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I am an attorney with Connecticut Legal Services. Our primary interest is the
fairness and impact of proposed rates for police-ordered tows on low-income owners of
passenger vehicles. Inregard to this hearing, this translates to a focus on light-duty
tows. Our silence on medium- and heavy-duty tows should not be taken as an
endorsement of those rates. In evaluating the recommendations of the Police-Ordered
Towing Council (POTC), we ask that you bear in mind both general concepts and
matters that apply specifically to these proposals.

I am also attaching a copy of my testimony on the rates for private property tows
that was submitted to DMV on November 12, 2025. It includes more detailed
information on towing costs. Although it may be only partially relevant to this hearing,
I would appreciate its being included in the record.

General concepts:

e Role of the POTC: The POTC does not set rates. Its role is to make
recommendations to the Commissioner of Motor Vehicles, who, through this
hearing process, will determine the actual rates. The POTC, which includes three
members of towing companies but no consumer representatives, was itself not
unanimous in all of these its recommendations. This lack of unanimity is
significant.

e DPurpose of rate statute: Connecticut regulates nonconsensual towing rates
because the vehicle owner has not agreed to the rates. While regulated rates
must be “just and reasonable” and thus fair to the towing companies, they must
also be fair to vehicle owners. The purpose of rate regulation is not to protect
towing companies but to protect consumers. This is clear from the very existence
of the statute, because, without it, towing companies would be free to charge any
rate they want. The statute’s purpose is to prevent excessive charges.

e Private property tows: Much of the work of the POTC in forming these
recommendations was focused on how to compensate towing companies for
complicated, expensive motor vehicle accident and highway tows, often
requiring specialized and expensive heavy-duty equipment. A very large
number of police-ordered tows, however, are simple, basic tows - commonly the
results of parking or licensing violations (no parking zones, expired or invalid
license plates, etc.). These basic, uncomplicated tows do not require special
equipment and are usually very similar in nature to private property tows, for
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which rates through the end of 2028 have already been set. Although there are
differences in the statutory rate structure for such tows, it is reasonable to think
that the resulting rates as to light-duty vehicles should be similar.
Reasonableness of prior approved rates: It is presumed that rates set by the
Department, unless overturned on appeal, were just and reasonable at the time
they were adopted, since that is the statutory requirement. In evaluating new
rates, the comparison should not be how industry costs have changed from past
decades but rather how they have changed since the last approved rate change.
For light-duty motor vehicles, that review took effect in May, 2023.

Mandatory and discretionary factors: The statute requires that the hearing
officer consider certain mandatory factors. It is important that the hearing officer
recognize:

o That the list is not inclusive. Other factors may be considered, of which
the most obvious is the Consumer Price Index (CPI), which can be
considered along with the Transportation Producer Price Index (TPPI).

o That the mandatory factors are not discrete. For example, both the TPPI
and the CPI incorporate a wide variety of factors. Producer indexes
include the costs of fuel, as well as employee-related costs (such as wages,
benefits, and unemployment insurance). Consumer price indexes
similarly incorporate such factors because they impact the consumer price
of products being sold or delivered. Except to the extent that they reflect
matters unique to the towing industry, nothing in the statute requires that
they be double-counted.

o That mandatory factors can go down as well as up. Indeed, in recent
years, both property taxes and gasoline costs have, at various times, gone
in one direction or the other.

Comments on specific POTC recommendations, as applied to light-duty tows:

We support the recommendations of the Insurance Association of Connecticut (IAC).

Portal-to-portal: Any hourly rates should begin with arrival on site, not any
earlier time. The POTC recommendation, which was opposed by three members
of the POTC, was that it begin when the wrecker is “physically underway to the
scene.” This results in unpredictable cost variations based on traffic, time of day,
and distance from the towing site. The “underway” time is also a time not
verifiable by the police officer requesting the tow and can result in manipulation,
unintended or otherwise, because vehicle dispatch and actual departure to the
towing site may be substantially different.

Minimum charge: The minimum charge, at the recommended $50 per 15-minute
rate, should be for 45 minutes rather than for an hour and should therefore be
$150, not $200. This recognizes that many basic police-ordered tows will not take
more than 45 minutes from arrival, even including towing to a nearby storage




lot. This would also bring the minimum charge closer to the base rate for private
property tows, which at present is $130.63 for a tow of up to two miles and will
rise by 2028 to $142.65. The difference can be exacerbated if the tow is for any
substantial distance, since the cost goes up by $50.00 once a new 15-minute block
is entered.

Capping hourly charges: The regulations for private property tows include a
mileage charge cap of 15 miles (13 miles plus the two miles included in the base
charge). At $6.65 per mile, this limits the add-on for a long-distance tow to
$86.45. The reason for the limit is to discourage unconsented towing of vehicles
to a storage yard a long distance away. This also makes it difficult to redeem a
vehicle from storage. We are most concerned about parking and license tows,
which are most likely to occur in or relatively near the car owner’s town of
residence. At least for this subcategory of police-ordered tows, we recommend
that a maximum hourly charge be set.

Winching: Winching should be unnecessary in most light-duty tows. When it is
necessary, it will be included in the hourly rate. It is not clear why a winching
rate.
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SUPPLEMENTAL TESTIMONY OF RAPHAEL L. PODOLSKY
Public hearing on private-property towing and storage rates
November 12, 2025

| am an attorney with Connecticut Legal Services. This testimony is submitted on
behalf of the Connecticut legal aid programs, which represent low-income residents
throughout Connecticut. In regard to this rate hearing, our primary interest is in non-
consensual towing and the storage of passenger motor vehicles. As a practical matter, this
means that our focus is on vehicles that are less than 10,000 pounds in weight and less than
20 feet long, since most such vehicles are passenger vehicles. This testimony is a
supplement to the testimony we filed for the October 28 public hearing.

The proposed rates for non-consensual towing and for storage of motor vehicles
submitted by the Department of Motor Vehicles (DMV) are well thought-out and well
justified. The Department has made a very real effort to implement its duty to set rates
that are “just and reasonable.” The proposal clearly recognizes and articulates that the
statutory standard applies not only to what is fair to the towing industry but also —and
especially — to the owners of motor vehicles. Indeed, a comparison with indexes that
measure industry costs reveals that the Department’s proposal is actually generous to the
industry, permitting rates to rise faster than inflation. With that in mind, we urge the
hearing officer to set rates that are no higher than the DMV proposal, although in some
aspects, we believe, a lesser increase would be justifiable. We offer the following
comments on the Department’s proposed rates:

e The requirement that DMV set uniform rates for non-consensual tows and storage is
part of a comprehensive regulatory system intended to protect motor vehicle
owners from unfair and predatory practices. That message was repeated many
times in the legislative history of H.B. 7162 (which became P.A. 25-55) — the most
recent public act covering towing and storage -- but it is also inherent in the pre-
2025 statute itself. The long-standing legislative decision to regulate rates for non-
consensual towing and for storage practices makes the entire regulatory structure —
not just the changes made by P.A. 25-55 —a “remedial” statute that must be
construed to protect consumers. The courts have stated this rule on many
occasions. “It is axiomatic that ‘remedial statutes should be construed liberally in
favor of those whom the law is intended to protect.”” Hernandez v. Apple Auto
Wholesalers of Waterbury, LLC, 338 Conn. 803, at 815, 822, and elsewhere in the
text (2021). The desire to do just that is well-reflected in DMV’s explanation of its
rate proposal.
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e Inregard to towing rates, the DMV proposal authorizes a rate increase that is, if
anything, greater than necessary. The proposal recognizes that most private
property tows involve passenger vehicles owned by individuals and that, unlike
police-ordered accident tows, are not ordinarily covered by insurance. Considering
the impact on consumers is therefore inherently a part of rate evaluation.

e Primary factors: Section 7 of P.A. 25-55 lists a series of factors that must be
considered by the hearing officer but does not preclude the consideration of other
relevant factors. While every factor can be considered separately, we believe that
the most important factors are the price indexes, because they combine multiple
factors and thereby aggregate their impact on costs and prices. To a large extent,
the indexes also include factors that are listed separately in the statute, thus
assuring that they are taken into consideration. As a result, it is reasonable for the
hearing officer to give particular weight to such indexes.

e Price indexes: The two most important indexes for purposes of towing rates are the
Transportation Producer Price Index (PPI), which measures the change in overall
costs to providers of transportation-related services, including towing, and the
Consumer Price Index (CPI), which measures the full range of costs as they are paid
by the consumer. In assessing how costs have changed over time, the proper time
period to consider is the change in those indexes between the effective date of the
last rate review (which took effect on May 1, 2023) and the present time. The
Department in 2023 approved rate increases of about 20%, while rejecting claims for
larger increases. The 2023 finding conclusively establishes that the approved rates
were “just and reasonable” at that time. The language of that decision also
illustrates the effective way in which hearing officers have analyzed the evidence
before them. The focus of the hearing officer now should therefore be on how costs
have changed since May 2023. Most of those indexes are at present current through
August or September, 2025, a total of 27 or 28 months. An annual 12-month
average can be calculated from that data.?

o The Transportation PPI: The statute explicitly refers the hearing officer to the
federal Department of Transportation’s Transportation PPI, but most
Transportation PPls are maintained by the Bureau of Labor Statistics in the
Department of Labor. In addition, the Transportation PPI’s are actually made

1 For indexes current through August 2025, the annual rate is the difference between the August
2025 and the May 2023 index, divided by 27, then multiplied by 12. For indexes current through
September, the change in the index would be divided by 28 and then multiplied by 12. The result would
be the annual average change.



up of many subindexes, with different indexes for different aspects of
transportation. Those for the trucking industry seem most relevant. It is not
clear that there is any general index.
= The Transportation PPl Trucking Services Freight, cited by the
Department in its Appendix C, shows a total index increase for the 27-
month period of just 1.8% since May 2023, or less than 1% per year.?
= QOther subindexes show small increases or decreases. A significant
exception seems to be fuel-related indexes, which show significant
price decreases since the 2022 spike in fuel prices. For example, the
Transportation PPI for petroleum products that we were able to
identify showed a drop of about 11% in prices between May 2023 and
August 2025.2
o The Consumer Price Index (All Urban Northeast), which is maintained by the
Bureau of Labor Statistics, shows a cumulative increase of 8.0% from May
2023 through September 2025. This is an average of 3.4% per year.* Itis
roughly consistent with the cost changes reflected in the PPIs. As the
Department properly notes, changes in the CPI are highly relevant to the
setting of maximum rates. There is nothing in the statute that precludes the
inclusion of CPl in determining appropriate rates.

While these and other producer and consumer price indexes do not measure exactly
the same thing, they tend to show overall price and cost changes that are, at most,
modest in nature, with some costs actually declining. It seems to us that the
proposed annual increase in the base rate of 4.5% per year would be more than
enough to satisfy any objection and leaves room to cover any cost increases in other
areas.

e Other elements: We urge skepticism about other cost claims.
o Taxrates: During the past two years, real property tax mill rates have been
stable in many towns, gone up in some, and gone down in others. Motor
vehicle tax rate changes have been moderated by state law, which imposes a
statutory maximum. We do not believe that this supports any rate increases.
o Cost of vehicles: Even if prices for new vehicles increase, they do not impact
rates unless towing companies are buying new vehicles, something that is

2 See https://fred.stlouisfed.org/series/ WPU3012. The index went from 151.443 in May 2023 to

154.196 in August 2025.
3 See https:/ /fred.stlouisfed.org/series/ WPS057. The index went from 271.945 down to 241.091,
4 See https:/ /www.bls.gov/regions/mid-
atlantic/data/consumerpriceindexhistorical_northeast_table.htm. The index went from 312.241 to
337.321.




likely to vary widely between individual companies and would have to be
documented. Similarly, when older towing vehicles are retained, local taxes
on them will go down as their value decreases. These charges do not affect
all towing companies in the same way.

o Mileage rate: DMV proposes to increase the mileage rate from $5.65 to
$6.65 per mile, an increase of 17.7%. We recommend that the increase not
exceed the 14.5% increase authorized for the base rate increase.

e Drop fee: DMV recommends a drop fee of $50. We would limit the fee to $25. We
recommend that language be made explicit that no fee can be charged if the vehicle
is not fully hooked up and is ready to be removed.

e After-hours release: DMV also recommends a S50 after-hours release fee while
prohibiting any fee if “a wrecker service is open after its normal hours of operation
and has a regularly-scheduled employee on the premises with authority to release a
motor vehicle.” We would limit the fee to $25. We support any language that
makes clear that an after-hours charge cannot be imposed if a person with normal
authority to release a vehicle is already there.

Storage fees:

We strongly support the Department’s recommendation that storage fees not be
increased for vehicles under 20 feet in length. The legislature was very aware of motor
vehicle owners who ultimately lost their car because they lacked the funds to redeem it.
Unredeemed vehicles, especially when they are towed from locations in which they are
clearly operable because they were driven to that location (parking lots, no parking zones,
etc.) are often sold as junk, even when they are in drivable condition. The loss of the
vehicle can have serious collateral consequences for the owner, such as loss of a job that
depends on transportation. P.A. 25-55 itself created a task force to review issues
surrounding the failure of the storage process to recognize the fair value of motor vehicles
that are not redeemed. It is reasonable to keep passenger vehicle storage fees as low as
possible so as to promote redemption. In addition, the on-going costs of storage are
limited. It appears to us that one effect of the Department’s proposal to raise towing rates
above index average is to offset any impact on towing companies from maintaining the
existing storage rate for vehicles under 20 feet. We urge the hearing officer to adopt that
portion of the Department’s proposal.

It is our understanding that this hearing covers towing rates only for the towing of
vehicles from private property but that it covers storage rates for all towed vehicles,
including from police-ordered tows. See Sections 7 and 8 of P.A. 25-55. We therefore
recognize that the towing charges for police-ordered tows will be addressed in a different
proceeding. We want to stress, however, that there are at least three types of police-
ordered tows — what we would describe as “accident tows,” “abandoned vehicle tows,” and



“parking and traffic tows.” The third category — parking and traffic tows — are similar to
private property tows in many ways. Non-consensual parking and traffic tows typically
involve privately-owned passenger vehicles, which are usually operable vehicles for which
the costs are not covered by insurance. It is our hope that, when the time comes, the
Department will recognize the similar public interest and impact of such tows and will set
rates for them in a manner similar to private property tows.

Taken as a whole, we recognize the Department’s proposal as a reasonable and fair
effort to recognize the needs of both motor vehicle owners and towing companies. We
strongly oppose any proposal that seeks rates in excess of those proposed by the
Department, and we think that the lowering of the proposed rates would be justifiable.

Sincerely,

[s] Raphael L. Podaleley
Raphael L. Podolsky



