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June 2, 2026 

VIA HAND DELIVERY AND 
FEDERAL EXPRESS 

Melanie.bachman@ct.gov 
Siting.council@ct.gov 

Ms. Melanie A. Bachman, Esq., Executive Director 
Connecticut Siting Council 
Ten Franklin Square 
New Britain, CT 06051 

Re: Docket No. 545 – 306 Flanders Road, East Lyme, Connecticut  

Dear Attorney Bachman: 

This office represents Mostowy Towers LLC (“Mostowy”). Pursuant to General 
Statutes § 16-50p(b)(2), please accept this letter as a request by Mostowy for an 
investigation by the Connecticut Siting Council (“Council”) in the above-captioned 
matter to determine: 

(1) whether the applicant considered an existing 180 foot lattice tower 
located at 16 Mostowy Road in East Lyme (“Tower”); and 

(2) whether the Tower would meet the coverage objectives of the wireless 
providers participating in this matter. 

The Tower is a joint venture by Mostowy and the Town of East Lyme (“Town”) 
on municipal property. Mostowy is an affiliate of Marcus Communications, LLC 
(“Marcus”). Marcus provides telecommunications services, specifically a statewide, 2-
way radio network used by various public safety, school, and commercial customers.   

The Tower currently hosts Marcus’ equipment and some emergency service 
antennas (specifically repeaters) of the Town. There are no other wireless providers 
collocated on the Tower. Accordingly, the Tower has ample space to collocate the 
antennas of other wireless providers. 
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There is a legislative mandate to avoid the unnecessary proliferation of towers. 
General Statutes § 16-50aa. There is also a statutory preference for those locations 
preferred by municipalities. General Statutes § 16-50gg. 

The underlying proceedings, specifically the site searches and responses to the 
Council’s interrogatories, do not appear to reference the Tower. Furthermore, the 
Town expressed serious concern over the proliferation of towers, the proximity of the 
proposed facility to schools and other issues, and sought the denial of the application. 
The Tower, however, would satisfy (a) the Legislature’s mandate to minimize the 
proliferation of towers, (b) statutory municipal location preferences, and (c) the 
Town’s concerns with this particular application. 

Mostowy requests this investigation by the Council to ensure compliance with 
the above-mentioned legislative mandates. Section 16-50p(b)(2) contemplates 
investigations before or after the issuance of a certificate. The statute provides: 

When issuing a certificate for a facility described in subdivision (5) or (6) 
of subsection (a) of section 16-50i, the council may impose such 
reasonable conditions as it deems necessary to promote immediate and 
future shared use of such facilities and avoid the unnecessary 
proliferation of such facilities in the state. The council shall, prior to 
issuing a certificate, provide notice of the proposed facility to the 
municipality in which the facility is to be located. Upon motion of the 
council, written request by a public or private entity that provides 
telecommunications or community antenna television service to the 
public or upon written request by an interested party, the council may 
conduct a preliminary investigation to determine whether the 
holder of a certificate for such a facility is in compliance with 
the certificate. Following its investigation, the council may 
initiate a certificate review proceeding, which shall include a 
hearing, to determine whether the holder of a certificate for such a 
facility is in compliance with the certificate. In such proceeding, the 
council shall render a decision and may issue orders it deems necessary 
to compel compliance with the certificate, which may include, but not be 
limited to, revocation of the certificate. Such orders may be enforced in 
accordance with the provisions of section 16-50u. 

(Emphasis added.) General Statutes § 16-50p(b)(2). 
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Additionally, the proceedings are ongoing as the applicant has yet to file a 
Development and Management Plan. Thus, any determinations by the Council that 
would require the collocation of antennas on the Tower would not result in the 
decommissioning of the facility initially proposed in this proceeding.  

To this end, Mostowy respectfully requests the Council to have the 
participating wireless providers confirm, with documentary support, whether the 
Tower would meet their coverage objectives. If the Tower would meet these coverage 
objectives, then Mostowy requests the Council to initiate further proceedings to 
ensure compliance with §§ 16-50p(b)(2), 16-50aa, 16-50gg and the Town’s stated 
concerns with this particular application.  

The Town supports Mostowy’s request for this investigation. 

I have enclosed an original and fifteen copies for the Council.  

Please do not hesitate to contact me with any questions. 

Very truly yours,  

Jesse A. Langer 

cc:  Service List (via email) 
      The Honorable Daniel R. Cunningham (via email) 


