Mooring Working Group Minutes
August 05, 2026, 10:00-1:00pm
IF&W Headquarters, Augusta

Attendees:
In-Person:
Working Group Members:
Christl Theriault, IF&W, Legislative Liaison, Facilitator
Diano Circo, IF&W, Chief Planner Boat Access Program
Tim Thurston, DACF, Navigational Aid Supervisor
Heather Seiders, DACF, Outdoor Recreation Planner – Boating Facilities Program
John Noll, DACF, Director - Submerged Lands Program 
Bob Gardner, Owner of Great Pond Marina, Belgrade
Shawn Hebert, Treasurer, Maine Harbor Masters Association
Andy Wess, Winthrop Town Council
Sgt. Carleton Richardson, Maine Warden Service, Boating Law Assistant
Marc Restuccia, Toddy Pond Lake Association
Ben Goodsoe, Acting Director LUPC
Brookelyn Tilton, Acting Senior Planner at LUPC
Sam Minervino, Long Beach Marina Owner
Lt. Jason Luce, Maine Warden Service, Boating Law Administrator

	Teams:
Working Group Members:
Tasha Pinkham, Standish Town Manager
Susan Gallo, Maine Lakes Executive Director
Non-Members:
Andy Cutko, DACF, Director of Parks and Lands
Trish Morrissey, Bridgton Chairman of the Mooring and Harbormaster Committee
Nick AttaliadesRyan, DACF, Navigational Aids
Nicole Stein
Richard Spencer, Mooselookmeguntic Improvement Association

Prior Meeting Recap: Christl opened the meeting with a recap of last meeting: 
Public Trust Doctrine: how it impacts decisions going forward and how we allow the privilege of moorings moving forward. 

Daryn Granata gave an in-depth presentation on moorings on coastal waters to provide a foundation when moving forward.  
· Questions from the last meeting? 
· Meeting minutes were provided yesterday, please provide final edits by COB Friday.
New Business:

A survey was sent out after the last meeting.  There were a couple of people who took the survey that weren’t working group members and most of that data was removed.  Found that there was majority support for the foundation questions.  We are going to run through the results today. This is a time to develop framework for moving forward.

90-100% Consensus
70-89% Strong Majority
60-69% Working Majority
Under 60% no majority

Question 1: 79% of respondents indicated that Public inland waters should allow both public and private uses, provided that private uses do not unreasonably interfere with public rights.
Question 2: Should private moorings continue to be an allowable use of public inland waters? 100% yes, with limits
Question 3: If Private moorings are allowed should the State or municipalities place limits on their number, location, or use to protect Public Trust Rights? 100% said yes
· Under the first three questions the group is in alignment.

Question 4: Which types of limits do you believe are appropriate? Majority support on all, with 20% adding another including: standard tackle requirement, limited new commercial uses, and proximity to invasives. 
Question 5: Which level of government should have primary responsibility for regulating moorings in Maine? 60% shared responsibility between the State and municipalities, with 27% other which also agrees on a shared approach is applicable.  Comments were: 
· Towns would be required to have a harbor master 
· Municipality should have primary responsibility. On inland waters with no municipal authority then the State would have responsibility.
· We must have a standard baseline that works just as the current zoning law currently operates. Municipalities may adopt stricter rule but the state law cannot be subject to municipal authority. 
Shared responsibility; LUPC fills the role of a municipality in the unorganized territories.

U.T. different: Christl continued by reminding the group that we need to keep in mind that we may need to look at UT differently with possibly different standards.  Where UT doesn’t necessarily have these issues at this time, we need to keep this in mind for the future.

Question 6.  In your opinion, which statement best reflects how moorings should be regulated in Maine? 67% responded that regulations should establish statewide minimum standards while allowing municipalities to adopt additional provisions to address local conditions. Discussion: Creating a state-wide framework with towns allowed to have some authority.

Question 7: If responsibility is shared between the State and municipalities, what level of state guidance do you think municipalities should have? 60% responded the State should establish minimum standards and additional guidance while allowing municipalities some flexibility. Comments included combining the first two choices coupled with state-level technical assistance and making inland waters compliant with Title 38. 
Question 7 discussion: 
Andy: Think it would be hard to tell the public that they can’t put in a mooring, one way to restrict would be to say that they (moorings) need to be tied to a guaranteed parking place. This can also control the number of moorings. If we propose a requirement for moorings, it must have designated parking.  

Question 8: Should the State establish a uniform framework that municipalities must follow when adopting local mooring ordinances (similar to Maine’s Shoreland Zoning program)? Could this framework be placed in DEP Chapter 1000 or something for towns to implement? 80% stated yes.  Comments were:
· I agree with uniform framework, however I feel with the number of municipalities currently in play some standards may be more restrictive in some cases then the state framework. I think if you want a/the municipality to participate in a rule or law change then they should have the ability to adopt their own ordinance accordingly. With the help of State of Maine guidance if needed.
As long as it gives municipalities to identify mooring fields or adjust water body size, depths, and density/population.
Question 8: Discussion: 
Title 30 “home rule” gives towns authority to adopt rules that are more strict, but not less strict.  IF&W has received complaints that towns are overstepping their authority by allowing shoreland owners to have moorings.  
Ben: Is it hard to find a harbormaster in rural areas? Is it hard to maintain consistency with chapter 1000 for small towns and their capacity to comply. 
Christl: As we look at something for towns to adopt it could be a may instead of a must.  The state may have to take the burden if the towns can’t shoulder it. 
Ben: Similar concerns for the States capacity to enforce.  There is also county government in UT. 
Marc: Two water districts were formed and they are not sure what capacity the water districts will need to take on versus the town and what their role will be in the future.  This may be something seen more in the future when more dams are abandoned in the future.  
John: Capacity issue may be solved by how it is funded. 
Diano: There is no way to manage this without capacity. 
Ben: It is hard to fill these positions in rural Maine.  
Tim: Do you think compensation factors into this? 
Ben: It could be part of it. What is it like hiring a Harbormaster? 
Shawn: There are more people interested in filling those roles than not.  It comes down to training and compensation. Driving in a personal vehicle in a small town versus a town vehicle. Is there grant funding to front training for getting the program going?  Someone with experience on the water will put in for the job. 
Jason: Could towns share a harbormaster?  
John: This has precedence with code enforcement. 
Christl: This proposal could be part of our framework that we offer.  NH has a bureau funded by fees and enforcement branch and that is all that they do.  They have less lakes and mooring permits and it is a model that we could look at.  We could propose a sunset clause. Review in three years and see how it is going.  
Andy: It is necessary for towns that border the same lake to get together and hire a single harbormaster since the borders may overlap on the lake. The towns can share costs. Be careful not to create unenforceable ordinances. 
Tim: Coastal harbormasters are paid by fees? Are they year-round jobs?  
Shawn: Southern Maine makes good money, full benefits, year-round, but it is also a law enforcement position.  Some mid-coast harbormasters are seasonal.  Training is the same.  2.5 days for certification for basic level with 8 hours of continuing education. Annual training every year and seminar in the fall. Host trainings throughout the year. 

Question 9: if the State establishes a uniform framework, which topics should be addressed through statewide standards? 53-87% waiting list to mooring density, mooring requirements, etc. Majority support for all of these to be supported in the framework.
Comments: 
· Fees, harbor master requirements
· If a uniform standard is drafted then all of these topics would need to be addressed. Again, for those municipalities who already have strong ordinances in play a uniform standard may inhibit or contradict a more stringent rule.
· We do not support the implementation of a uniformed framework.
· The unchecked uses should be left up to the local authority (municipal).
· No known invasive plants in the vicinity.

The following questions are more about capacity and limitations.

Question 10: Do you believe there should be limits on the number of moorings allowed on an inland waterbody? 80% said yes, group agreed that there is majority support.

Question11: If limits are established, what factors should be considered when determining the number of moorings allowed on a waterbody? 87% responded protection of navigation, size of the waterbody while 80% responded public access needs. 73% chose environmental considerations, 67% chose protection of fishing and fowling and 60% chose shoreline frontage.    Does group agree that all but last (existing development) are factors that we would put in the framework? Group consensus was yes. 
Comments: 
· The criteria used to determine limits should be directly related to the intended outcome.  One size will not fit all, or most for that matter since factors will change between each waterbody.
· Lake management class could be a factor. However, limiting the number of moorings on a waterbody creates its own issues and complications and doesn’t directly address the primary issues. Leave as an option for a municipal ordinance perhaps, but this should not be regulated statewide.
· Certain areas present a problem if moorings are too close and it becomes a safety issue.

Discussion: 
Andy: heard that the boating density is a lot less and density is important to consider. 
Ben: This doesn’t preclude additional factors? 
Christl: no
Ben: Each lake has a management class to inform permitting.  Based on fisheries, high value natural resources. Dep uses them in organized townships.  IF&W also uses them.
What about a determining carrying capacity? 
Heather: Trying to determine a carrying capacity is very subjective.
Brookelyn: metrics can change over time too and what future capacity may look like. 
Andy: one thing not addressed so far, tackle restrictions would need to vary due to conditions. 
Christl: This may be where we set a model and then towns can set the requirements. 
Andy: So many feet per water depth. 

Question 12: If mooring space is limited, how much priority should each of the following receive when assigning mooring locations? The highest priority given was for people who have shorefront property versus people from the public who were prioritized low.  Shorefront property owners should be the highest priorities.  Group agrees.  This may help in developing waiting lists.  
Discussion:
Andy: This says moorings are a privilege not a right.  
John: Shorefront property owners have no rights in the water.  A dock and mooring are not public trust rights and cannot exclude access on the water in front of their property.  Littoral zones are just used for permitting. The only rights a shorefront owner has is a limited right to wharf out plus the 100’ of shore frontage you can have one mooring. Lot of misconceptions that people have a sphere of ownership in front of their house.  Mooring is not a trust right, it is a privilege.  
Diano: we will need to discuss public rights versus private rights on the water surface.  
John: When it comes to public rights and a mooring it should be in a mooring field, not just anywhere.  Brookelyn: All users have rights to use the waters.  Right to access is not a right to a mooring. LUPC must maintain equity between waterfront owners and the general public.  Would this interfere with tourism? 
Diano: How do we determine fair and equitable access?  
Christl: we need to make sure that we consider this and can’t interfere with Public Trust Rights. 
Andy: Sounds like a subcommittee.  Group yes.  
Tim: Owners of waterfront and individuals above commercial marinas.
Christl: We will talk about subcommittees and such later in the meeting.

Question 13: If waterfront property owners are allowed to place moorings, should the number permitted be based on the amount of shoreline frontage they own? 79% yes, we can all agree that the group supports this should be based on shore frontage. 
Discussion:
Shawn: 2014 town was sued. The town allowed for every 50’ of shorefront, you can have a mooring.  A neighbor sued because these blocked a view up Long Lake.  Case law found the Town of Naples was in violation of law by allowing more than vessel mooring. 
John: Was it the 87 statute that they were in violation of?  Shawn the case was Suranian vs. White in the Town of Naples.
Andy: People have tried to use a swim dock to hold three boats as one mooring.  
John: This is standard practice in coastal areas.  They are mooring floats.  
Tim: Who owns these?  
John: May be towns or marina owner.

Question 14: Should there be an established minimum amount of shore frontage to have a mooring? We can agree majority supports that. 

Question 15: Should there be a maximum amount of moorings permitted per a shorefront property owner regardless of the lot size or amount of shore frontage? This comes back to setting a model ordinance, this could be in law and would set a minimum and maximum. 82% support a maximum.

Question 16: Should non-shorefront property owners be permitted to place moorings on water bodies that have a public boat access site? This question may be thought of in two different ways: The intent was does the group support people of the public being able to have a mooring on a lake with a public access.  Not necessarily that they have an actual permit.  71% Supported this.  

Discussion: 
Sam: Could also been misconstrued at the public launch?  
Andy: Sees this as a major enforcement issue.  How do you tell if a car in a public launch is on a mooring or not? If you install a mooring, must have designated parking.  
Brookelyn: would pre-existing moorings be allowed.  
Group: this is a later question. 
John: Question 16 gets to fair and equitable access.

Question 17: Do you believe permits should be required for any of the following types of moorings? Overwhelming support with a little less support for owners of waterfront property.  There is a majority support.  This doesn’t mean that they have to pay a fee, it may be more for tracking and managing.

Question 18: If permits are required, which entity should issue them? No majority support.  Municipalities had 43% of the support.  This is something that we need to address later. 
Discuss
Ben: Clarification, when you say permit you mean written out decision saying this how you are going to do the activity and you have been authorized to do that and not acting in accordance with standards. 
Christl: Yes, that is the intent.
Group agreed.

Question 19: Should permitting requirements differ depending on the type or purpose of the mooring? Overwhelming yes

Question 20: Which types of moorings should have different permitting requirements? 100% said commercial should be different, mooring fields 85%, after there was no longer majority support.  
Comments:
· Private property owners should not be allowed to provide access to the water for a fee and should not be allowed to provide access without designated off-street parking.
· Moorings for navigational/safety purposes. All of these types should probably be subject to separate regulation standards/conditions of approval, not necessarily separate permitting requirements/processes.
Discussion:
Tim: 2 are already statute and are through a permit program. 
John: ski courses 
Tim: Not considered a navigational hazard as long as they are installed properly and do not require a permit.  The buoys are made to be run over if placed in accordance to the rules. All buoys go through Navigational Aids Program. 
Ben: If a municipality wants to place? 
Tim: They need to be permitted through Navigation Program. We defined a channel and turned responsibility of buoys over to the town. Ours are whether they are a hazard to navigation.

Question 21: If you think some types of moorings should have different permitting requirements which of the following should be required? Permit fee, application, renewal, technical review and annual reporting were chosen by the majority. Public notice was rated low.  This would require a lot of overhead. Majority support for other permitting requirements. 
Comments: 
This level of overview risks putting an undue burden on towns without the capacity to administer and enforce multiple types of mooring permits. This decision should be left to each municipality to make according to their own capacity and needs. 
Inspection and insurance.

Discussion:
This is something to consider when we get into the details. Add as permitting requirements, second comment.

Question 22: Which factors should be considered when reviewing a mooring permit application?
100% water safety and navigation. 86% environmental impacts and existing mooring density, 79% public access, 57% fishing and fowling. 
Can conclude the working group has majority support for all factors suggested.

Question 23: Should exceptions to standard permitting requirements be allowed? Majority of the group supports exceptions to standard permitting.

Question 24: If exceptions are allowed, for which circumstances? 80% Public safety, 705 environmental protection and emergency response, 60% overcrowding, and 30% accessibility and other.  Won’t consider accessibility moving forward.
Comments: 
· Water depth, invasive plants
· Weather related uses only
· Municipalities can allow exemptions for their own ordinances where they don’t conflict with statewide regs
Discussion:
Andy: Need to determine if this is permissive or restrictive response. This should be looked at with regard to certain situations.  
Christl comments. 
Brookelyn: what is weather related use? 
Shawn: Storm related due to large storms for safety. Last comment: would come back to a model ordinance. 

Break: 

Question 25: If permits are required, should applicants pay fees to cover the cost of administering the permitting program? Yes.  The working group agrees that there should be a permitting fee.

Question 26: Should designated areas of a waterbody be reserved or managed for different types of mooring uses (for example, residential, commercial, or public use) where appropriate? 64% said it depends on the waterbody.  There is a need or want depending on circumstances.

Queston 27: Do you believe mooring fields should be allowed on Maine’s inland waters? Majority responded only under certain circumstances.

Question 28: Under what circumstances should a mooring field be allowed? All options had greater than 50% support. Options were: To improve navigation or boating safety; for commercial marinas or boating services; for campgrounds, children’s camps, or sporting camps; to reduce conflicts among users, to improve environmental protection, where existing mooring demand exceeds available space. Majority support for all.  
Comments: 
· I believe existing commercial mooring field should be allowed but should not be permitted to expand. No new commercial mooring fields should be permitted.
· To protect deeded access (eg subdivision backlots with waterbody access)
· Large bodies of water, areas with back lots, shallow depths and to avoid moorings being too close to shore. 
· These comments should be considered when developing the framework for permitting.

Question 29: Who should have authority to approve a mooring field? Slim majority responded shared approval by the State and municipality. This question warrants further discussion to determine support by the working group.

Question 30: Do you believe the anchoring of vessels or other floating objects on inland waters should be regulated? We should have further discussions.  Does 64% provide a majority?  Group feels this does provide a majority. 
Discussion:
Jason: This could provide an avenue to circumvent mooring laws. group would like to know could this be defined? 
Sam: Could this be a location limit? 
John: Could be timing. 
Christl: No restrictions on anchoring right now anywhere.  
Diano: Anchoring may allow public access balance with restricting moorings.  
Sam: Anchoring is likely to have someone on board at night and moorings do not.  
Andy: An anchored boat is to be lighted at night.  An anchored boat is likely occupied versus a mooring is not.  
Jason: Anchored boat complaints can be loud.  
Ben: Houseboat moored and rented is a current situation.  Impacts with a houseboat at anchor, noise and lighting. 
Andy: If you rent houseboats and they use your property to access the watercraft, the property is then used commercially. 
Ben: How would towns handle anchoring enforcement? 
Tim: Does this include water toys, floats, etc?  
Group: Yes 
Shawn: Naples had 0 anchoring in causeway past dusk. All anchoring needed to be reported to the Harbormaster.  Trying to get this information out it will be self-policing. The minute that people find out, they will report what they see.  Enforcement is complaint driven.  
Christl: Do we feel that we should regulate anchoring of boats, water slides, floats, etc? 
Ben: This would be difficult for the LUPC to enforce.  
John: Discussion of floating toys blocking the shoreline and feels this group is to get control of surface water issues.  Maybe make recommendations because of the loophole this prevents.  Feels that toys take moorings to contain.  
Tim: Swim area legislation was because whole shorelines were being blocked even though they don’t swim.  Broken down boats couldn’t access shorelines. 
Andy: Non self-propelled devices are moored. 
Group: This may also be circumvented 
No group consensus, this should be further discussed during mooring framework, possibly simply address by defining anchoring.

Question 31: If anchoring is regulated, which of the following should be subject to regulation? All but seasonal restrictions were supported. It appears that all of the items are important reasons to regulate.  Comments:
· Anchoring is an incidental use
· Mandatory notification to the harbor master
· Time seems to be a good regulatory tool but there could be other regulatory needs depending on the waterbody.
· Municipal discretion only

Question 32: Who should have primary authority to regulate anchoring on inland waters? 50% responded shared authority. 
Discussion:
Andy feels this would be municipality with a 72 hour limit.
Marc feels it would be hard for the towns to enforce. 
Diano: This will parallel Moorings and where we go with the policy may present a place for this in the framework.  

Question 33: Do you have other comments you would like to add? Multiple additional comments. Allow group to read them outside of the meeting and discuss next steps.

Christl upcoming more detailed discussions.
· How does NH have their bureau organized
· With shared vs State approach, how do we address LUPC unique needs?
· Further discussion over amount of shore frontage to have a mooring?
· 82% maximum moorings this did not have a majority and needs further discussion
· Who should issue permits, further discussion
· Do you believe permits should be required.  We agree they should be marked so they are identified, so more detail on permit requirements.
· What types of moorings should have permits, what are the details?

Susan: Are we emailing the survey results? They went out to the working group and they need a few changes.
Andy: three questions that we provided. didn’t see if they were addressed.  
Further discussion about LUPC representing UT in place of towns.
What does the group feel should be the next steps to focus on?
Jason: We come up with a framework and have it available at the next meeting by combining New Hampshire, Naples Ordinance, Title 38 and then we could break out into smaller groups.
Diano: Should we draft an ordinance as part of this group?
Christl: Yes, we need to make sure we have the legal framework to ask the towns to adopt the ordinance.  Need to give the state the authority to provide the authority and if it is in rule it may be more required that this rule.
Ben: would like to start with the goals that the group would like to see. Take a narrowing approach.
Diano: Is it best to focus on policy framework and then if the legislature approves, drill down into the details of what the document looks like. 
Christl: envisions the report back proposal is what the towns would have for tools and that it would be a model ordinance.
Andy: support that.  Send in a framework and ask for more time between sessions.  With an end product firm and solid.
Christl: may have unallocated language that the legislature gives direction and expectations to working group.
Andy: Legislature can come out with unexpected results. 
Sam: Address what we agree on, go to then break out into groups to address those that we don’t. 
Christl: Should we draft something for the group to review and maybe cancel the next meeting.  Then we can work on framework where there is support, keep the end in mind and then break into groups based on strengths and come back to the bigger group.
Andy: Subcommittees?
Christl: Would people provide a list of ideas for breakout groups that need more discussion.
Andy: Environmental issues, shallow water moorings, invasive species, emergent vegetation impacts.
Jason: Working groups could be assigned on these responses.
Diano: Provide the framework and develop subcommittees
Christl: Bring framework to next working group.
Sam: Can bring in mooring knowledge
Christl: Heather had offered to work with Tim and John to review current documentation including the harbormaster study, why recreate the wheel when we have all of this information.  
Ben: Brookelyn and Ben are willing to help.
Christl: Invite with option to attend.

Online comments:
Trish from Bridgeton: Appreciate the conversation, support a consistent set of minimum standards that can be referenced during the inevitable conflict that will require resolution. Some municipalities will never adopt a local ordinance due to a lack of local resources or appetite. If the state can provide a strong framework that protects water quality, holds mooring owners responsible, For the proper placement, maintenance, and removal of their personal property, while maintaining equitable access, it would give the municipalities the opportunity to investigate funding sources, shared cost arrangements, regional enforcement opportunities, and so on. Keep up the great work. Thanks.

Nicole Stein: Have a camp on Cobbossee, owners who own on the water are protected. A person from a backlot wanted to put his boat on her dock, she stated no. He placed a buoy 20’ from dock that he will moor an 18’ boat. Have a pontoon boat and the buoy is in the way.  A rule for how far moorings can go from an existing dock. Currently there is nothing that can address this issue.  
Jason: have the wardens come to review whether it is impeding ingress and egress from the dock? 
Nicole: warden was going to review and since then, the correct buoy type has been placed in the same place.  
Giving Jason Luce’s email address so she can contact directly.
Andy Cutko no specific comments. Survey results were interested.
Christl is away next week.
Canceling next meeting. Heather and John, will help from Brooklyn, Ben, Diano, and Sam to work on Framework.
Dick Spencer: board of Mooselookmeguntic improvement association. Appreciate the thought and work going into this. Two thoughts. Mooselook is mostly in the UT. According to AI, 50% of lakes in Maine is in UT.  This makes them different.  One issue when talking about the purposes of moorings, there is a difference between mooring a boat and mooring a houseboat that people are living on and this has the potential to be an issue throughout the UT. 15 lake associations in the UT and those associations are not represented. Resolve shall be composed of but not limited to and would like the group to consider an additional representative of the unorganized territory and appointed by Maine Lakes. There should be representation for that half of the State. Please consider. Christl brought the call up about anchored houseboats.  Ben Goodsoe and Brooklyn Tilson represent LUPC and Susan Gallo who is representing all Lake associations. Make sure that she comments and represents your opinions.  We have spoken with Susan and it seems that it would be reasonable but if too late they will work through Susan. Ben great that you are speaking with Susan and LUPC would be happy to meet with and talk about the regulatory side. Most are in UT and would be very interested in talking to you.
That is it.

Christl meeting is adjourned.
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