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Chairpersons and Esteemed Members of the Committee, 

Thank you for the opportunity to submit written testimony in support of 
SB 5. My name is Rock Vitale, and I am the founder and CEO of Easie, an 
AI implementation company that has been working in the field since 
2018. I also serve as Chair of the Technology Council for the Greater New 
Haven Chamber of Commerce. I testified before this committee last 
session in support of SB 2 and I am glad to see SB 5 carry this work 
forward. 

Easie helps businesses implement AI systems across computer vision, 
natural language processing and automated data extraction. Our 
clients range from startups and middle-market firms to enterprises and 
publicly traded organizations across 40+ industries. We also work with 
nonprofits and universities on AI-enabled research and operations. I 
share this background because my perspective on this bill comes from 
doing this work every day, not from theory. 

SB 5 Takes a Practical, Focused Approach 
One of the challenges with last session’s SB 2 was the breadth of the 
automated decision-making protections, which created concern about 
the scope of compliance requirements for businesses. SB 5 addresses 
this directly by narrowing the automated decision-making provisions to 
employment, where AI-driven decisions around hiring, compensation 
and termination have the most immediate and consequential impact 
on people’s lives. This is a smart, focused approach. 

The bill’s requirement that deployers disclose the use of automated 
employment-related decision processes and provide explanations for 
adverse decisions (Sections 14–16) is sensible. People should know 
when AI is part of a decision that directly affects their livelihood. And the 
provision allowing courts to consider evidence of anti-bias testing 
(Section 19) incentivizes responsible behavior rather than punishing 
companies that are genuinely trying to get this right. 

 
Easie 

PRIVILEGED AND CONFIDENTIAL BUSINESS INFORMATION 
SoEasie.com 
Page 1 of 6 

http://soeasie.com
http://soeasie.com


 
Written Testimony in Support of SB 5: An Act Concerning Online Safety 
General Law Committee, March 4, 2026 
Submitted by Rock W. Vitale, Founder & CEO of Easie 

 
AI Companion Protections Are Timely and Necessary 
The AI companion provisions in Sections 9–11 are among the most 
important parts of this bill. AI companions that simulate sustained 
human relationships are already on the market and already being used 
by minors. Requiring operators to implement suicide and self-harm 
detection protocols, disclose that users are interacting with AI and 
prohibit harmful interactions with minors is not overregulation. It is a 
baseline standard of care that responsible operators should already be 
meeting. 

The definition of “artificial intelligence companion” in Section 9 is 
well-drafted. It targets systems specifically designed to simulate 
sustained human relationships, while appropriately exempting business 
tools used for customer service, productivity or commercial information. 
This distinction matters because it avoids capturing standard business 
chatbots that are clearly not designed to form personal relationships 
with users. 

The Learning Laboratory Is a Strong Model 
The Artificial Intelligence Learning Laboratory program (Sections 5–8) 
creates a regulatory sandbox that allows the state to learn alongside 
the industry rather than trying to regulate from a distance. This is the 
right approach for a technology that is evolving as fast as AI. 

At Easie, we have seen firsthand that prescriptive, static regulations for 
AI are difficult to implement because the technology changes faster 
than legislative cycles. The sandbox model lets companies test AI 
deployments within a structured, monitored framework, with regulatory 
mitigation agreements that provide flexibility while maintaining 
accountability. This type of approach can produce better data for 
future policymaking than attempting to write comprehensive rules 
upfront. 
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Frontier Developer Provisions and Whistleblower Protections 
The whistleblower protections for employees at frontier AI developers 
(Section 2) are important and timely. As the Anthropic situation with the 
Pentagon has shown this past week, the decisions being made inside 
frontier AI companies have serious consequences for public safety and 
national security. Employees who identify catastrophic risks, whether 
related to biological weapons, autonomous cyberattacks or loss of 
model control, should have clear, protected channels to report those 
concerns without fear of retaliation. 

The definition of “catastrophic risk” in the bill is well-scoped. It sets a 
high bar (50+ deaths or $1B+ in damage) tied to specific and 
identifiable threats, which avoids turning every model issue into a 
compliance event while still capturing the scenarios that matter most. 

 

 
Easie 

PRIVILEGED AND CONFIDENTIAL BUSINESS INFORMATION 
SoEasie.com 
Page 3 of 6 

http://soeasie.com


 
Written Testimony in Support of SB 5: An Act Concerning Online Safety 
General Law Committee, March 4, 2026 
Submitted by Rock W. Vitale, Founder & CEO of Easie 

 

Suggested Updates for the Committee’s Consideration 
While I support SB 5, I want to offer a few suggestions that I believe 
would strengthen the bill based on our experience implementing AI 
systems for businesses of varying sizes: 

1. Tiered compliance for the employment provisions based on 
company size. The disclosure and explanation requirements in Sections 
13–16 apply to all deployers regardless of size. A three-person startup 
using an AI tool to screen resumes should not face the same 
compliance burden as a Fortune 500 company deploying AI across 
hiring decisions for thousands of employees. A revenue-based or 
employee count threshold for reduced requirements on lower-risk 
deployments would help ensure that compliance is achievable for 
small businesses without weakening protections for job applicants and 
employees at scale. 
2. Technical guidance and templates for compliance. The bill 
establishes important obligations around disclosure and adverse 
decision explanations but does not address how businesses, 
particularly small and mid-size firms, should operationalize these 
requirements. The AI Policy Office or the Attorney General’s office could 
develop standardized templates, checklists or a simplified compliance 
toolkit. This would reduce reliance on expensive legal counsel and make 
compliance more accessible, similar to how the state provided 
guidance to help businesses comply with the CT Data Privacy Act. 
3. Consider including the safe harbor framework in the working 
group’s mandate. Section 43 establishes a safe harbor program for the 
CT Data Privacy Act, which is a strong concept. The AI working group 
established in Section 25 could be specifically tasked with evaluating 
whether a similar safe harbor concept should apply to the 
employment-related AI provisions in Sections 13–18. This would give 
responsible deployers a path to demonstrate compliance through 
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independently validated programs rather than waiting for enforcement 
actions to clarify expectations. 
4. Expand the CT AI Academy’s scope to include AI implementation 
skills. Section 24 establishes the Connecticut AI Academy through 
Charter Oak State College, which builds on the Google partnership and 
is a great step. The academy’s course offerings could be expanded to 
include practical AI implementation skills, not just AI literacy and 
responsible use, but hands-on training in areas like data pipeline 
design, model evaluation and deployment workflows. This would help 
build a workforce that can not only use AI but build and maintain the 
systems that Connecticut businesses need. 

5. Scale whistleblower penalties to match the severity of the risk. The 
$1,000-per-violation civil penalty for frontier developer whistleblower 
violations in Section 2(f) is remarkably low for companies with $500+ 
million in annual revenue. At that level, the penalty is a rounding error. 
By contrast, the AI companion provisions carry penalties of $15,000 to 
$25,000 per violation. This creates a disparity where suppressing a 
whistleblower reporting a potential catastrophic risk is penalized far less 
than harming a child through an AI companion. Both are serious, but 
the penalties should reflect that. Scaling penalties to company revenue 
or establishing meaningful minimum floors would strengthen the 
deterrent. 
6. Require pre-deployment bias testing for employment AI systems. 
The bill’s employment provisions consider evidence of anti-bias testing 
as a factor when evaluating violations after the fact (Section 19), which 
is a good incentive. However, the bill does not require any 
pre-deployment bias testing or auditing before an automated 
employment-related decision process goes into use. Given that AI bias 
in hiring, compensation and termination decisions can affect large 
numbers of people quickly, requiring some form of bias evaluation 
before deployment, scaled to the size of the deployer and the scope of 
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the system, would catch problems before they cause harm rather than 
only accounting for them afterward. 

7. Allow periodic adjustment of the frontier developer computing 
threshold. The bill defines a “frontier developer” as one using 
computing power greater than 10 to the 26th power operations (Section 
2). This is a static number in a field where capability per FLOP is 
changing rapidly. As compute becomes more efficient, highly capable 
models will be trainable well below this threshold, potentially putting 
them outside the regulatory framework entirely. The bill could give the 
AI Policy Office authority to periodically review and adjust this threshold 
based on technological developments, so the definition stays 
meaningful as the field evolves rather than becoming outdated. 

Conclusion 
Connecticut has an opportunity to lead on AI policy that is both 
protective and practical, SB 5 strikes a strong balance. The focused 
approach to employment, AI companion protections, regulatory 
sandbox and investment in workforce development all reflect lessons 
learned from the SB 2 process and from what is happening nationally. 

The small updates I have suggested are intended to make the bill more 
workable for businesses of all sizes without weakening its core 
protections. I am happy to support this bill in any way that is useful to 
the committee. 

Thank you for your time and consideration. 

 

Rock W. Vitale 
Founder & CEO, Easie 
Chair, Technology Council, Greater New Haven Chamber of Commerce 
rvitale@geteasie.com 
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