ARNOLD F. SKRETTA, ESQ

CT COMPLIANCE AND LAW SERVICES, LLC
71 BRADLEY ROAD, SUITE4
MADISON, CT 06443

(203) 533-7171 (office)
Arnold@ctcomplianceandlaw.com

September 10, 2024

Via Email

State Elections Enforcement Commission
Legal Compliance Unit

Attn: Shannon Kief, Legal Program Director
8" Floor

55 Farmington Avenue

Hartford, CT 06105
seec.compliance@ct.gov

Dear Attorney Kief:

This letter constitutes a public comment on behalf of my client, the Connecticut Democratic
State Central Committee, in support of the August 12, 2024 Petition for a Declaratory Ruling
submitted to the Connecticut State Elections Enforcement Commission (SEEC) by Attorney Joel
Rudikoff on behalf of the Connecticut Senate Democratic Caucus (“Petitioner”). We are also
writing this comment to respectfully raise several additional issues, not specifically addressed in

the Petitioner’s petition, as follows:

1. In addition to the Senate Republican Leadership Committee (“SRLC”) itself, the original
donors who contributed to the SRLC during the years that the larceny was committed
should also be thought of as victims, and should therefore be notified of the opportunity
to seek a refund of their original contribution (or a pro-rata portion of said contribution)

from the restitution funds paid by Mr. Michael J. Cronin;

2. Conversely, it should be contemplated whether some committed Republican donors
maxed out in various years during which time the larceny took place, and/or have maxed
out in contributions to the subsequent Senate Republican Victory Committee (“SRVC”)
this year. If this is the case, then simply returning a bulk payment of restitution funds to
the SRV C results in what is effectively an excessive contribution to the SRVC; and

3. SEEC should be realistic with determining whether the SRVC had or has the ability to

raise in excess of $160,000 in a single election cycle.

We will address each issue in turn.
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Original Donors are Victims Who Can Request Refunds

First, donors who made contributions to SRLC between February, 2014 through December, 2018
should be notified that restitution has been made, and that they can request a pro-rata portion of
their contribution to be refunded. While the SRLC and its successor committee, the SRVC are
obviously victims of the fraud that was perpetrated, so too are the donors who contributed to the
SRLC because they were supporting the SRLC at a specific point in time, when specific
candidates were running for office, and the Republican State Senate was controlled by then-
Senator Leonard A. Fasano. Furthermore, the Republican Party as a whole has gone through its
own evolution (some might even say metamorphosis), following the emergent leadership of
former President Donald Trump. It is impossible to deny that Trump represents a new model of
Republican Party that was just coming into existence between 2014 and 2018. The fact that the
Independent Party, which is at least partly characterized by a membership of numerous former
Republicans, is now a viable 3" party in the State of Connecticut only underscores this fact.

The point of this is that the donors who contributed to the SRLC between 2014 and 2018 are not
necessarily the same donors who would contribute to the SRVC today. And for this fact alone,
SEEC should consider whether the original donors who contributed during that period ought to
be notified of the option to request at least a pro-rata portion of their contribution(s) to be
refunded from the restitution funds. It should be noted that the principle of refunding a pro-rata
portion of a contribution already exists in other areas of campaign finance law, such as with the
distribution of surplus funds found in Conn. Gen. Stat. § 9-608(e)(A).

Maxed-Out Donors and Excessive Contributions

Another (admittedly novel) issue SEEC should consider is whether there are donors who may
have given the maximum contribution possible to SRLC (even reupping their contribution
following the perpetration of the fraud) and/or who have already maxed out this year to SRVC,
and whose funds are NOW being recouped in the restitution payment, which effectively results
in an excessive contribution in violation of Conn. Gen. Stat. § 9-612(a).

For example, if “Donor John Doe” gave $2,000 to SRLC in 2015, and 2016, and then gave
SRVC $2,000 in 2024, the restitution funds could theoretically mean they’re contributing a gross
of $6,000 in 2024. While attributing contributions to various years might account for this under
federal law (like in joint fundraising transfers, for example), there is no such provision under
Connecticut law that would allow for attributions outside the date of receipt (other than this very
case before SEEC). Therefore, the restitution payment might, for some donors, result in an
excessive contribution for 2024 or prior years.

The Reality of SRVC’s Fundraising

With even a cursory review of SRVC’s disclosure reports filed with SEEC, it is evident that they
generally do not, and perhaps have never, raised $160,928.93 in a single year, let alone election
cycle. Therefore, the interests of equity and justice would suggest that it is unfair for SRVC to
now enjoy a windfall of cash into their campaign coffers simply because of a lump sum



restitution payment, when they never would have (or arguably never could have) raised such an
impressive haul of funds in a single election cycle, much less within a year alone.

On SRVC’s July 10, 2024 SEEC report, they disclosed a January 1 beginning cash on hand of
$51,953.63, and they had received merely $16,058.05 in contributions from individuals and other
committees this year to date. But then, in a clear aberration, there is an “other receipt” of
$160,928.93, which was the deposit of the restitution payment in accordance with SEEC’s May 1
order in File No-2018-118.

By example, on January 1, 2023, SRVC started the year with $1,451.00 cash on hand. On
January 1, 2022, SRVC started the year with $21,643.71 cash on hand. On January 1, 2021,
SRVC started the year with $1,848.76 cash on hand. And without getting into the specifics of
the reports through the years, SRVC’s January 10 SEEC reports demonstrate they were not
raising or spending anywhere near $161,000 in any of the last 5 plus years.

As the Petition for Declaratory Ruling submitted suggests, restitution is an equitable remedy
encouraged to make a victim whole. But campaign finance is a regulatory scheme that is also
entirely about equitable considerations, which is why we have contribution limits, expenditure
limits (at least with the Citizens Election Program), and even limits within the now aggregable
spending by the respective caucus committees on behalf of their supported candidates. When
taking into account the realities of SRVC’s lethargic raising and spending (as demonstrated in
their own reports), the $161,000 restitution payment is even more of a windfall, particularly in a
competitive election year.

Conclusion

For the foregoing reasons, we encourage SEEC to consider the multitude of issues at play in its
Findings and Conclusions (and Order) dated May 1, 2024 in File No. 2018-118, and the
Connecticut Democratic State Central Committee furthermore supports the arguments presented
in the August 12, 2024 Petition for Declaratory Ruling submitted by the Connecticut Senate
Democratic Caucus.

Thank you very much for your time and consideration.

Sincerely,

Is| #nnold Stretta

Arnold Skretta, Esq.
Counsel to the Connecticut Democratic State Central Committee




