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AMENDED NOTICE OF HEARING AND PROCEDURAL ORDER1 

 
A hearing in this case will take place before the Alaska Public Offices Commission at 

approximately 1:15 p.m. on Wednesday, June 25, 2025.  

 
The Commissioners will be present in-person, by telephone, or via Microsoft Teams and will 

receive evidence regarding this matter.  You may be present at the hearing either by telephone (1-

907-202-7104, Access Code: 233 147 607#), in-person (2221 E. Northern Lights Blvd, Ste 128, 

Anchorage, Alaska), or via Microsoft Teams Meeting.2  You may be, but are not required to be, 

represented by an attorney or agent.   

 
If you wish to participate by telephone and are an individual who requires a special 

accommodation to participate, you must advise the Commission office on or before June 

18, 2025, so that a special accommodation can be made.  

PREHEARING AND HEARING PROCEDURES 
 

1) Parties.  The parties in this case are Commission Staff and Respondent.  

2) Issues.  At the hearing, the Commission will consider whether Respondent’s signs opposing 

the recall election of the city of Palmer’s Mayor were “communications” that were required to 

be identified and if so, whether the signs’ paid-for-by identifiers were accurate. 

3) Procedural history. On May 1, 2025, complainant Jacquelyn Goforth, chairperson of Recall 

Steve Carrington, a ballot proposition group formed to sponsor the recall of Steve Carrington, 

filed an expedited Complaint against No Recall for Palmer Mayor Steve, a group formed to 

 
1  The Procedural Order issued on June 10, 2025, noted an incorrect date of hearing - this 
notice corrects that mistake.  Hearing for this matter will take place on June 25, 2025. 
2  Meeting ID: 217 752 983 222 7, Passcode: qD2Eb9rH 
 



oppose the recall. The complaint was initially rejected by APOC staff due to insufficient 

service and was re-filed on May 16, 2025. The Commission held a hearing on May 20, 2025; 

denied expedited consideration of the merits; and remanded to staff for investigation.  Staff’s 

investigation report recommending the complaint be upheld was issued on June 11, 2025. 

4) Hearing procedures.  The hearing will be conducted as provided in AS 15.13.380, 

2 AAC 50.891, and the Alaska Administrative Procedure Act, AS 44.62.330 – 44.62.630.  All 

testimony must be presented or submitted under oath. A party may call witnesses, cross-

examine witnesses, present and rebut evidence. If the respondent does not testify, the 

respondent may be called and examined as if under cross-examination. 

5) Evidence and exhibits.  All relevant evidence may be admissible at the hearing.  In passing 

upon the admissibility of evidence, the Commission may consider, but is not bound to follow, 

the rules of evidence governing general civil proceedings in the courts of the State of Alaska.  

The Commission may exclude inadmissible evidence and order repetitive evidence 

discontinued.   

6) Prehearing filings.  No later than June 18, 2025, a party:  

a) may file a list of witnesses expected to testify at the hearing; 

b) may file copies of exhibits to be presented at the hearing that are marked and identified (for 

example, Resp.’s Ex. A); 

c) may file a prehearing memorandum;  

d) may file prehearing motions, including motions to dismiss, for summary judgment, or to 

exclude evidence, and 

e) shall serve all parties and the Complainant with filings submitted. 

7) Response to motions and requests for subpoenas.  No later than June 25, 2025, a party 

a) may respond to a motion; and 

b) may request the Commission to issue subpoenas to compel the attendance of witnesses, the 

production of documents, or other things related to the subject of the hearing, and is 

responsible for serving the subpoena and paying the appropriate witness fee.   

8) Extensions of time.  Requests to extend the deadlines in this order must be in writing, filed 

with the Commission, served on all parties and the Complainant, and supported by good cause.  

9) Burden of proof.  The Commission staff has the burden to prove any charges by a 

preponderance of the evidence. 



10) Order of proceedings.  Matters considered at a hearing will ordinarily be disposed of in

substantially the following order: 

a) pending motions, if any;

b) complainant may present argument under 2 AAC 50.891(d)

c) presentation of cases as follows, unless otherwise ordered by the Commission:

i) The Commission Staff’s direct case, including the investigative report, evidence, and

testimony of witnesses;

ii) Respondent’s direct case;

iii) Rebuttal by the Commission Staff; and

iv) Closing statements, if any, by Respondent and Commission Staff.

10) Decision and Order. The Commission will issue an order no later than 10 days after the close

of the record.

Dated: June 12, 2025 ___________________________________ 
Heather Hebdon, Executive Director 
Alaska Public Offices Commission 

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE: 
I hereby certify that on this date, I caused a true and correct 
copy of the foregoing to be delivered to: 
Recall Steve Carrington  
Attn: Jacquelyn Goforth  
PO Box 2768  
Palmer, AK 99645  
Jivie _58@hotmail.com 

 Certified Mail 
 Email 

No Recall for Palmer Mayor Steve 
Attn: Steven J. Carrington  
PO Box 3333  
Palmer, AK 99645 
Steve.carrington47@gmail.com 

 Certified Mail 
 Email 

Signature Date 





Department of Administration 
ALASKA PUBLIC OFFICES COMMISSION 

2221 E. Northern Lights Blvd., Rm. 128 
Anchorage, AK 99508-4149 

Main: 907.276.4176 
Fax: 907.276.7018 

www.doa.alaska.gov/apoc 

TO: APOC Commissioners 
DATE: June 11_, 2025 
FROM: Kim Stone, Campaign Disclosure Coordinator 
SUBJECT: Staff Report, Complaint 25-06-CD, Goforth/Recall Steve Carrington v. Carrington, 

No Recall for Palmer Mayor Steve.com 

SUMMARY OF COMPLAINT AND RESPONSE 

Complainant Jacquelyn Goforth/Recall Steve Carrington (Goforth) alleges 

respondent Steven Carrington/No Recall for Palmer Mayor Steve.com (Carrington) failed 

to include proper “paid for by” identifiers on his group’s signs in the 2025 City of Palmer 

Special Election in violation of AS 15.13.090(a)(2)(C). Carrington did not file a written 

response to the complaint.  

FACTS 

Complainant Goforth is chairperson of Recall Steve Carrington, a ballot proposition 

group formed to support the recall of Palmer mayor Steve Carrington in the 2025 Palmer 

Special Election. Respondent Carrington is the chairperson of No Recall for Palmer Mayor 

Steve.com, formed to oppose the ballot proposition.    

On May 1, 2025, Goforth filed an expedited complaint against Carrington alleging 

the group’s “Stop the Recall” signs did not contain the top three donors’ information as 

required by AS 15.13.090(a)(2)(C).1 Goforth signed this complaint on April 28, 2025, and 

indicated she had served the respondent “(i)n person during city council meeting.” Because 

the complaint did not meet service requirements, APOC did not accept the complaint but 

informed both parties of its action.  

1 Exhibit 1, Rejected Expedited Complaint. 
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On May 16, 2025, APOC received Goforth’s second complaint, identical in form 

and substance to the first but properly served upon Carrington on May 13, 2025.2 Goforth 

supported both complaints with a photo of a sign bearing a communication that stated: 

“Paid for by: NO Recall for Palmer MayorSteve.com Po box 3333, Palmer AK 99645.”  

Earlier, on May 15, 2025, Carrington had contacted APOC staff concerning the 

lettering required for campaign signs. In an email, Carrington stated he had “received 

another expedited complaint” from Goforth and that he was “working to print stickers to 

add to signs now.”3 APOC staff explained to Carrington that AS 15.30.090 required 

communications to include the name and residence information of the top three 

contributors, separate from the text of the communication and of readable size.4 

On May 21, 2025, the Commission held a hearing to consider Goforth’s request to 

expedite consideration of the complaint. At the hearing – which coincidentally fell on 

election day – Goforth testified that Carrington’s signs, including those being waved that 

day by Carrington supporters, still did not list the top three donors.  

Carrington testified that his signs were ordered in April when he was the only 

contributor, that he remained the primary contributor, and that he did have the top three 

contributors listed on his website. He also testified that the group’s total expenses included 

$600 for 50 signs with less than $1,000 spent for everything. Carrington testified that he’s 

unfamiliar with the specific APOC “paid for by” requirements relating to ballot 

propositions as he’s only run candidate campaigns.   

Election day newspaper coverage included a May 20, 2025, photo that appeared to 

be the same one Goforth submitted in her earliest complaint in late April, showing a Stop 

the Recall campaign sign still lacking top three contributors.5 The recall effort lost by a 

 
2 Exhibit 2, Expedited Complaint. 
3 Exhibit 3, Email between Carrington and APOC staff. 
4 Id.  
5 Exhibit 4, Mat-Su Sentinel coverage, May 21, 2025, last accessed May 28, 2025 at https://www.matsusentinel.com/palmer-
mayor-recall-too-close-to-call-as-final-ballots-await-count/. 

https://www.matsusentinel.com/palmer-mayor-recall-too-close-to-call-as-final-ballots-await-count/
https://www.matsusentinel.com/palmer-mayor-recall-too-close-to-call-as-final-ballots-await-count/
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vote of 222 to 176, according to unofficial election results. On May 23, 2025, Carrington 

filed a Letter of Intent to run in the October 2025 mayoral race for the City of Palmer.6 

After the hearing, the Commission denied expedited consideration and referred the 

complaint to staff for investigation under the normal timelines.7  

LAW AND ANALYSIS 

Alaska campaign disclosure law requires “all communications” to clearly identify 

the name and address of the person paying for the communication.8 Communications must 

also, for a person other than an individual or candidate, include the name and title of the 

person’s principal officer, a statement from the principal officer approving the 

communication, and identify its three largest contributors during the 12-month period 

before the date of the communication.9  

Because Carrington’s signs did not have these identifiers, the dispositive question 

is whether they needed to. Or, more precisely, the key question is whether the signs are 

“communications.” The law defines “communication” broadly to include “an 

announcement or advertisement disseminated through print or broadcast media,” but 

excludes 

those placed by an individual or nongroup entity and costing $500 or less and 
those that do not directly or indirectly identify a candidate or proposition, as 
that term is defined in AS 15.13.065(c).10   

Because Carrington’s signs were placed by a group and cost more than $500 and 

the Commission has previously concluded that the subject of a recall election is not a 

“candidate,”11 neither of the first two exclusions apply. That leaves the third—“those that 

 
6 Exhibit 5, Letter of Intent, Steven Carrington. 
7 Exhibit 6, Order Denying Expedited Consideration. 
8 AS 15.13.090(a). Under AS 15.13, a “person” includes a group. See AS 15.13.400(16). 
9 AS 15.30.090(a)(2)(C); 2 AAC 50.306(a). 
10 AS 15.13.400(3). 
11 AS 15.13.400(1) (defining “candidate” as “an individual who files for election . . . for municipal office”); Memo to APOC 
members from the executive director re: “Is the subject of a recall election a candidate?” for Barbara Lacher Advisory Op. 
(Aug. 19, 1985) & Lacher Advisory Op. at 4 (Aug. 7, 1985), 
https://aws.state.ak.us/ApocReports/Paper/Download.aspx?ID=5584. 
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do not directly or indirectly identify a . . . proposition, as that term is defined in AS 

15.13.065(c).”  

 Alaska Statute 15.13.065(c) says that  

[I]n addition to its meaning in AS 15.80.010, ‘proposition’ includes  
 

(1) an issue placed on a ballot to determine whether  
 
(A) a constitutional convention shall be called; 
(B) a debt shall be contracted; 
(C) an advisory question shall be approved or rejected; or  
(D) a municipality shall be incorporated;  

 
(2) an initiative proposal application filed with the lieutenant governor under AS 

15.45.020. 

Neither of the definitions in AS 15.13.065(c)(1) or (2) covers recall elections. So 

that leaves the definition of “proposition” in AS 15.80.010. That statute includes initiatives 

and referendums within its definition of a proposition: “In this title, unless the context 

otherwise requires, . . . “proposition” means an initiative, referendum, or constitutional 

amendment submitted at an election to the public for vote.”12 As neither Alaska election or 

campaign finance disclosure law specifically defines “initiative” or “referendum,” the 

question then becomes whether a recall vote must fall outside either of those terms.13 

Considering relevant legal sources and the legislative history of Alaska’s 

campaign disclosure law, staff believes the ambiguity should be resolved in favor of 

concluding that a recall vote is a “proposition” for purposes of AS 15.80.010. And 

because Carrington’s signs identified a proposition (i.e., the recall), his signs are 

“communications” required by AS 15.13.090(a) to have “paid for by” identifiers. 

A recall election has long been considered a type of referendum. Black’s Law 

Dictionary defines a “recall election” as “[a]n election in which voters decide whether to 

remove an elected official from office before the term ends,” and notes that the phrase is 

 
12 AS 15.80.010(31). 
13 See also, Palmer Municipal Code 18.05.010. Ch. 18.05 General Provisions | Palmer Municipal Code. 

https://palmer.municipal.codes/PMC/18.05.010
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“[a]lso termed recall referendum.”14 Indeed, a referendum is “[t]he process of referring . . 

. an important public issue to the people for final approval by popular vote.”15 That is 

precisely what a recall election is doing. Indeed, the Palmer Municipal Code itself 

equates initiatives, referendums, and recalls under the term “proposition”: “‘Proposition’ 

means an initiative, referendum, recall, or other issue submitted to the public at an 

election.”16 

Plus, construing recall elections to be propositions squares with the legislative and 

regulatory framework of AS 15.13. As a matter of general application, AS 15.13.010 

broadly applies to “communications made for the purpose of influencing the outcome of 

a ballot proposition or question.”17 Whether to recall the mayor may be considered a 

“question” under this section such that 15.13 applies generally. But by the Commission’s 

own regulations, it is certainly a ballot proposition. Campaign disclosures regulations 

specifically identify a recall as falling within the umbra of a “ballot proposition”: 

(1) “ballot proposition” includes a bonding proposition, ballot initiative, 
ballot referendum, recall, advisory vote, ballot question proposed by the 
legislature, ballot measure to amend the Alaska Constitution, and any other 
question, as defined in AS 15.80.010, on the ballot in an election.18 

 
To include recalls in the regulatory definition of “ballot proposition” while excluding 

them from the statutory definition of “proposition” in AS 15.13.065(c) would be 

internally inconsistent.19 

Finally, legislative history of AS 15.13.090 and its interplay with 

AS 15.13.400(3)’s definition of “communication” shed some light on the legislature’s 

 
14 Election, Black’s Law Dictionary (12th ed. 2024). 
15 Referendum, Black’s Law Dictionary (12th ed. 2024). 
16 Palmer Mun. Code § 18.05.010 (emphasis added). 
17 AS 15.13.010(b) (emphasis added). Campaign disclosure statutes do not define “question.” AS 15.80.010(33) defines 
“question” as “an issue placed on the ballot to determine whether a judge or justice shall be accepted or rejected, whether a 
constitutional convention shall be called, whether a state debt shall be contracted, or whether a state official shall be 
recalled.” The recall efforts at issue here involved a municipal election. 
18 2 AAC 50.405(1) 
19 See Rydwell v. Anchorage Sch. Dist., 864 P.2d 526, 528 (Alaska 1993) (stating that statutory construction should give “due 
consideration for the meaning that the language of the statute conveys to others,” and when possible, aim “to create a 
harmonious whole”). 



 
25-06-CD – Staff Report 
Recall Steve Carrington v. No Recall for Palmer Mayor Steve.com Page | 6 

 
  

intent in including the phrase “or proposition, as that term is defined in AS 15.13.065(c).” 

Until 2002, AS 15.13.090 read: 

“(a) All advertisements, billboards, handbills, paid-for television and radio 
announcements, and other communications intended to influence the 
election of a candidate or outcome of a ballot proposition or question shall 
be clearly identified by the words “paid for by” followed by the name and 
address of the candidate, group, or individual paying for the advertising.”  

Two bills (SB363 and HB531) in the 2002 legislative session would have revised .090 in 

an attempt to draw a line between issue advocacy (unregulated “soft money”)20 and 

express advocacy (regulated). Ultimately, the legislature passed a version of .090 that 

removed the “advertisements, billboards, handbills, paid-for television and radio 

announcements, and other” language, keeping only the term “communications,” and also 

removed the “intended to influence the election of a candidate or outcome of ballot 

proposition or question” language. In the earlier versions of SB363 (and HB531) the 

definition of “communication” did not include the phrase “or proposition, as that term is 

defined in AS 15.13.065(c).”  However, on May 8, 2002, an amendment was adopted on 

the Senate floor; the bill passed the Senate and went to the House on that same day, 

where the same amendment was proposed to HB531. The discussion on the change was 

brief:  

JOE BALASH, Staff  
to Senator Gene Therriault  
Alaska State Legislature  
Capitol Building, Room  
Juneau, Alaska  99801  
POSITION STATEMENT:  Presented HB 531  
 
BROOKE MILES, Executive Director  
Alaska Public Offices Commission 
2221 East Northern Lights, Room 128  
Anchorage, Alaska 99508  
POSITION STATEMENT:  Testified on HB 531 

 

 
20 Intro discussion of HB531. 

https://gcc02.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.akleg.gov%2Fbasis%2FBill%2FDetail%2F22%3FRoot%3DSB363%23tab6_4&data=05%7C02%7Ckim.stone%40alaska.gov%7Cd1e9695825844778708808dd9f03fc1b%7C20030bf67ad942f7927359ea83fcfa38%7C0%7C0%7C638841561644537795%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJFbXB0eU1hcGkiOnRydWUsIlYiOiIwLjAuMDAwMCIsIlAiOiJXaW4zMiIsIkFOIjoiTWFpbCIsIldUIjoyfQ%3D%3D%7C0%7C%7C%7C&sdata=d4M4449cuIRz3A5UdSClSfDSuJcx2ENhoNhIkH7wjJA%3D&reserved=0
https://gcc02.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.akleg.gov%2Fbasis%2FBill%2FDetail%2F22%3FRoot%3DHB531&data=05%7C02%7Ckim.stone%40alaska.gov%7Cd1e9695825844778708808dd9f03fc1b%7C20030bf67ad942f7927359ea83fcfa38%7C0%7C0%7C638841561644575905%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJFbXB0eU1hcGkiOnRydWUsIlYiOiIwLjAuMDAwMCIsIlAiOiJXaW4zMiIsIkFOIjoiTWFpbCIsIldUIjoyfQ%3D%3D%7C0%7C%7C%7C&sdata=ozI2ZiGNVOTI3k0KFillUQS5bBqSK4eZ9yDzptUDjk8%3D&reserved=0
https://gcc02.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.akleg.gov%2Fbasis%2FBill%2FDetail%2F22%3FRoot%3DHB531&data=05%7C02%7Ckim.stone%40alaska.gov%7Cd1e9695825844778708808dd9f03fc1b%7C20030bf67ad942f7927359ea83fcfa38%7C0%7C0%7C638841561644587424%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJFbXB0eU1hcGkiOnRydWUsIlYiOiIwLjAuMDAwMCIsIlAiOiJXaW4zMiIsIkFOIjoiTWFpbCIsIldUIjoyfQ%3D%3D%7C0%7C%7C%7C&sdata=dfjoiQ4yN49%2BluokYA5%2B6W01lMQMfPbtnaIBgs%2Bfgd8%3D&reserved=0
https://gcc02.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.akleg.gov%2Fbasis%2FMeeting%2FDetail%3FMeeting%3DHSTA%25202002-05-08%252008%3A08%3A00&data=05%7C02%7Ckim.stone%40alaska.gov%7Cd1e9695825844778708808dd9f03fc1b%7C20030bf67ad942f7927359ea83fcfa38%7C0%7C0%7C638841561644550674%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJFbXB0eU1hcGkiOnRydWUsIlYiOiIwLjAuMDAwMCIsIlAiOiJXaW4zMiIsIkFOIjoiTWFpbCIsIldUIjoyfQ%3D%3D%7C0%7C%7C%7C&sdata=OQfEbxigUGWX7YWuu9g1kbWEeR51DdiLVzXhxLMxGP0%3D&reserved=0
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REPRESENTATIVE  CRAWFORD made a motion to adopt Amendment 2, 
which read: Page 4, line 17, following “candidate”: Insert “or proposition, as 
that term is defined in AS 15.13.065(c)”  

 
CHAIR COGHILL objected.  
 
REPRESENTATIVE FATE asked what inserting “proposition” does to the 
intent of the bill.  
 
MS. MILES answered that current law requires all political communication 
with respect to candidates or ballot propositions to be reported. With the 
change in language from “advertisement” to “communication”, the 
specification of ballot proposition being included was left off. Amendment 
2, as proposed, would make sure that communications intended to 
influence the outcome of a ballot question are included and subject to 
the law.  
 
MR. BALASH noted that there may be a similar amendment to this on the 
Senate floor [to SB 363, the bill similar to HB 531].  
 
The objection was removed. There being no further objection, Amendment 
2 was adopted.21 

While the above history does not directly answer whether the legislature intended 

to exclude recall efforts from the requirements of “communications” under .400(3), 

APOC’s Executive Director testimony indicated a more inclusive rather than limiting 

intent of the term proposition, equating it to “a ballot question” with its purpose being to 

“to ensure communications intended to influence the outcome of a ballot question are 

included and subject to the law.” The Executive Director’s use of the term “ballot 

question” indicates the intention was for a more expansive, not limited, approach to the 

term “proposition.”   

The expansive language of AS 15.13.090 requires “paid for by” disclaimers on 

“[a]ll communications.” While AS 15.13.400(3)’s definition of “communication” 

excludes those that do not identify a proposition, APOC finds the City of Palmer’s recall 

efforts to fall under a broad interpretation of “proposition,” supported by 2 AAC 

 
21 5/8/2002 HSTA minutes 

https://gcc02.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.akleg.gov%2Fbasis%2FMeeting%2FDetail%3FMeeting%3DHSTA%25202002-05-08%252008%3A08%3A00&data=05%7C02%7Ckim.stone%40alaska.gov%7Cd1e9695825844778708808dd9f03fc1b%7C20030bf67ad942f7927359ea83fcfa38%7C0%7C0%7C638841561644563398%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJFbXB0eU1hcGkiOnRydWUsIlYiOiIwLjAuMDAwMCIsIlAiOiJXaW4zMiIsIkFOIjoiTWFpbCIsIldUIjoyfQ%3D%3D%7C0%7C%7C%7C&sdata=hI%2BP37xw1EsaU7RjtbT9UrBQSGkmNlkSueC3CsSIId8%3D&reserved=0
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50.405(1), AS 15.13.065(c), AS 15.80.010(31), the City of Palmer Municipal Code, and 

the legislative history of the communications statute. An interpretation that 

15.80.010(31)’s definition of proposition must exclude any recall effort – where 

“recall,” “initiative,” and “referendum” all are otherwise undefined in election and 

campaign disclosure law, and where Title 15 regulations specifically include recall within 

the definition of ballot proposition22 – would be inconsistent with the bedrock purpose of 

APOC’s statutory and regulatory framework: to provide information to the public for an 

informed electorate and to make campaign finance information available to voters. Any 

other reading would place recall elections outside the mandates of election disclosure 

statutes intended to make voters aware of the financing behind election communications.   

Having found that the City of Palmer recall efforts fall under Alaska campaign 

disclosure laws requiring communications to bear a “paid for by” message, APOC staff 

finds Respondent Carrington / No Recall for Palmer Mayor Steve.com violated 

AS 15.13.090. All evidence supports – and Carrington did not deny – that the group’s 

signs did not include the required “paid for by” statements listing the three largest 

contributors.   

MAXIMUM CIVIL PENALTIES 

The maximum civil penalty for a violation of AS 15.13.090 is $50 per day for each 

day the violation continued.23 The precise date of the initial communication on the non-

conforming sign is not known, but it’s fair to go back at least to the date of Goforth’s 

original complaint with its supporting evidence of the non-conforming sign – April 22, 

2025. No evidence suggests Carrington ever abated the violation, despite his clear and 

continued awareness of it and his knowledge (provided directly to him by APOC) of what 

campaign disclosure laws required in the “paid for by” message. The time elapsed from the 

first documented communication through the May 20, 2025, election was 29 days, resulting 

in a maximum civil penalty of $1,450. 

 
22 2 AAC 50.405(1). 
23 AS 15.13.090(a)(1); 2 AAC 50.855(b)(5). 
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MITIGATION AND RECOMMENDATION 

 When staff assesses a penalty, the starting point for calculating it is 2 AAC 50.855.   

Here, staff reduces the penalty by 50% pursuant to subsection .855(b)(2)(C)(i) as the 

election cycle was the first election cycle for the group No Recall for Palmer 

MayorSteve.com.24  

A civil penalty also may be reduced by a percentage greater than 50% or waived 

entirely where “the civil penalty assessment is significantly out of proportion to the degree 

of harm to the public for not having the information.”25 APOC staff does not reach this 

public harm analysis, however, as the mitigator cannot be applied where an aggravating 

factor exists under 2 AAC 50.865(d), including where a person required to file a statement 

has a poor reporting history, as indicated by “evidence suggesting deliberate non-

reporting.”26 Here, Carrington was put on notice that his signage did not comply with 

Alaska campaign disclosure laws when he was presented with Goforth’s original complaint 

detailing the violation at the Palmer City Council meeting on April 22, 2025.27 Next, APOC 

copied Carrington with its letter to Goforth (rejecting the original complaint on service 

grounds) on May 2, which would have again alerted Carrington that his signs lacked a 

complete “paid for by” message. Once again on May 13, 2025, when Goforth’s complaint 

was officially served upon him, Carrington was reminded his signage did not bear required 

“paid for by” communications. On May 15, 2025, Carrington told APOC he intended to 

purchase stickers with the required communication to put on his signs – yet apparently still 

took no action. Also on May 15, 2025, the chairperson of No Recall called APOC and 

received further instruction on placing the top three contributors on the signs.28 Yet on 

election day, according to testimony, Carrington supporters were waving signs still lacking 

proper “paid for by” messages in violation of Alaska campaign disclosure law. 

 
24 2 AAC 50.855(b)(2)(C)(i) requiring reduction to 50% where “the election cycle is the person’s first election. “Person” 
under AS 15.13.400(16) includes a group. 
25 2 AAC 50.865(b)(5). 
26 2 AAC 50.865(d), 2 AAC 50.865(d)(2)(B). 
27 Goforth’s rejected complaint, noting she had provided Carrington with the complaint during a city council meeting, was 
signed April 28, 2025. The regularly scheduled, fourth Tuesday of the month meeting immediately prior to April 28, 2025 
was April 22, 2025. 
28 Exhibit 7, Best phone note of May 15, 2025. 
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Nothing in the record indicates Carrington took any actual effort, ever, to correct 

the violation through election day despite being aware of the violation for over a month 

and having received several reminders of the problem. The evidence does not “suggest[] 

deliberate non-reporting” as much as it shouts deliberate non-reporting. Under these 

circumstances, APOC finds no further reduction in penalty to be warranted.  

CONCLUSION 

 Staff finds that Carrington’s signs failed to identify the group’s top three 

contributors in violation of AS 15.13.090(a)(2)(C), staff recommends the maximum 

penalty of $1,450 be reduced by 50% to $725 because it was the group’s first election 

cycle.  Staff recommends no further reduction because the group failed to take any 

corrective action once aware that the signs were not in compliance. 

  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

I hereby certify that on this date, I caused a true and 
correct copy of the foregoing to be delivered as 
indicated to the following:  
Recall Steve Carrington 
Attn: Jacquelyn Goforth 
PO Box 2768 
Palmer, AK  99645 
Recallstevecarrington.com 
Jivie_58@hotmail.com 
 
Certified tracking 

 Email 
 Certified Mail 

No Recall for 
PalmerMayorSteve.com 
PO Box 3333 
Palmer, AK 99645 
Steve.carrington47@gmail.com 
 
certified tracking 

 Email 
 Certified Mail 

 
       
Signature    Date 

mailto:Jivie_58@hotmail.com
mailto:Steve.carrington47@gmail.com
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Alaska Public Offices Commission 

=::PEDITED COMPLAINT 

EXPEDITED COMPLAINT REQUEST ALL COMPLAINTS MUST INCLUDE: 

1. Complainant's name + contact infoPRIOR to requesting expedited review, ensure your 
filing meets the factors required for expedited 2. Respondent's name + contact info

approval in AS 15.13.380(c). Those factors are 3. Laws, regulations allegedly violated

whether the alleged violation: 4. Description of allegations
5. Basis of knowledge of alleged facts

r,tr if not immediately restrained (stopped}, could 6. Documentation to support allegations

materially affect the outcome of an election or other 7. Notarized signature of the complainant
8. Proof that complaint and all supporting

impending event; documents were served on respondent

llOG-case-nameln 

A�l{I 'ED 

MAY 1 6 2025 

�APOC-ANCH
'PM HC FAX ELE 
~ 

cit' could cause irreparable harm that penalties could APOC LAWS ALLEGEDLY VIOLATED 
Specify section of law or regulation not ad�quately remedy; and 

Campaign Disclosure Law Public Official Financial Disclosure 
(ii whether there is reasonable cause to believe that XAS15.13 □ AS 39.50

a violation has occurred or will occur 0 2 MC 50.250-405 
□ 2 MC 50.680-799

Expedited review requires the complainant to prove the Lobbying Regulation Legislative Financial Disclosure 
0 AS 24.45 0 AS24.60 violation by a preponderance of the evidence. 
0 2 MC 50.550-590 0 2 MC 50.680-799 

LJ Person COMPLAINANT RESPONDENT Person or group allegedly violating law
0 Party Recall Steve Carrington LJ Person No Recall for PalmerMayorSteve.com 
X Group 0 Party 

X Grouo 
Address PO Box 2768 PO Box 3333 
City/ Zip Palmer AK 99645 Palmer AK 99645 
Phone/Fax 907-720-9254 Not listed 
E-mail recallstevecarrington.com info@mayorsteve.com 

COMPLAINANT'S REPRESENTATIVE RESPONDENT'S REPRESENTATIVE 
If complainant or respondent is political party or group, list contact person. If complainant or respondent is represented by attorney, list name + contact info 

Name/Title Jacquelyn I. Goforth Steven J. Carrington 
Address PO Box 90226 Anchorage AK 99509 PO Box 3333 Palmer AK 99645 
Phone/Fax 907-720-9254 907-841-7329
E-mail jivie 58@hotmail.com steve.carrington47@gmail.com 
DESCRIPTION or SUMMARY of ALLEGED VIOLATION 

Use □ SUPPORTING DOCUMENTS - DESCRIBE:
Campaign website and signs are missing required 

extra 
Pictures of posted campaign signs with missing 

wording/ information of top three donor listings 
pages if 

information. 
per Alaska Statute Title 15, Elections § 15.13.090 
(a)(2)( C) Identification of communication needed 

PROOF of SERVICE ATTACHED: D Fax - receipt confirmation D Certified mail - signed receipt 
X Process server - return of service D E-mail - delivery/read receipt Other: 
COMPLAINANT'S SWORN STATEMENT: To the best of mv knowledge and belief, these statements are true 

Sianat� � .,, ,£. -� _,/ 
,, _/,,_r/ ,I • rr"l�� 

Su�cribeli and swornllofo,�med b!I me at U::\\i'A,:_r
Title {!fb:I I£,, /JI[ /lS tJ Al Date 5'/;r/4�� 

(___/ 
Sianature �_,_J'<--' 

fl 

• p ,b-ht'\ <r O � 
APOC COMPLAINTS, llSPONSES, INVEST/( 

APOC ANCHORAGE APOCJUNEAU 

r--i, ""'-"' .,. on [n:i,,.., - ?<.f:>r-, , 
- - -� 

: Nota'4 KIMBERLYN. ELLER 
� Title 

'ff/ON REP.JJJll'Sf&lfiliMMISSION �CT/ONS ARE PUBLIC DOCUMENTS 
My Commission Exp1j\p� f.'na.'r/i', �!T PROCESS: 2 AAC 50.450 -476

·• 

--- - - ------

2221 E. NORTHERN LIGHTS #128 

ANCHORAGE, AK 99508 

907-276-4176 / FAX 907-276-7018

240 MAIN STREET #500 

P.O. BOX 110222 

JUNEAU, AK 99811 

FILING COMPLAINTS: 2AAC 50.870 ANSWERING COMPLAINTS: 2AAC 50.880 

APOC CRITERIA for ACCEPTING COMPLAINTS: 2 AAC 50.870 

INVESTIGATIONS & HEARINGS: 2 AAC 50.875-891 

Al�c:li!:'.ti P11hli,-.. Offiroc r.nmmic:c:inn - l=vnorlitorl rnmnl�int S:nrm tr=oh ?n11\ 

" 
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IN THE DISTRICT COURT FOR THE STATE OF ALASKA 
THIRD JUDICIAL DISTRICT AT PALMER 

Recall Steve Carrington 

•VS• 

Steven J Carrington 

) 
) 
) 
) 
l 
l 

l 

l 
l 

l 

l 

RETURN OF SERVICE 

Case No: APQC # 

Alaska Court Services 
821 N Street #104 

Anchorage, Ak 99501 
907-258-3211

I certify that on Tuesday. May 13. 2025 at 5:50 pm I served the following documents: 

APOC Expedited Complaint with Exhibit 

for service upon Steven J Carrington 

at 231 w Evergreen Ave in Palmer, Alaska. 
By leaving a true and correct copy with Steven J Carrington 

SUBSCRIBED AND SWORN to me on May 14, 2025 

Client: Jacquelyn Goforth 

Attention: 

FIie No: 

Service Fee: 

Mileage: 

Endeavor: 
Endeavor: 

Endeavor: 
Endeavor: 

Total: 

PO Box90226

Anchorage , AK 99509 

$65.00 Per Rule 11 (A 1 ii) 

$20,00 Per Rule 11 (A7) 

$85.00 

Notary Public in and for the State of Alaska 
My commission Expires: 7-5-2028 

'OFFICIAL SEAL' 
STEVE ARTURO 

NOTARY PUBLIC, STATE OFALASKI\ 
MV COMMJ$$10N EXPIRES 7-5•28 
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Mat-Su Sentinal, May 21, 2025 

Campaign signs posted in Palmer on May 20, 2025, ask residents to vote "no" in a recall 
election for Palmer Mayor Steve Carrington. The signs are also the subject of an Alaska 
Public Offices Commission complaint because they do not list the top three contributors of 
the ballot group that purchased them. (Amy Bushatz/Mat-Su Sentinel) 
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BEFORE THE ALASKA PUBLIC OFFICES COMMISSION 

Recall Steve Carrington, 

Complainant, 

v. 

No Recall for Palmer Mayor Steve, 

Respondent. 

) 

) 

) 

) 

) 

) 

) 

) 

) 

APOC Case No. 25-06-CD

ARRIVED 

APOC-ANC 
PM HC FAXi LE 

ORDER DENYING EXPEDITED CONSIDERATION 

On May 16, 2025, Recall Steve Carrington filed a complaint against the group 

opposed to the recall of the Palmer mayor alleging that the group had incomplete paid­

for-by disclaimers on its campaign website and yard signs. 1 The recall campaign asked 

the Alaska Public Offices Commission to expedite the complaint. 2 On May 20, which 

was within the two-day window required by statute and the same day as the election, the 

Commission held a hearing. 3 The Commission denied the request on the record and 

referred the complaint to staff for consideration on a regular basis.4 To explain the denial 

and referral, we issue this written order. 

When deciding whether to expedite a complaint, the Commission considers 

"whether the alleged violation, if not immediately restrained, could materially affect the 

outcome of an election or other impending event; whether the alleged violation could 

2 

3 

4 

AS 15.13.090(a). 

AS 15.13.380(c); 2 AAC 50.888(a). 

AS 15.13.380(c); 2 AAC 50.888(b)-(c). 

AS 15.13.380(c), (e); 2 AAC 50.888(d). 

5/21/2025
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cause irreparable harm that penalties could not adequately remedy; and whether there is 

reasonable cause to believe that a violation has occurred or will occur."5 The party 

requesting expedited consideration has the burden to prove the necessity for quick 

action.6 The complaint at issue does not meet the standards. 

At the hearing, Jacquelyn Goforth, the chairperson for the recall campaign, 

acknowledged that with the polls closing hours after the hearing, expediting the 

complaint "would probably make zero difference" to the election. Ms. Goforth testified 

that she had noticed the inaccurate signs in late April but that she had difficulty serving 

the mayor with the complaint, which resulted in delays getting it properly filed. 

Nevertheless, she urged the Commission to hold the opposition campaign accountable. 

She described that the noncompliant signs were posted in various locations around 

Palmer and provided a photograph of one. The sign read in part "Paid for by: NO Recall 

for Palmer MayorSteve.com [P.O.] box 3333, Palmer AK 99645," and included no 

identification of the opposition campaign's top three donors. 7

Palmer Mayor Steve Carrington, the subject of the recall, testified about the 

service attempts and the yard signs. He explained that he had not understood that 

Ms. Goforth was trying to serve an APOC complaint when she described it during public 

comment at a Palmer council meeting and that he did not receive the complaint via 

5 

6 

7 

AS 15.13.380(c). 

2 AAC 50.888(c). 

AS 15.13.090(a). 

Recall Steve Carrington v. No Recall for Palmer Mayor Steve 
Order Denying Expedited Consideration 
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certified mail because the post office was closed when he tried to pick it up. Mayor 

Carrington testified that he was eventually served before another council meeting. On the 

merits, he admitted that the recall opposition signs did not include identification of the 

top three donors. Mayor Carrington explained that when he bought the signs in April, he 

was the only donor and that he was still among the top three donors. He stated that the 

opposition campaign's website had an accurate and complete disclaimer. 

Upon consideration of this testimony and argument, we deny expedited 

consideration due to insufficient grounds. First, even if there was a violation, we 

conclude that an emergency order would not have come in time to remedy any impact the 

incomplete disclaimers may have had on the election.8 As Ms. Goforth candidly 

acknowledged, we lacked sufficient time to conduct a hearing on the merits and if a 

violation was found, issue an order requiring changes to the signs before the polls closed. 

Second, this decision not to expedite does not shield the recall opposition 

campaign from a civil penalty if any violation occurred. A civil penalty commensurate to 

the circumstances, including the length of any violation, will provide a remedy. 9

Third, we lack "reasonable cause to believe that a violation has occurred." 10

8 AS 15.13.380(c) (stating relevant factors for granting expedited consideration, 
including "whether the alleged violation, if not immediately restrained, could materially 
affect the outcome of an election or other impending event"). 

9 AS 15.13.390(a)(4) (providing that a civil penalty accrues each day a violation 
continues); see AS 15.13.380(c) (stating that "irreparable harm that penalties could not 
adequately remedy" is another basis for granting expedited consideration). 

10 AS 15.13.380(c). 
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Alaska Statute 15.13.090(a) may not require disclaimers because advocacy related to a 

recall election appears to fall outside the definition of "communication." A 

"communication" is "an announcement or advertisement disseminated through print or 

broadcast media . . .  excluding . . .  those that do not directly or indirectly identify a 

candidate or proposition, as that term is defined in AS 15.13.065(c)."11 Here, the mayor is 

the subject of a recall election, not a candidate, so the signs do not identify a candidate. 12

And whether the recall is a "proposition," as defined in AS 15.13.065(c), is unclear. 

Recall elections do not appear to fit within the types of ballot questions in 

AS 15 .13 .065( c) or in the definition of "proposition" in the Alaska Election Code, 13

which .065(c) incorporates by reference. Thus, based on what we understand at this point, 

we lack reasonable cause to believe a violation occurred. 14

We refer the complaint to staff for investigation under the regular process. 15 The 

issues raised by this complaint will benefit from that full process. Staff may want to 

11 AS 15.13.400(3). 

12 AS 15.13.400(1) (defining "candidate" as "an individual who files for election . . .  
for municipal office"); Hickel/Coghill Recall Committee Advisory Op. at 4 (adopted Mar. 
17, 1992), https://aws.state.ak.us/ApocReports/Paper/Download.aspx?ID=5523; Memo to 
APOC members from the executive director re: "Is the subject of a recall election a 
candidate?" for Barbara Lacher Advisory Op. (Aug. 19, 1985) & Lacher Advisory Op. at 
4 (Aug. 7, 1985), https://aws.state.ak.us/ApocReports/Paper/Download.aspx?ID=5584. 

13 AS 15.80.010. See AS 15.45 (prescribing the procedures for initiatives, 
referendums, and recalls in separate articles, rather than considering recalls a type of 
initiative or referendum); AS 15.80.010(33) (defining "question" as distinct from 
"proposition" and as including whether to recall a state official). 

14 

15 

AS 15.13.380(c). 

AS 15.13.380(c), (e); 2 AAC 50.888(d). 
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consider whether a prior advisory opinion, relevant legislative history, or a deeper look at 

the types of questions that fit the definition of "proposition" helps resolve whether 

AS 15.13.090(a) applies to recall election advocacy. We will consider the complaint and 

staffs investigation report at a later date. 

This is not a final order for the purposes of an appeal to superior court because the 

Commission has not yet decided the merits of the complaint. 

Dated: May 21, 2025. 

BY ORDER OF THE ALASKA PUBLIC OFFICES COMMISSION 16

Certificate of Service: 

I hereby certify that on this date, I served, by certified mail, US mail, and 
email a true and correct copy of the foregoing in this proceeding on the 
followin° : 
Recall Steve Carrington 
Attn: Jacquelyn Goforth 
PO Box 2768 
Palmer, AK 99645 
Recallstevecarrington.com 
Ji vie _58@hotmail.com 

No Recall for Palmer Mayor Steve 
Attn: Steven J. Carrington 
PO Box 3333 
Palmer, AK 99645 
Nore:gui.£eF1;2(:llmerrnayorsteve.com 

47 ail.com 

and by email to: 

Heather Hebdon 
Executive Director 
Alaska Public Offices 
Commission 
heather.hebdon@alaska.gov 

16 Commissioners Richard Stillie, Dan LaSota, Lanette Blodgett, and Eric Feige 
participated in this decision. The decision was made on a 4-0 vote. 
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