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ACT, Inc.            Myhoopty.com LLC 

Co/690 MainStreet        690 Main Street 

Oakville, CT 06779       Oakville, CT 06779 

 

May 18, 2026 

To the Commissioner of Motor Vehicles and the Presiding Hearing Officers: 

Re: Public Hearing on Rates and Charges for Police-Ordered Towing and Transporting of Motor       

 Vehicles Pursuant to Public Act No. 25-55  

Hearing Date: May 11, 2026 Objection and Motion to Strike or Disregard Department               

Testimony 

For the purpose of preserving the administrative record and all appellate rights, on behalf of 

ACT, Inc., Myhoopty.com LLC, and as the owner of Myhoopty.com LLC, I respectfully object 

to the Department of Motor Vehicles offering written and/or oral testimony, recommendations, 

conclusions, or opinion evidence concerning what constitutes “just and reasonable” towing rates 

prior to the completion of the full evidentiary hearing process established by Public Act 25-55. 

I further object to the Department effectively serving in the dual role of both advocate and 

adjudicator in the ultimate rate determination that the Commissioner is statutorily charged with 

making after receiving evidence and testimony in this proceeding. 

Public Act 25-55 expressly requires the Commissioner to hold a public hearing “for the purpose 

of obtaining additional information concerning the recommendations of the Police-Ordered 

Towing Council” regarding proposed rates and charges for police-ordered towing. The statute 

further mandates that the schedule of rates and charges established by the Commissioner “shall 

be just and reasonable and reflect the reasonable operating costs of wrecker services.” The Act 

provides that the Commissioner shall consider the testimony and evidence presented during the 

hearing process before reaching a final determination. 

This proceeding constitutes a “contested case” within the meaning of the Connecticut Uniform 

Administrative Procedure Act (UAPA), Conn. Gen. Stat. § 4-166(4), which expressly includes 

rate-making proceedings “in which the legal rights, duties or privileges of a party are required by 

state statute … to be determined by an agency after an opportunity for hearing.” 

The Department’s written submission (its formal response to the Police-Ordered Towing 

Council’s recommendations) goes far beyond providing “additional information.” It 

affirmatively recommends specific lower rates in multiple categories, criticizes portions of the 

Towing Council’s recommendations as lacking sufficient analysis or being excessive, and 

repeatedly characterizes the Department’s own proposed rates as “reasonable.” In short, the 



   

 

  2 

 

Department’s written and oral submission reflects an appearance of prejudgment, constitutes 

improper dual-role participation in a hearing intended to develop an evidentiary record, and 

should be treated as non-evidentiary argument or staff recommendation rather than evidence on 

which the final rate determination may rely. 

The Department’s presentation of conclusions, recommendations, or opinion testimony regarding 

appropriate rates — offered in direct contradiction to the recommendations of the Police-Ordered 

Towing Council — creates, at a minimum, the appearance of prejudgment. This undermines the 

legislative purpose of the public hearing process, which is to develop a complete evidentiary 

record through sworn testimony, operational data, economic analysis, and stakeholder 

participation before any conclusions regarding appropriate rates are reached. 

To my knowledge, the Department did not meaningfully solicit detailed operational cost input 

from the three Connecticut towing associations or operators (the regulated entities that actually 

bear the labor, insurance, equipment, compliance, and abandonment-related costs contemplated 

by the statute) prior to presenting its own recommendations. At the same time, the Department 

appears to have received and considered input from insurance-industry stakeholders whose 

economic interests are directly adverse to those of regulated towing operators. 

ACCORDINGLY, THE UNDERSIGNED RESPECTFULLY MOVES that any written or 

oral testimony, recommendations, conclusions, or opinion evidence offered by the Department 

concerning what constitutes “just and reasonable” rates be: 

(1) stricken from the administrative record in its entirety; or  

(2) in the alternative, afforded zero evidentiary weight whatsoever in the Commissioner’s 

final rate determination and treated solely as non-record argument or staff 

recommendation that cannot substitute for actual evidence developed through the statutory 

hearing process. 

The undersigned further requests that this Objection and Motion be formally noted on the record, 

that the Hearing Officers rule on the Motion, and that it be preserved in full for purposes of any 

administrative reconsideration, judicial review pursuant to Conn. Gen. Stat. § 4-183, and any 

subsequent appellate proceedings. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Michael E. Festa Founding member of ACT, Inc. / owner Myhoopty.com LLC 
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PROPOSED RULING / ORDER ON OBJECTION AND MOTION  

The foregoing Objection and Motion having been duly considered, it is hereby ORDERED that: 

☐ GRANTED in full — The Department of Motor Vehicles’ written and oral testimony, 

recommendations, conclusions, and opinion evidence is stricken from the administrative 

record in its entirety. 

☐ GRANTED in the alternative — The Department of Motor Vehicles’ written and oral 

testimony, recommendations, conclusions, and opinion evidence is afforded zero evidentiary 

weight whatsoever in the Commissioner’s final rate determination and shall be treated solely as 

non-record argument or staff recommendation. 

☐ DENIED 

 

Presiding Hearing Officer / Commissioner of Motor Vehicles 

Date: ________________________ 

 

 

 


