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PUBLIC RECORD INDEX MUR 2239 (E)

10.
11.

12.
13.

14.

15.

16.

17.
18.
19.

Complaint, filed 11 Sept 86, by Louis Wm. Barnett.

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

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

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

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

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

Ltr, 9 Oct 86, D.C. Chapman to C.N. Steele w/encls.

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

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

First General Counsel's Report, 18 Feb 87.

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

Certification of Commission action, dtd 24 Feb 87.

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

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

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

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

Ltr, 3 March 87, S.E. Thomas to D.C. Chapman
Ltr, 7 March 87, Suzanne Swendiman to FEC.

Ltr, 11 March 87, David R. Frank (Counsel, Shasta County) to
FEC.
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Ltr, 20 March 87, L.M. Noble to D.R. Frank.

Ltr, 30 March D.R. Frank to FEC.
General Counsel's Report, 8 April 87.

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

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

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).
c 27. Ltr, 30 April 87, D.C. Chapman to FEC.
o« 28. General Counsel's Report, 20 May 87.
-\¢

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

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

’
]

© 31. Closing ltrs, 8 June 87, L.M. Noble to: a) Suzanne

<r Swendiman; b) D.C. Chapman; c) Shasta County Board of
Supervisors; d) Stephen C, Swendiman; e) Louis W,

o 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.




Natwnal Founda®n To F ight Polltlca’Corruptwn%I i

516 GALER PLACE _+ _ GLENDALE, CALIFORNIA 1206 & e ki)
o ¢ Jla'=t

o T N
e 2
September 9, 1986 - &
o (e
= L
Federal Election Commission o° o
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
N loan with the notation "Amount Guaranteed Outstanding: $7,600.00".

-7 I have attached pages from the report filed by the Friends of Steve
Swendiman Committee which will reflect the above transaction.

ﬁ

- 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.

o¢

Iswear that the information contained in this complaint is true.

Encl: 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).

A Catitpenie Nom Prcts, Sty Bomefly Lospoeation.




(Individual)
STATE OF CALIFORNIA

a Notary Public in and for said State,

+ (known to me)

mhhﬁdnﬂmwﬂmbbhbm—_v&omﬂf_nhdbdwdn
that_IVE

OFFICIAL SEAL

PETER A YOLLIN
4 NOTARY PUBLIC - CALIFORNIA

LOS ANGELES COUNTY
My comm. expires MAR 23, 1990

- oh o <

Form 3213(CA 1282 (This area for officisl netarial seal)




1 o ' 0t Authorized Committes

| / ’ et . (Summary Page)
’// I:WMAI ]

3. Name of Committee (in Sult) - 2. ¢¢ F iticotion NMumber

> T sbons o Srhre Sodumrmal .| ) sas

Address (Number snd Street)

[ [avonanca)

on o AaclERIvVe,
L9V e mtoned M. 0 o ] ves mﬂ) SS9 E)gp
City, Stete ené Zip Code Check it address is different then previeusly mm )
e Lo Scasr 71 T gy
[ TYPE OF REPORT JUL 2 1 1885 =
.-m N
D April 18 Quarterly Report D Twelith dey wlmum._“_h"
(A £7 tion)
m July 1S Quarterly Report elect on _a n the State of
D October 15 Quarterly Report D Thurtieth day report tollowing the Genersl Election on
D January 31 Year End Report in the Stete of
D July 31 Mid Year Report (Non-election Yesr Only) D Terminstion Report

This report containg actinty for — m Primary Election D General Etection D Special Election D Runoff Etection

SUMMARY COLUMN A COLUMN B

-~ S. Covering NM_W‘__ through _M‘ This Perviod Calendar Yesr-10-Oste

6.  Net Contributions (other than loans)

{s) Totst Contributions (othar than loans) (From Line 11 (e))

(b) Total Contribution Refunds (from Line 20 (d))

{c) Net Contributions (other than locans) (subtract Line 6 (b) trom 8 (a)) . . .

Net Operating Expenditures
(a)

Totwl Operating E xpenditures {from Line 17)

(b) Total Offsets to Operating E xpenditures (from Lene 14}

{c) Net Operating E xpendrtures (Subtract Line 7 (b) from 7 {a)) . . .

o~ 8.  Cash on Hand at Close of Reporting Period (from Line 27) . . . . . . . . .. .. y/ e X A l,f
9.  Debts and Obligstions Owed TO The Commuttee
(ltemize all on Schedute Cor Schedule D} . . . . . . .. ... . . ......... =
10.  Debts and Obligations Owed BY The Committee
{{temize all on Schedule Cor Schedute D). . . . . . .. .. ... . .. ...... g ® r's

| certify that | have examined this Report and to the best of my knowledge

For further information, contact:
and belief it «s true, correct and complete.

F ederal Election Commission
Toli Free 8004249530

/.2 Locs! 202-523 4068
T or Print Name of Tressurer

NOTE: Submission of false erroneous or incomplete information may subgect the person s1gning this Report 10 the penalties of 2 U.S.C. §437g.

All previous versions of FEC FORM 3 and FEC FORM 33 are obsolete and should no longer be used.

‘ | ( ] 1 I o ' FEC FORM 3 (3/80)
|
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ITEMIZED R

Use ssporen) ‘ for eoch

EYDULEA .,,,‘:,':‘,.‘
)

{-,/ o Eo vy, . /..._, 8,4 (3 APl A

Any Informetion capied from such Reports or Sistements mey 1ot be sold or Beed iy eny person for the purpose of soliciting contributions or far

| commaerciel purpases, other then e neme end sddrem of eny political ghrren 10 sotick contributions from such committes.

Name of Committes (in Full) \

-4 '(gghg

A, Pull Name, Malling Address and 2IP Code Neme of Employer Date (month, Amount of Esch
TAnidec, SarArs0D f Tt S Aersr (7RlrnSerowe) | O vo) | Recsiot this Period
” o. DRssit 99T e | 27

foo.
MO ime, &g, 96059 ?‘/ 7 €800
OQocupetion
Receipt For: K Priemary O Genersl v
O Other lepecify): WYOU-(&M—‘/‘.O.‘

8. Full Name, Mailing Address end ZIP Ceds Neme of Empioyer Daw (month, Amount of Each
ST N T AN /%70 (Fposrec, | av.vem) | Receior This Perios
; . 9444:;&( 77 Vesared K TAve ) -%15,0( /00. vo

Coowe, fe. F€o
s diid Occupstion
Receipt For: S Primary O Genersl
O Other (specity): Aggregete Yeer4o-Dete-$ ¢/77, 7
C. Full Name, Meiling Address end ZIP Code Jﬂmd Employer "/ Dete {month, Amount of Esch
gy Cnw o N vV dey, yeer) Receipt This Period
C/VMWI ‘/‘.';':“"" VeAtoos CNIrXtns
SIS Y Aemtonw A ‘7,//( SO0, o
¢ %. F6oe/
Occupation
Receip For: O Genersl _&aama.&?
O Other (specify): Aggregate Yeer4o-Oste—$ oo,
D. Full Neme, Mailing Address and ZIP Code Neme of Employer Date (month, Amount of Each
A ecwnae & Toccsre JSEcr Ewicoyao dey,yeer) | Receipt This Period
f:;//ﬂnoo«.mv Aons ‘79;#( /voe.
Chrocay, (. 5598 p———
Receipt For: S Primery O Geners! | Zhewos
O Other (specify): Agoregets Yeer10-Oste—8 /. 0o0y9. 6O
€. Full Name, Mailing Address and 2% Code Neme of Employer Date (month, Amount of Easch
‘/’(;./;;y N Anss day, yeer) Receipt This Period
T o0& Loveerr s, -%
/(lop/uc, . S&oey 7//( 25 e. oo
Occupagon
Receipt For: X Primery O Generel
O Other (specify): Aggregste Yeerto-Date-$ 7 6"9. oy
F. Full Neme, Mailing Address and 2P Code Neme of Employer Dete (month, Amount of Esch
. i—-/-/’&.wv(' M0, Wdlfd 404\07 day, veer) Receipt This Period
o /N Tv e Fovmisy -?‘7 /{2
eo'r/“ﬂ/‘ / TSo. o
)<’ o8/ ion
Recsipt For: N Primery O Genersl
O Other (specify): Agoregste Yed10-Dete-$ 50, o0

G. Full Neme, Msiling Address and ZIP Code Name of Employar Dete (month, Amount of Each

Laany /7l P P BeF Swrceyso day.veer) [ Receipt This Period
222y P Croean Ao, ’
NEosm4, o, 96ooy _ G e So0. oo

Receipt For: JY Primery O Genersl o T T oA

O Other (specify): Aggregats Yeer-10-Dste—8$ ¢4 v

SUBTOTAL of Recoipts This Page (0ptionel) . . . . . . . . . .. ... ittt it iietenrneooetonoaasnsansanas ?470..“

TOTAL This Period (last pege this line numMBEromy) . . . . . . . .. ..o i ieineenneeneennensanonesonss -




LINE NUMBER _Z T (a L)

for sach numbered line)

Originel Amount Cumuistive Psyment | Balence Outstanding st
of Leen Vo Oete Closs of This Pevied

2. Tox 7—1.
SewLsve, FCoss

Election: A Primary Dﬁomd OOther (specity):

,7,(00. oo - ’7(00.60

Terma: chulm-maum. “W'ﬂ( V - - - °

List Alt Endorsers or Guarsntors (if eny) to ltem A

1. Full Neme, Meiling Address and ZIP Code Name of Employer
SIEPE s onen

I7PY AHcavono AL Occupetion
Sagois Zy. SC€oer y

Amoum Guaunmd Outstanding:
. 00

2. Full Name, Mailing Address and ZIP Code ) 8' Empoovu 9
SOt S s ) M_
s’ ,,4¢4"M ',". Occupstion

/%Avc /4. Fecoor

Amount Guaranteed Outstanding:
$2 oo, 00 |
14 3. Fuil Name, Mailing Address and ZIP Code Name of Employer
— Occupstion
po !
Amount Guaranteed Outstanding:
-, s
8. Full Name, Mailing Address and ZIP Code of Losn Source Original Amount Cumulstive Payment | Balance Outstanding st
N of Losn Yo Date Clowm of This Period
G
C]
Election: OPrimary OGeneral OOther (specify):
€Y Terms: Dasteincurred —— .  DesteDue__ __ __  Interest Rate %(spr) O Secured
c} Ls Al Endorsers or Guarantors (if any) to ltem B
N 1. Full Name, Ms:ling Address and ZIP Code Name of Emplover
~
o Occupation

Amount Guaranteed Outstanding:

$
2. Full Name, Msiling Address and ZIP Code Name of Employer

Occupation

Amount Guaranteed Outstending:
$

3. Full Neme, Mailing Address and ZIP Code Neme of Employer

Occupstion

Amount Guaranteed Outstending:f...

SUBTOTALS ThisPeriod This Page loptionel) . . . . . . . . . .. . . ... .. . . . . ittt

TOTALS This Period (last page in this line only) 7 800. 26

Carry outstanding balancs only to LINE 3, Schedule D, for this line. it no Schedule D, carry forward to eppropriste line of Summaery.
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Fruut wants to be popular
Ransan productxon is not shnvehng up

Record Sea rchlight

L e B AMEK . TRARLS

By BILL MILLER

The Shasta County Board of Super-
visors is being Investigated by the
Sherit{'s Department for possibly mis-
using public funds and county admin-
iatrative staf!.

A major part of the Sheriif’s De-
partment Investigation has to do wv/ith
whether scores of campalign-releted
pbone calls were made at county

County’s
budget

expense by board Chairman Steve
Swendiman, Sheriff Phil Eoff sald.

Eoff saild that for the past 11 days
detectives have been digging Into
questions of possible malfeasance
raised by Millville resident Flora
Pearson, who recently led the fight
that resulted in the supervisors drop-
ping a proposal to give themselves a
pay raise.

Eoff sald Thursday the criminal
investigation into the activities of the
“entire board” has been deliberately
kept “‘low key” in order to avold
casting suspicion on board members,
or damaging reputations.

Swendiman, who strongly denied
any wrongdoing, is the Democratic

nominee in the 2nd Congresslonal
District race against Republican As-

semblyman Waliy Herger of Rio Oso.

“l haven't done anything wrong,
and 1 welcome the Grand Jury to
investigate this matter,” he sald.

Why the case hasn't been referred
to the 1986-87 Grand ’Jury is belng
openly questioned by county offi-
clals — and all five supervlsors.

Swendiman and other supervisors
also questloned the sherlff’s motiva-

' ‘Sri probes iso.conuct'

tion in launchlng the Investiy un
during budget hearings.

“l don't feel threatened by It at
all,”” Abe Hathaway said when In
formed of the investigation. *‘I don't
thlnk they'll find anything on any of
us.’

Mrs. Pearson, who sald she spent a

See SHASTA. A-10

Lawmakers
near end
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. wuth examining superyisors’
expense vouchers, telephone
Dflis,"mileage ‘claimé ‘and var-
rlous other receipts;” sald her
‘tésearch ralses questions sbout
the use of county telephones,
vehicles and administrative as-
Alstants by Supervisors Swendi-
man, Hathaway nnd Pete Pe-
fers.

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

Eoff sald Mrs. Pearson gave
“him stacks of county records
and other materials during an
Aug. 19 meeting.
<-Information supplied by Mrs.
#earsocn that figures {n the in-
wvestigation includes: ./ .. »
K- Telephone records that al-
legedly show Swendiman mak-
-ing 72 calls at county expense to
-his former campaign consulting
‘tirm, Paul Kinney Productions
tn Sncrlmento during the peri-
‘od Dec. 31, ms through May
0, 1988, The cost was approx!-
mately $184, nccordlng to _the

rds.
— During the same llve month
‘perlod numerous other calls
were allegedly made by Swendi-
man to congressional campaign
workers, contributors and news-
papers in Northern California
and Washington, D.C.
« Those allegedly included the
Demecratic Congressional Cen-
tral Committee and several
Democratic congressmen who
have endorsed Swendiman, .
,<'I'm not using the courthouse
as my campaign headquarters,'
¥Swendlmnn maintained. ‘“There
are times when le come
tinto my office to talk about the
,campaign. That's a common
. lopic of conversation when peo-
iplo come into my office. I'm
mlnlu lor Congress, lor erylng
L eut loud
N Swendiman nccused Eoﬂ of
rusing the Investigation to pres-
:sure the board to take it easler
on the Sherlf{'s Department dur-

Swendiman Peters
past president of the County
Supervisors Alsoclatlon ol Call-
fornla (CSAC). " .

While the firm also mnnaged
his primary election campaign,
Swendiman said Kinney was un-
til recently a CSAC consultant
on workers’
sues. .

Swendiman sald he gets a
“myriad’’ of phone messages at
his courthouse office every day,
some with only names and num-
bers listed. He returns all his
culls, but sald he has made a
practice of determining as
quickly as possible if any are
related to his campalgn.

If that's the case, Swendiman
sufd he arranges to elther have
the person call him back or he'll
make a second return call, bill-
ing it to his home phone.

Asked 1f all the calis to Kinney
were strictly related to county
or CSAC business, Swendiman
replied, "1 can't tell you that in
every case 1 never talked with
Paul  Kinney about my cam-
paign on the county's nickel."”’

Swendiman sald he doesn't
remember calling the Washing-
ton-based Democratic Congres-
slonal Campalgn Committee and
/. FL-CIO at county expense, but
ettributed that to a *‘flurry of

compensation l_s- .

. .pe Vv Hathaway

v Loy ! REY T .
calls’’ that came and went at
the frantic onset of the cam-
paign. - v.-

Although county oﬂlclals sald
that it is unusual for a sheriff to
investigate his governing board
Eoff shrugged that off.

“I don't find that unusual. ]
find it unusual that some sher
iffs are sensitive to pollucal
pressures.”

When the Investlgatlon 1s com-
pleted, the sheriff promised to
make the findings public.

Mrs. Pearson said what trig-
gered her Investigation was a
remark made by Bosworth at &
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
off,” she said.

‘'As a taxpayer, T'm question-
Ing these expenses. If {t's all
Innocent, so be it. But In my
mind, 1 can't see that many
(questionable) iIncidents being

_colncidental,’ she sald.

*J know the board thinks it’s a
vendetta or a politically moti-
vated thing. It's nelther.”

Mrs. Pearson claims that she
and a_supporter confirmed that
Swen an‘ma sgoresChf
campalgn-related "talls by dtal-

g Eo" o .. “-‘ ,'»:'

Ing the numbers listed on the
phone ' records and, in some
cases, pretending to be college
students eager to work on the
Swendiman campalgn. . ©

In more than a half-dozen
cases, Mrs. Pearson claims that
people answering the phone told
her they were involved in the
Swendiman campalgn and wel-
comed her support.

Mrs. Pearson sald also ques
tions the following:

— Why Swendiman, since
February, has used his own car
for county business; and why,
for the period Feb. 13 through
June 6, he has bllled the county
for 5,840 mlles at a reimburse-
ment rate of 24 cents per mile.

Swendiman sald he uses his
own car to avold confiicts with
hls campalgn activities and
racked up the big county-biiled
miles on numerous trips to Sac-
ramento on supervisorial busi-
ness. '

— Why Peters billed the coun-
ty for spending the night of Feb.
14 at the Red Bluff Inn, about a
20-minute drive from his Ander-
son home.

Peters sald he was attending a
conference of the Northern Cali-

fornla upegisor Ass lati
he chalrs ts vﬁs

a‘grou

present at the motel that night
at a banquet where drlnks were
aerved RS
‘ Wlth another
meeting scheduled the following
mornlng Peters sald he declded
It was ‘‘reasonable” to stay the
night In Red Bluff.

— Why Hathaway clalmed an
$18 gas f{lllup for his officlal
county vehicle tn March, when
he Nled reports stating that he
was away for several days In
Washington on county business.

A credit card recelpt shows
Hathaway buying the gas at the
Kwik Mart station In Burney on

"March 4, whlle he was also
attending a leglslatlve confer- .

ence in the natlon’s capital from
March 1-5.
- Hathaway suspects lhe gas

county car was parked at Red-
ding Municipal Airport during
his entlre absence. He saild he
can prove that because the clty
Issued him a ticket for parking
in the wrong zone at the airport.

County Counsel Dave Frank
sald thls type of case would
normally go to a grand jury.

“Historically and traditional-
ly, the jury has been the invest!-
gating body for this kind of
alleged misconduct,” he sald.
“It's clearly within the jury‘s
jurisdiction.”

David Eppley, Reddlng Judt-
clal District marshal, argues
that Eoff has a potential conflict

of Interest because supervisors

have been In the process of
adopting a budget that calls for
major cuts In law enlorcement
expenditures. .

“I'm not saying the sherlﬂ
doesn’t have the authority to do
this, technically he does,” Ep-
pley sald, “‘but I think this case

should go to the Grand Jury

because there {s a bullt-In, In-
herent conflict of interest.”

The last two cases Involving
alleged improprieties by an
elected county officlal Involved
former District Attorney Wil

"&,m‘ ,g
" assoclation’

©

Hawes, who was investigated by
.the Grand Jury In 1980 and
. prosecuted by the state attorney
general's office, and former Su-
pervisor Bessle Sanders, whose
potentlal conflict of Interest over

. @ proposed alrport-area develop-
“ment was examined In

97y
Hawes was convicted and re
moved from office for belng
fitoxicated on the job. Mis con
victlon later was reversed by
state courts. Charges agalnst
Mrs. Sanders were dismissed
County employees who have
been questioned by sheriff's i
vestigators regarding the case
ncludes county Auditor F.dward
"Davts, County Clerk Ann R 1§,
clerks assigned to the Boa. .f

. Supervisors and former mem
.bers of the Grand Jury. |

statlon forgot to adjust the pur-
chase date, because he sald his °

» As of Friday, none of the
supervlsors had been quesuoned
dlrectly.

Elaine Vandevert, supervlslng
clerk of the board, saild she was
brilefly questloned by sheriff's
Lt. Tom Hodges and Detective
Sgt. Rusty Brewer.

“All I was asked was, ‘Did |
have any knowledge about any
orders for personal work related
to any campalgn or professional
office,” she sald. “‘And all 1 sald
was, ‘No." "

. Phyllls Caldwell, the board's
admlnlstrallve assistant, wus
questloned Wednesday.

She sald she was asked w; .
er she knew of any misuse of
counly funds, property and sup-
plies; whether campalgn lltera
ture and invitations had been
malled from the office; and
whether telephones had been
misused. .

**As far as I can tell, ‘No,' "
she sald she told the detectives.

Both Mrs. Caldwell and Ms
Vandevert are Swendiman sup
porters who sald they have vol
unteered off-hours time to work
on his congressional campalgn

“I've been very careful to do
(campalgn) stuff at home or on
my lunch hour,’” Ms. Vandeverl
sald.
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"The timing |8 very unusual.
Frankly, when youv  investigat-
ing a majority of t.. board, and
you're doing it during budget
" time, there's a confllct,” . lhe
supervisor said. -

“I frankly think he (Eoff) was
trying to Intimidate the board.
during the budget process. This °.
just smackl of belng 2 polmcal '
llsue

Sald Eoff: “Mr Swendlman ¢
has to realize that I'm the chief
law enforcement .officer “in Jhey,
.county, and I've . aot dutles:to
perform.” &3 1367 . - 1 f

The sheriff acknowledged that _
he’s an outspoken supporter of . :
Swendiman’'s Repubiican’ oppo-~
nent in the congressional race,
but said he signed a Herger:
endorsement letter months be-
fore Mrs. Peamn contacted his
office.

Eoff sald de!ectlves are look-«
ing Into the activities of ‘“‘the
entire board” and said the in-
vestigation already has been ex:
panded beyond the county. ’

Swendiman said he has sent
Eoff and Mrs. Pearson letters:.
advising them to take the mat-¢

ter to the Grand Jury. Swendi- - [

man has met with Mrs. Pearson
to discuss concerns she raised. :

‘“This seems to be something .
for the Grand Jury, not the
Sheriff's Department,” said Pe-
ters, adding that he told Eoff
several days ago that the timing
of the Investigation is ‘‘suspi-
cious.

I question why three board
members are being focused on, .
on {ssues that don't appear to
have any substance.”’

Asked why his department
and not the Grand Jury or the
state attorney general's office is
handling the case, the sherif!
said: “We're obligated, when a
citizen comes In with a com-
plaint, to investigate. We're an
investigating agency."

Eoff said he is convinced that
his agency I8 best-equipped to
mount 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 Jury
and wanted his office to handle
the case.

Jury foreman John Elledge of
Redding said he wasn't aware of .
the lnvestigation and had no
intention of discussing the mat-
ter with the sheriff.

Swendiman, meanwhile, de-
fended the vast majority of his
calls to Paul Kinney Produc-
ttons as being related to his role
as an officer and immediate

Man convicted

of parent abuse .

DALLAS (AP) — A man con-,.
victed by a jury of failing to ¢

take care of his mother has beep* | .

The conviction of Ray Edwin
Billingslea, 50, was the first in
the state under a child-abuse
statute that was modified in 1981 -
to include the elderly, prosecu-
tors said.

sentenced to 99 years in pmon!",g
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for payment to the distﬂc! for ac-

The proposed dmrla pohcy lot
tudents received its first b 8-

The boerd approved payment of
$250 for speaker Dan Clark, who will
also address studeats in the Fall

‘We are not aslhing for anything that
; not eaviroamentally sound. We
re ashing that the Forest Service
weet the timber production gosls
hich it established six years ago
ader the Resource Planning Act.
'ut unless we carry through and ex-
ess our views in writing or tele-
wne calls, our neceds will not be
‘nsidered.

“*Ora| testimony at the Reddmg
aring was s(tongly in our favor,”’
roper said. “'Perhaps we won that
attle’ but we could lose the ‘war’ if

don't follow through with phone

calls and letters,”’ he pointed out.

He ssid that mansgement plans
for other focests in California have
drawn thoussads of letters from
people living hundreds of miles from
the forests. Those letters consistent-
ly seek a reduced timber harvest and
have no concern for, noe interest in,
the communities near the forest, he
said.

**1t would be a shame to see all our
local i y overwhelmed by a
well-organized post card campaign
from the Bay Arca. We are asking
everyone to telephone or send a

letter or post card to the Lassen Na-
uoul Forest Supervisor, S5 South
to Street, Su ille, CA
9610 espressing support for the
RPA slternative, which will maintain
the current harvest levels and meet
all environmental requirements.
Anything less is a disservice to the
local citizens and fails to comply with
the requirements that social and
economic impacts on the locai com-
munity be considered,’’ Cooper con-
cluded.
The deadline for comments is
September 8.

————

Mountain Ech« welcomes letters
from readers, but reserves the right
to edit and/or reject p ially li-

belous material. All letters must be
signed, although the writer's iden-
tity will be withheld upon request.

4

ps with technical, legal punctua-
\ marks, blame, hyper-heated
Srial commentary.
e *'Big City Rule’ of anything
in business is what | call the
nr M and Butter violation of the
-n Rule. How can bread and
y¢ oa the table justify failing to
‘rstand what the other fellow
t want if we both walked a mile
- other person’s shoes?
ilt, please stop being so defen-
We like you because you have
guts than any ten people on
side of Redding. And damnit,
¢ readers understand what it
10 say it like you see it in to-
world of pussy-footed-middle-
Jroad editors.
when you sece you are wrong.
first to express it front page -

Sick And Tired

Deat Editor:

I'm really getting sick and tired of
Governor George Deukmejisn. The
state requires us, the young people,
to attend school. How in the hell can
we attend school if old Georgie de-
cides to cut our (ransportation
funds? In other words, how arc we
supposed to get to school? What is
the arrogant governor going to do
with the money he takes away from
us? Use it for his own purposes? No
one ever knows. They might say it
gocs to a certain plnce but how can
we be sure? | think we're all getting
screwedl] What was oae of the ideas
of the lottery? It was suppo}:‘;l to be
split betygen Cpliforgia sc s.
yghl SP{wher im goifig? %
George? “Ihis is the problem with

peaple whe think thesy nwn the cooe

i’m Shocked
Editor:

Frankly I'm shocked! This is with
reference to a recent news report
that UC has scrapped a plan to test
bacteris that were genetically altered
to battle frost. This test was to be
conducted in Modoc County on a po-
tato patch at a university rescarch
station near the town of Tulclake.

Do you know what ‘‘genetically
slicted’’ means? That means that a
new, untested form of cellular life
has been created.

I'm tired of buresuctsts giving the
country regions the rip |[RIP?}. Let's
sit up and take notice. Why can't this
test be done safcly, say on a ratt o
ol‘;qship (h astljpg of O gons

0 oni hct t or nflthes
oddball bnlcn- are pure -altered.”

Bl F N

River school district.
Ray Robinson was approved as s
student teacher and staff develop-

o

ment days for Big Valley Primar,
were okayed.

Board members also voted to es-
tablish a separate budget account for
lottery funds so there will be an exact
sccounting of how the funds arc
spent.

The lottery committee, chosen
carlier ia the year, will meet soon to
discuss ideas submitted by vadous
teachers. '

Sheriff’s Department
Investigating Supervisors

(continued from page 1)

calling her. He also pointed out that
all members of the board have been
heavily lobbied by organized labor
over the Cottonwood power projecta
and it could have been concerning
that.

Swendiman says he has tried to
separate his personsl life from his
duties to the board. He says he even
turned in his county car when he an-
nounced his candidacy (for Ccm
gress) to lry and avoid p

fectly acceptable. They say y
don’t recall any 21-minute calls, vut
that it is possible because they have
to get all of their messages from
their wives. .

“That's my office,” Hathaway
says. '

Regarding Pearson’s charge that
he signed for gas in the county car in
Bumey March 4 while he was in
Wuhnngton D.C., Hathaway says
it's

charges of misuse.

He says some of his expenses are
picked up by CSAC. Specifically,
mileage and lodging expenses are
reimbursed when he is on CSAC
business.

Both Hathaway and Swendiman
agree that they call their homes each
night when they are away on busi-
ness. They say the practice is per-

| dou t know. That would be
tough to do,”’ Hathaway says, con.
firming that on March 4 he was
meeting with Senator Wilson's staft
on county business in Washington.

tie also says he uses the county
pumps in Redding cvery chance he
gets, but they are open only from 4
till S and he isn't in Redding du
much of the week.

Communlly Editor Jesnne Auyle
Ottice Maneger. Kira Brazo
Advertising Mensger. Cathy Allorg
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Burney, Fall River Valley, Big Valley

he Inter-

nal Park Ranger, discussed the
3. He and 10 other speakers told

how Lassen Park was and how it is during a two-hour birthday
ceremony Saturday celebrating the park’s first 70 years.

3 Ask For Money

That would have given the Fail
River chamber 36538 and the Burney
chamber $9341.

McArthur pointed out that her
chamber wanted $16.826 for a num-
ber of projects, including the eco-
nomic promotion of the valley acd to
Iaunch a wild rice festival next year.

Caldwell pointed out the Bumey
chamber was ssking for $21,250 plus
$6000 for a special project to produce
8 videotape of the area 10 be seat to
the Caitfornia Film Commussion,
where the tape could be reviewed by
producers of movies and commer-
cials looking for locanons.

Hoodenpyle expisined how the
chamber had acquired and refur-
bished a booth from the Lions Club
to use as a tounst information cen-
ter.

The oniy other chamber to ask for

additonai funds was the Skasta Dam
Ares Chamber of Centra! Yalie:

Jim Sains of that organczation
asked for an additions) $10.000 to
putin an 800 telephone line and the
necessary support to mau literature
on all of Shasts County from his of-
fice.

Piorek’s recommendaion for the
Shasta Dam Chamber was for
$18.641.

Piorek’s other recommendancns
inciuded $11.209 for the Ancerson
chamber. 35000 for Cottonwood
$21,549 for Shasta Cascade Won-
derland Association. $7472 for the
Shasta Leke Resort Owners . $7500
for the Shasts County Economic
Development Corporstion, $£.092
for the Shasta County Library sys-
tem. and $13.400 for administratine
costs.

oves Home Study Plan

Under the Home Study Program.
the curncuium 1s taught at home by
the parent. The Home Study Super-
visor, provided by the district. is re-
sponsible for gathenng materials
and advising the parent. The parent
is responsible for the child's aca-
demic progress. If the parent wishes
to use matenials other than those
provided by the distnct. the parent
must locate and purchase the mater-
isls at his/her own expense after es-
tablishing with the Home Studyv
Supervisor that the alternarive ma-

terials wii meet the curncular objec-
tives of the Big Yalley Joint Un:fied
School Distnict.

Guidelines for the home study
student’s participation in estracur-
nicular activities are delineated

Other old business included ap-
proval of (1) the 1986-8" SIP Pro.
gram. (2) final approval of the 98-
87 budget. and (3) spproval of the
distnct administrahon policy

In new business. the board ap-
proved a contract with Chico State
wcontinued on page 2)

Hears Financing Alternatives

Lassen County were tazed equaily. it
would amount toonly $32 per parcel.

Another way to go for senior
citizens and farmers. who sre on
limited income at this nme. wouid
make them exempt from the taxes.
but if they wished to use the {aciines
in the future. they would then be re-
qutred to pay at the door ahatever
the fee turns out to be. The ad-
vantage of this approach is that some

© ar thie tmea canlda b giund

could use the facilites 1o the future
by paving the charge. esumated now
10 be perhaps $2.50, but nene of this
13 sertjed yet.

There will be more meenngs on
the subject and Mr. Kearn wil re-
turn to talk with people again

The next scheduled meenrg con-
cerning the swimming pool will be at
the high school on September 1.

Heteee tha kil ge aanfiad Achas

Photo by Walt Caldwell

Barns Burned,
Home Saved

by JEANNE RUYLE
BIEBSR—On Mondsy, August 18,
the home and gatage belonging to
Melvin Thompson snd located on
County Road Al were saved through
the efforts of 10 Big Valley Vol

.
~
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Sheriff’s Departmént
Investigating Supervisor:

by WALT CALDWELL

REDDING—Shasta County Supervi:
sot Bob Bosworth made Flors Pear-
son of Millville mad when he told het
she hadn't dose her homework, ac-
cording to Pearson.

She says she did her homewori.
Then she tried to address the board

"during its opea time last Tuesday

(August 19). Whes she was * ‘fused
permission to ask the bosro jues-
tions., she took her **homework™ di-
rectly to Shesta County Sheriff Phi
Eoff

**All | want to do is ask them some
questions and they appsrently don’t
want to snswee me, "’ n says.

Among the many questions Pear-
son wants asswered is why the
board's telephone bill allegedly con-
tsins 72 calls totalling 8 hours and 16
minutes that were placed between
December 31, 1985, and May 22,
198¢. to places such ss Paul Kenny
Productions in Sacramento (listed on
campaign dwnmenit Sled by Steve
Swendiman as s campaign consult-
ant in his current bid for Congress):
the AFL-CIO in Washington. D.C.;
the Democratic Congressional Cam-
paign Committee in Washington,
D.C.; and the Political Report Line in
Washington, D.C.

Pearson says she also wants to
know why a number of calls were
placed to Supervisor Hnﬂ:uny‘s

unless It was regarding a call fre
Marts David of the union’s politk

residence and Supervisor

Fire Department and 18 California
Department of Forestry empioyees.
A raging blaze in two hay-filled
barns about 125 feet from the
Thompson's home was contained
after an hour-and-s-half struggle
with intense heat and spot fires.

We were lucky to save the
home ~ smid Glenn Koehl, Bieber
fire chief and CDF employee.

The fire was noticed by 8 passerby
who stopped and slerted the Thomp-
sons

Three engines and one water ten-
det from the Big Valley Fire Protec.
non Distrct and one water tender
from Big Valley Lumber Company
were used to squelch the fire. CDF
support included 8 heliotack crew,
rwo engines. one helicopter, and a
heliotender. A B1g Valley district en-
gine remained at the scene all night.
iconninued oo page 2)

Hospital Ends
In The Black

FALL RIVER MILLS—For the first
ume 1n a long time, Mayers Memo-
nal Hospital finished the fiscal yesr
n the black.

Everert Beck hospital administra-
tor estimated that revenue, after the
expenses are odjusted upwatrds to
take care of some accounting prob.
lems caused by switching to the
computer. wiil still show a positive
balance of sprroximately $100.000
for the last fiscal year.

Beck says this was due in part to
the ability to take both general and
orthopedic surgeries which in pre-
vious yesrs had to be shipped to
other facilittes

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

man's some as long as 21
minutes.

She says she also wants to ask how
Supervisor Hathaway asigned for
gasoline for s county car in Burney
oa March 4, in the smount of $18.80,
when he was in Washington, D.C.,
on county business March 2-5.

Pearson says she also wants to
know why Supervisors Hathaway
and Bosworth charge o large per-
centage of their gasoline at private
stations rather than using the county
pumps st the Burney substation and
county gas station in Redding.

She says she also hes s number of

questions regarding various Teports—

the supervisors are required to fiil

Water Board
Plans
Newsletter

by AGNES BARTLETT
BIEBER—The board of Lass
County Water District #1 met Aug
19 with all members present.
Reports on completed work w:
given. Priorities were established
what will be done next.
~~A report on new ordinances v
d and di

@

out, which she claims are not com-
plete.

Sheriff Phil Eoff says Pearson
turned over & number of documents
to him August 19 regarding’ the
board of supervisors. He says he has
assigned investigators to look into
the situstion.

Board President Steve Swendiman
says the boatd has nothing to hide.

He says when the boasrd’s staff
takes a call, they take the name and
number. He (Swendiman) generslly
doesn't know what the call is about,
if it is for him. but he snswers all his
calls.

He says if he finds out the call is
not county business, he excuses
himself, hangs up, and calls back
using his persons) phone credit card
30 the county doesn’t get billed.

Regarding calls to the Paul Kenny
Firm, Swendiman says that that firm
is under contract to the California
Supervisors Association (CSAC). In
fact, according to Swendiman, that iy
how he (Swendiman) first found out
sbout the fiem. He says he has
worked with that company for five
years on the Workers Compensation
Reform Act for CSAC.

mnnthle en it can dir hetter

di says he has no recol

e

P d Some w
approved as submitted, others
quired minor changes.

Shouse will put the newsletter

gether to keep district residents

formed as to what is going on.
The board meets the

the public.

Steve Jackson, new manager o
maintenance mechsaic. has be
extremely busy doing work by hs
in front of Big Valley High Sche
He has tskep out 320 feet of old,
wire control cable that was damag
by school buses going over it. He |
had to work by hand because 1
district’s backhoe is very old o
needed parts haven't been replac
becsuse the district has been uns’
to find them. In its present condith
the backhoe is not in good enou
shspe to rip out the paving.

Another advantage of working
hand is there will be less damy|
and less material will be needed
put the street back together agair

Jeckson will make the repair
using 12-wire with conduit, wh
will take the stress and solve
prohlem. He hopes to finish ¢
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINCTON, D C 1046)

THE COMMISSION
MARJORIE W. EMMONS/ Darlene Small /04,

September 15, 1986

MEMORANDUM TO:
FROM:
DATE:

SUBJECT: MUR 2239 -~ Complaint

The attached has been circulated for your

™ information.

87 1740

Attachment
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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 91246

Dear Mr. Barnett:

This letter will acknowledge receipt of a complaint
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 of
Supervisors, and Friends of Steve Swendiman and Mr. Donald C.
Chapman as treasurer. The respondents will be notified of
this complaint within five days.

You will be notified as soon as the Commission 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
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) 376-3114.

Sincerely,

Charles N. Steele

General Counsel
A iy /;2/20414_@99

By: Lawrence M. Noble
Deputy General Counsel

Enclosure
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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 96401

Re: MUR 2239

Dear Mr. Chapman:

The Federal Election Commission received a complaint
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.

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. §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 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, 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.

Sincerely,

Charles N. Steele
General Counsel

~ : M. No kbl

By: Lawrence M. Noble
Deputy General Counsel

Enclosures
Complaint
Procedures
Designation of Counsel Statement

=2
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON. D.C, 20463 September 22, 1986

CERTIFIED MAIL- RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED
Shasta County Board Of Supervisors

PO Box 8860

Redding, CA 96099

Re: MUR 2239

Gentlemen:

N 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

o complaint is enclosed. We have numbered this matter MUR
2239. Please refer to this number in all future

N 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.

D 4045

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.

8 7

This matter will remain confidential in accordance with
2 U.S.C. §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. 1If 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, 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.

Sincerely,

Charles N. Steele

General Counsel :
SZernce M. Mokl

By: Lawrence M. Noble
Deputy General Counsel

Enclosures
Complaint

Procedures
Designation of Counsel Statement
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, D.C, 20463 September 22, 1986

CERTIFIED MAIL- RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED
Stephen C. Swendiman and Suzanne Swendiman
1194 Almond Street

Redding, CA 960401

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

ﬁ'

2 8
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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.

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.

R7 04070

This matter will remain confidential in accordance with
2 U.S5.C.§ 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 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, 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.

Sincerely,

Charles N. Steele
General Counsel

7. No
By: Lawrence M. Noble
Deputy General Counsel

Enclosures
Complaint
Procedures
Designation of Counsel Statement

L O
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FRIEMDS OF SIEVE SWENDIMAN i?
1194 ALMOND AVEUME
REDDING, CA 96001
October 9, 1986
Mr. Charles N. Steele plk
General Counsel on
Federal Election Cammission
1325 K Street, W 0
Washington, D.C. 20463 L*f
Re: MUR 2239 o

Dear Mr. Steele:

Your letter regarding the complaint by the "National Foundation to
Fight Political Corruption, Inc." was received on September 26, 1986. At
this time, it is our preference that the matter not be made public
although, as you may know, the above referenced "Foundation" conveyed the
material which was obtained fram your office to a number of newspapers,
radio, and TV 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
simple. We will not forward copies of the FEC forms to which I may refer
since they are already in your files and were included with the camplaint.

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

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

°3: 20
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Mr. Charles N. Steele
Page 2
October 9, 1986

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" accamt. The check was
signed by Suzanne Swendiman because Steve was in Colusa, Yuba City, and
Marysville that day, although either party could have signed it. A note
payable to Steve Swendiman was created in the amount 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 Committee was repaid in full on August 26, 1986 by
the Camittee. The repayment check of $7,541.67 was made payable to
Suzanne and Steve Swendiman. The amount 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.)

As shown 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 Swendiman made a $500.00
contribution to "Friends of Steve Swendiman®™ on June 8, 1986.

Allegation in P.S.:

Since your letter refers to the "camplaint" and its P.S., replete
with "press clippings”, I have enclosed two press clippings fram the
local newspaper which indicate that the politically motivated allegations
of improper use of Shasta County funds were deemed not valid by The
Shasta County District Attorney.



Mr. Charles N. Steele
Page three
October 9, 1986

I hope that the foregoing explanation, together with a number of
enclosures, adequately answers the questions which were posed in your
letter of Septembexr 22, 1986.

Sincerely,

g

Donald C. Chapman, Treasurer
Friends of Steve Swendiman

) DCC/ekf
o Enclosures:
™ (1) Check to "Friends of Steve Swendiman® from Steve and Suzanne
"N Swendiman, dated 5/28/86, for $7,600.00

(2) Check to Steve and Suzanne Swendiman fram "Friends of Steve
- Swendiman®, dated 8/26/86, for $7,541.67

(3) Back of above check

< (4) Pramissory note to Steve Swendiman in the amount of $7,600.00
o fram "Friends of Steve Swendiman"”
(5) Record Searchlight article Mydy®e Zo/ZJs2We
o (6) Record Searchlight article 10/6,/86
N
o«

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

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

288y LEA BR
-Rhasta ‘Oofl
: %e.Carlto

’ elrlm by oupervhor# Pote
-Pete
i T8 B
week that a probe into the board’s use
of, public funds and ldmlnututtve

' .'smnounanotnmg e
The investigation lnvolvod Pehn
supervisors

-. and Hathaway as well as

- Steve S8wendiman and Bob Bosworth,
"+ Carlton said in a press release.

The fifth board member, Don Mad-
dox, apparently was not investigated.

‘‘Allegations that supervisors Peters
and Swendiman used county funds for
personal business were disproven by
the investigation,’’ Carlton uld 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, Carlton said. The allegation
was that the credit card was used
locally on a date Hathaway was In

gton, 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 Millville, a fre-

§.ro /T M
ry critic who initiated the
afiods%ald this morning that:

" &apluud with the oitcome, .
i looks like I'll olther ave.to file.
Pt of mandate with My attorney:
“send my. {lies on to the mu

. ;\ ntoorney general,” she said.

“We're talking about integrity and
“homesty here. I think the public has:
the yight to expect that their tax,
onox will be spent honestly and'.
fairly

% Eoﬂ launched the tmmugmon in:
: August after Mrs. Pearson pres¥sited .
" him with county records she claimed:

raised questions about the use of:
public funds by Swendiman, Hatha-:
way and Peters. ,

Mrs. Pearson, an outspoken sup- -
porter of the Sheriff’'s Department, -
spearheaded a successful refergndum .
drive this summer after s :
increased their salaries by 9.5 percent
at the recommendation of: 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 investigation
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.

Eoff, who has denied charges that
the investigation was politically moti-
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 is facing Swendi-
man in the 2nd District congressional
race that will be decided next month.




Editorial

/4«44’/44’ rofisc

Supervisors emerged
from probe unscathed

It's tinally official: The
muck that Flora Pearson
thought she’'d uncovered on
some Shasta County supervi-
sors has turned out w be much
ado about very little.

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

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

upervisor Bob Bos-
worth’'s comment that Mrs.
Pearson didn’'t do her home-
work very well in opposing
supervisor salary hikes — & re-
mark that angered the Mil-
ville resident and prompted
her to pore over county
records looking for some
scalps — has turned out to bo
true once again.

District Attorney Steve Cll'l-
ton officially put allegations of
malfeasance in office to rest
Friday, sa; pot only did
supervisors not misuse public
funds, but ‘‘took steps to avoid
public funds from inadvertent-
|y 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 nurrtns
matter to the Grand Jury,
where it belonged. Instead,
Eoff in August two
detectives from his under-
staffed office to take up where
the sleuth from Mill had
left off.

Eoff’s involvement gave the
appearance of being politically
motivated because he's a back-
er of Republican Wally Hesger,
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 lnvestigative 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

snall's pace vmh which Eoft
and the ag be directs dis-
closed the f|

“1 never cxpoctod them to
find an but that's no
longer point,” Hathaway
said. “'It's the waiting. For two
weeks ['ve beem valklal

::ro hink ou lnl
over but there's no report.”

of Fel .uatnl!od

while attending a

association conference. BO-
sides hardly being the stuff of
which mndul are made, it
pow turns out that Mrs. Pear-
son's research project was

She reported in A that
she’'d turned up little or no
m{orm:’uo? ;u;rduu ) any
misconduct by Supervisors
Don Maddox and gﬂoﬂh
Now It turns out that Bos-
worth, attending the same con-
vention Peters attended, billed
the county for the same lodg-
ing expense. Bosworth, howev-
er, was not Inveluuud while
P.Nu" gu b

ot that Boswo escaped
Mrs. Pearson's wrath. She at-
tacked him, it was revealed
last week, for claiming he was
a full-time supervisor whea, by
her interpretation, his conflict-
of-interest statement indicates
otherwise. What law that was
supposed to have violated, no
one — other than perhaps Mrs.

Ee.'mﬂn’. s RHiER Fleyr oo at

> Interestingly enough, Mad-
dox, who is Eoff's biggest — if
got only — ally on the rd of
porvuou. was the lone
board member not to be inves-
tigated.

Mrs. Pearson, of course, did
not get the resuits she was
}o:dling for and is now dissatis-
fed.

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 huat
may continue.

While it took longer than it
should have, Shasta County su-
pervisors have emer from
the investigation with their
honesty and integrity intact.
The same cannot be sald for
everyone.
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

WASHINGTON, D.C 20463
December 3, 1986

MEMORANDUM
TO: CHARLES STEELE

GENERAL COUNSEL
ATTENTION: LAURENCE TOBEY
FROM: OSCELYN A. Annnnsoqébkz

COMPLIANCE CLERK

COMPLIANCE BRANCH, REPORTS ANALYSIS DIVISION
SUBJECT: MUR 2239

Please review the attached Requests for Additional
Information which are to be sent to the PFriends 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.
Anderson at 376-2490. Thank you.

COMMENTS :

Attachment
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20463

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
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
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 CFR 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 Kelly ]

Reports Analyst
Reports Analysis Division
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION RQ-2

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20463

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

Redding, CA 96001

Identification Number: C€00206003
Reference: October Quarterly Report (7/1/86-9/30/86)

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:

-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
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,

Robin Kelly
Reports Analyst
Reports Analysis Division
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

WASHINGTON, D C 20463

January 9, 1987

MEMORANDUM
TO: CHARLES N. STEELE
GENERAL COUNSEL
ATTENTION: LAURENCE TOBEY
FROM: OSCELYN A. ANDERSONG&Q.
COMPLIANCE CLERK
COMPLIANCE BRANCH, REPORTS ANALYSIS DIVISION
SUBJECT: MUR 2239

Please review the attached Informational Notice which is to
be sent to Friends of Steve Swendiman for the 30 Day Post-General
Report. Any comments which you may have must be forwarded to RAD
in writing by 4:00 p.m. on Tuesday, January 13, 1987.

If ccmments are not received in writing by the above date and
time, 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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Washington, D.C. 20463
FIRST GENERAL COUNSEL'S RBPORE;/

DATE AND TIME OF TRANSMITTAL MUR #2239

BY OGC TO THE COMMISSION: DATE COMPLAINT RECEIVED

BY OGC: September 11, 1986
DATE OF NOTIFICATION TO
RESPONDENT: September 22, 1986
STAFF MEMBER: L. Tobey

COMPLAINANT'S NAME: Louis William Barnett, Chairman
National Foundation to Fight
Political Corruption, Inc.

RESPONDENTS' NAMES: Friends of Steve Swendiman, and
Donald C. Chapman, as treasurer
Suzanne Swendiman
Stephen C. Swendiman
Shasta County (California)
Board of Supervisors
RELEVANT STATUTE 2 U.S.C. § 434(b)
U.S.C. § 44la(a) (1) (A)
U.S.C. § 44la(f)

Sv bldidls

2
2

hE

INTERNAL REPORTS
CHECKED: 1986 committee reports

FEDERAL AGENCIES
CHECKED: 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.




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20463
RQ-5

Donald C. Chapman, Treasurer

Friends of Steve Swendiman

1194 Almond Street

Redding, CA 96001

Identification Number: C€00206003

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
Al 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 Mary Lucille
Kaems. (11 CFR 104.3(b) (4) (i) (A) and 100.10)

N

N 4

Any amendment or clarification should be filed with the
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.

3 7

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. § 44la(a) (1) (A).

The Act provides that a loan may be a contribution.

2 U.S.C. § 431(8) (A). Commission regulations provide that a loan
which exceeds the contribution limits of 2 U.S.C. § 44la is

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

§ 100.7(a) (1) (i) (A). A loan is a contribution at the time it is

8710404552844

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. § 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

/10
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signature is required when jointly owned assets are used as
collateral or securityg/ 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. § 100.7(a) (1) (i) (D).

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
on May 27, 1986, Steve Swendiman and Suzanne 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 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
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 the 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
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
permissible under 11 C.F.R. § 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.

§ 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. § 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. § 110.10(a).

0
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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. § 100.7(a) (1) (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). 1In view of the narrow focus of the
regulation on married couples, this Office proposes to send a
written question on this issue to Suzanne Swendiman.

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
assets are a requirement of 11 C.F.R. § lOO.?(a)(l)(i)(D).i/

To resolve this issue, this Office proposes to send a written
question to Suzanne Swendiman.

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

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

4/ 1In 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 § 100.7(a) (1) (i) (D).
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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. § 100.7(a) (1) (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 whether the spouse's signature was
required by the bank for the loan. 11l C.F.R.
§ 100.7(a) (1) (i) (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
question to Suzanne Swendiman.
Provided that Respondent Suzanne Swendiman can show that the
transaction in question met the requirements of 11 C.F.R.
§ 100.7(a) (1) (i) (D), then there would be no contribution within
the meaning of the Act, and no excessive contribution in
violation of 2 U.S.C. § 441a(a) (1) (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. § 44la(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

1Y
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Donald C. Chapman, as treasurer, violated 2 U.S.C. § 44la(f) by
knowingly accepting excessive contributions.

In view of the fact that 11 C.F.R. § 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.
§ 44la.

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. § 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
jurisidiction.
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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
allegations on this issue) confirm that the investigation has
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. § 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. § 434(b)(3)(A). The
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
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follows that the Committee was under no duty to report them.
Therefore, this Office recommends that the Commission f£ind no
reason to believe that the Board of Supervisors of Shasta County,
California has violated 2 U.S.C. § 44la.

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. § 434(b) by

failing to report in-kind contributions.
RECOMMENDATIONS

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

Find reason to believe that the Friends of Steve Swendiman
ang4?ongld C. Chapman, as treasurer, violated 2 U.S.C.
§ a(f).

Find no reason to believe that Stephen C. Swendiman violated
2 U.S5.C. § 441a.

Find no reason to believe that the Shasta County Board of
Supervisors violated 2 U.S.C. § 44la

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

Approve and send the attached Questions to Suzanne
Swendiman.

Approve and the attached letters.

2/18/e
1

Attachments

I. Committee response

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

Charles N. Steele
General Counsel

Date
Deputy General Counsel
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINCTON, D.C. 20463

MEMORANDUM

TO: Office of the Commission Secretary
FROM: Cffice of General CounselQﬁ?&\
DATE: February 19, 1987

SUBJECT: MUR 2239 - General Counsel's R

The attached is submitted as an Agenda document

c
ot for the Commission Meeting of
w Open Session
e Closed Session
)
-y CIRCULATIONS DISTRIBUTION
c 48 Hour Tally Vote x] Compliance 3x]
N Sensitive £x1
Non-Sensitive [ 1] Audit Matters [ 1
(ool
24 Hour No Objection [ ] Litigation [ 1]
Sensitive [ ]
Non-Sensitive [ 1] Closed MUR Letters [ 1
Information [ ] Status Sheets [ ]
Sensitive [ 1
Non-Sensitive [ ] Advisory Opinions [ 1]

Other (see distribution
Other [ ] below) [ ]

/




)
T

~?

740 5

R 7

Attachment (s) In Irrm:

to 16+ BC P-g"_

have been removed from this
position in Public Record File.

See Index Item(s)f[, Ié




“BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

In the Matter of

Friends of Steve Swendiman, and MUR 2239

Donald C. Chapman, as treasurer

Suzanne Swendiman

Stephen C. Swendiman

Shasta County (California)
Board of Supervisors

CERTIFICATION
T
e I, Marjorie W. Emmons, Secretary of the Federal
. o Election Commission, do hereby certify that on February 24,
o 1987, the Commission decided by a vote of -0 to take
L the following actions in MUR 2239:
o l. Find reason to believe that
Suzanne Swendiman violated
~r 2 U.S.C. § 44la(a) (1) (A).
Lo
2. Find reason to believe that the
N Friends of Steve Swendiman and
Donald C. Chapman, as treasurer,
o violated 2 U.S.C. § 44la(f).

3. Find no reason to believe that
Stephen C. Swendiman violated
2 U.S8.C. § 441a.

4. Find no reason to believe that
the Shasta County Board of
Supervisors violated 2 U.S.C.
§ 44la.

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

(continued)




Federal Election Commission Page 2

Certification for MUR 2239
February 24 , 1987

6. Approve and send the Questions
to Suzanne Swendiman, as recom-
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,

‘N
L~ . ; 570
McGarry, and Thomas voted affirmatively for the decision.
or
™ Attest:
n
Date Marjorie W. Emmons ;%ZQL‘\
= Secretary of the Commission
Ly
N
oc

Received in the Office of Commission Secretary: Thurs., 2-19-87, 9:34
Thurs., 2-19-87, 4:00

Circulated on 48 hour tally basis:
Deadline for vote: Mon., 2-23-87, 4:00

Deadline Extended 24 hour

|2
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

WASHINGTON, D C 20463

MEMORANDUM TO: CHARLES N. STEELE
GENERAL COUNSEL

MARJORIE W. EMMONS/ JOSHUA MCFADDEN,

FROM:

DATE: FEBRUARY 24, 1987

SUBJECT : COMMENT TO MUR 2239 - 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

13
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20463

DATE & TIME TRANSMITTED:THURSDAY ¥ 1987 4:00

COMMISSIONER: AIKENS, ELLIOTT, JOSEFIAK, McDONALD, McGARRY, THOMAS

RETURN TO COMMISSION SECRETARY BY MONDAY, FEBRUARY 23, 1987 4:00

)
J
SUBJECT: MUR 2239 - General Counsel's Report =
Signed February 18, 1987 )
~ 28
o =
o N N
~r ; _.:A
in
o
T (/ ) I approve the recommendation
= ( ) I object to the recommendation
~N
o COMMENTS: A Ko Lo X Lloplior. Forandimar % €C" ahrid Lot

2/24/57 SIGNATURE S

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

DATE:

PLEASE RETURN ONLY THE BALLOT TO THE COMMISSION SECRETARY.

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




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, D C 20463
March 3, 1987

CERTIFIED MAIL - RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED
Stephen C. Swendiman

1194 Almond Avenue

Redding, CA 96001

RE: MUR 2239
Swendiman, 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. § 44la. 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. §$ 437g(a) (4) (B) and 437g(a) (12) (A) remain
in effect until the entire matter is closed. The Commission will
notify you when the entire file has been closed.

Sincerely,
Charles N. Steele '

i

Lawrence M.
Deputy General Counsel

cc: Friends of Steve Swendiman
Donald C. Chapman, Treasurer
1194 Almond Ave
Redding, CA 96001

14
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

WASHINGTON, D C 20463
March 3, 1987

CERTIFIED MAIL - 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
the Shasta County Board of Supervisors has violated 2 U.S.C.

§ 44la. 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. §§ 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
been closed.

Sincerely,

Charles N. Steele
General Counsel
P

. %‘\ . // ’ //. /"v
Cﬁéeﬂifzﬁ,AQ"féﬂffkl
By: Lawrence M. Noble

.- Deputy General Counsel




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

WASHINGTON, D ¢ 20463 March 3, 1987

CERTIFIED MAIL - RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED
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
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, the Commission, on February 24, 1987, determined that
there is reason to believe that you violated 2 U.S.C.

§ 44la(a) (1) (A), a provision of the Act. Specifically, it
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
Committee stated that on May 28, 1986, you and Steve Swendiman
took an advance of $7,600 against the line of credit, and loaned
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.

§ 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.
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Suzanne Swendiman
Page 2

LI

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.
§ 111.18(d). Upon receipt of the request, the Office 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

5 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
54 must be demonstrated. 1In addition, the Office of General Counsel
is not authorized to give extensions beyond 20 days.

8

n

4 This matter will remain confidential in accordance with
2 U.S.C. §§ 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,

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

~ Sincerely,

o

Scott E. Thomas
Chairman

Enclosures
Procedures
Questions

/6




QUESTIONS

TO: Suzanne Swendiman
1194 Almond Avenue
Redding, CA 96001

RE: MUR 2239
INSTROCTIONS

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
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).

2. The Friends of Steve Swendiman committee and Donald C.
Chapman, as treasurer, have stated to the Commission that on
May 27, 1986, you and Stephen C. Swendiman 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 gquestion 2, you and
Stephen C. Swendiman had a "combined net worth of $88,800."

a. To your knowledge, is this statement true?

/6
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, D C 20463
March 3, 1987

CERTIFIED MAIL -~ RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED
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.

§ 44la(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
committees set forth in 2 U.S.C. § 44la(a) (1) (A). Acceptance of
an excessive contribution would constitute a violation of ¢

2 U.S.C. 3§ 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. § 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.
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Donald C. Chapman
Page 2

If you are interested in pursuing pre-probable cause
conciliation, you should so request in writing. See 11l C.F.R.
§ 111.18(d). Upon receipt of the request, the Office 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. 1In 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. §§ 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,

= A

Scott E. Thomas
Chairman

Enclosures
Procedures

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

/7




CRRIIFIED MAIL. — RETWRAN RECEIPT REGUERTED : 2

Scott E. Thomas, Chairman March 7, lgég
Federal Election Commission ‘ %,
washington, D.C. 20463 ] e

\/J,. i r\h . ;)
MUR 2239 2. 4;;’
Swendiman, Suzannﬂ?. o

.

Dear Mr. Thomass , czp

Please accept my apologies for failing to respond to your inguiry
of Beptember 22, 1986. I have no record of receiving the
correspondance, and suspect that it was misplaced dguring the hsctic
period jJust prior to the end of my husband’s campaign for Conﬁﬁbsi.ﬁ,l =5
am enclosing responses to your questions, and am happy to provide ‘'-.-~
whatever information is necessary to dispense with this matter-in nﬁgl
timely mannar, <3 %e‘

1 do not believe that I violated & U.S8.C. Sec. 441a (a) (B (Ryp ™ .-
I believe that my answers to your questions will show that 11 q:F.Rg;Z"Q;

Sec. 100.71a) (1) (1) (D) has been met. W e

The following answers are submitted under ocath.

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.

To my knowledge, the statement that I and Stephen C. Swendiman
applied to the EBank of California for a $10,000 personal line of
cradit know as a "Signature Line" is true. To my knowledpe, that
line of credit was granted by the Bank of California on May &8,
1986.

3. (a) To my knowledpe, the statement that Stephen C. Swendiman and I
nad a combined net worth of $88,800,00 at the time we applied for
a line of credit is true. I base this judpment on the fact that
we were required to submit a statement of assets and liabilivies
to the Bank 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 18 true.

(c) The figure %88, 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 I of your letter. I
will assume that you are asking about the line of credit in
Question & of your letter. The Bank of California required me to
sign the aoplication for tne line of credit because I was tne
spouse of Stephen C. Swendiman, and because the line of credit was

/8




a4 Joint account.

Furtner explanation is appropriate relative to why I whi’%.ag;r.u
to sign on the application. My husband and I have a secovnd qgrtnlglﬁ
with Bank of California, and were required at that time to JQgptlyﬂ’ ,
sign the debt instrument. We therefore did not question whcth-r.quﬁﬂ;-
Joint signature was required on the line of credit. We intenged tg&w’
Keep the line of credit for purposes other than the campaign,cand
wanted the flexibility of either of us sipning on the account. We
still maintain the line of credit and are in good standing with the
Bank of California. Rttached is a copy of the application for the
line of credit, with the required financial information and signature
lines.

I hope these responses are satisfactory and resolve the cancerns
of your commission. I would like to bring this issue to quick
resolve, and 1 am happy to speak with anyone from the FEC relative to
this matter. I have taken the liberty of enclosing the responsas of
Donald C. Chapman, Treasurer of Friends of Steve Swendiman to a
similar inquiry made by Robin Kelly of your reports division. 8ince
Donald did not hear back from Ms. Kelly, we assumed the matter had
been settled. Please let me know if you naed additional information.

I will look forward to hearinp from you. By separate letter, 1
am requesting pre-probable cause conciliation.

Respectfully yours,

8 ne Swendimar:

1194 RAlmond Avenue
Redainn, California 96001

(916) <c46-9938 (nome)
(916) ec2e2~-6601 (work)

attachments: FEC letter from Kelly to Chapman
Chapman response to Kelly letter
Rpplication for Signature Line
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION RQ-2
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20463

SEP 2 3 1986

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

Redding, CA 96001

Identification Number: <€00206003
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
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. §§44la(a) and (f))

The term "contribution” includes any gift,
subscription, 1loan, 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 1legal steps
concerning the acceptance of excessive contributions,
prompt action by you to refund the excessive amounts
will be taken into consideration.

/8
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g An amendment to your original report (s) correcting the above
i Problem(sg) should bpe filed with t

he Clerk of the House
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 Rumber, (800) 424-953¢. My local number is

stncerely,

Robin Kelly%

Reports Analyst
Reports Analysis Division

A 8

8

87040

14




FRIENDS OF STEVE SWENDIMAN
1194 AIMOND AVENUE
REDDING, CA 96001

October 9, 1986

Mrs. Robin Kelly, Reports Analyst
Reports Analysis Division

Federal Election Commission

999 E. Street, N.W.

washington, D.C. 20463

Identification Number: C00206003
Reference: July Quarterly Report (5/15/86-6/30/86)

Dear Mrs. Kelly:

Thank you for your letter regarding the Commission's preliminary
review of the July Quarterly Report.

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

On May 27, 1986, Steve and Suzanne Swendiman applied to The Bank of
California for a $10,000.00 personal, unsecured line of credit which is
known as a "Signature Line". Credit was granted on May 28, 1986. As of
May 27, 1986 they had a combined net worth of $88,800.00, which in
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 Swendiman because Steve was in Colusa, Yuba City, and
Marysville that day, although either party could have signed it. A note
payable to Steve Swendiman was created in the amount 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 Cammittee was repaid in full on August 26, 1986 by
the Camittee. The repayment check of $7,541.67 was made payable to
Suzanne and Steve Swendiman. The amount 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.)

1§
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Mrs. Robin Kelly
Page 2
October 9, 1986

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

As reported on Schedule A, Suzanne Swendiman made a $500.00
ocontribution to "Friends of Steve Swendiman” on June 8, 1986.

After you have reviewed this letter, please let me know if you want
us to refile.

Sincerely,

Donald C. Chapman, Treasurer
Friends of Steve Swendiman

DOC/ekf

/8
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oFFRe OF COUNTY COBNSEL  “ e e
COUNTY OF SHASTA g éd Mﬁﬁa.‘ 33

1558 West Street ASSISTANT COUNTY COUNSEL

Redding, California 96001 KAREN KEATING JAHR
DePuUTY COUNSEL

(916) 225-5711 SUSAN
BRUCE N
=

March 11, 1987

Mr. Lawrence M. Noble
Deputy General Counsel
Federal Election Commission
Washington D.C. 20463

Re: MUR 2239

Dear Mr. Noble:

Your letter of March 3, 1987 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.

Very uly yaurs,

ID R. FRANK

DRF:ss




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

WASHINGTON D C 2046}

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
~N Supervisors
o Dear Mr. Frank:
A This acknowledges receipt of your letter of March 11, 1987,
which was received on March 16, 1987. You stated that you have
wn 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
o which the Commission had received which mentioned the Shasta
County Board of Supervisors as a potential respondent in
T 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's
September 22, 1986 letter with attachments, including the
o< 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. § 44la. 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. §§ 437g(a) (4) (B) and 437g(a) (12) (A) remain in effect
until the entire matter is closed.

20
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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.

24

awrence M. Noble
Acting General Counsel

Sincerely,

Enclosures
Copy of Commission's letter

dated September 22, 1986
with attachments

20
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BRUCE R. JOHNSTONE

March 30, 1987
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- ) }j !
Mr. Lawrence M. Noble et
Acting General Counsel ] s
Federal Election Commission ~ -8
Washington, D.C. 20463 oo s

— pen b L

e 7 -

Re: MUR 2239 - Shasta County Board of Supervisors

Dear Mr. Noble:

Thank you for your 1letter 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 1lack 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
of newspaper clippings attached to the complaint turned out to be
much smoke with no fire. 1 have enclosed photocopies of Tocal
newspaper articles covering this non-event for the Commission's

files.)
Thank you for your time and consideration of this matter.

Very uly your

ID R. FRAK
County Counsel

DRF:ss
Enclosures
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" Two Shasta County supervi-
sors said they are looking for-
ward to returning to county
business without allegations of
wrongdoing hanging over their
heads.

“The public is tired of this and
1 know the supervisors are tired
of It,”” Supervisor Pete Peters
sald.

“I'm just glad it's over,” Su-
pervisor Abe Hathaway sald.

Shasta County District Attor-
ney Steve Carlton said Friday
that Peters, Hathaway and fel-
low Supervisor Steve Swendl-

Record Searchlight

Saturday, October 4, 1986

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

Sherift Phil Eoff launched the
probe in August after Millviile
resldent Flora Pearson, a fre-
quent board critic, presented
him with county records she
sald ralsed questions about the
use of publlc funds.

The probe focused on a Red
Bluff motel bill submitted by
Peters, 72 phone calls made by
Swendiman to a Sacramento po-

Expert: Some Nazis
went Down Under

SYDNEY, Australia (AP)
government-appointed Nazi
hunter sald Friday he has no
doubt that war criminals settled
in Australia after World War 11
but that he could not say how
many or if any are stlll alive.

The Iinvestigator, Andrew
Menzles, made the remark two
days after the Los Angeles-
based Simon Wiesenthal Center
handed over to Foreign Minister
Bil! Hayden a list of 40 alleged
Nazls thought to be living In
Australia.

‘‘Statistically and otherwise
there are bound to be some. The
question is how many,”’ Menzles
sald in a telephone Interview.

Prime Minister Bob Hawke
ordered the War Criminals Re-
view Board to be set up in June
following allegations in Parlia-
ment of a Nazl migration to
Australia in the post-war years.

The job of Menzies, who I8 to "
issue a report of his ﬁndlngs ln

L3 PTETITN LR R PO £ PY) TP B

— A allow or assist the entry of

suspected or known war crimi-
nals.

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

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

The center sald many of the
former Nazis it claims are liv-
Ing in Australla worked as po-
lice chiefs, offlcers of the Gesta-
po secret police, prison wardens
or concentration camp guards.

The list was not made publlc
but it is uei er# tﬁto Pont
names, emligra(lo talls

litical consultant who is also a
County Supervisors Assoclation
of California consultant, and use
of Hathaway’'s county credit
card.

Cariton sald Supervisor Bob
Bosworth also was investigated
because Mrs. Pearson felt his
statement 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,” Carlton sald.

Both Peters and Hathaway
agreed the allegations agalnst
glem necessitated an investiga-

on.

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

“Whether it's for one doliar or
a considerable sum, it makes no
difference,’” Peters sald.

However, both men said the
probe should have been handled
by the Shasta County Grand
Jury rather than the sherlff’s

~ Two supervisors pleased cloud ||fted

office.

‘‘She (Mrs. Pearson) sald she
had no falth in the Grand Jury,
but I sure wish they had handled
the investigation,’”’ Hathaway
sald. "It's been hard with the
sheriff handling it.” E

Peters sald the difficulty with
the sheriff's investigation was
the resulting publicity. '

‘“When publle ofticials are in- ;
vestigated by the Grand Jury
it's handled discreetly,” Peters
sald. “If they are wrongfully .
accused they are not publicly
smeared because they (grand -
jurors) Investigate on a confl-
dentlal basis.” E

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 sald Friday she -.
is displeased with the outcome,
She sald she may file a writ of ;
mandate with an attorney or
forward her f{lies to the state
attorney general’s offlce for fur-
ther investigation.

0 53760
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Supervusor
confirms. ;.

probe over‘ .
Shasta board cleared; ...
of spendlng charges‘-af :

L t\ R S0 Y 4
- .v L!A BROOKS +

’FA second Shasta Count :Rorvhd
-sald Wednesday that a 's De- |
(r:mnont investigation has. cleared
Board. ousuporvuon of ,any
rongdoing,.~ %> v - ¢
.1 Supervisor' Pete Pctm Wodnoodny
night confirmed an eariier report b
Supervisor Abe Hathaway that 8 ¢
Phil Eoff told them arately 'l'uu-,»
r : day that a probe. into the board's use.).
of public funds and admlnlltuu
.,ulﬂnrnodupno :
'8 lsor, Steve' w.ndluun uu

Lo dlrcuu' mnﬁnw-

Vi don'tirecqll bim telling me what
'the ' olitcdme” ‘(of the® lnvutlntlon) i
;wad,'\*Swendiman ‘' said. *‘Hs.didn't ;i
8|;»IyounuyormeMhor" ANRaT RO
wendiman’ sald' he would reserve:; - -
turther comments until a report about |} 2 °
_the investigation is released.: ' “* i

Despite repeated attempts, Eoff .
gould not be reached for comment., *

District Attorney Steve Cariton sald
-the' report ‘was -submitted to him
Wednesday afternoon by sheriff’s Do- :
,loctlve Sgt. Rusty Brewer. i A

Clrllon sald he doesn't know whlt ET i

rort says because, “I haven'dfi . ;
Arend i .. and 1 haven't talked "
about thll lnvullutlon at all with thd
Sheritf's Department.” "
‘* He sald he would try to md tho
.:rort today and may prepare a pnn

se as early as Friday, -~ - 1%
' Eoft {launched the investigation in |’
August after Miliville resident Flora
Pearson,ia'frequent board critie, i
pregented’ him with county records ¥
she said ralsed questions about the :® . -
use of public funds by 8wondlmm. Mo
luuuwny and Peters.' * " ¥
- Although the probe was completed} gle N
Sept. 18, the Sherm'l Department has P
been tight-lipped about the outcome. N

Peters and Hathaway sald mo walt |'
has been frustrating.

I’ never expected them lo find
nn{thlntl but that's no longer un,,
ﬂ:’ nt,” Hathaway sald. “‘It's the walt-! ;
8. For two weell I've been wllklnl'
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o Jgeters bill for spending the night of

3

' even know what the subject (of the

w.l.' )

e ;"'..';‘]"""E’ TET TP NI Ypierey Tt
. . . 4 U [

§upervnsors

‘¥Continued from A1 - -
ound wondermg what people were

" Yhinking.”

iv Peters sald: ‘‘Any time you're ac-

chaed of commiting a crime, it has to

fouble you. For so long, we didn’t *

. investigation) was. I kept wonderlng
- What could I have done wrong."

- ‘~"“I’m very happy nothing ot any

y\

nsequence on any supervisor was
und. Supervisors try to conduct':
emselves in proper fashion wlth
. Jespect to the public trust.

G"“‘Frankly, I'm disappointed thla

§

..‘ !

* ©¥onference of the Northern Callfornia . e

d of thing has to take place.” .
2 Part of the investigation focused on .

eb.' 14 at the Red Bluff Inn, about a
ho-mlnute
me."

drive from hla Anderson

K N

4 . f-Peters -sald he was attendlng a

Gupervlsora Assoclation, a group he *

-'Jchairs, and also was present at a -

- banquet where drinks were served..

IQ\There also was a major ralnstorm

r

Tyt o R

g ’n'--. : g " ;
that night. .\ - b ® PN
Peters sald he decided to lpend the
night in Red Bluff because there was
another " association meeting sched-:

| uled the following morning. -

Supervisor Bob Bosworth said today
"that he also spent that night at the

‘sRed Bluff Inn, 'which is an 80-mile .

round trlp from hla Cottonwood-area
l'anCh s (r‘lx?'..“ M it J ) -;t".

" As a member of the aasoclatlons
, board ‘of directors, Bosworth sald it
was his responsibility to attend the
meeting scheduled the following

. morning.

Bosworth said he was never con-
tacted by.the Sheriff’s Department

". about spending the night in Red Bluff

‘and doesn’'t. know why - Peters was

. investigated and not him.

- Supervisor Don Maddox sald he was
'never contacted by the Sheriff’s De-
partment about the investigation. -

Eoff has rejected charges by super-. .
“Yvisors and county. officials ;that the
_ Investigation was pollttcallyum.otlvabm
ed and would have been more apprw‘

PV . \.. Ter, 1 W bl

H ' 2. M A Y ': )Y weep oy . o ’ _"'? " T

Voot
" .'.'. Vs =L

grlately handled by the 1986-81 Grand .
ury ' ‘
Eoff is a supporter ot Republlcan
Assemblyman Wally Herger of Rio-
Oso, who is facing Swendiman in the
2nd District congressional race that
will be decided next month. -
A major part of the lnveatlgatlon
involved 72 telephone calls made to ,
Sacramento political consultant Paul
"Kinney at county expense by Swendi- .
man between Dec. 31, 1985. and May .
" 22, 1986. . .

Kinney managed Swendunan 8 pri-:
mary election campaign, but also
served as a consultant for the County
Supervisors Assoclation of California -
on workers' compensation issues dur- !
ing the same period. Swendiman ls!
past president of CSAC.

The Investigation of Hathaway in-.

* volved an $18 gas bill for his official -

‘- county vehicle in March when he filed

reports stating he was away in Wash- !

e lngton, D.C., on county business.

- Mrs. Pearson could not be reached
for comment. - :




Editorial

Supervisors emerged
from probe unscathed

It's finally official: 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-
falr, two conclusions stand out:

— Sherlff 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- | closed the findings.

mark that angered the Mill-
ville resident and prompted
her to pore over
records looking for some
scalps — has turned out to be
true once again.

District Attorney Steve Carl-
ton offlcially put allegations of
malfeesance in office to rest
Friday, saying not only did:
supervisors not misuse public

funds, but ‘“‘took steps to avold -

public funds from inadvertent-
ly being used for personal busl-
ness."

Eotf'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 belonged. Instead,
Eoff in August dispatched two
detectives from his under-
staffed office to take up where
the sleuth from Millville 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 Swendl-
man, the primary target in the
Pearson probe.

Eoff sald 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.”

county

Detectives apparently com-
pleted the probe by Sept. 18,
yet it wasn't untll 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

snail's pace with which Eoff
and the agency he directs dis-

“l never expected them to
find anything, but that's no
longer the point,”” Hathaway

; sald. “It's the waiting. For two

weeks I've been walking
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
assoclation conference. Be-
sides hardly being the stuff of
which scandals are made, |t
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, billed
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 clalming 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 — {s quite clear on at
that pnint

_—MH"-

Monday
October 6, 1985
Record Searchlight

‘

Interestlng{y enough, Mad
dox, who is Eot{'s biggest — |
not only — ally on the Board o
Supervisors, was the lon:
board member not to be Inves
tigated.

Mrs. Pearson, of course, di
not get the results she wa:
:(l)o(l;lng for and is now dissatis

ed.

She said she may file a wr
with an attorney or forwar
her files to the state attorne
general’s offlce seeking furthe
Investigation. Her witch hu
may continue.

Whlle it took longer than
should have, Shasta County s
pervisors have emerged froi
the investigation with the
honesty and integrity Intac
The same cannot be sald f¢
everyone.
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Supervisor: Board cleared in probe

A BROOKS
Shm County Bo-rd ct Super-
has been cleared of any wrong-
:dll:z. Supervisor Abe Hathaway said

y. - . a 5=

Hathaway said that Sheriff ‘Phil
Eoff told him and Supervisor Steve
Swendiman Tuesday that a Sheriff’s
Department criminal investigation
into the board's use of public funds

-

weanesaay

Record Searchl

ight -

g S

and administrative staff turned up
nothing.

Hathaway sald Eoff told them a
report about the investigation would
be released today or Thursday.

Despite repeated lttempu. Eoff
could not be reached for comment.

Eoff launched the investigation in
August after Mlliville resident Flora
Pearson — a frequent critic of the

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

Although the probe was completed
Sept. 18, the Sheriff's Department has
been tight-lipped about the outcome.

Hathaway said the wait has been
frustrating.

“l1 never expected them to find

he sees the report.

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

Eoff has rejected complalnls by
supervisors and county officials that
the investigation was politically moti-
vated and would have been more
appropriately handled by the 1986-87
Grand Jury.

Eoff is a strong supporter of Repub-

Probe

See PROBE, A-12

L

Continued from A-1

" 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 consuitant Paul
Kinney at county expense by Swendi-
man between Dec. 31, 1985, and May
22, 1988,

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

Hathaway said Eoff also met with

Peters but doesn't know whether they
discussed the investigation. Peters
could not be reached for comment.
Supervisor Don Maddox said he has
kept himself at “arm's length from
the investigation because he wasn't
involved but is ‘‘delighted” and ‘*‘re-
lleved”’ all charges have been cleared.

Ml never anticipated ou:erwue * he
sa

Supervisor Bob Bosworth said t.be’
sheriff has not discussed the investi-
gation with him and that he 'u not'
interviewed by detectives. *

“I'm sure my record is lpoueuu
far as travel expenles lre con-
cerned,” he said:'-

Mrs. Pearson could not be relched
for comment.
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In the Matter of
MUR 2239
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Friends of Steve Swendiman =
and Donald C. Chapman, as il
treasurer, et al. o e o
” ¥
GENERAL COUNSEL'S REPORT kg
>

The Office of the General Counsel is prepared to clbode th;iﬁ%gj
a0
investigation in this matter as to the Friends of Steve ‘3 2

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

Swendiman, based on the assessment of the information presently

available.

Date Lawrence M. Noble
Acting General Counsel
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, D C 20463
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20463
April 10, 1987

CERTIFIED MAIL - RETURN RECEIPT ESTED

Suzanne Swendiman
1194 Almond Avenue
Redding, CA 96001

RE: MUR 2239
Suzanne Swendiman

Dear Ms. Swendiman:

Based on a complaint filed with the Federal Election
Commission on September 11, 1986, and information supplied by the
Priends of Steve Swendiman Committee, and Donald C. Chapman, as
treasurer, the Commission, on Pebruary 24, 1987, found that
there was reason to believe you violated 2 U.S.C.

§ 44la(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 i{s prepared to
recommend that the Commission find no probable cause to believe
that a violation has occurred. 1In 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
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.

24
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Suzanne 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 E.
Tobey, the attorney assigned to handle this matter, at (202) 376-

8200.
Sincergly,
Lawrence M. Noble
Acting General Counsel
Enclosure
o Brief
or
or
N
\r
o
r
c
~N
o
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BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

In the Matter of

Suzanne Swendiman MUR 2239

N s NP et

GENERAL COUNSEL'S BRIEF
1. STATEMENT OF THE 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") 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
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

2t
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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.P.R.

§ 100.7(a) (1) (i) (D), which provides that where a spouse of a
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.

However, the response failed to establish several crucial
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. § 44la(a) (1) (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
Swendiman committee, and Donald C. Chapman, as treasurer,
violated 2 U.S.C. § 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

i3 contributions from the Shasta County Board of Supervisors.

:: On March 16, 1987, this Office received Suzanne Swendiman's
. answers to the guestions. Her responses establish that the

'n transaction did in fact meet the requirements of 11 C.P.R.

A § 100.7(a) (1) (i) (D).

= II. ANALYSIS

v The Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended

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

o 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 44la(a)(l) (A).
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The Act provides that a loan may be a contribution.

2 U.S.C. § 431(8) (A). Commission regulations provide that a loan
which exceeds the contribution limits of 2 U.S.C. § 44la is
unlawful whether or not it is repaid. 11 C.F.R.

§ 100.7(a) (1) (1) (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. § 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
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. § 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.
§ 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

ck
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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 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
credit.g/ Suzanne Swendiman also confirmed under oath that the
value of the jointly-owned property was $88,800 at the time of
the transaction.é/

Suzanne Swendiman's responses make clear that the
transaction did in fact meet the requirements of 11 C.F.R.

§ 100.7(a) (1) (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 fcor 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
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. § 100.7(a) (1) (i) (D) is met.

24
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(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. § 441a(a) (1) (A).

III. RECOMMENDATION

1. Find no probable cause to believe that Suzanne Swendiman
violated 2 U.S.C. § 44la(a) (1) (A).

D,

awrence M. Noble

Date
Acting General Counsel
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20463
April 10, 1987

CERTIPIED MAIL - RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED

Donald C. Chapman, Treasurer
Priends of Steve Swendiman
1194 Almond Avenue

Redding, CA 96001

RE: MUR 2239

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

Dear Mr. Chapman:

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.

§ 44la(f), 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. 1In 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
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.

25



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,

N
’ M
» awrenc y e -

f: Acting General Counsel
o Englonure

N

o

T

o

N

o«




BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

In the Matter of
Friends of Steve Swendiman, MUR 2239
and Donald C. Chapman,
as treasurer

GENERAL COUNSEL'S BRIEF
1. STATEMENT OF THE 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®™) showed 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
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

25
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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.

§ 100.7(a) (1) (i) (D), which provides that where a spouse of a
candidate signs a loan instrument for a loan in which 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
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. § 44la(a) (1) (A). The

25
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Commission approved written questions for Suzanne Swendiman, to
be answered in writing and under ocath. 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. § 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
transaction did in fact meet the requirements of 11 C.F.R.

) 100.7(a)(1)(i)(D).l/
I1. ANALYSIS

The Faderal 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. § 441a(a) (1) (A).
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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. § 441a.

The Act also provides that a loan may be a contribution.
2 U.S.C. § 431(8)(A). Commission regulations provide that a loan
which exceeds the contribution limits of 2 U.S.C. § 44la is

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

§ 100.7(a)(1) (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. § 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
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. § 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.
§ 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.

25
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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
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 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
credit.z/ Suzanne Swendiman also confirmed under oath that the
value of the jointly-owned property was $88,800 at the time of

. 3
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 requlation could be obtained in cases such as
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. § 100.7(a) (1) (i) (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.
§ 100.7(a) (1) (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. § 44la(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,
violated 2 U.S.C. § 44la(f).
III. RECOMMENDATION

1. Find no probable cause to believe that the Priends of Steve
Swendiman and Donald C. Chapman, as treasurer, violated
2 U.S.C. § 441a(f).

y/s /1

Date ¢ ¢ ]{ Lawr¥nce M. No
Acting General Counsel

25
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20463

April 10, 1987

MEMORANDUM

The Commission

FROM: Lawrence M. Nob
Acting General nsel

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 £inding 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
l1-Brief
2-Letter to respondent
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April 30, 1987

[ 6]
-y
= D
S 5 O
=
on
o
Mr. Tom Whitehead ~ :
o General Counsel - :
Federal Election Commission &
= Washington, D.C. 20463 ~
o Re: MIR 2239 - Friends of Steve Swendiman and
~I Donald C. Chapman, as Treasurer
N Dear Mr. Whitehead:
w On April 20 I received a letter from the General Counsel's office,
o dated April 10, 1987. I have reviewed the General Counsel's brief and
agree with the recommendation to the Commission that it find no probable
-y cause to believe that a violation occurred. Consequently, I will not
file a brief on behalf of Priends of Steve Swendiman or myself as
= Treasurer.
™~ Sincerely,

N
!
f

27

% Paid for by Friends of Steve Swendiman Committee. 194 Aimond Avenue, Redding, CA 9600] =D




,‘.' - "' £'>
BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION '/0/y
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In the Matter of

TR

Friends of Steve Swehdinan, and MUR 2239
Donald C. Chapman, as treasurer;
and Suzanne Swendiman

02 AV

g

GENERAL COUMSEL'S REPORT

0

I. BACKGROUND
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
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.
§ 44la(f) while the brief to Suzanne Swendiman advised her that
this Office was recommending that there was no probable cause to
believe that she violated 2 U.S.C. § 44la(a) (1) (a).
Ms. Swendiman has not responded to the brief, but Mr. Chapman by
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. § 441a(a) (1) (A) and no probable cause to believe that

the Committee violated 2 U.S.C. § 44la(f).

28
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Pind no probable cause to believe that Suzanne Swendiman
violated 2 U.8.C. § 44la(a) (1) (A);

Find no probable cause to believe that Friends of Steve
Swendiman and Donald C. Chapman, as treasurer violated
2 U.S.C. § 44l1a(f).

Approve and send the attached letters.

Close the file.

s ?

ting General Counsel

Attachments

l. Letter from Donald C. Chapman
2. Letters to respondents (4)
3. Letter to complainant
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to G.C.Rurnt (s/20/87)

have been removed from this

position in Public Record File.

See Index Item(s) 27,
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20463

MEMORANDUM

TO: Office of the Commission Secretary
FROM: Office of General Counselcﬁmg'
DATE: May 20, 1987

SUBJECT: MUR 2239 - General Counsel's Report

The attached is submitted as an Agenda document

for the Commission Meeting of Tuesday, June 2, 1987,

open Session

Closed Session XX
CIRCULATIONS DISTRIBUTION
48 Hour Tally Vote [ ] Compliance KX]
Sensitive [ 1]
Non-Sensitive [ ] Audit Matters [ ]

24 Hour No Objection Litigation
Sensitive

Non-Sensitive Closed MUR Letters

—_———
[N S -]

Information [ ] Status Sheets
Sensitive [ 1]
Non-Sensitive [ ] Advisory Opinions

Other (see distribution
Other kx! below)

S iti i ]

hlue paper
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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;
and Suzanne Swendiman

- ? N e e

CERTIFICATION

I, Marjorie W. Emmons, recording secretary for the
Federal Election Commission executive session of June 2,
1987, do hereby certify that the Commission decided by a
vote of 6-0 to take the following actions in MUR 2239:

1. Find no probable cause to believe that
Suzanne Swendiman violated 2 U.S.C.
§ 44la(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. § 441a(f).

3. Approve and send the letters attached to
the General Counsel's report dated May 20,

1987.
4. Close the file.
Commissioners Aikens, Elliott, Josefiak, McDonald,
McGarry, and Thomas voted affirmatively for the decision.

Attest:

. W«ﬁmzf Cpmera”

Marjorie W. Emmons
Secretary of the Commission

30
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, D C. 20463

= June 8, 1987

CERTIFIED MAIL - RETURM RECEIPT REQUESTED

Suzanne Swendiman
1194 Almond Avenue
Redding, CA 96001

RE: MUR 2239
Suzanne Swendiman

Dear Ms. Swendiman:

This is to advise you that on June 2, 1987, the Federal
Election Commission found that there is no probable cause to
believe that you violated 2 U.S.C. § 44la(a) (1) (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.

Lawrence ‘M. Noble
Acting General Counsel

Sincegely,

3la
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20463
June 8, 1987

CERTIFIED MAIL - RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED

Donald C. Chapman, Treasurer
Priends of Steve Swendiman
1194 Almond Avenue

Redding, CA 96001

RE: MUR 2239
Friends of Steve Swendiman

and Donald C. Chapman, as
treasurer

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. § 44la(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
gays. 1Such materials should be sent to the Office of General

ounsel.

If you have any questions, contact Thomas J. Whitehead at
(202) 376-8200.

Lawrence M. Noble
Acting General Counsel

cc: Steve C. Swendiman
1194 Almond Avenue
Redding, CA 96001
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20463
June 8, 1987

CERTIFIED MAIL - gsgg%! RECEIPT REQUESTED
Shasta County Board of 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.

Lawrence M. Noble
Acting General Counsel

3le
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20463

June 8, 1987

CERTIFIED MAIL ~ RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED
Stephen C. Swendiman

1194 Almond Avenue
Redding, CA 96001

RE: MUR 2239
Swendiman, Stephen C.

Dea; Mr. Swendiman:

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. 8Should 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.

Sincete:, %
Noble

Lawrence M.
Acting General Counsel

3ld
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20463
June 8, 1987

CERTIFIED MAIL
RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED

Louis William Barnett, Chairman
National Foundation to

Fight Political Corruption

516 Galer Place

Glendale, California 91206

RE: MUR 2239

o Dear :

-— This is in reference to the complaint you filed with the

Federal Election Commission on September 12, 1986, concerning
o 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. § 44la(a) (1) (A); that the Friends of
Steve Swendiman Committee and Donald C. Chapman, as treasurer,
violated 2 U.S.C. § 44la(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
General Counsel's briefs were considered, the Commission, on
1987, found that there was no probable cause to believe that
either respondent violated the Act. Accordingly, the file in
this matter was closed on .

5

A

N

87 1 4

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. § 437g(a)(8).
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If you have any questions, please contact Thomas J.
Whitehead, the attorney assigned to this matter, at (202) 376-

. Noble
Acting General Counsel

Enclosure
Final General Counsel's Report

Jle
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