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SPONSORS OF BILL:
Transportation Committee
REASONS FOR BILL:

This bill changes the registration fee structure for TNC companies and increases it for
companies based on the amount of drivers they employ within the state. It contains reporting
and driver related requirements including submitting reports to the DMV concerning
aggregate data from the prior year as well as weekly summaries to drivers and providing for
real time messaging between the drivers and the company. It prohibits retaliation against a
driver for filing a complaint and expands information that the TNCs provide to drivers before
allowing them to become drivers such as how to enroll in the state's paid family medical leave
plan and how to provide rides in other states as well as TNC's activation process. This bill
ultimately aims to update statutes to account for the dramatic change in landscape within the
rideshare business industry and to gain stronger data within this industry so that the
Connecticut State Government can harbor a stronger relationship with them.

REASONS FOR SUBSTITUTE LANGUAGE:

The substitute language remove's the bill's provisions on electronic receipts and requires
TNC's to provide weekly summaries containing certain information to drivers and annual
reports on specified data to the DOT. The substitute language also removes language
regarding third party delivery companies as it does not fit with the intention of the bill. Further,
the substitute language removes the provision requiring TNCs to create an internal appeals
process for suspended or banned drivers and instead requires TNCs to provide information
about their deactivation process. This language aims remove provisions that may have
inadvertently created privacy issues in the original language bill.

RESPONSE FROM ADMINISTRATION/AGENCY:



None expressed.
NATURE AND SOURCES OF SUPPORT:

James Bhandary-Alexander, Special Advisor of Connecticut Drivers United

Mr. Bhandary supports the bill noting that big driver companies such as Uber and Lyft
dominate the relationship they have to their driver, forbid them to negotiate their own rates,
and pay different amounts for similar work via an algorithm. He supports the bill because it
allows for more transparency "for drivers and their passengers, funding for the state, and
some basic protections.” He suggested language to strengthen the bill, including
implementing a per-minute, per-mile minimum wage to ensure drivers are paid enough and
don't have to work long hours.

David Ocampo, Staff Attorney, National Employment Law Project

Mr. Ocampo supports the bill, emphasizing that workers in this industry are given poor
and inconsistent wages and work in dangerous conditions He believes the pay and working
standards for CT drivers should be the same as Massachusetts and New York, where they
guaranteed hourly pay equivalent to the city's minimum wage. This practice has not
significantly impact consumer demand.

Obed Sierra, Organizer, CT For All

Mr. Sierra supports the bill, noting that many companies exploit drivers and do not
provide benefits. They noted experiences they've heard from friends and family members that
are drivers, saying that the app is shady and that raising costs of services is not in fact a
result of expanding benefits to riders and driers. He believes the bill will help essential
workers receive proper compensation for their services. While the bill would help promote
transparency and help workers, more needs to be done. He suggests that pay disclosures
should be sent to the Department of Labor in monthly reports to help effectively regulate the
industry. He also suggests a driver pay standard be crafted, ideally to ensure that
transportation and delivery network company drivers are "given an independent contractor
equivalent to the state's minimum wage of $16.35 a hour." Lastly, there is a suggestion to
include enforcement provisions such as "a private right of action for workers and consumers”
as well as enforcement by the Department of Labor. He notes that the state found that Uber
and Lyft avoided $16 million in taxes and is not doing enough to enforce its laws to prevent
instances like this from happening again.

Travis Woodward, President, CSEA SEIU Local 2001

Mr. Woodward supports the bill and believes this is a good start but acknowledges that
drivers need more protections. He referenced Comptroller Scanlon's report about Uber, Lyft,
and DoorDash failing to pay at least $16 million in taxes. The reports emphasize the
increasing cost-of living and difficult working condition these driver face while these
companies are focused on profits for shareholders. While he acknowledges that the bill is
requiring transparency to what passengers are being charged and what drivers are paid, he
believes it should go further to set a minimum pay standard, specifically minimum per-minute
and per-mile rates as well as proper regulations to the industry at large. He notes that
Connecticut drivers are shut out from the app when trying got drop off passengers in
neighboring states and says this is not the case in the neighboring states of New York and
Massachusetts, and that this needs to be addressed as well.
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Keith Henderson

Mr. Henderson supports the bill and wants transparency for drivers in terms of how
much they will make after considering how much a customer pays, and how much the
company is keeping.

Carla Foster
Supports the bill for wide and vague reasons.

NATURE AND SOURCES OF OPPOSITION:

Paul Amarone, Public Policy Associate of CBIA

Mr. Amarone opposes the bill noting that it adds redundant reporting and
administrative requirement that companies already do, and that these requirements will
increase costs and burdens. He notes that mandating the disclosure of pay rate and what a
customer paid for their produce doesn't impact how a driver completes their job, it instead
releases private customer information. He also presents concerns related to the power of the
CTDOT to audit the records of companies up to four times a year noting that it would be
difficult for companies to adjust to increased record keeping. He further voices opposition to
the additional fee and taxes associated with starting a business and the broad language with
regard to "unfair and deceptive business practices" as grounds for the CTDOT to not permit a
license to operate as outlined in section 1, which he argues would have a detrimental impact
on the future of these companies being able to operate in CT.

Brianna January, Director of Chamber of Progress

Ms. January opposes the bill, she notes that the Chamber of Progress agrees that
drivers should have access to pay information, and the bill includes a provision that requires
"companies to disclose additional, irrelevant information that could cause confusion.” Such
things include the requirement for disclosing to customer how much drivers earn for each trip,
which could confuse riders about driver pay and could reduce tips. She acknowledges how
important app-based delivery drivers are to CT, noting that 8% of CT resident lives a food
desert, and that women and younger individuals are turning to these sources of income to
make ends meet. They support the intention of the bill to promote fairness for drivers but
fears unintended consequences could be ignore if this goes forward.

Harry Hartfield, Senior Manager Public Affairs at Uber

Mr. Hartfield opposes the bill, noting that it is vague in several sections and much of
the bill is onerous and comes with consequences for drivers. He emphasizes that companies
such as Uber provide drivers with information about their fare and tip, as well as distance and
destination prior to the trip, after the trip, as well as a weekly statement breaking down fees
and other associated costs. He also raises concerns about merging transportation network
companies and delivery network companies as one, as it would overlook differences and
create regulatory challenges. He raises further concerns about the requirement to disclose to
customers how much the driver makes on a trip, noting that it will confuse riders about how
their fares are structured. Also notes several definitional and technical issues within the
legislation, such as lack of definitions for "suspension” and "distance" which only provide
confusion and potentially open the door for future issues, and does not do what its intended
to do, which is to promote transparency.
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Christopher Gilrein, Executive Director of TechNet Northeast

Mr. Gilrein supports the intention of the bill but has concerns about the need for
information for platform workers and that obtaining this information will be too much work for
little reward. He notes the requirement to disclose how much a customer paid for the food
has no impact on delivery and doesn't justify the cost of the logistics to provide it.

Christina Kennedy, Government Relations Lead, New England DoorDash

Ms. Kennedy opposes the bill. She notes that DoorDash already promotes details to
the driver including "pick-up and drop-off locations, estimated time to complete a delivery,
and a guaranteed minimum amount of pay for completing the order,” giving drivers plenty of
time to consider taking said order. She writes that the driver also gets information after
completing the delivery, including the date, their pay, tip, any incentive, the time spent, and
the name of the business they picked the order up from. She further expands that the bill
applied "rideshare-style pay disclosure requirement to the delivery industry”, but that there
are differences between the two services that make it difficult to apply similar requirements.
Rideshare users pay a fare, but delivery consumers pay for the delivery as well as the food or
goods ordered. Regarding DoorDash, to ensure drivers aren't paid less because the order is
cheaper, their pay is also determined by time, distance, and desirability. The requirements in
the bill, should they be applied to delivery, would "imply that what consumers pay for a
delivery order and Dasher pay are strictly correlated," which is not the case and is
misleading.

Reported by: Patrick Riley Date: 3/21/25
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