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At its hearing on May 11, 2026, the Department of Motor Vehicle hearing panel
invited participants to submit additional testimony on police-ordered towing rates. I
had already submitted written testimony for the May 11 hearing. In addition, my
written comments to the Police-Ordered Towing Council (POTC) were included as
attachments to the testimony of both the POTC itself and DMV. Because the POTC
report omitted one page from my January 26, 2026, written comment, I have separately
provided, at the request of the hearing panel, the full three pages of that comment.

Prior to the May 11 DMV public hearing, witnesses did not have a copy of the
testimony of the Department of Motor Vehicles. This supplemental testimony is
primarily for the purpose of commenting on the DMV submission. As indicated in my
original testimony, we are addressing police-ordered tows only of light-duty vehicles.
We have taken no position on the remainder of the proposed rate schedule.

In general, we support the recommendations of the Department. We believe the
Department has correctly identified aspects of the POTC recommendations that should
be changed.

e Starting point for hourly base rate: As long as an hourly rate is to be used, we
agree with DMV that it should not begin until the tow truck arrives at the
pick-up location.

e Winching: We agree with DMV that winching fees should be permitted only
if the vehicle is not accessible for direct hook-up. It should be clear that the
mere fact that the vehicle is fully or partially off the paved surface of the road
should not be sufficient.

e Administrative fee: We do not object to a 5% administrative fee. We support
the requirement that any such fee be capped. The proposed caps of $750
(POTC) or $600 (DMV), however, would not protect owners of light-duty
vehicles, since neither would kick in until a towing bill exceeds $12,000,
which we assume would be unlikely for towing a light-duty vehicle. We
recommend an absolute administrative fee cap of $100 for light-duty vehicle
tows, which at 5% would not be triggered unless a towing bill exceeded
$2,000. We also support the DMV position that the cost of releasing the
vehicle from storage is part of the administrative fee and cannot be charged
as an add-on.

e Rates: As between the POTC and DMV proposals, we support the DMV
proposals, which are for base hourly rates for towing ($160 vs. $200),
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winching (5200 vs. $400), and additional labor ($155 vs. $85.50), with 15-
minute increments at one-quarter of the hourly rate.

o We specifically support the DMV’s recommendation that there be no
minimum one-hour winching requirement for light-duty tows. The
first hour, like the rest of the time, should be broken into 15-minute
chargeable segments.

o Werecommend that the same rule be applied to “additional labor” for
light-duty tows. Like winching, there is no need for the first hour of
“extra” labor to be billed as a lump-sum bloc.

o The POTC recommendation includes the following language: “It is
assumed that a light-duty tow without winching will be less than 1
hour and will not require additional labor. Any such tow exceeding 1
hr. will require a detailed explanation, with documentation, to justify
the time.” It is essential that such language or similar language be
retained in the final version. There may be a temptation to claim that
“extra” labor is needed for tows that would normally be considered
ordinary. The rate structure should be clear that such practices would
be unlawful and subject to DMV enforcement.

Determination of whether service required: We strongly oppose the
recommendation of the POTC that a subcommittee of the POTC should be
allowed to make individual decisions in individual cases as to whether or not
a particular wrecker in responding to a particular call provided a service that
was not required. We therefore agree with the DMV’s comments on p. 22 of
its formal Response. In our view, the POTC has misunderstood the statutory
language on which it is relying and has produced a recommendation that is
not only completely unworkable but is also in direct derogation of the duties
and responsibilities of the Department. The POTC recommendation should
be rejected both by the hearing panel and by the Commissioner.

o C.G.S. 14-66f(e)(3), which authorizes the POTC to recommend
procedures to determine the necessity of wrecker services, is meant to
refer to procedures to be used by DMV, not to a delegation of such
decisions to the POTC itself.

o The POTC recommendation would be both undesirable and utterly
impractical. It would require convening a POTC hearing, presumably
under the UAPA, for every such complaint. Since the POTC has no
staff, it would require a significant investment of DMV staff time. It
would remove from the Department the ability to investigate an entire
category of consumer towing complaints. Moreover, it would result in
such complaints being decided by a board in which three of its own
voting members are by statute “representatives” of the businesses
against which a complaint has been made, thereby setting up a direct
conflict of interest. See C.G.S. 14-66£(c)(1).




Finally, we want to note that we do not agree with statements in the POTC report
that allege major differences between private property tows and police-ordered tows. If
anything, this reveals the extent to which the POTC tended to focus on the traffic
accident and highway tows that often involve specialized equipment, and less on the
parking and license plate violation tows, which usually involve simple, basic tows. In
our experience, this latter subcategory of police-ordered tows is very similar to private
property tows and may sometimes be even less difficult, since the vehicles are already
on a public street. Indeed, both police-ordered tows and private property tows are
often “parking tows,” since they often involve improper parking. It is therefore fully
appropriate for towing rate regulation to treat this subcategory of police-ordered tows
in a manner similar to rate regulation of private property tows.

Thank you very much for your consideration of these comments.
Sincerely,

Raphael L. Podolsky



