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SUMMARY OF COMPLAINT AND RESPONSE 

On September 8, 2026, Joel Borgquist filed a complaint against candidate for 

Governor, Bernadette Wilson, requesting expedited consideration.1  The complaint alleges 

that Ms. Wilson’s 2026 Candidate Public Official Financial Disclosure (“POFD”) 

Statement failed to list her ownership interest in Denali Disposal, Inc. (“DDI”) and failed 

to identify, as sources of income, clients that paid DDI more than $1,000 during calendar 

year 2025.2  

On September 10, 2026, Ms. Wilson filed an opposition to the request for expedited 

consideration relying largely on procedural and due process concerns.3 

On September 10, 2026, the Commission held a special hearing to consider whether 

the complaint set forth sufficient grounds to merit consideration on an expedited basis.  

After consideration of the arguments presented by complainant and respondent, the 

Commission declined to grant expedited consideration.4 The Commission ordered an 

 
1 Complaint 26-13-POFD, https://aws.state.ak.us/ApocReports/Paper/Download.aspx?ID=28147. 
2 Id. 
3 Opp to Request for Expedited Consideration, 
https://aws.state.ak.us/ApocReports/Paper/Download.aspx?ID=28166. 
4 Order Denying Expedited Consideration, 
https://aws.state.ak.us/ApocReports/Paper/Download.aspx?ID=28167  
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abbreviated timeline for investigation and a hearing on the merits to occur on or before 

October 8, 2026.5 

FACTS 

 On May 29, 2026, Ms. Wilson filed a 2026 Candidate POFD Statement for her 

candidacy in the 2026 state election.6 

 Ms. Wilson’s POFD disclosed salaried income from DDI, Alaska Policy Forum, 

and Alaskans for Nick Begich, a real property interest, and a beneficial interest.7 The POFD 

did not disclose any business interests.8 

 Mr. Borquist’s complaint provided a copy of DDI’s 2026 Biennial Report filed with 

the State of Alaska’s Division of Corporations, Business, and Professional Licensing 

demonstrating Ms. Wilson’s 75% ownership in DDI and alleges that Ms. Wilson failed to 

disclose DDI as a business interest and that she failed to disclose DDI’s clients as sources 

of income.9 

LAW AND ANALYSIS 

 Alaska’s POFD statutes require state candidates to file a statement disclosing 

personal business and financial interests at the time they declare for office.10 The statement 

must be an accurate representation of the candidate’s financial affairs, covers the preceding 

year, and must disclose all sources of income over $1,000, to the extent that is 

ascertainable.11  Reportable income includes compensation from an employer as well as 

self-employment income.12  When the person is “self-employed” by a corporation, such as 

 
5 Id. 
6 2026 Candidate POFD, 
https://aws.state.ak.us/ApocReports/Common/View.aspx?ID=34142&ViewType=POFD. 
7 Id. 
8 Id. 
9 Complaint 26-13-POFD at Ex. B. 
10 AS 39.50.020(a). 
11 AS 39.50.030(b)(1). The statement must disclose the same information for the candidate’s spouse and 
dependent children; AS39.50.030(b)(2).  
12 2 AAC 50.685. 
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DDI, and the filer holds a controlling interest in the corporation, the source of income is 

the client or customer of the business.13  

Here, Ms. Wilson reported salaried income from DDI. Mr. Borgquist alleged that 

based on her 75% controlling interest in DDI, she was also required to identify each client 

or customer that paid DDI more than $1,000.  This is correct only if Ms. Wilson was “self-

employed” by DDI. 

The terms “self-employed” or “self-employment” are specifically defined and 

includes a two-part test to determine if a person is self-employed.14 First, the person must 

have an ownership interest in the business entity from which that person derives income. 

The second part states that the person must be directly and actively involved with clients 

or customers of the business by soliciting the business of the client or customer or; by 

personally providing services to the patient or customer.  Here, Ms. Wilson meets the first 

part of that test; she has ownership interest in DDI and also derives salaried income from 

DDI as the General Manager.15 However, through her affidavit, she states that she does not 

engage in sales for DDI or solicit new or potential clients or customers and that she does 

not personally provide any services to clients or customers.16 Rather, she explains that her 

role with DDI is strictly back office support and focuses on administrative and operations 

support.17 Her duties and responsibilities include route management, scheduling equipment 

maintenance, maintaining schedules for ordering parts, monitoring accuracy for route data 

and driver paperwork, payroll, human resources, and other administrative functions for the 

business.18  She states that sales, soliciting new customers, customer support and client 

services are all performed by other DDI employees.19 Given this dynamic, and that Staff 

found no evidence to the contrary of the facts provided through her affidavit, Ms. Wilson 

 
13 AS 39.50.200(a)(10).  
14 2 AAC 50.799(a).   
15 Exhibit 1, Wilson Affidavit at ¶¶ 6 and 11. 
16 Id. at ¶¶ 8-9. 
17 Id. at ¶ 7. 
18 Id.  
19 Id. at ¶¶ 8-9. 
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does not meet the second part of the “self-employment” test.  Accordingly, she was not 

required to disclose DDI’s clients and customers as sources of self-employment income. 

 In addition to income, a POFD statement must also identify by name and address, 

each business in which the filer held an interest or was an owner, director or partner and 

the nature of the interest held.20 DDI’s 2026 Biennial Report identifies Ms. Wilson as 75% 

owner, President, Director, and Stockholder of DDI.21 As such, Ms. Wilson was required 

to disclose her ownership interest in DDI. Both the statute and the instructions for Schedule 

B clearly indicate that both the income from a business interest and the business interest 

itself must be separately reported. Although Ms. Wilson disclosed income from DDI, that 

alone does not identify her ownership interest in DDI and because DDI was not separately 

disclosed as a business interest she violated AS 39.50.030(2). 

 

CONCLUSION 

 APOC staff finds that Ms. Wilson is not, by definition, self-employed by DDI and 

was not required to identify DDI’s clients or customers as sources of income and 

recommends those allegations be dismissed.  However, because DDI was not identified as 

a business interest, Ms. Wilson violated AS 39.50.030(b)(2). 

 
20 AS 39.50.030(b)(2); 2 AAC 50.708. 
21 Complaint 26-13-POFD at Ex. B. 
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MAXIMUM POTENTIAL CIVIL PENALTIES 

Ms. Wilson’s POFD was filed on May 29, 2026.22 Accordingly, the violation 

continued for 102 days until the Complaint was accepted on September 8, 2026.  The civil 

penalty for such a violation is $10 per day.23  The maximum civil penalty in this matter is 

$1,020. 

PENALTY ASSESSMENT AND MITIGATION CRITERIA 

 When APOC staff assesses a penalty, the starting point for calculation is 

2 AAC 50.855. Here, where the issue is not timeliness of the filing but rather missing 

information, staff looks to 2 AAC 50.855(b)(3) which enables staff to document the 

violation and not assess a penalty when the missing information is readily available to the 

public through another forum.  Staff finds no evidence of an intent to deceive or hide her 

ownership of DDI, only that she failed to report it as a business interest in addition to 

identifying it as a source of income.  And as evidenced by the complaint, her ownership of 

DDI was publicly available through the state’s corporations database.   

APOC staff may also recommend mitigation criteria to reduce or waive a penalty 

under 2 AAC 50.865. The criteria provides for reductions when the filer is inexperienced 

and also in instances where the penalty is significantly out of proportion to the degree of 

harm to the public for not having the information required to be reported.24 Here, this was 

Ms. Wilson’s first time filing a POFD statement and there is no evidence of an intent to 

deceive or mislead the public; her statement did not fail to disclose or misreport the income 

she received from DDI, rather it failed to disclose her ownership of DDI. 

Based on these circumstances, APOC staff recommends that Ms. Wilson be directed 

to amend her statement to fully disclose her ownership interest in DDI and that penalties 

be waived.  

 

 
222026 Candidate POFD. 
23 AS 39.50.135. 
24 2 AAC 50.865(a)(1)(B); 2 AAC 50.865(b)(4) [there is no significant harm to the public when the dollar 
amount missing is less than $100]. 
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