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Good afternoon, Senator Kushner, Representative Sanchez, Senator Sampson, Representative Weir, and
members of the Labor and Public Employees Committee. My name is Paul Amarone, and I’'m a Senior Policy
Director for Job Growth and Manufacturing at the Connecticut Business and Industry Association, the state’s
largest business organization representing thousands of member companies.

I’'m testifying today in opposition to SB 435: AAC Automated Decision Systems Protections for Employees.

SB 435 establishes a comprehensive regulatory framework governing the use of automated decision systems
and artificial intelligence in employment decisions in Connecticut. The bill requires employers who use
automated tools in hiring, promotion, evaluation, scheduling, or termination decisions to provide advance
notice to applicants and employees of Ai usage, conduct annual independent bias audits, and ensure human
review of automated decisions. It also requires detailed disclosures about the data used by these systems and
allows employees to challenge adverse employment decisions influenced by automated processes. Additionally,
the bill creates a private right of action for employees and expands collective bargaining rights related to
employer use of Al technologies.

While Connecticut businesses share the goal of ensuring fair and responsible use of Al in the workplace, SB 435
creates a complex and burdensome regulatory framework that would make compliance extraordinarily difficult
for employers, discourage innovation, and expose businesses to significant litigation risk.

Overregulation:

SB 435 adopts an extraordinarily broad definition of an “automated employment-related decision process,”
covering any technologically advanced tool that assists with employment decisions such as hiring, scheduling,
performance monitoring, or recruiting. Businesses of all sizes utilize advanced technology that may or may not
fall into the category of an “automated employment-related decision process.”

This broad definition could apply to a wide range of widely used business tools, including:

e Resume screening software

e Applicant tracking systems

e Interview scheduling platforms

e  Productivity or workforce management software
e Online skills assessments
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e Video interview analysis tools

Many of these tools are used by employers not to replace human decision-making but to assist HR professionals
in managing large volumes of applications and improving efficiency.

For example: A hospital system receiving thousands of nursing applications may use resume filtering software to
identify candidates with required licenses. A manufacturing company may use workforce scheduling software to
allocate shifts based on availability and skills. A retail employer may use automated systems to screen seasonal
job applicants. A warehouse distribution center may use an automated system to track the time it takes for a
product to be picked, packaged, and delivered.

Under SB 435, these routine technologies could trigger extensive regulatory obligations, audits, reporting
requirements, and legal risk.

Compliance Practicality:
SB 435 imposes a complex series of obligations on employers who deploy these tools, including:

e Extensive notice requirements to applicants and employees

e Disclosure of data categories and retention practices

e Explanations of how automated systems contributed to decisions
e Opportunities to challenge decisions and correct underlying data
e Detailed human review requirements

e Annual independent bias audits

e Public reporting of audit summaries

e Documentation retention requirements

These obligations apply before deployment, during use, and after any employment decision, creating an ongoing
compliance framework that many businesses simply cannot operationalize, notably small businesses with
limited staff. Many employers do not control the underlying algorithms used by third-party HR software
providers and may not have access to the technical details required to satisfy these disclosures. This creates an
impossible situation where employers are legally responsible for information they may not even possess.

Significant Cost Burdens:

SB 435 requires employers to conduct independent bias audits before deployment and annually thereafter using
auditors approved by the Labor Commissioner. These audits must evaluate areas such as error rates across
demographic subgroups, potential disparate impacts, data sources, and ranking thresholds.
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While well-intentioned, these requirements would impose significant costs on employers. Independent Al audits
currently cost tens of thousands of dollars per system, depending on complexity. For employers using multiple
HR technology tools, the cost could easily reach six figures annually or more. Small and mid-sized employers,
which make up the majority of Connecticut businesses, simply do not have the financial or technical capacity to
support this level of regulatory compliance.

Colorado’s Al Law Demonstrates the Risks of Overregulation

Connecticut should carefully consider the experience of Colorado during their 2025 legislative session, which
recently enacted one of the nation’s most sweeping Al regulatory frameworks.

Since its passage, employers and technology developers have raised serious concerns about regulatory
uncertainty, with many companies warning they may avoid deploying Al tools altogether. In August 2025,
Colorado passed legislation delaying the implementation of its Artificial Intelligence Act (SB 24-205) from
February 1, 2026 to June 30, 2026 to give lawmakers more time to address concerns raised by businesses about
the law’s complexity and compliance burden.

SB 435 goes even further than many state proposals by combining bias audit mandates, detailed disclosure
requirements, algorithmic explanation requirements, public reporting obligations, and employment
discrimination liability. This approach risks creating one of the most restrictive Al regulatory frameworks in the
country.

At a time when businesses nationwide are exploring how Al can improve productivity, hiring efficiency, and
workforce development, Connecticut should avoid adopting policies that discourage innovation.

Significant Litigation Risk

Although the bill limits some enforcement authority to the Attorney General under the state’s unfair trade
practices statute, it also explicitly creates a private right of action for employees.

Under Section 12, an employee may bring a civil action to recover, damages, equitable relief, attorney’s fees,
and litigation costs. This provision would dramatically increase employer exposure to litigation, particularly given
the technical and ambiguous nature of the bill’s requirements. Employers could face lawsuits over issues
guestioning, whether sufficient notice was provided, whether a bias audit was adequate, whether an algorithm
explanation was sufficiently detailed, or whether human review procedures were properly implemented, to just
to name a few potential scenarios. Even employers acting in good faith could be exposed to costly lawsuits
simply because the technology they rely on is complex.

Collective Bargaining Provisions:
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The bill also expands collective bargaining requirements related to artificial intelligence and prohibits certain
uses of Al technology that could affect bargaining agreements. These provisions could significantly restrict an
employers ability to adopt productivity enhancing technologies or modern workforce management tools, even
when those technologies improve safety, efficiency, or service delivery.

Businesses agree that responsible use of Al is important. However, SB 435 creates a rigid regulatory structure
before standards for Al governance are fully developed at the federal level. Instead of adopting sweeping and
complex mandates, Connecticut should consider monitoring federal regulatory developments, allowing industry
standards to mature, encourage voluntary transparency and best practices, and focus enforcement on clear
cases of discrimination.

This approach would protect workers and promote innovation in Connecticut.

In conclusion, SB 435 would impose one of the most extensive regulatory frameworks in the country governing
workplace technology. Its sweeping definitions, costly compliance obligations, litigation exposure, and
restrictions on innovation would create significant burdens for Connecticut employers.

At a time when businesses are working to modernize hiring practices, improve productivity and workplace
safety, and compete in a rapidly evolving technological landscape, this bill risks placing Connecticut at a
competitive disadvantage.

We respectfully ask the committee to take no action on SB 435.

Paul Amarone
Senior Policy Director, Job Growth & Manufacturing | CBIA
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