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STATEMENT OF FACTS 

1. Nathan Willett was a candidate for the Missouri State Senate, and Nathan Willett for

Missouri (M.E.C. ID No. A222398) was organized as his candidate committee under

Chapter 130, RSMo. Willett served as the committee’s deputy treasurer; James Hall, M.D.

served as treasurer of record. Hall is Willett’s grandfather.

2. In late March 2026, Willett became a candidate for the U.S. House of Representatives,

Missouri’s 6th Congressional District. On April 30, 2026, Nathan Willett for Missouri filed

a Committee Disclosure Report Cover Page marked “TERMINATION” with the Missouri

Ethics Commission, together with Form CO-3 (Committee Termination Statement), Form

CD Summary, Form CD1, Form CD1B, Form CD3, Form CD3 Supplemental A, Form

CD-8, and three Addendum Statements (collectively, the “Termination Filing”). The

Termination Filing’s Form CO-3 certifies, under the signatures of both the treasurer and 

the candidate, that the committee was dissolved that day and that “all requirements for 

termination under Sections 130.021.8 and 130.046.7 RSMo have been met.” Item 6 of 

Form CO-3, “Distribution of Surplus Funds,” is checked “CHECK IF NO SURPLUS 

REMAINED UPON TERMINATION,” with no distribution itemized. 

3. That representation was false. The committee’s Form CD3, filed the same day, itemizes

under “Contributions Made (Regardless of Amount)” a $165,384.46 payment dated April

30, 2026 to “Grassroots America Inc,” 11770 Haynes Bridge Rd, Alpharetta, GA 30009.

The committee’s Form CD Summary confirms this payment as part of “Total Contributions

Made This Period,” reducing the committee’s cash on hand from $190,936.13 at the start

of the period to exactly $0.00 by its close.

4. Grassroots America Inc. (“GAI”) is a Georgia-registered, IRS-recognized 501(c)(4)

nonprofit organization, EIN 88-2873007, with no apparent connection to Missouri politics,

Missouri state or local candidates, or Willett’s Missouri Senate constituency. GAI’s own

IRS filings show it to be a small organization: its Form 990-EZ for tax year 2022 reported

total revenue of $9,784 and total assets of $790, and its subsequent Form 990-N filings for

2023 and 2024 reported gross receipts not exceeding $50,000 in either year.
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5. On June 18, 2026, GAI paid $160,384.46 to Conservative Future Fund, a federal 

independent-expenditure-only committee, FEC ID C00878264, organized to support 

federal candidates including Willett. Conservative Future Fund’s FEC Form 3X, filed July 

15, 2026, discloses this payment as the largest single contribution it received that reporting 

period. The $165,384.46 GAI received from Nathan Willett for Missouri and the 

$160,384.46 it paid to Conservative Future Fund differ by exactly $5,000.00, a pattern 

consistent with GAI functioning as a pass-through, retaining a fee or administrative charge, 

for funds moving from Willett’s Missouri committee to a federal Super PAC formed to 

support his federal candidacy. 

6. GAI’s treasurer and principal officer, per its own IRS filings, is Jason D. Boles, who 

simultaneously serves as treasurer of Willett’s federal candidate committee, Nathan Willett 

for Congress, FEC ID C00945584. Boles is also President and CEO of Tabularius 

Compliance LLC, a for-profit political compliance and treasury-services firm operating 

from the same addresses GAI uses. Nathan Willett for Congress paid Tabularius $5,500.00 

during the same period as the transactions described above. Neither Boles nor Tabularius 

performed any services for, or had any relationship with, Nathan Willett for Missouri 

before Willett’s 2026 federal candidacy.  

7. Willett announced his candidacy for the U.S. House of Representatives on or about March 

30, 2026. Willett personally exercised, and continues to exercise, direct and actual control 

over Nathan Willett for Missouri’s disbursements. The committee’s Addendum Statements 

itemize six “Returned Donation” disbursements totaling $14,400.00 to eight named donors, 

reflecting that all eight had requested refunds of their contributions to the state committee 

after Willett’s federal candidacy announcement. The committee issued checks to these 

donors beginning as early as April 2, 2026, already after Willett had become a federal 

candidate, drawn on the committee’s own account at Central Bank. Some of these checks 

cleared. Others bounced and were returned for insufficient funds. 

8. Documentary proof of this exists for several donors, see attached Exhibit C. Committee 

check number 1029, dated April 2, 2026, drawn on the committee’s account at Central 

Bank and signed by Willett, was issued in the amount of $2,400.00 to a donor requesting 

a refund, with the memo line “Refund.” Exhibit C, with payee name redacted. A Notice of 
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Charge Back Items from Connections Bank, dated May 25, 2026, and a legal copy of the 

returned check bearing a bank processing date of May 20, 2026, confirm that a 

corresponding $2,400.00 check drawn on the committee’s Central Bank account was 

returned for “NOT SUFFICIENT FUNDS.” Exhibit C, with payee name redacted. 

9. The committee’s checks, including the check described in Paragraph 8 above, were 

returned for insufficient funds because the committee’s account had been depleted by the 

$165,384.46 transfer to Grassroots America Inc. that Willett personally directed on April 

30, 2026, as alleged in Paragraphs 3 through 6 above. The committee’s checks to its donors 

were written beginning April 2, 2026, before the GAI transfer; the account’s inability to 

honor them, confirmed by the bank’s own May 2026 records, arose only after Willett 

removed the substantial majority of the account’s funds on April 30, 2026. Willett was the 

person who caused that $165,384.46 outflow; he was accordingly the person best 

positioned to know, at the time he directed it, that the account held outstanding, uncashed 

refund checks to the committee’s own donors that the transfer would leave the account 

unable to honor. Directing the removal of the account’s funds while the committee had 

outstanding checks in circulation to its own donors, without ensuring the account retained 

sufficient funds to honor them, was, at a minimum, a reckless disregard of the committee’s 

ability to meet its known, outstanding obligations to its own donors. 

10. After being alerted that the committee’s checks had bounced, Willett personally issued a 

second round of checks to the affected donors, each dated May 18 or 19, 2026, drawn on 

his own personal bank account at Bank Midwest, a different financial institution entirely 

from the committee’s Central Bank account, and personally signed by him, each in the 

amount of $2,400.00, to cover the refund obligations the committee’s own checks had 

failed to satisfy. See Exhibit C,  showing images of the fronts of four such personal checks 

[with payee names redacted.] Willett accordingly resorted to his own personal funds, held 

at a bank entirely separate from the committee’s own account, to make good on refund 

obligations the committee itself, having been left insolvent by the GAI transfer Willett had 

directed, could not satisfy. 

11. This sequence is independent and corroborating evidence bearing on the Counts below. It 

demonstrates that as of April 30, 2026, the date of its certified termination, the committee 
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had outstanding checks to its own donors already in circulation, and that Willett’s own 

conduct that same day rendered the account unable to honor them, directly contradicting 

Form CO-3’s certification that the committee had no outstanding debts as of that date; it 

demonstrates that this insolvency was the direct and foreseeable consequence of the GAI 

transfer Willett himself directed, not an unrelated or unforeseeable event; it demonstrates 

that every one of the committee’s donor-refund obligations at issue arose only after Willett 

was already a declared federal candidate, undercutting any suggestion that the committee’s 

financial distress was an ordinary consequence of routine state-campaign wind-down rather 

than a consequence of Willett’s own federal-candidacy-related decision to transfer the bulk 

of the committee’s funds to GAI; and it demonstrates that Willett personally, not James 

Hall, M.D. in his capacity as treasurer of record, took responsibility for and funded the 

committee’s unmet financial obligations to its donors when the committee itself could not. 

Nathan Willett for Missouri has never filed with this Commission any amendment, 

supplemental disclosure, or debt-satisfaction report reflecting that the committee’s own 

refund checks were dishonored or that Willett personally satisfied the resulting debt from 

his own funds. This omission is a further and ongoing inaccuracy in the committee’s public 

disclosures, addressed in Count III below. 

12. This Commission has already addressed the governing framework for a Missouri 

committee’s disposition of funds where a candidate seeks to move committee funds toward 

a federal campaign. In MEC Advisory Opinion No. 1995.12.159 (Dec. 6, 1995), 

responding to an inquiry asking whether funds could be transferred “from a committee 

created to run for president pro tem of the senate to a federal election campaign committee,” 

the Commission held that “the balance of any funds in a committee organized to support” 

the requester’s state candidacy “must be disposed of in accordance with section 130.034, 

RSMo.” The Commission further explained that it “does not have jurisdiction over 

limitations on federal campaigns” and “cannot answer questions concerning limitations and 

gifts in federal campaigns.” This Complaint follows that same framework: it asks the 

Commission to determine only whether the $165,384.46 disposition complied with Section 

130.034, RSMo, the Missouri-law question the Commission has already recognized as the 

applicable standard for a terminating committee’s funds destined for federal political use. 

It does not ask the Commission to adjudicate Conservative Future Fund’s receipt or use of 
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the funds, which is the subject of a separate complaint before the Federal Election 

Commission. 

STATEMENT OF VIOLATIONS ALLEGED 

Count I — Improper use of committee contributions, in violation of Section 130.034, RSMo. 

13. Section 130.034.1, RSMo, provides that contributions received by a committee “shall not 

be converted to any personal use.” Section 130.034.2 enumerates the lawful uses of 

committee contributions: return to the contributor; contributions “to a political organization 

or candidate committee as allowed by law”; establishing a new committee under Chapter 

130; an “unconditional gift which is fully vested” to a charitable, fraternal, or civic 

organization, provided the candidate or the candidate’s immediate family “gain no direct 

financial benefit”; and ordinary campaign or officeholder expenses. 

14. The $165,384.46 payment to GAI fits none of these categories. It was not a refund to a 

contributor. GAI is not a “political organization or candidate committee” as Chapter 130 

uses those terms; it is a federal 501(c)(4) nonprofit, not a Missouri political committee or 

party organization, and was not itself a candidate committee to which a lawful inter-

committee transfer could be made. It was not the establishment of a new committee. And 

to the extent it might be characterized as a charitable “gift,” it cannot be one from which 

the candidate derived “no direct financial benefit”: on information and belief, the funds 

were redirected within seven weeks to a Super PAC organized specifically to elect Willett 

to federal office, a benefit that inures directly to him. 

15. This Commission has separately recognized that the formal legal label attached to a 

recipient entity does not control whether the entity should be treated, for purposes of 

Missouri’s campaign finance law, as functionally equivalent to a prohibited or restricted 

counterparty. In Advisory Opinion No. 2018.01.CF.001 (Jan. 11, 2018), the Commission 

looked past the fact that a federal leadership PAC is not legally “affiliated” with a federal 

candidate’s principal campaign committee under federal law, and held that such a PAC 

nonetheless operates as an “equivalent entity” to a candidate committee under Article VIII, 

§ 23.3(4), because the PAC is “established, financed, maintained, or controlled” by the 

federal candidate in substance. The same interpretive approach, substance over form, 
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applies here. GAI’s own treasurer and principal officer, Jason D. Boles, simultaneously 

served as treasurer of Willett’s federal committee and personally owned and operated 

Tabularius Compliance LLC, which that same federal committee contemporaneously paid, 

as set out in Paragraph 6 above. GAI’s $165,384.46 receipt should accordingly be 

evaluated as something other than an arm’s-length gift to an independent charitable 

organization. 

16. To the extent it might be argued that Willett bears no responsibility because James Hall, 

M.D. was the committee’s treasurer of record, that argument does not survive the facts. As 

set out in Paragraph 7 above, Willett personally controlled the committee’s disbursements, 

including this one; Hall’s role as treasurer of record does not change who directed the 

$165,384.46 payment. Willett’s status as deputy treasurer and the candidate, combined 

with Hall’s status as Willett’s grandfather, supports a finding that Willett, not Hall, is the 

person primarily responsible for this violation. 

17. The $165,384.46 payment was accordingly not a use of contributions “allowed by law” 

within the meaning of Section 130.034.2, and, to the extent it conferred a financial benefit 

on Willett’s subsequent federal candidacy, was a conversion of committee contributions to 

Willett’s personal political benefit in violation of Section 130.034.1. This Count applies 

the framework the Commission itself identified as controlling in Advisory Opinion No. 

1995.12.159, and the substance-over-form approach the Commission applied in Advisory 

Opinion No. 2018.01.CF.001. 

Count II — Inaccurate or misleading termination statement, in violation of Section 130.021, 

RSMo. 

18. Form CO-3 represented that “no surplus remained” for distribution. The committee’s own 

Form CD3, filed the same day, shows $165,384.46, the overwhelming majority of the 

committee’s terminal cash balance, being paid out as part of the same termination filing. If 

“surplus” is read to exclude this payment because it was labeled a routine “contribution” 

rather than a distribution of terminal surplus, that labeling is itself misleading: the payment 

constituted the substantial majority of the committee’s entire remaining cash on hand and 

functioned, in substance, as the committee’s terminal disposition of funds upon dissolution, 
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whatever label the committee’s own forms applied to it. The termination statement’s 

disclosures were accordingly inconsistent, incomplete, or misleading regarding “the 

distribution made of any remaining surplus funds,” as Section 130.021 requires. 

Count III — False certification of no outstanding debts, reckless disregard of the committee’s 

known financial condition, and failure to report subsequent debt satisfaction, in violation of 

Section 130.021, RSMo, and Form CO-3. 

19. Form CO-3, Item 7, required the committee to certify whether it had outstanding debts as 

of the date of termination, and to disclose the disposal of any such debts if they existed. 

The committee’s Form CO-3, filed April 30, 2026, checked the box certifying that the 

committee had no outstanding debts upon termination. The committee’s accompanying 

Addendum Statements itemized refund checks to eight named donors as the committee’s 

own “Returned Donation” disbursements. As set forth in Paragraph 8 above, at least one 

such check was written weeks earlier, on April 2, 2026, and remained outstanding and 

uncashed as of the April 30, 2026 certification date. 

20. As set forth in Paragraphs 8 and 9 above, some of those committee checks were returned 

for insufficient funds because Willett had, on April 30, 2026, personally directed 

$165,384.46 out of the same account on which the checks were drawn. As of April 30, 

2026, the date the committee certified it had no outstanding debts, the committee had in 

fact already issued checks to its own donors, some written nearly a month earlier, that 

remained outstanding and that the account, following Willett’s own transfer that same day, 

could not honor: obligations that were, as a factual matter, both outstanding and at risk of 

dishonor on the date of certification. The Termination Filing does not disclose this. It 

reports the refunds as completed committee disbursements, without qualification, and does 

not disclose that any underlying checks were, or were about to be, dishonored. 

21. This was not an unforeseeable event outside Willett’s knowledge or control. Willett 

personally caused the $165,384.46 outflow that left the account unable to honor its own 

donors’ refund checks, including checks that had been outstanding and in circulation since 

as early as April 2, 2026. A candidate and deputy treasurer who personally directs the 

removal of the substantial majority of his committee’s cash on hand, while the committee 
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has refund checks already outstanding to its own donors from that same account, acts with 

reckless disregard for whether the committee can meet its known obligations. The 

committee’s subsequent certification that it had no outstanding debts, made without 

correction notwithstanding the checks Willett knew or should have known his own transfer 

had placed at risk of dishonor, compounds that recklessness with a certification that did not 

reflect the committee’s actual, foreseeable financial condition. 

22. Separately and independently, Willett personally issued replacement checks from his own 

funds, on or about May 18-19, 2026, three weeks after the certified termination date, to 

satisfy the obligations the committee’s own checks had failed to meet, as set forth in 

Paragraph 10 above. Section 130.021, RSMo, requires ongoing accuracy of a committee’s 

public filings regarding its debts and their disposition; a debt the committee owed as of its 

termination date, subsequently satisfied by a source other than the committee itself, is an 

event Section 130.021 and Form CO-3’s debt-disclosure requirements require the 

committee to disclose. Nathan Willett for Missouri has never filed with this Commission 

any amendment, supplemental disclosure, or other report reflecting that its refund checks 

were dishonored or that Willett personally satisfied the resulting debt, as alleged in 

Paragraph 11 above. This omission means the public record maintained by this 

Commission continues to reflect, inaccurately, that the committee itself fully and properly 

satisfied its refund obligations to its donors, when in fact those obligations were only 

satisfied through Willett’s personal intervention using funds outside the committee’s own 

account, after the committee’s own checks failed for a reason within Willett’s own 

knowledge and making. 

23. These are independent bases on which the committee’s disclosures were, and remain, 

inaccurate or misleading, separate from the surplus-disclosure violation alleged in Count 

II above. A committee whose own checks to its donors bounced for insufficient funds as 

of the date it certified having no outstanding debts did not, as a factual matter, have satisfied 

those debts on that date, regardless of whether a candidate later made the donors whole 

from personal funds; and a committee’s continuing failure to disclose that later personal 

satisfaction compounds rather than cures the original inaccuracy. Willett’s signature on 

Form CO-3, both individually and as deputy treasurer, and Hall’s signature as treasurer of 
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record, certified the accuracy of a filing that did not reflect the committee’s actual financial 

condition, and neither has since corrected the record to reflect Willett’s personal  

REQUESTED ACTION 

Complainant requests that the Commission: 

(a) Assign this Complaint to a special investigator under Section 105.961, RSMo; 

(b) Investigate the disposition of the $165,384.46 payment to Grassroots America Inc., 

including the committee’s underlying bank records, cancelled checks, and any 

correspondence concerning the decision to make that payment; 

(c) Determine whether the payment violated Section 130.034, RSMo, and whether the 

committee’s Form CO-3 termination statement complied with Section 130.021’s disclosure 

requirements, including its certification that the committee had no outstanding debts as of 

the date of termination; 

(d) Investigate the committee’s refund checks to its donors reported on the Addendum 

Statements, including confirming which were returned for insufficient funds, the date(s) 

the committee or Willett learned of the returned checks, and the dates, amounts, and source 

of the personal checks Willett subsequently issued to satisfy those same obligations; 

(e) Determine whether Nathan Willett for Missouri was required to, and failed to, file an 

amendment, supplemental disclosure, or other report reflecting the dishonor of its own 

refund checks and Willett’s personal satisfaction of the resulting debt, and whether that 

failure independently violates Section 130.021, RSMo; 

(f) Determine the respective responsibility of Nathan Willett and James Hall, M.D. for any 

violations found; and 

(g) Take such further action, including referral for civil penalties or other relief available under 

Chapter 130 and Section 105.961, RSMo, as the Commission deems appropriate. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



MEC COMPLAINT AGAINST NATHAN WILLETT & NATHAN WILLETT FOR MISSOURI, MEC A222398 

10 

EXHIBITS 

● Exhibit A: Missouri Ethics Commission filing, Nathan Willett for Missouri, M.E.C. ID

A222398, Committee Disclosure Report/Termination Statement, filed 4/30/2026 (Cover

Page, Report Summary, Form CD1, Form CD1B, Form CD3, Form CD3 Sup A, Form CD-8,

Addendum Statements, Form CO-3).

● Exhibit B: Grassroots America Inc. IRS filings (EIN 88-2873007), reflecting Jason D. Boles

as treasurer and principal officer.

● Exhibit C: Committee check number 1029 (Nathan Willett for the Missouri, drawn on

Central Bank), dated April 2, 2026, in the amount of $2,400.00, memo “Refund,” payee

name redacted; Notice of Charge Back Items from Connections Bank, dated May 25, 2026,

and legal copy of the returned check (bank processing date May 20, 2026), reflecting a

$2,400.00 return for insufficient funds on the committee’s Central Bank account, payee name

redacted; and a personal check (Nathan Willett, drawn on Bank Midwest), dated May 18,

2026, in the amount of $2,400.00, payee name redacted.

SUPPORTING AUTHORITY ATTACHED 

● MEC Advisory Opinion No. 1995.12.159 (Dec. 6, 1995), confirming that Section 130.034,

RSMo governs the disposition of funds by a Missouri committee where a candidate seeks to

move funds toward a federal campaign, and that the Commission does not exercise

jurisdiction over the propriety of the funds’ subsequent federal use.

● MEC Advisory Opinion No. 2018.01.CF.001 (Jan. 11, 2018), applying a substance-over-

form approach to determine whether an entity not formally affiliated with a federal candidate

under federal law should nonetheless be treated as functionally controlled by, and equivalent

to, that candidate for purposes of Missouri’s campaign finance restrictions.
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