
                                                     

 

                                                                                                  

 

May 11, 2026 

Commissioner Antonio Guerrera 
Department of Motor Vehicles 
State of Connecticut 
60 State Street 
Wethersfield, CT 06161 

Re: Public Hearing on Rates and Charges for Police-Ordered Towing -
Recommendations of the Police-Ordered Towing Council dated March 4, 2026 

Dear Commissioner Guerrera: 

The Insurance Association of Connecticut (IAC),1 the American Property and Casualty 
Insurance Association (APCIA)2, and the National Association of Mutual Insurance 
Companies (NAMIC)3 submit these comments for the May 11, 2026, public hearing 
regarding the Police-Ordered Towing Council’s final report. We also submitted a minority 
report to the DMV Commissioner on March 1, 2026, which we ask you to consider in 
addition to our comments presented here. 

The IAC served as the Insurance Industry representative on the Council. We support 
the Council’s unanimous recommendations on consumer protection and accountability — 

 
1 The IAC a state-based trade association that represents Connecticut’s property and casualty insurance 

industry and Connecticut’s life insurance and financial security industries. Among other insurance-related 
products, IAC members offer (i) home insurance, (ii) auto insurance, (iii) workers’ compensation insurance, (iv) 
liability insurance, (v) group benefits, (vi) life insurance, (vii) annuities, (viii) retirement plans, (ix) long-term care 
insurance, (x) disability income insurance, and (xi) reinsurance. 

2 The APCIA represents nearly 60 percent of the U.S. property casualty insurance market, and promotes and 
protects the viability of private competition for the benefit of consumers and insurers. APCIA represents the 
broadest cross-section of home, auto, and business insurers of any national trade association. APCIA members 
represent all sizes, structures, and regions, which protect families, communities, and businesses in the U.S. and 
across the globe. 

3 NAMIC consists of nearly 1,400 member companies, including seven of the top 10 property/casualty insurers 
in the United States. NAMIC member companies write $357 billion in annual premiums and represent 69 percent 
of homeowners, 56 percent of automobile, and 31 percent of the business insurance markets. 



in particular mandatory TIMS training, the requirement that invoices be itemized and 
supported by photographs and video, an unpaid-tow reimbursement mechanism, and the 
Council’s decision not to recommend a weights-and-measures exemption. We support the 
Department adopting those recommendations. 

We also note and support recent legislative developments. In passing SB 413, the 
General Assembly expanded the Police-Ordered Towing Council to add a consumer 
advocate seat (effective October 1, 2026) and established a new Towing Advisory Council 
that will include two representatives of the insurance industry. These changes broaden 
stakeholder representation in Connecticut’s towing oversight framework. 

Our concerns are with the rate structure. Several of the most consequential rate 
recommendations passed by 7–3 or 8–2 votes, and the record does not contain the cost 
data needed to support them. We respectfully urge the Department to decline to adopt 
them, for the following reasons. 

I.  The Statutory Standard and the Record 

Public Act 25-55 directs the Commissioner to establish maximum rates that are 
reasonable and necessary. The Council’s report is advisory. The decision rests with the 
Department on the record, and the burden falls on the proponents of higher rates to show, 
with objective cost data, that existing rates are inadequate. 

The record does not contain that showing. The Council Chair’s cover letter lists factors 
the Council “considered” — the Transportation Producer Price Index, equipment costs, 
workers’ compensation and other insurance, the PA 25-55 Section 10 temporary rates, and 
rates in other states — but provides no analysis showing that current Connecticut rates fail 
to cover legitimate operating costs. Inter-state rate comparisons, standing alone, do not 
establish inadequacy here. Three Council members dissented from the light-duty rates 
and from portal-to-portal billing, and Connecticut Legal Services submitted parallel 
objections on February 24. 

II.  Recommendations We Oppose 

A.  Portal-to-portal billing (7–3). 

The Council recommends starting the clock when the wrecker is “physically underway” 
and stopping it on arrival at storage. Three members dissented in favor of clock-on-arrival, 
and Connecticut Legal Services objected on the same grounds. Portal-to-portal billing 
transfers cost variables the consumer cannot control — dispatch distance, traffic, routing 
— onto consumers and insurers. The chair’s rural-distance rationale is real but narrow; 
applying portal-to-portal to every tow overcompensates for the routine majority that occur 
close to home. A better answer is clock-on-arrival as the default, with a defined mileage- or 
radius-based add-on for tows originating beyond a specified distance. 

 



B.  Maximum hourly rates across vehicle classes (7–3 light-duty; 8–2 medium, 
heavy, oversize). 

The proposed maximums — $200/hour light-duty (plus $400/hour winching and 
$155/hour additional labor), $475 to $975/hour medium-duty, $1,275/hour heavy-duty, 
and $1,950/hour oversize/overweight — materially exceed both the existing Connecticut 
schedule and the PA 25-55 Section 10 temporary rates. The record contains no cost build-
up justifying the size of the increases. For routine, low-complexity light-duty tows, a $150 
flat rate for the first 45 minutes is more appropriate, as we proposed in our March 1 letter 
and as Connecticut Legal Services also proposed. The Council’s own footnote concedes 
that a light-duty tow without winching “will likely be less than 1 hour” and that anything 
longer requires “detailed explanation, with documentation, to justify the time” — itself an 
acknowledgment that the proposed one-hour minimum is set above what the typical 
service requires. 

C.  Administrative services fee (8–2). 

A 5% fee capped at $750 — even with the cap — compounds an already elevated 
invoice for tasks that are core operational functions: billing, documentation, photographs, 
and business-hours access. The Department should reject the fee or, if retained, convert it 
to a modest flat charge tied to specific administrative tasks that go beyond routine billing. 

D.  Chargeable equipment and consumables (8–2). 

Several consumable items in the proposed schedule are priced well above market: $55 
per 40-pound bag of absorbent (Speedi Dry), $5 per spill pad, $10 per disposable bag, $60 
per fuel tank plug kit, $165 per Plug & Dyke kit, and $75 per window for crash wrap. These 
are commodity products available at retail or through industrial-supply catalogs at a small 
fraction of the proposed rates. A 40-pound bag of comparable oil absorbent retails for far 
less than $55; spill pads and disposable bags are available in bulk for pennies per unit; and 
crash wrap is sold by the roll, not by the window. The record contains no documented 
relationship between these pass-through rates and actual acquisition cost. Charges for 
consumables should reflect documented acquisition cost plus a disclosed, capped 
handling margin — not a separate marked-up rate. We urge the Department to require 
itemized invoicing showing the specific product, the quantity used, and the acquisition 
cost, and to reject line items where publicly available pricing shows the proposed rate is 
not reasonably tied to cost. 

III.  The Unpaid-Tow Argument Cannot Do Double Duty 

The chair’s letter cites unpaid tows — “a significant percentage of police-ordered tows 
remain unpaid, often due to abandoned vehicles” — as part of the case for higher rates. 
The Council also recommended unanimously that the General Assembly establish a 
separate mechanism to reimburse tow operators for unpaid tows. Those two propositions 
cannot both support the rate increases. If unpaid-tow risk is to be addressed through a 
dedicated reimbursement mechanism, it should not also be built — uncosted and 
unquantified — into the maximum rates paid by consumers and insurers on every other 



tow. That is double recovery. The Department should set aside the unpaid-tow rationale for 
higher rates while a separate mechanism is being developed. 

IV.  The EV Rate Schedule Should Be Deferred 

The Council recommended that the Department consider a separate rate schedule for 
the towing and storage of electric vehicles, acknowledging that “a study must be 
performed.” The General Assembly reached the same conclusion in passing SB 413, which 
in Section 43 directs the POTC to conduct a study regarding the operational considerations 
of towing and storage of electric vehicles. The Department should not adopt an EV-specific 
rate schedule in this proceeding and should instead wait for the results of the study. The 
H.E.R.T. equipment list is useful safety guidance, but it does not establish that all EV tows 
require all listed equipment, and most of the listed items address post-incident storage 
and recovery rather than routine police-ordered tows. 

V.  Recommendations to the Department 

We respectfully ask the Department to: 

• Decline to adopt the proposed maximum hourly rates. Retain the existing schedule, 
or at minimum the PA 25-55 Section 10 temporary rates, until objective cost data 
justify a change. 

• Decline to adopt portal-to-portal billing. Adopt clock-on-arrival with a targeted 
mileage- or radius-based add-on. 

• Decline to adopt the percentage-based administrative fee, or convert it to a modest 
flat charge tied to documented administrative tasks. 

• Revise the chargeable equipment schedule to require itemized invoicing tied to 
documented acquisition cost, and reject line items priced above publicly available 
market pricing without justification. 

• Defer any EV-specific rate schedule pending the POTC study required by SB 413. 

• Set aside the unpaid-tow rationale for higher rates while a separate reimbursement 
mechanism is being developed. 

• Adopt the Council’s unanimous recommendations on mandatory TIMS training, 
itemized invoices supported by photographs and video, and the unpaid-tow 
reimbursement mechanism. 

Police-ordered towing is, by its nature, nonconsensual. Drivers and insurers cannot 
shop for price. The “reasonable and necessary” standard is the main consumer protection 
in this market, and any rate increase approved here will be reflected in higher auto 
insurance premiums for Connecticut drivers and in higher out-of-pocket costs for 
residents who pay towing bills directly. We urge the Department to apply that standard 
rigorously to the record before it. 



Thank you for the opportunity to comment. 

Respectfully submitted, 

 
 

 
 
 
 

Eric J. George, President 
Insurance Association of Connecticut 

 

 

Kristina Baldwin, Vice President 
American Property Casualty Insurance Association 
 

 

Sean McLaughlin, Regional Vice President, State Affairs 
National Association of Mutual Insurance Companies 
 


