doesn't know what L'

tho report says because, "I haven't ~
read it yet4. .and! haven't talked ~'~"'

about this investigation at an with the ~ ~.

Sheriffs Department."* '-: :'
*~ He said he would try to read the r~Vk
* report today and may prepare a press.'
release as early as Friday. '- ~ ;4i~'
'Vloffjlaunched the inveatigation to P~$4,t
August after Millvilie resident Flora
Pearson,~a'frequent board critic,
pre9ented him with county records
she-said raised qiseattone abont the t~.,.., ,

use ofpubllc funds by Sweediman, I'',.
Hathaway and Petera.'' 'A ~ .' ~

* Although the probe was completed ~ .~ '

Sept, 15, the Sheriff's Department baa ~,'

been tight-lipped about the outcome. ~, ~

Petera and Hathaway said the wait s~, '9'.
has been frustrating. ' ~

"I never ax ted them to find '

an thin but hat's no Ion r the14 2~.I" 'a
away said. "It's e walt.'

g. For two weeks I've been walktog~~
'~ ~ S*@ SUPERVIBORS.A.1Q~f '.~-



from A-I that night. e. '~ "; priately handled
* by the 1986-67 Grandaround wondering what people were Peters said he decided to spend the Jury. ~. - -'~hinking.' night in Red Bluff because there was Eoff is a supporter of Republicanr~ Peters said: "Any time you're ac- another association meeting sc~, Assemblyman Wally Herger of Rio411sed of commiting a crime, it has to Wed the following morning. Oso, who is facing Swendiman in the~ouble you. For so long, we didn't - Supervisor Bob Bosworth said today 2nd District congressional race that~Ven know what the subject (of the that he also spent that nIght at the will be decided next month.Investigation) was. I kept wondering -Red Bluff~ Inn, 'which is an 80-mile A major part of the investigation~~hat could I have done wrong." round trip from his Cottonwood-area involved 72 telephone calls made to~I'm very happy nothing of any '~ ranch. ~. I Sacramento political consultant Paul"'~bnsequence on any supervisor was As a member of the association's Kinney at county expense by Swendi-.Qund. Supervisors try to conduct board of directors, Bosworth said it man between Dec. 31, 1985, and May~i~1emselves in proper fashion with was his responsibility to attend the 22, 1986..laspect to the public trust. / meeting scheduled the follow~~4~Frankly, I'm disappointed this* morning. ing Kinney managed Swendiman's pri-mary election campaign, but also~ hind of thing has to take place." Bosworth said he was never con- served as a consultant for the County~ ~- Part of the investigation focused on tacted by the Sheriff's Department Supervisors Association of California* .'~eters' bill for spending the night of -, about spending the night in Red Bluff on workers' compensation issues dur-~ 14 at the Red Bluff Inn, about a and doesn't know why Peters was ing the same period. Swendiman isbo-minute drive from his Anderson investigated and not him. past president of CSAC.

Supervisor Don Maddox said he was The investigation of Hathaway in-c-Peters said he was attending a never contacted by the Sheriff's De- 'volved an $18 gas bill for his officialf~bnference of the Northern California ~ pariment about the investigation.' ~. county vehicle in March when he filed~Upervisors Association, a group he Eoff has rejected charges by super-.,. reports stating he was away in Wash-"'23~~hairs, and also was present at a visors and county. officials thAt tile - ington, D.C., on county business.- banquet where drinks were served. . investigation was politically~.mjitNaL,,~ Mrs. Pearson could not be reached~Phere also was a major rainstorm ~ ed and would have been more ippro~"' for comment. ' -. 7.3 -~ r' 'S.. -* 
-4 
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Monday
OCtober 6, 1988

~OCOrd Searchlight

Editorial
Supervisors emerged
from probe unsc~thed

It's finally officisi: The
muck that Flora Pearson
thought she'd uncovered on*
some Shasta County supervi-
sors has turned out to be much
ado about very little.

In the aftermath of the af-
fair, two conclusions stand out:

- Sheriff Phil Eoff bungled
his department's so-called in-
vestigation from start to finish.

- Supervisor Bob Bos-
worth's comment that Mrs.
Pearson didn't do her home-
work very well in opposing
supervisor salary hikes - a re-
mark that angered the Mill-
yule resident and prompted
her to pore over county
records looking for some
scalps - has turned out to be
true once again.

District Attorney Steve Carl-
ton officially put allegations of
malfeasance in office to rest
Friday, saying not only did
supervisors not misuse public
funds, but "took steps to avoid
public funds from inadvertent-
ly being used for personal busi-
ness."

Eoff's first mistake, of
course, was in having his in-
vestigators look into the allega-
tions rather than referring the
matter to the Grand Jury,
where it beionged. Instead,
Eoff in August dispatched two
detectives from his under-
staffed office to take up where
the sleuth from Miliville had
left off.

Eoff's involvement gave the
appearance of being politically
motivated because he's a back-
er of Republican Wally Herger,
whose Democratic opponent in
the Nov. 4 election for a con-
gressional seat just happens to
be Supervisor Steve Swendi-
man, the primary target in the
Pearson probe.

Eoff said in late August that
his agency was best-equipped
to mount an aggressive inquiry
that would get to the bottom of
things quickly and not "drag
this out."

Detectives apparently com-
pleted the probe by Sept. 18,
yet it wasn't until Wednesday,
the first day of October, that
an Investigative report was
submitted to the district attoa-
ney's office.

As word began to leak out
last week that board members
were cleared of any wrongdo-
ing, frustrated Supervisor Abe
Hathaway reflected on the
snail's pace with which Eoff
and the agency he directs dis-
closed the findings.

"I never expected them to
find anything, but that's no
longer the point," Hathaway
said. "It's the waiting. For two
weeks I've been waiking
around wondering what people
were thinking. You feel it's
over but there's no report."

Mrs. Pearson's primary alle-
gation against Supervisor Pete
Peters was over his billing the
county for spending the night
of Feb. 14 at a Red Bluff motel
while attending a supervisors
association conference. Be-
sides hardly being the stuff of
which scandals are made, It
now turns out that Mrs. Pear-
son s research project was
lackIng.

She reported in August that
she'd turned up little or no
information regarding any
misconduct by Supervisors
Don Maddox and Bosworth.
Now it turns out that Bos-
worth, attending the same con-
vention Peters attended, blued
the county for the same lodg-
ing expense. Bosworth, howev-
er, was not Investigated, while
Peters was.

Not that Bosworth escaped
Mrs. Pearson's wrath. She at-
tacked him, it was revealed
last week, for claiming he was
a full-time supervisor when, by
her interpretation, his conflict-
of-Interest statement Indicates
otherwise. What law that was
supposed to have violated, no
one - other than perhaps Mrs.
Pearson - is quite clear on at
thit pnlnt

Interestingly enough, Mad
dox, who is E off's biggest -

not only - ally on the Board o
Supervisors, was the toni
board member not to be inves
tigated.

Mrs. Pearson, of course, dh
not get the results she wa~
looking for and is now dissatis
fled.

She said she may file a wr
with an attorney or forwar
her files to the state attorne
general's office seeking furtht
investigation. Her witch hut
may continue.

While it took longer than
should have, Shasta County si
pervisors have emerged frot
the investigation with the
honesty and integrity intac
The same cannot be said h
everyone.

2/
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USupervisor:
~EA - - and administrative I

busts County Board of Super- nothing,
V~rs h5s bees cleared of any wrong- Hathaway said Zo
doing, Supervisor Abe Hathaway said report about the invi
today. - - - - boreleasedtodayerl

Hathaway said that Sheriff Phil Despite repeated
3.6 told him and SupervIsor Steie could not be reached 6
Swendlman Tuesday that a Sherlfrs ~oi~ ia~zm~~ te~
Department criminal InvestigatIon August after MilIville
into the board's use of public funds Pearson - a frequen

- -. . - - -'

taff turned up

If told them a
mitigation would
buruday.
attempts, Eoff
or comment.
investigation In
resident Flora

I critic of the

board - presented him with county
records she clalmed raised questions
about the use of public funds by
Swendiman, Hathaway and Supervi-
sor Pete Peters.

Mthough the probe was completed
Sept. 13. the Sheriff's Department has
been tight-lipped about the outcome.

Hathaway said the wait has been
frustrating.

"1 never expected them to find
anything but that's no longer the
point," he said. "it's the waiting. For
two weeks I've been walking around
wondering what people were thinking.

"You feel It's (investigation) over
but there's no report. Either you file
charges or you're innocent."

Hathaway declined to comment spe-
cifically about the investigation until

he sees the report.
Eoff has rejected complaints by

supervisors and county officials that
the Investigation was politically moti-
vated and would have been more
appropriately handled by the 1936-87
Grand Jury.

Eoff Is a strong supporter of Repub-

See PROBE. A-12

Probe
Continued from A-i
lican Assemblyman Wally Herger of
Rio Oso. who is facing Swendiman In
the 2nd District congressional race
that will be decIded Nov. 4.

A major part of the investigation
Involved 72 telephone calls made to
Sacramento political consultant Paul
Kinney at county expense by Swendi-
man between Dec. 31, 1965. and May
221936.

Kinney managed Swendiman's pri-
mary election campaign, but also
served as a consultant for the County
Supervisors Association of California
on workers' compensation Issues dur-
ing the same period. Swendlman Is
past president of CSAC.

Hathaway said Eoft also met with

Peters but doesn't know whether they
discussed the Investigation. Peters
could not be reached for comment.

Supervisor Den Maddox said he has
kept himself at "arm's length from
the Investigation" because he wasn't
Involved but is "delighted" and "re-
lieved" all charges have been cleared.

"I never anticipated otherwise," he
said.

Supervisor Bob Dosworth said the'I
sheriff has not discussed the lnvestl-l
gatlon with him and that he was not!
interviewed by detectives." " -

"I'm wre my record Is spotless as
far as travel expenses are con-
cerned," he said;' . -

Mrs. Pearson could not be reached.
for comment.

Board cleared in probe



BEFORE FEDERAL ELECTION COUIISS ION

In the Matter of

Friends of Steve Swendiman
and Donald C. Chapman as
treasurer, et al.

I4UR 2239

-o

GEUEML COUNSEL' S DEPORT

The Office of the General Counsel is prepared to clb~ the

investigation in this matter as to the Friends of Steve ~ -

Swendiman, and Donald C. Chapman, as treasurer, and Suzanne

Swendiman, based on the assessment of the information presently

available.

7 t eaIW
Date -- /t~iiRce M. Noble

Acting General Counsel
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, D C 20463

MEMORANDUM

TO:

FROM:

DATE:

SUBJECT:

Of f ice of the Commission Secretary

Office of General CounselC~h

April 9, 1987

MUR 2239 - General Counsel's Report

The attached is submitted as an Agenda document

for the Commission Meeting of

Open Session _______________

Closed Session
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON. DC 20463 April 10, 1987

cZR?171 NAIL - RZTO EUC3IPT ~SY

Suza~ine Swendiman
1194 Almond Avenue
Redding, CA 96001

RB: MUR 2239

Suzanne Swendituan

Dear 148. Swendiman:

Based on a complaint filed with the Federal 
Election

Commission on September 11, 1986, and information supplied by the

CCh Friends of Steve Swendiman Committee, and Donald 
C. Chapman, as

treasurer, the Commission, on February 24, 1987, found that

there was reason to believe you violated 2 
U.S.C.

S 441a(a) (1) (A), and instituted an investigation 
of this matter.

After considering all the evidence available 
to the

Commission, the Office of the General Counsel is prepared 
to

recommend that the Commission find no probable 
cause to believe

that a violation has occurred. In view of this recommendation,

the Office of General Counsel will make no 
recommendation

concerning your request for pre-probable cause conciliation at
this time.

The Commission may or may not approve the General 
Counsel'S

N recommendation. Submitted for your review is a brief stating the

position of the General Counsel on the legal and factual 
issues

of the case. Within 15 days of your receipt of this notice, you

may file with the Secretary of the Commission a brief (10 copies

if possible) stating your position on the issues and replying 
to

the brief of the General Counsel. (Three copies of such brief

should also be forwarded to the Office of the General Counsel, if

possible.) The General Counsel's brief and any brief which you

may submit will be considered by the CommisSion 
before proceeding

to a vote of whether there is probable cause to believe a

violation has occurred.

If you are unable to file a responsive brief 
within 15 days,

you may submit a written request to the Commission 
for an

extension of time in which to file a brief. 
The CommissiOn will

not grant any extensions beyond 20 days. All requests for

extension of time must be submitted in writing five days 
prior to

the due date. Further, good cause must be shown.

21



S~izanne Swendiman
Page Two

A finding of probable cause to believe requires that the
Office of the General Counsel attempt for a period of not less
than 30, but not more than 90 days, to settle this matter through
a conciliation agreement.

Should you have any questions, please contact Laurence B.
Tobey, the attorney assigned to handle this matter, at (202) 376-
8200.

Enclosure
Brief

1J~

C,
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BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTIOU CWUIISS lOU

In the Matter of )
)

Suzanne Swendiman ) MUR 2239
)

GENERAL COUNSEL' S BRIEF

1. STATUSENT OF THE CASE

This matter arose on a complaint from Louis William Barnett

F "Complainant'). Complainant alleged that reports

filed with the Commission by the Friends of Steve Swendiman

Committee and Donald C. Chapman, as treasurer (hereinafter, "the

Swendiman Committee") showed that Suzanne Swendiman made

excessive contributions to the Swendiman Committee.

Specifically, Complainant alleged that Suzanne Swendiman and

Steve Swendiman (the candidate) obtained a line of credit from

the Bank of California in the amount of $10,000, and then made a

loan of $7,600 from that line of credit to the Swendiman

Committee. In addition, the Swendiman Committee reported that

Suzanne Swendiman had also made a $500 contribution. Complainant
C

alleged that Suzanne Swendiman's share of the loan, when combined
N

with her contribution, exceeded the applicable contribution limit

of $1,000 per election.

In addition, Complainant alleged that the Swendiman

Committee failed to report in-kind contributions from the Shasta

County (California) Board of Supervisors. Steve Swendiman was

the Chairman of the Board of Supervisors at the time he ran for

Congress. Complainant alleged that the Shasta County Board of

2Lk
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Supervisors had paid for telephone calls by Swendiman in

connection with his campaign.

On October 15, 1986, this Office received a response from

the Swendiman Committee. The Swendiman Committee stated that

Steve Swendiman and Suzanne Swendiman had applied for the line of

credit as alleged, and made the reported loan of ~7,6OO, which

the Committee repaid as agreed.

The facts stated in the response suggested that the

transaction might have been permissible under 11 C.P.R.
0

S 100.7(a) (1) (i) (D), which provides that where a spouse of a
am

candidate is required to sign a loan instrument when jointly-held

assets are used as collateral for a loan to the candidate's

campaign, there is no contribution by the spouse, provided that

the candidate's share of the jointly-held assets equals or

exceeds the amount of the loan which is used for the candidate's

campaign.
C

However, the response failed to establish several crucial
N

cc facts. The response neglected to state whether Steve Swendiman

and Suzanne Swendiman were married (as opposed to being related

in some other way). The response also did not make clear whether

the line of credit was secured by jointly-held assets or whether

Suzanne Swendiman's signature was required for the line of credit

application.

On February 24, 1987, the Commission found reason to believe

that Suzanne Swendiman violated 2 U.S.C. S 441a(a)(l)(A). The
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Commission approved written questions for Suzanne Swendiman, to

be answered in writing and under oath. At the same time, the

Commission found reason to believe that the Friends of Steve

Swendizman committee, and Donald C. Chapman, as treasurer,

violated 2 U.S.C. S 44la(f) by knowingly accepting excessive

contributions from Suzanne Swendiman. However, the Commission

found no reason to believe that the Shasta County Board of

Supervisors made excessive contributions to the Swendiman

Committee, or that the Swendiman Committee had failed to report

contributions from the Shasta County Board of Supervisors.

On March 16, 1987, this Office received Suzanne Swendiman's

answers to the questions. Her responses establish that the

7/) transaction did in fact meet the requirements of 11 C.F.R.

S 100.7(a) (1) (i) (D).

~. ~

The Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended

e
N (hereinafter, "the Act") provides that no person shall make

contributions to any candidate and his authorized political

committees with respect to any election for Federal office which

exceed $1,000. 2 U.S.C. S 441a(a) (1) (A).
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The Act provides that a loan may be a contribution.

2 U.s.c. S 431(8)(A). Commission regulations provide that a Loan

which exceeds the contribution limits of 2 U.S.C. S 441a is

unlawful whether or not it is repaid. 11 C.F.R.

S lOO.7(a)(l)(i)(A). The aggregate amount loaned to a candidate

or committee by a contributor, when added to other contributions

from that individual to that candidate or committee, shall not

exceed the contribution limitations set forth at 11 C.F.R.

Part 110. 11 C.F.R. S 100.7(a) (1) (i) (B).

However, Commission regulations also provide that a
or.

candidate may obtain a loan on which his or her spouse's

signature is required when jointly owned assets are used as

collateral or security for the loan. The spouse shall not be

considered a contributor to the candidate's campaign if the value

of the candidate's share of the property used as collateral

equals or exceeds the amount of the loan which is used for the

candidate's campaign. 11 C.F.R. S 100.7(a) (1) (i) (D).
N

The responses submitted by the Swendiman Committee (on

October 14, 1986) and by Suzanne Swendiman (on March 16, 1987),

establish that the transactions were permissible under 11 C.F.R.

S 100.7(a) (1) (i) (D) and that Suzanne Swendiman did not exceed the

contribution limitation.

Suzanne Swendiman stated under oath that she was in fact

married to Stephen C. Swendiman at the time of the transactions.

She also stated that the Bank of California required her to sign
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the line of credit application because 
she was the wife of

Stephen C. Swendiman. A copy of the line of credit application

was submitted showing the signature of 
both sp0U505 .

Suzanne Swendiman further stated that 
she and her husband

were required to submit a statement of assets and liabilities to

the bank to show what available property 
they had against which

the bank could take action if they failed 
to repay the line of

2/
credit. Suzanne Swendiman also confirmed under 

oath that the

value of the jointly-owned property was 
$88,800 at the time of

the transaction.
a,

Suzanne Swendiman's responses make clear 
that the

a,
transaction did in fact meet the requirements of 11 C.F.R.

S l00.7(a)(l)(i)(D). The parties involved were a candidate

2/ Although the text of the regulation speaks of collateral or

security for the loan, thus implying the need for a formal

security agreement1 the Explanation & Justification of the

regulation speaks of property used as collateral or as the basis

c for the loan," 48 FR 19020 (Apr. 27, 1983). This suggests that

the benefit of the regulation could be obtained in cases such as

N the present one where the transaction was not secured by a formal
a, security agreement.

3/ California is a "community property" 
state. Under community

property theory, each spouse has a right 
to one half of the

property acquired during marriage. Under this theory, Stephen C.

Swendiman's share of the property would be $44,400, which exceeds

the value of the loan the committee of $7,600. Therefore, this

requirement of 11 C.F.R. S 100.7(a) (1) (i) (D) is met.
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(Stephen C. Swendiman) and spouse (Suzanne Swendimari); the line

of credit application required the signatures of both SpOU5eSl

jointly-owned assets were the basis of the loani and the value of

the candidate's share of the property ($44,400) exceeded the

amount of the loan vhich was made to the candidate's campaign

($7,600). Therefore, the loan to the Swendiman Committee did not

constitute a contribution by Suzanne Swendiman. 
Because Suzanne

Swendiman's only contribution was $500, she was within the

permissible limit of $1,000 per election.

0 Therefore, this Office recommends that the Commission find

no probable cause to believe that Suzanne Swendiman 
violated

2 U.S.C. S 441a(a) (1) (A).

LO

e iii. RECCUIEUDALTIOU

1. Find no probable cause to believe that Suzanne Swendiman

c violated 2 u.S.C. S 441a(a) (1) (A).

N

Date
~i~irence 1.1. NobleActing General Counsel
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, D C 20463

April 10, 1987

C3M~'Ifl3) NAIL - RMU RUCUIP? RUDUESTE)

Donald C. Chapman, Treasurer
Friends of Steve Svendiman
1194 Almond Avenue
Redding, CA 96001

RE: MUR 2239
Friends of Steve Swendiman,
and Donald C. Chapman, as
treasurer

Dear Mr. Chapman:
0 Based on a complaint filed with the Federal Election

Commission on September 11, 1986, and information supplied by
you, the Commission, on February 24, 1987, found that there was
reason to believe that the Friends of Steve Swendiman Committee
(the Committee) and you, as treasurer, violated 2 U.S.C.
S 441aCf), and instituted an investigation of this matter.

After considering all the evidence available to the
C Commission, the Office of the General Counsel is prepared to

recommend that the Commission find no probable cause to believe
that a violation has occurred. In view of this recommendation,

the Office of General Counsel will make no recommendation
concerning your request for pre-probable cause conciliation at

N this time.

The Commission may or may not approve the General Counsel's
recommendation. Submitted for your review is a brief stating the
position of the General Counsel on the legal and factual issues
of the case. Within 15 days of your receipt of this notice, you
may file with the Secretary of the Commission a brief (10 copies
if possible) stating your position on the issues and replying to
the brief of the General Counsel. (Three copies of such brief
should also be forwarded to the Office of the General Counsel, if
possible.) The General Counsel's brief and any brief which you
may submit will be considered by the Commission before proceeding
to a vote of whether there is probable cause to believe a
violation has occurred.

as'



Friends of Steve Swendiman Committee
Page Two

If you are unable to file a responsive brief within 15 days,
you may submit a written request to the Commission for an
extension of time in which to file a brief. The Commission will
not grant any extensions beyond 20 days. All requests for
extension of time must be submitted in writing five days prior to
the due date. Further, good cause must be shown.

A finding of probable cause to believe requires that the
Office of the General Counsel attempt for a period of not less
than 30, but not more than 90 days, to settle this matter through
a conciliation agreement.

Should you have any questions, please contact Laurence E.
Tobey, the attorney assigned to handle this matter, at (202) 376-
8200.

Sincerely,

Acting General Counsel

Enclosure
Brief

Yr

C

N

2b



BEFORE tUE F~3RAL ELUCTIOU CCUISS IOU

In the Matter of )
)

Friends of Steve Swendiman, ) MUR 2239
and Donald C. Chapman, )
as treasurer )

)

GB3AL C(XIUSU. 'S BRIEF

1. SY&TUIBUT OF TEl CASE

This matter arose on a complaint from Louis William Barnett

(hereinafter, Complainant). Complainant alleged that reports

filed with the Commission by the Friends of Steve Swendiman

Committee and Donald C. Chapman, as treasurer (hereinafter, the

Swendiman Committee") shoved that Suzanne Swendiman made

excessive contributions to the Swendiman Committee, and that the

Swendiman Committee accepted these excessive contributions.

Specifically, Complainant alleged that Suzanne Swendiman and

Steve Swendiman (the candidate) obtained a line of credit from

the Bank of California in the amount of $10,000, and then made a

loan of $7,600 from that line of credit to the Swendiman

Committee. In addition, the Swendiman Committee reported that
N

Suzanne Swendiman had also made a $500 contribution. Complainant

alleged that Suzanne Swendiman's share of the loan, when combined

with her contribution, exceeded the applicable contribution limit

of $1,000 per election.

In addition, Complainant alleged that the Swendiman

Committee failed to report in-kind contributions from the Shasta

County (California) Board of Supervisors. Steve Swendiman was

the Chairman of the Board of Supervisors at the time he ran for

Congress. Complainant alleged that the Shasta County Board of
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Supervisors had paid for telephone calls by Swendiman in

connection with his campaign.

On October 15, 1986, this Office received a response from

the Swendiman Committee. The Swendiman Committee stated that

Steve Swendiman and Suzanne Swendiman had applied for the line of

credit as alleged, and made the reported loan of $7,600, which

the Committee repaid as agreed.

The facts stated in the response suggested that the

transaction might have been permissible under 11 C.F.R.

S 100.7(a) (1) Ci) (D), which provides that where a spouse of a

candidate signs a loan instrument for a loan in vhich jointly-

held assets are used as collateral for a loan to the candidate's

campaign, there is no contribution by the spouse, provided that

the candidate's share of the jointly-held assets equals or

exceeds the amount of the loan which is used for the candidate's

campaign.

However, the response failed to establish several crucial
N

facts. The response neglected to state whether Steve Swendiman

and Suzanne Swendiman were married (as opposed to being related

in some other way). The response also did not make clear whether

the line of credit was secured by jointly-held assets or whether

Suzanne Swendiman's signature was required for the line of credit

application.

On February 24, 1987, the Commission found reason to believe

that Suzanne Swendiman violated 2 U.S.C. S 441a(a)(l)(A). The

25
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Commission approved written questions for Suzanne Swendiman, to

be answered in writing and under oath. At the same time, the

Commission found reason to believe that the Friends of Steve

Swendiman committee, and Donald C. Chapman, as treasurer,

violated 2 U.S.C. S 441a(f) by knowingly accepting excessive

contributions from Suzanne Swendiman. However, the Commission

found no reason to believe that the Shasta County Board of

Supervisors made excessive contributions to the Swendiman

Committee, or that the Swendiman Committee had failed to report

contributions from the Shasta County Board of Supervisors.

On March 16, 1987, this Office received Suzanne Swendiman's

answers to the questions. Her responses establish that the
-' 9

transaction did in fact meet the requirements of 11 C.F.R.

.1) 1/
S lOO.7(a)(l)(i)(D).
II. ANALYSIS

The Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended

(hereinafter, the Act') provides that no person shall make

N contributions to any candidate and his authorized political

cc

committees with respect to any election for Federal office which

exceed $1,000. 2 U.S.C. S 441a(a) (1) (A).

es
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The Act further provides that no candidate or political

committee shall knowingly accept a contribution which violates

2 U.s.c. S 441a.

The Act also provides that a loan may be a contribution.

2 U.s.c. S 431(8)(A). Commission regulations provide that a loan

which exceeds the contribution limits of 2 U.S.C. S 441a is

unlawful whether or not it is repaid. 11 C.F.R.

S l0O.7(a)(l)(i)(A). The aggregate amount loaned to a candidate

or committee by a contributor, when added to other contributions

from that individual to that candidate or committee, shall not

exceed the contribution limitations set forth at 11 C.F.R.

Part 110. 11 C.F.R. S 100.7(a) (1) (i) (B).

However, Commission regulations also provide that a

candidate may obtain a loan on which his or her spouse's

signature is required when jointly owned assets are used as

collateral or security for the loan. The spouse shall not be
C

considered a contributor to the candidate's campaign if the value
N

of the candidate's share of the property used as collateral
cx:

equals or exceeds the amount of the loan which is used for the

candidate's campaign. 11 C.E'.R. S 100.7(a) (1) (i) (D).

The responses submitted by the Swendiman Committee (on

October 14, 1986) and by Suzanne Swendiman (on March 16, 1987),

establish that the transactions were permissible under 11 C.F.R.

S 100.7(a) (1) (i) (D), that Suzanne Swendiman did not exceed the

contribution limitation, and that the Swendiman Committee did not

accept excessive contributions.
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Suzanne Swendiman stated under oath that she was 
in tact

married to Stephen C. Swendiman at the time of the 
transactions.

She also stated that the Bank of California required 
her to sign

the line of credit application because she was the 
wife of

Stephen C. Swendiman. A copy of the line of credit application

was submitted shoving the signature of both spouses.

Suzanne Swendiman further stated that she and her 
husband

were required to submit a statement of assets and liabilities to

the bank to show what available property they had against 
which

the bank could take action if they failed to repay 
the line of

2/
credit. Suzanne Swendiman also confirmed under oath that 

the

value of the jointly-owned property was $88,800 at the time 
of

the transaction.

2/ Although the text of the regulation speaks of collateral or

security for the loan, thus implying the need for a formal

security agreement, the Explanation & JustificatiOn of the

regulation speaks of "property used as collateral 
or as the basis

for the loan, 48 FR 19020 (Apr. 27, 1983). This suggests that

the benefit of the regulation could be obtained in cases such as

N the present one where the transaction was not secured by a formal
security agreement.

3/ California is a "community property" state. Under community

property theory, each spouse has a right to one half of the

property acquired during marriage. Under this theory, Stephen C.

Swendiman's share of the property would be $44,400, which exceeds

the value of the loan the committee of $7,600. Therefore, this

requirement of 11 C.F.R. S 100.7(a) (1) Ci) (D) is met.
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Suzanne Swendiman's responses make clear that the

transaction did in fact meet the requirements of 11 C.F.R.

S lO0.7(a)(l)(i)(D). The parties involved were a candidate

(Stephen C. Swendiman) and spouse (Suzanne Swendiman); the line

of credit application required the signatures of both spouses;

jointly-owned assets were the basis of the loan; and the value of

the candidate's share of the property ($44,400) exceeded the

amount of the loan which was made to the candidate's campaign

($7,600). Therefore, the loan to the Swendiman Committee did not

constitute a contribution by Suzanne Swendiman. Because Suzanne

Swendiman's only contribution was $500, she was within the

permissible limit of $1,000 per election.

Therefore, this Office recommends that the Commission find

no probable cause to believe that Suzanne Swendiman violated

2 U.S.C. S 441a(a)(1)(A). Accordingly, this Office recommends

that the Commission find no probable cause to believe that the

Friends of Steve Swendiman and Donald C. Chapman, as treasurer,
N

violated 2 U.S.C. S 441a(f).

III. BECOIIENDATIOU

1. Find no probable cause to believe that the Friends of Steve
Swendiman and Donald C. Chapman, as treasurer, violated
2 U.S.C. S 441a(f).

Date
Acting General Counsel
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON. D.C 20*3

April 10, 1987

MEMORANDUM

The Commission

Lawrence M. Nol
Acting General

SUBJECT: MUR #2239

Attached for the Commission's review are briefs stating the
position of the General Counsel on the Legal and factual issues
of the above-captioned matter. Copies of these briefs and
letters notifying the respondents of the General Counsel's intent
to recommend to the Commission a fin4ing of no probable cause to
believe were mailed on April 10, 1987. FollowIng receipt of
the respondents' replies to this notice, this Office will make a
further report to the Commission.

Attachments
1-Brief
2-Letter to respondent

udE CO r'~

-o
~0

~0~

TO:

FROM:

0

.0

'1

~ii7'A 'C)

-4
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April 30, 1987

~
cJ1

~k. ~ftu tliitahewi -U
0 Gu*ral ~xuel

1~mral Elction ~m1ssior
C Washington, D.C. 20463

~: MR 2239 - ?riegxls of Steve ~rIerKliuen and
~ia1d C. (2~apnsn, as 'Ireasurer

Dear Hr. tadtehead:

(h~ April 20 I r~ived a lettw fron the General Counsel's office,
dated April 10, 1967. I have revimd the ~ral Counsel's brief and
agree with the to the ~ission that it find no prcbable
cause to believe that a violation occurred. Consequently, I will not
file a brief on behalf of Fria~ids of Steve S~ndiman or myself as
'I~easurer.

N Sincerely,

Donald C.
freasurer

* Paid for by Friends of Steve Swendimon Committee. 1194 Almond Awenue, Redding, ~ ~~i ~ ~ 7
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In the Matter of )

Friends of 8t~ve Swendiman, and ) MUR 2239
Donald C. Chapman, as treasurer; ) V
and Suzanne Swendiman )

1)
* C:,

GENERAL C~SU.' S 33PO~1 ..

I. ~

On April 10, 1987, a brief was mailed to the Friends of

Steve Swendiman (the Committee) and Donald C. Chapman, as

treasurer; and on April 17, 1987, a corrected brief (containing

the signature of the Acting General Counsel which had

inadvertently been left out of the original brief) was sent to
C

Suzanne Swendiman. The brief to the Committee advised that this

Office was recommending that the Commission find no probable

cause that the Committee, and its treasurer, violated 2 U.S.C.

S 441a(f) while the brief to Suzanne Swendiman advised her that

O this Office was recommending that there was no probable cause to

believe that she violated 2 U.s.c. s 441a(a) (1) (A).
0

Ms. Swendiman has not responded to the brief, but Mr. Chapman by
N

letter of April 20, 1987, stated that he agreed with the

recommendation.

II. LEGAL ANALYSIS

See the briefs of General Counsel of April 10, 1987 and

April 17, 1987. Because there has been no reply brief from

either party, but a letter of agreement has been received from

the Committee, this Office is recommending that the Commission

find no probable cause to believe that Suzanne Swendiman violated

2 U.S.C. S 441a(a) (1) (A) and no probable cause to believe that

the Committee violated 2 U.S.C. S 441a(f).

2.f
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1. Find no pE~obabl9 oa~se to believe that Suzanne Swendiman
violated 2 U.S.C S 441a(a) (1) (A)p

2. Find no probable oe~ase to believe that Friends of Steve

Swendiman and DOj*1d C. Chapman, as treasurer violated
2 U.S.C. S 441a(f).

3. Approve arid send the attached letters.

4. Close the file.

ting General Counsel

N
Attachments

C
1. Letter from Donald C. Chapman
2. Letters to respondents (4)
3. Letter to complainant

10

0

N



Attachment(s) /,~Z, 5
to ~.C~~A 1 ~ 14 (~fio/t~)
have been removed from this

position in Public Record File.
C,

See Index Item(s) 27,

'9

WT

N

2$
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGtON. D C. 20463

MDIORMDUM

TO:

FROM:

DATE:

SUBJECT:

Off ice of the Commission Secretary

Office of General CounselC#~

May 20, 1987

MUR 2239 - General Counsel's Report

The attached is submitted as an Agenda do~u3ent

for the Commission Meeting of Tuesday, June 2, 1987.

Open Session ________________________

Closed Session XX

CIRCULATIONS DISTRIBUTION

48 Hour Tally Vote I I Compliance ,CXI
Sensitive I I
Non-Sensitive I I Audit Matters I I

24 Hour No Objection I I Litigation I I
Sensitive I I
Non-Sensitive I I Closed MUR Letters I I

Information I I Status Sheets I I
Sensitive I I
Non-Sensitive I I Advisory Opinions I I

Other (see distribution
& Lvi below) I I

SAni~it~iV~ - rmirr!n1at'~ nr~

h1u~ pan~r

C,

C



BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

In the Matter of )
)

Friends of Steve Swendinian, and ) MUR 2239
Donald C. Chapman, as treasurer; )
and Suzanne Swendiman )

CERTIF ICAT ION

I, Marjorie W. Emmons, recording secretary for the

Federal Election Commission executive session of June 2,
9*)

1987, do hereby certify that the Commission decided by a
C

vote of 6-0 to take the following actions in MUR 2239:
Ok

1. Find no probable cause to believe that
Suzanne Swendiman violated 2 U.S.C.

In S 441a(a) (1) (A).

2. Find no probable cause to believe that
Friends of Steve Swendiman and Donald
C. Chapman, as treasurer, violated

* 2 U.S.C. S 441a(f).

C 3. Approve and send the letters attached to
the General Counsel's report dated May 20,

N 1987.

4. Close the file.

Commissioners Aikens, Elliott, Josef iak, McDonald,

McGarry, and Thomas voted affirmatively for the decision.

Attest:

4~J~
~"Date Marjorie W. Emnmons

Secretary of the Commission

30



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON. 0 C 20463

Jur~ 8, 1987

C33II1~ NAIL - RMU RCZIP? REQUESTU)

Suzanne Swendimara
1194 Almond Avenue
Redding, CA 96001

RE: MUR 2239

Suzanne Swendiman

Dear Ms. Swendiman:

0 This is to advise you that on June 2 , 1987, the Federal
Election Commission found that there is no probable cause to

C believe that you violated 2 U.S.C. S 441a(a)(l)(A). Accordingly
the file in this matter has been closed. This matter will become
part of the public record within 30 days. Should you wish to
submit any factual or legal materials to appear on the public
record, please do so within 10 days. Such materials should be
sent to the Office of General Counsel.

If you have any questions, contact Thomas J. Whitehead at
(202) 376-8200.

C,

N
Acting General Counsel

3/



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, DC 20463

June 8, 1987

curnvi N&IL - iuin RCUZPY UUWJZS'I'ZD

Donald C. Chapman, Treasurer
Friends of Steve Swendiman
1194 Almond Avenue
Redding, CA 96001

RE: MUR 2239
Friends of Steve Swendiman
and Donald C. Chapman, as
treasurer

N
Dear Mr. Chapman:

This is to advise you that on June 2 , 1987, the Federal
Election Commission found that there is no probable cause to
believe that the Committee and you, as treasurer, violated
2 U.S.C. S 441a(f). Accordingly the file in this matter has been
closed. This matter will become part of the public record within
30 days. Should you wish to submit any factual or legal
materials to appear on the public record, please do so within 10

0 days. Such materials should be sent to the Office of General
Counsel.

If you have any questions, contact Thomas J. Whitehead at
0 (202) 376-8200.
N Sincelly,

L wrence 14. Noble
Acting General Counsel

cc: Steve C. Swendiman
1194 Almond Avenue
Redding, CA 96001

3/4
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASIIINCTON. DC. 20463

Juz~ 8, 1987

CZft?!VI~ UL 3RTU~ RUC3ZPY U~USTE
Shasta County Board o~ Supervisors
Post Office Box 880
Redding, CA 96099

RE: MUR 2239

Swendiman, Stephen C.
Dear Sir/Madame:

This is to advise you that the entire file in this matter
has now been closed and will become part of the public record
within 30 days. Should you wish to submit any legal or factual
materials to be placed on the public record in connection with
this matter, please do so within ten days. Such materials should
be sent to the Office of the General Counsel.

Should you have any questions, contact Thomas J. Whitehead,
the attorney assigned to this matter, at (202) 376-8200.

q~.

~~4b



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON. D.C. 20*3

Ju~ 8, 1987

~3I1I NAIL - mu incuzn ~zwiusim,
Stephen C. Swendiman
1194 Almond Avenue
Redding, CA 96001

RE: MUR 2239
Swendiman, Stephen C.

Dear Mr. Swendiman:

This is to advise you that the entire file in this matter
has nov been closed and will become part of the public record
within 30 days. Should you wish to submit any legal or factual

C materials to be placed on the public record in connection with
op this matter, please do so within ten days. Such materials should

be sent to the Office of the General Counsel.
Should you have any questions, contact Thomas J. whitehead,

the attorney assigned to this matter, at (202) 376-8200.

Sincere ,

C

Lawrence H. Noble
N Acting General Counsel

3/k
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMiSSION
WASHINGTON. DC 20463

Jw~ 8, 1987

CERTIFIED MAIL
RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED

Louis William Barnett, Chairman
National Foundation to
Fight Political Corruption
516 Galer Place
Glendale, California 91206

RE: NOR 2239

o Dear :

This is in reference to the complaint you filed with the
Federal Election Commission on September 12, 1986, concerning0 Steve Swendiman, Suzanne Swendiman and The Friends of Steve
Swendiman.

Based on your complaint, on February 24, 1987, the
Commission found that there was reason to believe that Suzanne
Swendiman violated 2 U.S.C. S 441a(a) (1) (A); that the Friends of
Steve Swendiman Committee and Donald C. Chapman, as treasurer,
violated 2 U.S.C. 5 441a(f), provisions of the Federal Election
Campaign Act of 1971, as amended; and instituted an investigation
of this matter. After an investigation was conducted and the

e General Counsel's briefs were considered, the Commission, on
1987, found that there was no probable cause to believe thatN either respondent violated the Act. Accordingly, the file in
this matter was closed on

This matter will become part of the public record within 30
days. The Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended,
allows a complainant to seek judicial review of the Commission's
dismissal of this action. See 2 U.S.C. S 437g(a) (8).
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If you have any questions, please contact Thomas 3.
Whitehead, the attorney assigned to this matter, at (202) 376-
8200.

Acting General Counsel

Enclosure
Final General Counsel's Report

In
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