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I. Introduction and Purpose of Overcrowding Plan 

As Connecticut's largest lake and one of the most heavily utilized recreational waterbodies in the 
state, Candlewood Lake is a critical natural resource and outdoor recreation resource for local 
and state residents. In addition to these important roles, Candlewood Lake serves its primary 
function, in conjunction with the Housatonic River, as the source for hydroelectric power critical 
to the region's electricity grid.  

The foundation of this overcrowding plan lies within a specific philosophy that the problem of 
overcrowding is, at its core, a problem of public perception.  All natural resources have differing 
user groups, the creation of Candlewood Lake as the reservoir for the Rocky River pumped 
storage generating station provides a resource that is in high demand during the warm summer 
months.  Candlewood Lake provides opportunities for boating, fishing, water skiing, rafting, 
swimming and scuba diving enthusiasts.  These diverse users are all trying to enjoy the natural 
resources in the same limited space, at the same limited times and that is when overcrowding 
occurs, on warm, sunny, summer weekends several times a year.  During the week, on rainy days 
and when air temperatures fall below fifty degrees Candlewood never reaches carrying capacity 
and user conflicts are at a minimum.  In particular, overcrowding most clearly manifests itself in 
the form of user conflicts, with the number of user conflicts invariable increasing as the number 
of users and hence overcrowding grows.  These user conflicts reveal themselves in a variety of 
forms, including noise and disturbance/inappropriate behavior complaints; excessive vessel 
speeds or speeds inappropriate for the geography and bathymetry of a specific portion of a 
waterbody; and general congestion that impedes the free and safe movement of vessels.  Most 
importantly, however, user conflicts can escalate to the level of actual boating accidents, 
potentially resulting in injury or death.  The goal of this overcrowding plan is to analyze existing 
conditions, discuss specific problem areas of concern, investigate macro-level issues that can 
lead to overcrowding within the context of Candlewood Lake (and how such issues may be 
mitigated), and provide recommendations to address the pressing issues related summer peak 
weekends when overcrowding occurs on Candlewood Lake.  In the end, this plan is designed to 
provide a road map for how FirstLight Power Resources, in conjunction with federal, state and 
local jurisdictions, can provide a safe and enjoyable experience for all recreational users of 
Candlewood Lake. 

This overcrowding plan is essentially divided into four distinct sections. The first section 
describes the lake and its current recreational usage as such applies to the issue of overcrowding.  
The second section identifies and discusses the various user conflicts that arise from 
overcrowding conditions.  The third section identifies and discusses various causes for and issues 
that create and/or exacerbate overcrowding problems. All three of these sections are intended to 
discuss appropriate data, issues and problems inherent in littoral or riparian overcrowding both 
within a general context and then as is applicable to the current situation on Candlewood Lake. 
The final section identifies recommended courses of action that could either mitigate or prevent 
overcrowding problems on Candlewood Lake into the future. 
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Within this framework, it is anticipated that FirstLight will be in a position to achieve, through 
its own actions and actions undertaken in coordination with appropriate jurisdictions and 
stakeholders, a safe recreational experience for Candlewood Lake that meets the conditions and 
requirements related to overcrowding as defined by the Shoreline Management Plan (SMP) 
approved by FERC on March 27, 2013. 
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II. Existing Conditions and Overview 
 
Concept of recreational carrying capacity and identified primary recreational areas 
Recreational carrying capacity refers to how many boats can operate on a lake without 
compromising recreational use, aesthetic enjoyment, and/or environmental quality. Calculating 
the recreational carrying capacity of any lake is an inexact science, depending on different 
physical characteristics of the lake, as well as the type of boats and activities they are engaged in. 
For example, boats that are engaged in high-speed activities such as waterskiing take up much 
more space than boats that are stationary or going at low speed, so the lake experiences a lower 
carrying capacity (can comfortably and safely accommodate fewer boats) if the majority of users 
are engaged in high-speed activities.  

 
Several primary recreational areas on the lake have already been identified as having unsafe 
densities, or exceeding recreational carrying capacity. While Candlewood Lake is the largest lake 
in Connecticut, it’s highly irregular shape and many narrow coves and islands can easily create 
pockets of high densities if too many boats congregate in one area. Areas such as near town parks 
and marinas have been documented at densities of 0-4 acres per boat (Housatonic River 
Hydroelectric Project Recreation Plan, 2005). The narrow cove near Lynn Deming Town Park in 
New Milford, Dike Point Recreation Area in New Milford, and areas near the New Fairfield and 
Danbury border have also been identified as areas with high density clusters of boats.  The means 
of determining this has been through analyzing aerial flyovers for boat counts and public 
surveys. 
 
Recreational carrying capacity calculation 
There is no scientific consensus on what boat per acre density constitutes a safe recreational 
carrying capacity. The Candlewood Lake Authority 2009 report, “An Examination of 
Recreational Pressures on Candlewood Lake, CT,” summarizes previous studies as using roughly 
12 acres per boat to calculate carrying capacity, arriving at 448 to 452 total boats underway on 
the water. 

 
Other sources base carrying capacity on the speed of a boat, type of vessel or its current use or 
other factors. The New York State Comprehensive Outdoor Recreation Plan (NY SCORP) 
suggests as little as 1/3 to 1/5 acre per anchored fishing boat to 15 to 20 acres per waterskiing 
boat. Another carrying capacity report summarized various carrying capacity literature sources, 
finding boat densities based on type of boat, use of boat, development level of lake, and speed of 
users.  Being that Candlewood is dominated by power boat cruising, waterskiing and sailboats 
we have assumed the average carrying capacity of Candlewood to be 10 acres per boat based 
upon the proposed acreages and uses posited below in both the NY SCORP and Waswasee 
Carrying capacity report as shown below. 
 
 



4 

Figure 1 

Source Boating Use
Suggested Density 

(acres/boat)

Sailboats 6 to 8 

Waterskiing 15 to 20 

Rowboats 1

Powerboats 6 to 8 

Fishing (anchored or still) 1/3 to 1/5 

Fishing (trolling) 1

Ashton (1971) All uses combined 4 to 11 

Water skiing combined with other uses 40

Water skiing only 20

Coordinated water skiing 15

Waterskiing and motorboat cruising 20

Fishing 10

Canoeing, kayaking, or sailing 8

All uses combined 10

Motor boat uses 9

Canoeing, kayaking, or fishing 1.3

Sail boating 4.3

Wagner (1990) All uses combined 25

Warbach et al. (1994) All motorized (>5hp) uses 30

All uses combined (urban lake) 1 to 10

All uses combined (suburban lake) 10 to 20

All uses combined (rural, developed lake) 20 to 50

Progressive AE (2005) All uses combined 10

Water skiing only 4.6*SDI

High speed boat only 3.9*SDI

Pontoon boats (pleasure boating) 3.3*SDI

Personal watercraft 4.0*SDI

Manual-powered boat 2.9*SDI

All uses: 100% idle 10

All uses: 75% idle; 25% fast users 15

All uses: 50% idle; 50% fast users 20

All uses: 25% idle; 75% fast users 25

All uses: 100% fast users 30

Sources: NY SCORP, 2003; Wawasee Carrying Capacity Report, 2007

Aukerman et al. (2004)

SCLC and LCLC (2005)

LRMD (2003)

Carrying Capacity Suggestions

NY SCORP (2003)

Jaakson et al. (1989)

Kusler (1972)

Warren and Rea (1989)
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Lake physical characteristics 
Candlewood Lake is the largest lake in Connecticut, at approximately 5,420 acres, with a 
maximum depth of 90 feet and an average depth of 40 feet. The main shoreline of the lake 
measures about 63 miles, with an additional 7 miles of shoreline on the islands of Candlewood 
Lake1.  

Shoreline Development Factor (SDF) is a measure of the irregularity of the shoreline of a body 
of water. SDF is a ratio of shoreline length to the circumference of a circle with the same area; a 
perfectly circular lake would have a SDF of 1, and higher numbers indicate a more irregularly 
shaped lake with a greater amount of shoreline available for development. With more shoreline 
length available for development, there is more potential for impacts on water quality and 
shoreline habitat. Candlewood Lake is very irregular, with a SDF of between 5.8 and 6.8, 
depending on the data source for measurements. Any SDF above 3 can be considered “very 
irregular shoreline.” This indicates that Candlewood Lake has a very high ratio of developable 
shoreline in relation to its surface area and therefore has complex narrows and relatively little 
broad open deep waters, rather Candlewood’s linear narrow arms act like separate navigational 
channels. 

Use characteristics 
Roughly 66% of the shoreline is currently developed as either Residential or Commercial Lands 
as seen in Figure 2. 

Figure 2 

1 Exact measures of surface area, depth, and shoreline length can vary considerably due to the elevation level of the lake. 
Candlewood Lake is kept between 425.1 and 427.6 feet above sea level according to the National Geodetic Vertical Datum 
(NGVD) during the summer, and drawn down to between 416.1 feet and 422.1 feet NGVD during the winter. Calculations of 
measurements used in this report are based on CT DEEP GIS data, dated 2002. Due to the age of the data, calculations may not 
accurately reflect current physical conditions of the lake.

Shoreline Designation Class Percentage of Linear Shoreline

Commercial Lands 1.61

Conservation Lands 23.36

Developed Recreation Lands 3.51

Privately Owned Undeveloped Lands 0

Project Operation Lands 1.71

Residential Lands 64.81

Rocky River Impoundment

Source: FirstLight's Response to Federal Energy Regulatory Commission's Additional 

Information Request dated November 06, 2009
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Figure 3 

The CLA conducts an annual boat count of resident boats on  
Candlewood Lake, 5,973 boats are docked, on the shore or moored  
on the lake. This includes 1,748 unregistered boats (such as canoes  
and kayaks), 3,245 motorboats without cabins, 398 motorboats  
with a cabin, and 582 Personal Watercraft (PWC, also known as  
Jet-Skis). This count includes all the residential, community and  
marina vessels.  Candlewood’s shoreline is dominated by high density 
single family residential dock development at approximately 65%.   
In addition to these residences in 2009 there were eight commercial  
marinas covering approximately 1.5% of the shoreline (see Figure 3).  
Candlewood Lake also has over 65 private lake communities  
(see Figure 4), many with community boat docking, private boat 
 ramps and/or beach facilities. A total of thirteen commercial  
shorefront businesses of which eight are commercial marinas, two  
private boating clubs and three service companies providing  
refreshments, dock maintenance services and catering. The five  
Municipal parks and beaches also have either docking and/or boat  
ramp facilities. Therefore the largest majority of the potential 
sources for vessel overcrowding is the resident 4,225 power boats 
and PWC’s that are already on the lake before a single boat is 
launched.  

Name Description

Candlewood Lake (Squantz Cove) 100 Parking Stalls

Candlewood Lake (Lattins Cove) 100 Parking Stalls

Squantz Pond 25 Parking Stalls

Name Description

Patrol Cove Up to 4 Docked Patrol Vessels

Nina Marina 1 Docked Patrol Vessel

Sherman Lakeside Office 3 Docked Vessels

Name Description

Brookfield Bay Marina Private Marina

Candlewoood East Marina Private Marina

Candlewood Inn Events & Catering

Candlewood Yacht Club Private Club

Chatterton Marina Private Marina

Danbury Yacht Club Private Club

Down the Hatch Restaurant & Bar

Echo Bary Marina Private Marina

Gerard's Waters Edge Marina Private Marina

H.T. Tucker and Sons Docks Dock Installation Company

Nina Marina Private Marina

Pocono Point Marina Private Marina

The Marina Private Marina

Public and Private Facilities on Rocky River Impoundment
CT DEEP Boat Launches

Candlewood Lake Authority Staging Areas

Commercial Facilities

Source: FirstLight's Response to Federal Energy Regulatory Commission's Additional 

Information Request dated November 06, 2009

Source: CT DEEP2014 Connecticut 
Boater’s Guide 



0 0.5 10.25 Miles
Ü

Sources: 
CT DEEP: Candlewood Lake data, 2009 Survey
Candlewood Lake Authority: 2008 flyover data

Boating Densities and 
Perception of Congestion
Vessel Density Analysis
Based on 8/31/2008 flyover data

> 10 acres per vessel
Percent of Respondents
That Consider Lake Zone 
to be Routinely Congested
Based on 2009 DEEP Survey

Less than 1%
1% - 3%
3% - 5%
5% - 7%
7% - 15%
15% - 25%
More than 25%
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Figure 4 

Aqua Vista Association Driftwood Point

Arrohead Point Homeowner Assoc. Ferris Estates Tax District

Atchison Cove Tax District Hawthorne Cove

Beechwood Grove Homeowner Assoc. Hawthorne Terrace Association

Birch Groves Association Hemlock Ridge

Bogus Hill Association Hemlock Shores

Bogus Hill Tax District Hickory Hills Tax District

Candleset Cove Association Holiday Point Association

Candlewood Acres Hollywyle Park Association Inc.

Candlewood Echoes Association Inglenook Tax District

Candlewood Heights Beach Club Joyce Hill Tax District

Candlewood Hills Knollcrest Tax District

Candlewood Isle Tax District Lakewood Terrace Association

Candlewood Knolls Lavelle Avenue Tax District

Candlewood Lake Club Mill Pond Farm Association

Candlewood Lake Estates Millstone Ridge Tax District

Candlewood Landing Oak Point Club

Candlewood Orchard Property Own. Orchard Rest Association

Candlewood Point Tax District Pinewood Shores Association

Candlewood Shores Tax District Pleasant Acres Association

Candlewood Springs Pleasant View Road Association

Candlewood Terrace Tax Payer Assoc. Poet's Landing

Candlewood Trails Association Premium Point Homewonwers Assoc.

Candlewood Vista Association Pruchnik Estates

Cedar Heights Sail Harbour Club Association

Cedar Property Owners Association Shady Knolls

Cedar Terrace POA Inc. Shoreview Estates Homeowners Assoc.

Chatterton Point Snug Harbor Association

Cornell Hills Association Sullivan Farms Association

Cove's End Homeowners Association Ta'Agan Point

Crystal Bay Development Turtle Bay

Deer Hill Association Warner Ridge Association

Deer Run Shores Total: 65 Lake Associations

Rocky River Impoundment Lake Associations

Source: FirstLight's Response to Federal Energy Regulatory Commission's Additional Information 

Request dated November 06, 2009
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Useable Lake Area 
Due to the potential for wave driven shoreline erosion and safety impacts of operating boats 
above “slow no wake;” (the CTDEEP Boating Guide defines “Slow No Wake” operating a 
vessels at not more than a minimum wake and not speeds greater than 6 miles per hour over the 
ground.) within 100’ of shore for boats and 200’ for PWC/jetskis or within waters of only 5’ in 
depth, these areas are generally considered to be occupied by slow moving vessels and should be 
excluded from calculations of boatable surface area at speeds above slow no wake. Following 
this metric, roughly 957 acres of Candlewood Lake, or 18%, is not usable for motor-powered 
vessels. Using the 200’ buffer required for PWCs, 1,722 acres, or 32% are not usable above slow 
no wake.  According to GIS analysis of CT DEEP data, this would leave roughly 4,414 usable 
acres of lake surface area for boating above slow no wake. Using the estimated average of 10 
acres of surface area per boat as defined above in the NY SCORP studies, this would reduce the 
total carrying capacity of the lake from 448-452 down to 441 boats on Candlewood Lake at once. 
Based upon CLA’s resident boat count of 4,225 powered vessels if 10.5 % of the resident boats 
are above slow no wake this capacity is exceeded. 

Boating density based upon aerial flight data 

Figure 5 

Date (2008) Powerboats Sailboats Canoe/kayak PWC Total 
Carrying Capacity 
(450 vessels) 

May 25th 318 17 10 3 348 Not exceeded 
June 21st 426 3 9 13 451 Exceeded 
July 12th 417 9 12 12 450 Reached 
July 19th 476 4 14 21 515 Exceeded 
August 9th 403 11 5 17 436 Not exceeded 
August 31st 581 10 20 26 637 Exceeded 
Mean 437 9 12 15 473 Exceeded 

The most recent aerial flyover conducted by FirstLight documented the numbers of watercraft on 
Candlewood Lake on six peak summer weekend including the dates above during the summer of 
2008, from May 25th to August 31st. According to our carrying capacity of 441 vessels, the lake 
had exceeded carrying capacity on three of the days surveyed, and reached carrying capacity on 
one day. The aerial count data was also categorized by type of vessel, showing that on average 
92% of watercraft on the lake were power boats and 3% were personal watercraft (PWCs). Only 
5% of the vessels on the lake are unpowered, on average. The numbers also show that there is 
substantial variability in number of boats on the lake, from 348 on May 25th to 637 on August 
31st.  FirstLight will be replicating this flyover study as part of the Recreation Management 
Plan’s requirements during the summer of 2014.  
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Potential impacts 
The private docking access already existing on Candlewood Lakes 66% developed shoreline 
easily provides the 4,225 resident vessel volumes necessary to exceed the carrying capacity on a 
regular basis. In addition the numerous private and public boat ramps can provide additional 
vessel volume from access to non-resident boats via trailering and launching.   

The use of powerboats and PWCs in shallow waters has the potential to disturb lake sediments 
and erode shorelines with increased man made wave action, which contributes to suspended 
sediments in the water. Boat waves can especially contribute to shoreline erosion near sandy, 
steep, or unvegetated banks, as well as cut and uproot plants. Boating activity can disturb fish 
and wildlife habitat, through increasing the natural wave energy being dissipated at the lakes 
edge and creating a more turbulent shoreline environment. Studies on toxic effects from boat 
engines on aquatic ecosystems and water quality are inconclusive at this time.  

PWCs have not been extensively studied to determine their effect on lake ecosystems. PWCs are 
generally similar to motorized boats in their impacts, although their frequent starts, stops, turns, 
and high speeds may generate slightly higher noise and emissions. However, PWCs have the 
potential to have greater impact on lakes because of their ability to access shallower areas 
compared to other types of motorized watercraft.2  For these reasons CT has established a 200’ 
Slow No Wake zone from the shoreline and other vessels underway for PWCs3. 

2 Asplund, Timothy R. (2000. March 17). “The Effects of Motorized Watercraft on Aquatic Ecosystems.” Wisconsin 
Department of Natural Resources, Bureau of Integrated Science Services and University of Wisconsin- Madison. 
Retrieved from http://dnr.wi.gov/lakes/publications/documents/lakes.pdf.  
3 Sec. 15-121-A15(4) of the Regulations of Connecticut State Agencies. 

http://dnr.wi.gov/lakes/publications/documents/lakes.pdf
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III. Identification and Discussion of Problems Associated with
Overcrowding 

Emphasis on Measures to Enhance Boating Safety 
CTDEEP Boating Division supplied the below data from the period between the years 2003 – 
2012, during this ten year period, there have been 28 accidents with injuries, with the top five 
causes being: 11 skier mishaps accidents, 5 collisions with a vessel, 3 falls overboard, 2 vessel 
grounding and 2 falls in the boat. In the same time period there have been 35 accidents that 
involved property damage only (at least $500) with the top five being: 19 collisions with a vessel 
accidents, 5 vessel grounding, 3 collisions with a fixed object, 2 collisions with a submerged 
object, and 2 fires. There were two fatal accidents during that timeframe involving: 1 fall 
overboard and 1 collision with a vessel. For property damage, many of the accidents were 
located at or near marinas. The CTDEEP has begun outreach to boaters regarding skiing mishaps 
in an effort to reduce those numbers. While this plan contains a variety of data related to current 
Candlewood Lake conditions, its physical and bathymetric characteristics, analysis of current 
lake usage, descriptions of existing recreational use and projected recreational carrying capacity, 
the primary purpose of this plan is not to serve as a compendium of lake and recreational data.  
Rather, the most important element of this plan is its design to take what is known about the 
recreational use of the lake, the land use and development patterns surrounding its boundaries, 
the current public and private accessibility of the lake, and resident and stakeholder identified 
concerns and issues about the use of the lake; provide detailed discussion and analysis of these 
elements; and provide workable solutions through the implementation of a wide range of lake 
management tools and techniques to limit and reduce overcrowding pressures on Candlewood 
Lake both now and in the future. 

Undertaking this planning process essentially leads one to a fundamental purpose for this plan.  
This fundamental purpose is to ensure acceptable levels of boating safety through the mitigation 
of overcrowding issues.  Candlewood Lake should be a place where recreational users are able to 
utilize the lake with a reasonable expectation of enjoyment and comfort, without excessive 
concerns for their safety and ability to enjoy this water resource of statewide importance.  In 
achieving this fundamental objective of safety, other public goals such as the reduction of 
excessive noise, the appropriate use of public and private access points, the preservation of 
property values for owners of property adjacent to the lake, and protection of the lake’s 
environmental systems will also be achieved. 

Enforcement of Vessel Speeding 
The Connecticut Department of Energy and Environmental Protection (CTDEEP) and the 
Candlewood Lake Authority Marine Patrol (CLAMP) have shared this enforcement 
responsibility since 1972. CLAMP operates under the supervision of the CT DEEP and works 
with the CT DEEP’s EnCon Police to patrol the lake. Patrol Officers of CLAMP are area Police 
Officers, as well as other officers who have received professional training to be Marine Patrol 
Officers. 
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Excessive speed is ranked as the fifth-most prevalent known contributing factor to boating 
accidents, according to a nationwide US Coast Guard report, Recreational Boating Statistics 
2012. Due to the abilities of open motorboats and personal watercraft to reach high speeds as 
compared to many other watercraft types, they contribute to 78.5% of cases of accidents due to 
speeding (189 accidents in open motorboats and 154 in personal watercraft out of 437 total 
speed-related accidents reported in 2012).   

Currently, Candlewood Lake has a daytime speed limit of 45 mph and a night-time speed limit of 
25 mph. A Slow No Wake, 6 mph speed limit is in effect within 100 feet of shore, docks, moored 
vessels, and any other marked hazardous areas for boats and 200’ for PWC’s. According to a 
2009 survey conducted by CT DEEP of lake users, 69.0% of respondents felt that they had a 
great deal of awareness of the speed restrictions on the lake, with another 19.6% saying that they 
had some awareness of the speed restrictions. 

In the same CT DEEP survey, 48.7% of respondents felt that there was no change necessary in 
the quantity of lake patrols by EnCon Police and CLAMP, with another 45.1% saying that there 
is a need for more patrols.  The balanced public perception is that the levels of enforcement 
provided in 2009 were adequate for conditions. 

Noise/Disturbances/Inappropriate Behavior 
Overcrowded lake conditions can have the ancillary effect of increasing instances of excessive 
noise, public disturbances and inappropriate behavior by boaters and their passengers.  The 
combination of many vessels at relatively high spatial densities and active navigation of 
watercraft along the length of the lake has the tendency to drive small groups of vessels or raft-
ups into clumps relatively near to the lake shoreline.  This result is readily apparent from the 
mapped data from the 2008 lake flyovers, which shows dense groups of vessels near Pine Cove, 
Hollywyle Cove, Echo Bay, Turtle Bay, Candlewood Point, Deer Island, parts of New Milford 
Bay and the Allen’s Cove/Atchison Cove area. 

Proximity to the shoreline combined with a large number of recreational users has the impact of 
increasing and exacerbating already elevated noise levels.  These noise levels include single 
event noises, such as the starting of a powerboat engine, and cumulative noise levels, such as the 
aggregate average noise levels over a 24-hour day.  Proximity to the shoreline of large numbers 
of watercraft and their users and passengers can create a heightened noise level that would be 
mitigated by a reduction of vessels or by their location further away from the shoreline.  Simply 
put, fewer vessels would generally result in a reduction in noise levels.  As noise levels are an 
important quality of life issue for residents of developed areas surrounding Candlewood Lake, 
mitigation of overcrowding conditions on the lake is an important component of this plan.  

Rafting/Rafting-Up4 

4 Substantial information obtained from Mark Matthews, “The Particulars of Rafting Up – SailNet Community”; 



12 

“Rafting” or “rafting-up” is a common nautical practice that can be divided into two classes.  
The first class of rafting involves the tying together of two vessels when individual moorings are 
either completely occupied or at a premium.  This situation often occurs when a vessel is looking 
to anchor for the night but is unable to find an appropriate mooring or slip. This practice has a 
distinct, if somewhat informal, code of conduct wherein the smaller of the two vessels “raft up” 
to the larger vessel, which itself should be properly anchored.  Vessels are usually staggered to 
avoid contact between the rigs of the two vessels during adverse weather conditions or the wake 
effects of other passing vessels.  In a rafting situation with more than two boats, the largest 
vessel is best positioned in the center of the raft-up, with the smaller craft oriented around it 
appropriately.  This form of rafting generally occurs on a limited and small-scale basis, and is not 
a major impediment to free navigation or a contributor to lake overcrowding. 

The second class of rafting 
involves the temporary tying 
together of numerous vessels, 
sometimes as many as 20 vessels 
at a time, for recreation, parties 
and occupant socialization.  
Figure 6 shows an example of 6 
boats rafted together in Hollywyle 
Cove. Such raft-ups can present 
situations where a number of user 
conflicts can arise.  Noise from 
large raft-ups can be a nuisance to 
nearby property owners 
(particularly when they occur 
within a relative short distance 
from the shoreline) and to other 
boaters.  Depending upon their 
location on a lake, large raft-ups 
can also impede navigation by 
other vessels through the 
waterbody, raising the potential 
for a number of user conflicts, 
most notably slow speed boating 
accidents and preventing other 
vessels from accessing certain 
areas of the lake.  Finally, the 
shear amount of waterbody 
surface coverage occupied by 
large raft-ups can be a visual 

http://www.sailnet.com/forums/learning-sail-articles/18937-particulars-rafting-up.html; 6/9/03. 

Figure 6 

http://www.sailnet.com/forums/learning-sail-articles/18937-particulars-rafting-up.html
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detriment and give a strong impression that that particular section of the lake is overcrowded, 
thereby discouraging other recreational users from utilizing this area. 

Regardless of which one of these two classes of rafting activities is undertaken, certain logical 
boating and navigation standards and criteria should be met.  Sheltered waters such as coves, 
bays and inlets where wave action from passing boats and prevailing winds are limited are 
preferred for rafting, with positioning of rafted vessels to the lee of the prevailing wind.  Again, 
rafting of vessels to a larger vessel that is already well-anchored by way of both bow and stern 
lines, along with the use and correct positioning of appropriate size fenders, is the best manner in 
which to establish a raft-up.  However, when rafting and raft-ups occur in more unprotected 
areas of a lake subject to greater wake and wave action, and in areas of a lake that are routinely 
used for navigation by other vessels, the potential exists for significant user conflicts to occur.  
These conflicts can include difficulty in or impediments to free navigation of other vessels using 
the lake, inappropriate behavior/disturbances due to verbal conflicts between vessel operators 
and passengers, and potential boating accidents. 

The 2009 CLA report, did not specifically identify rafting or raft-ups as a particular problematic 
issue.  However, the data on location of vessels on Candlewood Lake provided by the 2008 
series of lake flyovers indicated several areas around the lake where rafting and raft-ups 
appeared to be occurring, some of which were not located in the ideal locations for rafting from a 
safety standpoint.  Although rafting can have impacts to navigation and generate user conflicts 
this activity can also reduce the number of vessels underway at any given time and therefore 
reduce the potential for boating accidents.   

Congestion 
Congestion on Candlewood Lake has been cited as an increasing problem by the CLA.  
Overcrowding can impact the experience of recreational users, effect environmental resources, 
and potentially increase rates of boating accidents. The 2009 CLA report focused heavily on 
overcrowding issues.  

A 2009 survey conducted by CT DEEP found that of those that responded to the question “What 
did respondents dislike the most about their 2009 boating season on Candlewood Lake?, 
“congestion/crowding/number of boats” ranked the highest with 16.6% followed by 9.7% who 
responded “poor water quality/milfoil/ANS” and “large boats” at 9.0%.  Granted this survey only 
provides general trends in local user opinions it represents that the public perception is that 
Candlewood is overcrowded when they use it.   

Congestion on Candlewood Lake also has a geographic component. The survey also asked 
respondents to identify specific zones of the lake that they felt to be overcrowded. The areas 
identified as most routinely congested according to the survey encompassed the area of Echo 
Bay on the Brookfield shore, up through Pine Island, and as far north as Knollcrest and the 
Squantz Cove state Boat Launch in New Fairfield (See Figure 7). These are also the primary 
areas where boating densities were identified as high, with less than 10 acres per vessel, 
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according to the 2008 aerial flyover (see Figure 8). 

The State of Connecticut has already implemented several regulatory measures to help reduce 
overcrowding and improve navigational safety.  Most recently on Candlewood Lake the 
CTDEEP limited the length of any vessel on the lake to 26 feet.  This regulation was enacted in 
2010 by way of Special Act 10-3 of the State of Connecticut General Assembly.  The rationale 
for this legislation, as stated in the text of the Special Act, was as follows: 

“In 2010 the Connecticut General Assembly (CGA) passed Special Act 10-3, which directed the 
DEP to propose a regulation implementing a vessel length limit of under 26 feet on Candlewood 
Lake for the purpose of halting the general escalation of vessel size on the lake, both a cause and 
a consequence of user conflict.  

Under the proposed regulation, persons operating an unauthorized oversized vessel will be 
subject to ejection from the lake and/or a fine, and the size of the vessel will be determined by 
the registered length as it appears on its state-issued certificate of registration. 

As part of the regulation, authorization to operate  oversized vessels that have historically been 
used or that have been ordered for use on Candlewood Lake prior to the effective date of the 
regulation, and for the lifetime of a given vessel. The Commissioner will accomplish this 
“Grandfathering” function by issuing a numbered decal to the owner of a qualified oversized 
vessel, the display of which will indicate an oversized vessel’s authorized presence on the lake. 

Accommodation was also made for oversized commercial and government vessels and vessels 
that have the function of maintaining the quality of the lake environment. While there is an 
anticipated impact to small business, measures protective of business are included.  

Implementation of this regulation will have the short term effect of capping the number of 
oversized vessels on Candlewood Lake, and ending the general escalation of vessel size that is 
taking place on the lake. The long term effect will be to reduce the size of the fleet of oversized 
vessels, as vessels age and are removed from service.  The reduction in vessel length and 
respectfully size will reduce the number of vessels with cabins and larger water displacements 
which lead to larger wakes.  The larger cruiser vessels can produce wakes up to four feet or 
greater and the resulting chop that develops on overcrowded days can impact the safety of 
operating smaller vessels and the shoreline absorbing the wave action. 
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The CTDEEP provided several other common management techniques available under existing 
state boating laws including the establishment of restricted speed limits at 45mph daytime and 
25mph nighttime on the lake.  They have also established slow no wake navigation channels and 
associated channel buoy markers in both Lattins Cove and Squantz Cove leading to and from the 
both CTDEEP boat ramps and they permit the location and placement of upwards of 70 total 
navigational buoys that define both underwater boating hazards and several other slow no wake 
zones and navigational channels.  These additional slow no wake zones include; Kellogg Cove, 
Allen’s Cove, Atchison Cove, Patrol Cove, Hollywyle Cove, Deer Run Shores Cove, Turtle Bay, 
Brookfield Bay and Danbury Yacht Club Cove.  They also permit swim area navigational buoys 
and regulate boat exhaust decibels. 
 
 

 
Figure 7      Figure 8 
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Boating Accidents 
By far, the most serious user conflicts that can result from littoral or riparian overcrowding are 
boating accidents.  According to data from the State of Connecticut Department of Energy and 
Environmental Protection’s (CTDEEP) Boating Division, Candlewood Lake had 59 boating 
accidents between 2003 and 2012, resulting in 28 injuries, two fatalities and 29 accidents that 
resulted in at least $500 in private property damage (see Figure 9).  These figures far exceed 
similar data for other lakes in Connecticut for which boating accident data are tracked.  However, 
the data must be taken in the context of the fact that at roughly 5,420 acres in size, Candlewood 
Lake is by far the largest man made recreational lake in the state and therefore the increase may 
be a measure of scale. 

Given the data available, it is neither possible nor within the scope of this plan to determine a 
direct causal relationship between overcrowding conditions on Candlewood Lake and the 
incidence of boating accidents.  Nonetheless, boating accidents are a significant issue on 
Candlewood Lake, and an important component of analysis when considering preventative and 
mitigation measures for addressing lake overcrowding.  Improvements to the user experience of 
Candlewood Lake through reduction in and prevention of lake overcrowding will inherently lead 
to safer waters for all users.  CTDEEP reviewed the accidents on Candlewood Lake over the 10 
year period from 2003 – 2012 the analysis revealed that only two of fifty-nine boating accident 
reports defined the primary cause was “congested waters”. 

Figure 9 

Accident Type Fatality Injury Property Damage 

Only

Grand Total

Collision w a Vessel 1 5 16 22

Skier Mishap 9 1 10

Grounding 2 3 5

Collision w a Fixed Object 2 2 4

Fall Overboard 1 3 4

Collision with a Submerged Object 2 2

Falls in Boat 2 2

Fire 2 2

Struck by prop 2 2

Capsizing 1 1

Flooding/Swamping 1 1

Force of Wake 1 1

Machinery Failure 1 1

Person Ejected from Vessel 1 1

Unknown 1 1

Grand Total 2 28 29 59

Source: CT DEEP Boating Division

Accidents on Candlewood Lake by Accident Type, 2003 - 2012



Access to Candlewood Lake
!( Marinas
!( DEEP Boat Launch

Commercial
Conservation Land
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Project Operations
Residential
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Sources: 
CT DEEP: Candlewood Lake, Boat launches
Northwes Conservation District, FirstLight SMPt : Shoreline Classification
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IV. Potential Contributing Issues to Overcrowding and Possible 
Management Techniques 

 
The following section identifies and discusses several issues that have the potential to contribute 
to overcrowding issues on Candlewood Lake and possible techniques to manage these issues.  
More specific guidelines and recommendations are included at the end of this plan. 
 
Case studies of other locations/jurisdictions 
As the largest manmade lake in Connecticut (the largest natural lake is, Bantam Lake, is less than 
one-fifth the size at 947 acres), Candlewood Lake does not have any close analogs in the state. 
However, a review of regulations on different lakes in Connecticut is still useful to show what 
restrictions are common in the area. Of the 58 lakes in Connecticut that are more than 100 acres, 
44 (75.9%) have some sort of use restriction, with most only having one type of lake-specific 
regulation in place. The most common kind of lake-specific regulation is a speed limit (56.9%), 
followed by restrictions on the use of motors (15.5%) and limits on the size of the motor 
(12.1%).  

In Connecticut, the lake with the most posted restrictions is the 656 acre Lake Waramaug. The 
Lake Waramaug Association (LWA) has greatly restricted boat launch access to the Washington 
Boat Launch. Each boat entering the water must be inspected for invasive species, and a 
maximum of 20 non-resident boats can be launched from Town of Washington launch at any one 
time. Boat launch days and hours are also restricted based on the season (fall hours are weekends 
and Wednesdays from 6 AM to 11 AM and 4 PM to sunset). All boats on Lake Waramaug must 
purchase a $25 annual sticker, as well as pay a $5 inspection fee per launch.  There is no limit to 
the number of 12hp powered vessels that can be launched from the State Park. 
 

 
   Figure 10          Figure 11 
 
 
 
 

Regulation Types Count %

Speed Limits 33 56.9%

Motor use limit 9 15.5%

Motor size limit 7 12.1%

Launch Hours 5 8.6%

Fees  3 5.2%

Occupancy Limits 1 1.7%

Parking Limits 1 1.7%

Inspections  1 1.7%

Speed Zones 0 0.0%

Total Lakes over 100 acres 58 100.0%

Types of Lake-Specific Regulations in 

Connecticut

Number of Types of 

Regulations
Number of Lakes %

None 14 24.1%

1 34 58.6%

2 6 10.3%

3 3 5.2%

4 0 0.0%
5 1 1.7%

Total Lakes over 100 acres 58 100.0%

Use of Lake-Specific Regulations in Connecticut
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The size of Candlewood Lake, as well as its number of municipal, community and commercial 
marinas, private docks and countless boat ramps, would make similar restrictions difficult to 
enact and even more cumbersome to enforce. Real-time coordination of multiple towns and 
agencies would be necessary to enforce any kind of absolute boating cap on a day-to-day basis. 
While State laws do prohibit boats from transporting and carrying aquatic invasive species from 
waterbody to waterbody; they do not restrict launching or entering bodies of water.  Therefore 
the Town of Washington passed an ordinance enabling the Town to inspect and deny any boat 
with invasive species, subject to a $90 fine.  

The 2005 Lake George Recreation Study Plan, also lists variables that can change the carrying 
capacity of the lake, or the perception of the users of how congested the lake may be.  

 Expectations of lake recreation and boat densities can change depending on whether the
users are urban or rural. Local residents and visitors may also have different expectations
of their lake experience.

 An increase in the number of different kinds of activities can increase space requirements
and decrease the tolerance of lake users. When water-skiers, fishers on motorboats, and
kayakers are all trying to recreate in the same lake, the amount of area each needs to
safely pursue their individual activities increases.

 Lakes with irregular shorelines with a high shoreline development factor require lower
carrying capacities. (Candlewood Lake has a SDF of 5.8-6.8, with many narrow channels
and coves therefore less usable open area than a circular lake of similar surface area)

 A high amount of shoreline development, or number of facilities around the lake, can
generally handle a higher recreational capacity because users are used to the urban,
developed nature of the lake. (66% of Candlewood Lake’s shoreline is currently
developed)

 The way that the lake experience is promoted greatly influences perceptions and
expectations of users. Lakes that are promoted as peaceful, rural getaways will attract
users seeking that experience and effect their perception of crowding on the lake.

 Lakes with highly visible enforcement patrols and high levels of enforcement can handle
higher capacities. (Candlewood Lake has adequate enforcement from a public
perspective)

Applicability to Candlewood Lake 
Currently, the only public access controls in place are the number of parking spots available at 
public access sites. The access and use of private boat ramps at residences and many of the 65 
lake communities that have a boat ramp is currently unregulated.  The CT DEEP Boating Guide 
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indicates that the two state boat ramps at Squantz Cove and Lattins Landing on Candlewood 
Lake can each accommodate 100 vehicles with trailers. The five municipalities bordering 
Candlewood Lake also each provide a boat ramp at their municipal parks for use by residents. 
Based on a 2005 survey, 570 total seasonal passes were provided at municipal ramps.  
Public access controls on Candlewood Lake would need to be regulated and coordinated between 
CTDEEP and the five shoreline municipalities. The current number of parking lot spaces or boat 
slip availability to residents could be reduced and enforced in order to limit the number of users 
on the lake at any one time.  On peak summer weekends when overcrowding occurs during the 
boating season private boat ramps could be closed by municipal ordinances.   
 
Additional research was conducted and information analyzed for the following lakes and 
waterbodies: 
 

 Lake George – New York 
 Lake Winnipesaukee – New Hampshire 
 Lake Tahoe – Nevada/California 
 Pewaukee Lake – Wisconsin 
 Portland Metropolitan Waterways – Oregon 
 Lake Tapps – Washington 
 Fair Lake – Michigan 
 Lake Wawasee – Indiana 
 Pine Lake – Michigan 
 Upper Crooked Lake – Michigan 
 Gull Lake – Michigan 
 Sherman Lake – Michigan 

 
Keyhole or Funnel Development/Deeded Rights Control Ordinances 
 
Description and Discussion 
As defined in a study completed by the Planning and Zoning Center, Inc., “keyhole” or “funnel” 
development is “is the use of a waterfront lot as common open space for waterfront access for a 
larger number of users then are typical from a single family lake front lot.”5  Generally, instances 
of keyhole or funnel development occur when a property which has frontage on a lake or other 
water body and has deeded access rights to the adjacent water body and is subsequently 
subdivided.  As part of the subdivision action, the water access rights are then deeded to the 
owners of each lot within the new subdivision (“backlot” owners), thereby exponentially 
increasing the number of properties with access rights and, potentially, the number of watercraft 
that may be docked or moored along the waterfront.  Similarly, an existing homeowners 
association or condominium association could potentially purchase a small lot adjacent to a lake 

                                                 
5 Warbach, John D., et al, “Regulating Keyhole Development: Carrying Capacity Analysis & Ordinances Providing 
Lake Access Regulations,” Planning and Zoning Center, Inc.: November 1994; p. 1. 
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or other water body with water access rights and subsequently deed such rights to owners in the 
association.  Clearly, keyhole or funnel development has the potential to significantly impact the 
intensity of use and the carrying capacity of an impacted water body. 
 
Keyhole/funnel development has been an issue of concern for many waterbodies around the 
nation for a number of years.  The reservation of littoral or riparian access rights for future back 
lot owners was a feature of many older subdivisions.  Access easements, while not granting 
complete littoral or riparian rights, have also been common for seasonal cottages.  However, as 
many previously seasonal cottages were converted to full-time residences, the continuous year-
round access for residents of such homes placed added environmental and usage pressures on the 
impacted water bodies.  Additionally, other concerns also became more pressing issues, such as 
shore erosion; impacts on flora and fauna; changing property values; environmental degradation 
from fuels leaks from motorized watercraft; noise and user conflicts. As a result of private party 
organization and lobbying, municipalities began to formulate strategies for regulating 
keyhole/funnel development.  Municipalities have often relied upon their applicable state 
enabling legislation to determine how to appropriately apply their police powers in regulating 
littoral or riparian access, as well as referring back to such common law principles as “reasonable 
use.”   
 
Several reasons have been posited as to why municipalities should become involved in 
regulating keyhole/funnel development rather than simply leaving this issue in the hands of the 
state government or littoral/riparian associations. First, without municipal regulation, the costs 
and legal burden of defending existing rights fall entirely onto the associations and affected 
individuals who, if they are successful in defending these rights, provide benefits for a larger 
group of individuals than just themselves, and often for the general public as well.  However, if a 
waterbody does not have an association or impacted individuals are financially incapable of 
mounting a legal defense of their rights, there is essentially no legal remedy available.  Second, a 
strong locally crafted general or zoning ordinance can be a much more time conserving and cost-
effective tool for regulating water access, rather than relying upon state courts to provide 
regulation and remedies.  Third, relying upon state courts for regulation and remedies assumes 
that state and local interests regarding a particular water body are aligned, when in reality these 
interests may be quite divergent.  As a result, many municipalities have developed components 
of their zoning and/or subdivision regulations to address development that may impact issues of 
littoral/riparian access, or have created general municipal ordinances that address these issues. 
  
Concerns in the 2009 CLA Study 
Keyhole or funnel development was a major concern of the Candlewood Lake Authority’s 
document. Historical developers exercise of deeded rights on one waterfront parcel allowing 
“docks of simple construction” to provide or ‘funnel’ waterfront access and dock rights to larger 
inland shore developments has resulted in a large influx of vessel use on the lake. After a 
recently proposed and approved subdivision proposal the CLA stated that there are no clear 
records that define the number of unexercised deeded rights. According to their estimates, full 
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utilization of dock rights for such keyhole or funnel developments could potentially result in an 
increase of nearly potentially 2,000 additional vessels docked on Candlewood Lake in the future.  
 
However, according to a Federal Energy Regulatory Commission document (“ORDER 
MODIFYING AND APPROVING SHORELINE MANAGEMENT PLAN PURSUANT TO 
ARTICLE 407,” issued March 27, 2013), FERC clarified that FirstLight already has permitting 
power over new structures on the lake, and will be able to track new construction over time and 
also has authority to deny permits. The Municipalities should review their zoning regulations to 
reduce future overcrowding. Due to the current historical development of the lake at 66% and the 
ability of FirstLight to deny permit applications for new boat docks for project or development 
specific reasons, where deeded rights do not exist, FirstLight does not consider new funnel 
development to be an issue with regards to its compliance with the SMP in the future.  However 
the only way to regulate such applications to FirstLight is through the Municipalities modifying 
their regulations outside the FERC project boundary to restrict such applications. 
 
Regulating Keyhole or Funnel Development 
Concerned parties have several avenues along which they can affect the regulation of instances 
of keyhole or funnel development along rivers, lakes and other water bodies and waterways.  
These generally fall into two categories: the exercise of statutory or common law legal standards 
for littoral/riparian rights, and through the exercise of the statutorily enabled police powers of 
individual municipalities.  These are described in a summary, but more detailed, fashion in the 
text below. 
 
Littoral/Riparian Rights 
The State of Connecticut has a long history of common law doctrine applicable to 
littoral/riparian rights for property owners abutting bodies of water.  While these rights have their 
ancient history rooted in English common law stretching back centuries, a good summary of the 
modern interpretation of common law littoral/riparian rights can be summed up as  
 

“Riparian rights are not an easement in the water or an appurtenance to the land, 
Rather, they constitute a property right which is inseparably annexed to the 
ownership of land adjoining a water course.  Such rights are usufructuary in the 
water and entitle the owners of the land to which they are annexed to make use of 
the water for the ordinary purposes of domestic life, the watering of animals, 
bathing, boating and general recreational use.”6 

 
In addition, common law littoral/riparian rights are generally based on the “reasonable use” legal 
doctrine which states that an individual person or entity cannot, through the exercise of their 
littoral/riparian rights, unreasonably interfere with the same rights of other littoral/riparian 

                                                 
6 David K. Jaffe, “Riparian Rights in Nonnavigable Waters,” Brown Paindiris & Scott, LLP, 
http://www.bpslawyers.com/Articles/Riparian-Rights-in-Nonnavigable-Waters.shtml. 
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property owners.7  Through reliance on these common law legal doctrines, existing individual 
property owners along a water body or a group of such property owners could pursue litigation to 
prevent what is perceived as an unreasonable keyhole or funnel development on the basis that 
providing additional deeded access for new property owners could impinge on their 
littoral/riparian rights.  However, as discussed previously, utilizing state courts to regulate 
individual instances of potential developments that could contribute to lake overcrowding or 
have other deleterious impacts on the use of a lake by existing property owners can often be a 
lengthy, cumbersome and expensive proposition. 

Municipal Zoning Powers 
The State of Connecticut, through its enabling statutes, designates a number of police powers to 
the individual municipalities.  One of the principle powers designated is the power to enact and 
enforce zoning and subdivision regulations to permit local authority and control over the orderly 
development of individual municipalities.  Municipalities have extensive power over controlling 
the form, density and location of development within their respective borders, as well as 
providing in their zoning regulations a variety of special regulations designed to address specific 
elements of development that can impact the health, safety and welfare of their residents.  Thus, 
under this authority, the municipalities surrounding Candlewood Lake have the means to address 
and regulate potential development that could additionally contribute to overcrowding conditions 
on Candlewood Lake.  Even though municipal zoning has no jurisdiction within the FERC 
project boundary ((2008) Thomas Hackett v. J.L.G. PROPERTIES, LLC. No. 17871. Supreme 
Court of Connecticut) the privately owned lands outside the FERC boundary could be regulated 
by local land use regulatory modifications.  The lack of historical Municipal regulation by health, 
planning and zoning with regards to the development of privately owned lands outside the 
Project boundary has resulted in the unfettered exercise and construction of virtually all the 
private and community docks that were constructed since the flooding of the impoundment in 
1929.  

One state where many municipalities and counties have been proactive in developing and 
implementing zoning regulations to address keyhole/funnel development is the State of 
Michigan.  This is not unexpected, given that state’s adjacency to four of the five Great Lakes.  

Under Section 7.13 of the Ross Township (Kalamazoo County) Zoning Regulations, the 
Township regulates “Waterfront Lot Access and Use” and “Boathouses and Docks.”  As part of 
its zoning regulations, Ross Township makes a very clear distinction between “access lots” and 
“access lot beneficiaries.”  Its regulations for private and/or common access to the waterfront are 
essentially developed around these two simple definitions and the importance that these 
designations imply.  While an “access lot” is simply a lot that provides private or common access 
to the waterfront, the definition of “access lot beneficiaries” clearly articulates that not just the 

7 Clifford H. Bloom, “What Riparian Property Owners Can Do if Their Municipality Has No Lake Access 
Regulations,” Michigan Lake & Stream Associations, Inc., http://www.mymlsa.org/wp-content/uploads/2012/01/No-
Lake-Access.pdf. 

http://scholar.google.com/scholar?scidkt=15808572304394659123&as_sdt=2&hl=en
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single owner of the access lot is considered in the regulations, but also any other property owners 
adjacent or in close proximity to the access lot who may receive deeded access rights via the 
establishment of the access lot.   

Section7.13.A.1 of these regulations states that “where the access lot is providing waterway 
access to more than one access lot beneficiary such access lot shall have at least an additional 30 
feet of frontage on the waterway and an additional 30 feet of lot width for each additional access 
lot beneficiary.”  This straightforward clause significantly protects the Township from 
keyhole/funnel development along its waterfront, as the size of the access lot for a larger 
residential development would have to be proportionally sized to the number of potential users, 
rather than making numerous users utilize a compressed access point to exercise their respective 
littoral/riparian rights.  
Section 7.13.A.6 provides that “an access lot shall not be used for boat launching purposes,” 
Section 7.13.A.7 states that “an access lot shall be allowed one dock,” and that additional docks 
will only be permitted in relation to the number of theoretical building lots that could be 
accommodated on the access lot itself (e.g., if the access lot could theoretically contain three 
buildable lots, three additional docks would be permitted).  
Section 7.13.B.1 states that “no dock shall hereafter be constructed or modified into a waterway 
without zoning approval.”  Thus, the combination of these three sections provides extensive 
authority for the Township to limit excessive and inappropriate levels of waterfront access and to 
control the installation of all future docks by requiring them to go through the zoning approval 
process (which gives concerned public citizens the opportunity to provide their input during the 
approval process). 

Similarly, the Zoning Regulations for Prairieville Township in Barry County, Michigan 
provide similar limitations and controls on keyhole/funnel development.  
Section 4.24 of the regulations defines and describes waterfront lots, including how they are to 
be situated, their dimensional requirements, and the regulation of where docks may be located in 
relation to such lots.  Referenced in Section 4.24 is Section 4.35 of the regulations, which 
controls how access lots for waterway access may be developed when intended for use by more 
than one access lot beneficiary.   
Section 4.35.B states that “an access lot providing waterway access to more than one access lot 
beneficiary shall have a minimum lot depth of at least 75 feet and at least an additional 50 feet of 
waterway frontage, lot width, and road frontage for each additional access lot beneficiary.”  Site 
plan review is also required for access lots with more than one beneficiary, as well as the 
establishment of appropriate buffer areas along the property’s side lot lines. 

Regulatory tools such as those described above for these two communities are easily 
implementable and highly effective means of control for minimizing keyhole/funnel 
development along the lakefront or waterfront and preventing the potential overcrowding 
complications that such development can cause.  Such tools can also be easily tailored to the 
specific needs and concerns of individual municipalities, even within a more comprehensive and 
encompassing regional strategy for minimizing lake overcrowding.   
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Specific discussion regarding existing zoning regulations in place in the communities of 
Sherman, New Fairfield, Brookfield, New Milford and Danbury to control development along 
the shores of Candlewood Lake is provided later in this plan. 
 
Municipal General Police Powers 
In addition to utilizing zoning and subdivision regulations as a means to controlling or 
preventing keyhole/funnel development forms along their shorelines, municipalities can 
implement general ordinances as part of their municipal codes to address waterfront access, 
rafting regulations, navigational channels and issues of keyhole/funnel development. 
 
Once again, the State of Michigan offers examples of effective general municipal ordinances that 
can be utilized to control keyhole/funnel development adjacent to water bodies.  The Township 
of Columbia in Van Buren County, Michigan has Ordinance #2004-02, regarding “Riparian 
Waterfront Lot Use Regulations and Keyhole or Funnel Waterfront Access.”  The ordinance 
includes the following language: 
 

“In any zoning district where a parcel of land is contiguous to a lake, such parcel 
of land may be used as access property or as common open space held in common 
by a subdivision, association, or any similar agency; or held in common by virtue 
of the terms of a plat of record; or provided for common use under deed 
covenants or restrictions of record; or owned by two or more dwelling units 
located away from the waterfront, only if the following conditions are met: 
 
That said parcel of land contain a minimum of 7,000 square feet; and fifty (50) 
lineal feet of water frontage for each individual dwelling unit or each single 
family unit to which such privileges are extended or dedicated. The minimum 
depth for such a parcel shall be one hundred forty (140) feet. An access property 
so created to, serving more than two (2) dwelling units or single-family units, 
shall have not less than one hundred (100) feet of water frontage with at least fifty 
(50) lineal feet of water frontage for each individual dwelling unit. Frontage shall 
be measured by a straight line which intersects each side lot line at the water’s 
edge. 
 
Any multiple-unit residential development in any zoning district that shares a 
common lake or stream front area or frontage may not permit lake or stream use 
or access to more than one (1) single-family home, dwelling unit, cottage, 
condominium unit, site condominium unit, or apartment unit for each fifty (50) 
feet of lake or stream frontage in such common lake or stream front area, as 
measured along the normal high water mark line of the lake or stream. 
 
In all zoning districts, no lake access, boat ramp, shore station, dock, boat launch, 
or shoreline abutting a lake shall be utilized for commercial, business, outdoor 
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recreational (or entertainment) facilities, institutional or nonresidential or 
nonagricultural uses or purposes unless such use is authorized pursuant to a 
special use approval or a planned unit development (PUD) approval.”8 

 
Several examples of general municipal ordinances addressing keyhole/funnel development are 
included in the appendix of this plan as a reference source.  
 
Implications for Candlewood Lake 
As the discussion above indicates, the issue of regulating keyhole or funnel development is a 
complex issue that has the positive element of being readily addressable through municipal 
zoning, ordinances and general police powers.  General municipal ordinances or specific zoning 
and subdivision regulations can be crafted in a manner that is both more proactive than litigation 
and tailored for each municipality’s unique considerations and concerns.  Utilizing these 
techniques into the future in the municipalities directly abutting Candlewood Lake could have a 
significant impact in limiting future overcrowding pressures as expressed by the CLA from new 
residential development as the number of property owners with deeded littoral/riparian rights 
could be effectively controlled.  Adopting new zoning regulations would be particularly effective 
at limiting future additional overcrowding issues when used in combination with other 
techniques such as public access site controls, private access controls, marina slip regulation and 
the use of public road-end ordinances.  The state of each of the five applicable municipalities’ 
zoning regulations will be examined in the section below to determine the current status of 
keyhole/funnel development controls present in their regulations, and to determine if additions or 
changes should be made as part of the recommendations of this plan. 
 
Zoning Regulations 
While FirstLight is unusual in that it owns the majority of the waterfront lands and has the 
federal regulatory power to deny dock permits, it would also be beneficial for the individual 
towns around Candlewood Lake to have land use and zoning controls in place to control future 
development around the lake, and in turn the future overcrowding issues.  Below is a summary of 
existing local zoning regulations as they pertain to Candlewood Lake. 
 
Sherman 
The Town of Sherman’s Zoning Regulations and Subdivision Regulations provide no specific 
guidelines for limiting, modifying or regulating property adjacent to Candlewood Lake any 
differently than other property elsewhere in the Town.  The only minor exceptions to this finding 
are that if a property adjacent to Candlewood Lake contains land that lies between the 440-foot 
contour line and the 430-foot contour line, this land may be included as part of the minimum lot 
area required under zoning for a distance of up to 60 feet from the 440-foot contour line.  Also, 
any construction of a single family home on any of the islands in Candlewood Lake that lie 
within the boundaries of the Town of Sherman may only be approved by Special Permit. 
Sherman’s Inland Wetlands and Watercourses Regulations also regulate activities within 200’ of 
                                                 
8 http://www.columbiatwp.com/Ordinances/Anti-Funneling%20Ordinance.htm 

http://www.columbiatwp.com/Ordinances/Anti-Funneling%20Ordinance.htm
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Candlewood Lake’s ordinary high water line. 

New Milford 
The Town of New Milford’s Zoning Regulations has one zoning district with applicability to 
Candlewood Lake and the management of the Town’s lakefront: the Candlewood Lake 
Watershed District (CLWD).  The CLWD is an overlay zone, and its associated regulations are 
applicable to all lands in New Milford that fall within the mapped watershed district.  Permitted 
uses are determined by the underlying zone classification.  The regulations are primarily 
concerned with minimizing additional environmental degradation and pollution of Candlewood 
Lake, and include conditions for providing a stormwater management plan for all new 
construction activities and additions/expansions of impervious surface coverage for lots with 
20% impervious surface coverage and greater.  A list of best management practices to be 
incorporated into stormwater management plans where applicable and feasible is also included in 
the regulations. New Milford’s Inland Wetlands and Watercourses Regulations also regulate 
activities within 200’ of Candlewood Lake’s ordinary high water line. 

New Fairfield 
Among the several zoning districts in New Fairfield, the Open Space District specifically calls 
for the protection of natural resources around Candlewood Lake and for limitations on residential 
development specifically on the peninsula known as Vaughn’s Neck in the northeastern corner of 
the Town.  The Open Space District limits residential development to a minimum lot area of ten 
acres.  A maximum of 12% impervious surface coverage is permitted, provided that the for lots 
with greater than 6% impervious surface coverage have a stormwater management plan as 
provided for in the regulations.  New Fairfield’s Inland Wetlands and Watercourses Regulations 
also regulate activities within 200’ of Candlewood Lake’s ordinary high water line. 

In addition, Section 6.4 – Excavation, Removal, Filling, and Grading of Earth Material states that 
even incidental excavation, grading and filling is not exempt from regulation when it occurs 
within 300 feet of the 440 line around the lake. 

Brookfield 
Section 242-506 (A) of the Town of Brookfield’s Zoning Regulations lays out the regulations for 
the Town’s Candlewood Lake Watershed (CLW) District.  These regulations are identical to 
those implemented by the Town of New Milford in its Zoning Regulations.  Again, the CLW 
District is an overlay zone which provides an additional level of development requirements (such 
as the mandating of a stormwater management plan and suggested best practices to incorporate 
into such a plan) to those already in place in these areas through the underlying zoning.  Brook’s 
Inland Wetlands and Watercourses Regulations also regulate activities within 200’ of 
Candlewood Lake’s ordinary high water line.  

Danbury 
While no specific regulations regarding Candlewood Lake are present in the City of Danbury’s 
Zoning Regulations, the City does have a Waterfront Residential-Recreational District (RR-10) 
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that is found around the southernmost point of Danbury Bay in Candlewood Lake.  This zoning 
district allows for residential, commercial and recreational uses around the southern tip of the 
lake that take advantage of the unique assets of the lake and enhance existing uses already in 
place in this area of the City.  Danbury’s Inland Wetlands and Watercourses Regulations also 
regulate activities within 200’ of Candlewood Lake’s ordinary high water line. 
 
Public Access Site Controls 
Connecticut’s shores and navigable waterways belong to the people under the common law 
public trust doctrine. In general throughout the state, all submerged lands and navigable waters 
(waterward of the mean high water line in tidal waters) may be freely used by the general public 
for activities such as: fishing, boating, hunting, bathing, taking shellfish, gathering seaweed, 
cutting sedge, and passing and repassing. The need for implementing restrictions on State 
managed public boat launch points is not needed because as stated earlier in the report, the 
largest majority of the potential source for vessel overcrowding is the resident 4,225 power boats 
and PWC’s that are already on the lake before a single boat is launched.  
 
Connecticut Context 
Public access controls are not widespread in Connecticut. Of the 58 lakes over 100 acres, only 
one has instituted occupancy limits, parking limits, or per-launch inspections (Lake Waramaug). 
Three lakes charge some kind of fee. Use of speed limits (33 lakes, 57%) and boat limits on 
motor use and motor size (9 and 7 lakes, respectively) are much more prevalent.  Lake 
Waramaug charges an annual fee as well as a per-launch inspection fee to check for invasive 
species.  
 
Public Access Site Controls in Other States 
Several states’ Department of Natural Resources (including Wisconsin and Michigan) determine 
adequate parking and facilities for public boating by providing a set number of parking spaces 
per acre of lake surface area. By setting a minimum and/or maximum number of total car and 
trailer space per acre of lake surface area, the number of public visitors to the lake at any given 
time can be controlled.  
 
Public Road End ordinances are used in Michigan and other states to regulate the public road 
rights of way which end at a lake. To curtail the usage of public rights of way at the end of roads 
as public docks, several municipalities have written ordinance language that prohibits the 
installation of docks, the overnight mooring of watercraft, shore activities that would prohibit 
public access, or overnight parking of any motor vehicles. The goal of such ordinances is to not 
unlawfully prohibit public access to public waters, while at the same time discouraging 
permanent structures and the overuse of areas that were not planned to be public access points.  
 
Applicability to Candlewood Lake 
The CT DEEP Boating Guide indicates that the two separate state boat ramps each accommodate 
100 cars.  The five municipalities bordering Candlewood Lake each provide a boat ramp at parks 
for use by residents. Based on 2005 survey, these communities had 570 total seasonal passes at 
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municipal ramps.  The Municipalities could reduce the available passes and/or trailer parking for 
use to launch vessels into the water on Candlewood Lake via their existing boat ramps and 
restrict or eliminating the potential of all 65 private lake communities, installing private boat 
ramps through zoning. 
 
Riparian/Private Access Controls  
Many shoreline residents have the specific deeded rights to access navigable project waters from 
his or her property by crossing First Light’s project lands. These deeded rights may include the 
following rights “pass and repass, right to construct seawalls and retaining walls; docks of simple 
construction, fish, boat swim and water animals”  these deeded rights are not exclusive to the 
adjacent land owners and per the original deed language are subject to the rights to use these 
lands in common with others, including the general public.  FirstLight allows “reasonable 
access” to the water, including the right to access for swimming, fishing, boating and the 
exercise of the above deeded right upon receipt of a chain of title defining those rights and the 
issuance of a permit. Private access controls can be very legally challenging to implement, 
especially in instances such as Candlewood Lake where the deeded rights were expressly defined 
and conveyed by FirstLight’s predecessor to adjacent landowners as part of the divestment of 
excess lands not needed for construction or operation of generating facility or its impoundment 
(Candlewood Lake). 
 
Properties along the Candlewood Lake shoreline are generally permitted by FirstLight to build a 
“dock of simple construction” With over 66% of the shoreline already developed; private 
adjacent land owners’ access to the lake contributes the largest source of power boat vessels 
4.225 resident vessels to overall lake use. As of the 2008 moored and docked vessel count 
conducted by the CLA, there were 5,677 total resident vessels on Candlewood Lake.  
 
FirstLight’s Actions to Reduce Overcrowding in the future 
For all new docks on Candlewood Lake, applicants must prove in a clear chain of title that is 
reviewed by FirstLight as condition of the application process that they have expressed deeded 
rights for the construction and maintenance of a dock within the project boundary.  As part of the 
application process for any modification and replacement of existing docks, adjacent landowners 
must apply for a permit under FirstLight’s Shoreline Management Plan (SMP) to continue the 
non-project use and occupancy of project lands. All applications for a dock must follow the 
SMP’s boat dock guidelines as defined in Exhibit G of the approved SMP.  The guidelines 
provide maximum 400 square footage of floating platform, 15’ setback requirements, fully 
encapsulated dock flotation foam and a maximum of either 40’ in length or 4’ in depth, 
whichever is achieved first to minimize encroachment into project waters. These actions will 
maximize recreational boating area available to boats underway and minimize natural resource 
and/or navigational impacts. By requiring a maximum length on docks or allowing them to reach 
a boatable depth of 4’, more boating space is opened up by moving the 100’ slow no wake zone 
closer to shore.  FirstLight allows the public access to all of its fee title project lands and project 
waters. Through its permit process, FirstLight allows the reasonable exercise of proven deeded 
rights as retained in a chain of title, as long as the exercise of those rights does not unduly restrict 
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the rights of others to exercise their rights9. FirstLight allows for the securing of two power boats 
and two PWC’s as part of approved permits and other shoreline structures.   

FirstLight’s permitting policies will reduce overcrowding, improve boating safety and reduce 
future increases in total number of resident vessels on the lake.  FirstLight has ceased issuing 
new permits for the mooring of boats on buoys, enforced the illegal placement of moorings and 
will continue to do so into the future, consistent with the “SMP section IX. Moorings policy”. 
FirstLight also plans to implement a boat mooring and buoy removal program in 2014.  This 
program will remove all unpermitted moorings and illegal marker buoys that have been 
historically placed in project waters and secured to submerged project lands.  These moorings 
will be destroyed after removal.  The removal of the hundreds of illegal moorings and buoys will 
increase the available area for near shore navigation, reduce the need to change course quickly to 
avoid buoys and remove illegally moored vessels from project waters that are not secured to 
permitted docks.  FirstLight’s derelict dock program currently removes 20+ derelict docks per 
year that have reached the end of their useful life and are either abandoned or lost during the 
spring refill by our adjacent land owners.  The removal of these navigational hazards from the 
shorelines and channel reduces the potential during overcrowded summer weekends from a 
boater impacting these often partially sunken docks.  FirstLight through its permit process has 
restricted the total number of vessels that will be permitted next to an adjacent landowner to 2 
powered vessels and 2 PWC’s.  Adjacent landowners who moor or secure greater than that limit 
per abutting residence will be ordered to remove the vessels and associated structures as 
appropriate.  FirstLight has inventoried all commercial, municipal and community docking 
structures through either site visits and/or GPS photographs and will not allow for the expansion 
of any of the existing structures without the necessary approvals from FirstLight and the FERC 
as necessary.   

Municipal Actions to Reduce Overcrowding in the future 
Further possible private access controls, such as land use zoning or other regulations (discussed 
previously), are handled at the municipal level and may vary considerably across the state. Land 
use protections can act as a private access limit by limiting new development around the lake. 
Setting aside tracts of land for preservation is one way to limit development, such as through 
conservation easements, purchase or transfer of development rights, or buying and setting aside 
the land. 

Zoning regulations can limit lake development by setting a higher minimum lot size and/or by 
setting a higher minimum lake frontage. This limits the total number of residential lots that can 
have lakefront access, and in turn the number of docks and boats on the lake. 

Applicability to Candlewood Lake 
According to FERC’s order approving the SMP, FirstLight shall issue permits for all new 
construction or modifications to existing docks on Candlewood Lake, and further has the 

9 SMP Exhibit F: Boat Dock Guidelines 
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authority to deny permit applications.  FirstLight will meet this requirement by implementing the 
policies and associated enforcement as defined in the SMP. CTDEEP and the Municipalities 
have independent authority to take actions to help reduce overcrowding and improve boating 
safety. 
 
Watercraft Control Ordinances and Navigational Buoys 
Watercraft control ordinances are relatively common in Connecticut. Of the 58 lakes over 100 
acres, 33 (56.9%) have a posted speed limit. A further 9 (15.5%) had a motor use limit (i.e., no 
motor use allowed at all or no motor use allowed after dark), and 7 (12.1%) have motor size 
limits. In comparison, only one lake (Lake Waramaug) utilizes public access controls such as 
occupancy limits, parking limits, and launch inspections, and three total lakes charge a launch 
fee.  It is possible that watercraft controls are more popular and palatable to the public than 
access controls. To carry the analogy further, people in general are more accepting of speed 

limits than they are of fees (comparable to 
toll roads) or restrictions on their ability to 
drive on a road of their choosing.  
 
As a vessel and/or PWC increases speed, 
the lake surface area that they can safely 
occupy also increases. One study on 
carrying capacity suggested that idle boats 
require 10 acres per boat, while fast-
moving boats require 30 acres per boat 
(Lake Ripley Management District, 2003). 
Fast-moving boats can also contribute to a 
recreational users perception of increased 
congestion and a lack of safety.  
 

Candlewood Lake currently has a daytime speed limit of 45 mph, and a nighttime speed limit of 
25 mph and an overall length limit of less than 26 feet. While a reduction in the speed limit 
(along with enforcement of speed limits) may allow more boats to safely and comfortably use the 
water at the same time, high-speed activities such as motorboat use, PWC use, and water skiing 
are valued aspects of recreation on Candlewood Lake.  The use of navigational buoys and speed 
limit area restrictions to confine high-speed activities to certain sections of the lake, with lower 
speed limits elsewhere, may be a compromise to allow both uses to recreate on the lake safely.  
The CTDEEP’s or Municipal approval would be required to establish new navigational channels 
and/or increased slow no wake zones in areas of high density and areas less than 800’ across.  
These actions may improve safety during times of overcrowding.  CTDEEP reducing the 
summer weekend speed limits on the lake to 35 to 40 MPH during the day could reduce the 
overall boating safety risks described above associated with vessel speed.  The implementation 
of a horse power limit is not necessary because regardless of the horse power of a vessel the 
speed restrictions achieve the same result. 

 

 
Source: CT DEEP2014 Connecticut Boater’s Guide 
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Candlewood User Fees & Boat Sticker Programs 
A boat sticker program has been suggested for adoption by the CLA in the past. In 2008, a bill 
was proposed that would have charged Connecticut residents $50 annually or $20 for a 
temporary sticker, and non-residents $100 annually or $30 for a temporary sticker. The boat 
sticker program, supported by the CLA, would have helped to pay for their perception of a need 
to increased marine patrols on the lake. The fees were calculated based on current operating costs 
estimate that the patrol program would need approximately $350,000 per year. However, the bill 
was not approved by the General Assembly’s Environmental Committee.  

The CLA was heavily in favor of the program, intending to direct the funds to enforce existing 
boating safety laws on the lake and reduce the amount of annual budget money needed from the 
surrounding municipalities and a voluntary contribution from FirstLight. Other groups, including 
the Coalition of Connecticut Sportsmen, believed that the public boat ramps onto the lake should 
continue to be free for public use.10 

According to an order from the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC) (Order 
Modifying and Approving Shoreline Management Plan Pursuant to Article 407, issued March 27, 
2013), “the licensee may initiate or support a boat sticker program for Candlewood Lake boaters, 
if it so chooses, to the extent that it would not unduly restrict public access to project waters or 
violate state law.” FirstLight believes that a boat sticker program would not only violate its 
requirements to allow the recreational public free access to project waters but it would also 
dissolve the companies protection under the recreational use statutes of the State of Connecticut.  

In the state of Connecticut, three lakes charge fees: Lake McDonough charges a $6 parking fee 
and $6 launch fee; Lake Waramaug charges a $25 annual sticker fee and a $5 launch fee for 
milfoil inspection, and Lake Wononscopomuc charges non-residents a $10 launch fee, or $125 
for a season launch pass.  

Lake George in New York also charges launch fees. One day boat registration is $7.50, and a one 
week registration is $11.25. Annual boat fees are calculated based on boat length, not residency. 
Fees range from $30 for boats less than 21 feet, to $37.50 plus $30 per foot over 25 feet. 

FirstLight believes that if the implementation of a boat sticker program to generate an income 
stream to support increased enforcement is to succeed it must be done under the powers of the 
CTDEEP who ultimately has jurisdiction over boating laws and their enforcement.  Though a 
boat sticker program would generate an income stream for enhanced enforcement, it provides no 
reduction in total carrying capacity, no increase in available acreage for boats underway, no 
reduction in future boat docks, or enhanced navigational controls that reduce the speeds or 
potential user conflicts.  Rather it creates a financial incentive for the non-resident recreational 
public to boat on other free access lakes. 

10 http://www.newstimes.com/news/article/Candlewood-Lake-boat-sticker-plan-dead-in-water-46127.php 

http://www.newstimes.com/news/article/Candlewood-Lake-boat-sticker-plan-dead-in-water-46127.php
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Safe Boating Information and Education 
The simple implementation of a number of boating safety information and education can have a 
distinct impact on self-management of overcrowding and reducing user conflicts.  It should be 
recognized that numerous user conflicts and the byproducts of overcrowding on Candlewood 
Lake are related to public perception and boater behavior.  Positively affecting this behavior can 
be a proactive approach to reducing future user conflicts and creating a safer boating 
environment for all users of the lake.  Subsequently, changes in behavior can have the positive 
effect of reducing personal injuries and property damage to vessels. 
 
Education measures can serve as a first line of defense for user conflicts.  Informing and training 
boaters in the correct and safe operation of a wide variety of vessels is critical, as well as 
educating the public on proper boater behavior.  Coordination of new and existing education 
programs; tailoring programs for different classes of users, different vessel types, and specific 
overcrowding issue; and providing a wide array of training materials through both traditional 
media and electronically via the internet can help accomplish this task.  The focus of these 
efforts should be on addressing identified high priority issues to maximize the potential impact 
on lake overcrowding.  A coordinated education and information campaign may be an option for 
FirstLight and the CTDEEP to discuss a framework and consult with the associated key 
Candlewood Lake stakeholders to pursue in the future. 
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V. Conclusions and Recommendations 
The following section highlights and discusses a number of suggested recommendations and 
actions designed to help alleviate/mitigate existing overcrowding on Candlewood Lake and 
prevent the worsening of overcrowding conditions in the future.  These recommendations are 
grouped into several categories and cover a wide range of topical areas, including local land use 
regulatory actions, property rights issues, watercraft controls and regulations, enforcement and 
behavior change, assessment of existing moorings and private docks, and continued research and 
monitoring. 
 
It should be noted that some of these recommendations may require changes to state and local 
regulations that will need to be undertaken by municipal commissions, city councils, boards of 
selectmen, and – in the case of the State of Connecticut – the State General Assembly.  Thus, 
while there are a number of recommendations that FirstLight can put into action itself, cross-
collaboration between multiple key stakeholders and three different levels of government will be 
necessary to fully actuate and implement this plans recommendations for addressing 
overcrowding on Candlewood Lake. 
 
Municipal Land Use Regulations, Ordinances and Other Actions 
 
Anti-Funnel/Keyhole Development Regulations 
The five municipalities that surround Candlewood Lake and thus comprise the CLA membership 
should undertake reviews of their respective zoning and subdivision regulations and draft and 
implement regulatory language that will prevent “funnel” or “keyhole” development along their 
respective Candlewood Lake shorelines.  As discussed earlier in this plan, there are many 
examples of such regulations from other parts of the country, some of which have been included 
as part of the appendix to this plan.  Revising the local land use regulations should occur in 
concert with determining the potential scope of the funnel or keyhole development problem in 
each community which will be instrumental in forming the development of Town-specific 
regulations that are tailored to each community’s specific needs. 
 
FirstLight Permits will Limit Additional Boat Launches and Marinas 
FirstLight has established policies as part of the SMP’s permitting process that limit formal 
public access to the lake shoreline (i.e., boat launches and marinas).  FirstLight proposes to 
“Grandfather” only the existing municipal facilities and regulate the current number of 
commercial slips available through leases and deny future applications for boat launches.  This 
policy is essentially a “boat launch/marina avoidance” policy that maintains the status quo in 
terms of public access but prevents future expansions or new uses that would exacerbate 
overcrowding conditions.  In addition, while the construction and provision of adequate facilities 
for these existing points of public access should not be prevented in the future, part of 
FirstLight’s permitting program within the project boundary will prohibit the expansion of 
existing parking facilities at boat launch and marina locations that it has jurisdiction over. 
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FirstLight’s Selective Land Conservation Program 
FirstLight Land Conservation Plan and existing SMP policies have identified and located 
conservation lands within the project boundary this could reduce the number of potential new 
docks along the shoreline.  Municipalities could purchase currently vacant undeveloped lands 
outside the project boundary to prevent future docks from being constructed. 
 
Pending Land Conservation Plan 
At the time of the drafting of this plan, FirstLight is also engaged with Milone & MacBroom, 
Inc. in developing a Land Conservation Plan which could constitute a very strong tool for 
limiting future development of resident docks along the project area shoreline and the 
establishment of new private docks or public boat launches.   
 
FirstLight intends to utilize this opportunity to link these activities geared toward preventing or 
mitigating future lake overcrowding with the potential for establishing conservation easements or 
other forms of land protection instruments.  The protection of undeveloped or underdeveloped 
land adjacent to the lake shoreline from additional residential development would significantly 
reduce the potential growth in overcrowding pressures on Candlewood Lake.  This 
recommendation is a longer-term objective, given the reality that approaching individual 
property owners and negotiating and executing conservation easements could require 
considerable time and effort. 
 
 
Watercraft Controls and Restrictions 
 
FirstLight’s Limitation on the Number and Status of Docked Vessels at Residential Docks 
Presently, FirstLight has a set of “Boat Dock Guidelines” that establishes that residential docks 
of simple construction and associated boat slips may be used for the securing of not more than 
two registered vessels and/or two registered personal watercraft.  In addition, there is no 
restriction on the number of non-registered vessels which can be secured either at the dock in 
question or along the shoreline. 
 
FirstLight plans to examine the efficacy of these regulations through reviewing the changes in 
annual boat counts currently being performed or performing one as necessary in the future of 
existing resident boats and a determine how they are being utilized within the constraints of these 
regulations.  This overcrowding review will occur every six years coincidental with the aerial 
flyover boat counts under the recreation management plan and the filing of the FERC Form 80, 
“Licensed Hydropower Development Recreation Report”.  If a substantial number of permitted 
residential docks are being used as dockage for the maximum number of vessels permitted (2 
registered vessels and 2 registered personal watercraft), and overcrowding on the water 
overcrowding continues to increase then FirstLight will consider amending its FERC license in 
2020 to removing the text “and/or” which allows for the maximum of four vessels and simply 
replacing this language with text that limits the number of vessels to two registered vessels of 
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any type, whether boat or personal watercraft.  Applying any of these measures could 
considerably reduce the primary source of overcrowding from resident vessels docked along the 
lake shore.   
 
Finally, all private permitted docks are be required to be for the sole use of the adjacent property 
owner only, with prohibitions against the rental, sale, leasing or other permission of use 
agreement for the purposes of docking in boat slips or boat launching.  Enforcement of these 
prohibitions will include the possible removal of the docks in violation.  Derelict unpermitted 
and illegally placed docks will also be removed as expeditiously as possible.  FirstLight is 
currently enforcing the removal of illegal marinas and their associated docking prior to the 2014 
boating season. 
 
FirstLight’s Requirements for Private Boat Ramps 
FirstLight is in the process of inventorying all private boat ramps and may require owners to 
install vehicle control gates below the 440 foot contour.  FirstLight reserves the right to require 
via the permit that a vehicle control gate be installed and could require it to remain locked 
between June 1st and August 31st.  Failure to properly secure these ramps during the 
aforementioned period could be subject to appropriate enforcement and required removal of the 
offending boat ramp.  In addition, no new vehicle boat ramps will be permitted at private or 
community docks/boat launch facilities. 
 
FirstLight’s Limitation on the Number of Docked Vessels at Municipal Marinas and 
Community Docks 
FirstLight currently has capacity caps in place for all municipal and community marinas with 
greater than ten boat slips, and these capacities are not permitted to increase.  FirstLight intends 
to maintain these capacity caps at their current levels as long as it does not interfere with private 
property rights. 
 
FirstLight’s Commercial Facility Use Consistency 
All commercial facilities are required to maintain their uses consistent with their approved lease 
from FirstLight. 
 
FirstLight’s Marina Boat Launches without Boat Slip 
In order to limit excessive boat launches (Sometimes called shot gunning boats into the lake) 
from existing marinas along Candlewood Lake, renewed commercial leases will be established 
to state that no registered vessel may be launched from a marina after June 1st on weekends 
unless the vessel is under maintenance and being water tested or there is an open and free boat 
slip at the marina or elsewhere on the lake for eventual dockage of the vessel.  In addition to 
reducing launches from marinas, this measure would help protect the sensitive lake environment 
by offering a measure of protection against the introduction of invasive species, such as zebra 
mussels, into the lake from out-of-state vessels. 
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Municipal and CTDEEP Creation of Demarcated Areas 
In order to help separate boating uses that can come into conflict with one another when 
occurring, the map entitled Recommendations provides suggested areas for designation for 
certain watercraft activities and limitations.  These areas include potential areas for future rafting 
areas, hazard buoys and hazardous shallow areas and existing slow no wake zones. The map also 
demarcates potential new navigational channels and slow no wake areas.  
 
Municipal Rafting Restrictions 
Like many larger lakes across the United States, rafting or raft-ups can cause a variety of user 
conflicts and overcrowding concerns when undertaken inappropriately.  However, one has to be 
cognizant of the fact that the recreational users of Candlewood Lake who do not necessarily live 
along the shoreline do have a right to congregate and enjoy the lake’s natural features no 
differently than any other recreational user.  Rather than mandating a “no rafting” policy, 
FirstLight has developed a mooring policy. Municipalities can develop and enforce ordinances to 
address rafting should it be a concern in their respective community. Potential rafting areas are 
illustrated on the Recommendations map in location adjacent to large open spaces where noise 
impacts would be minimized.  
 
CTDEEP Boat Length 
The recent regulatory change enacted by the State of Connecticut General Assembly and 
implemented by the CTDEEP through the passage of Special Act 09-12 is an important step in 
addressing overcrowding issues on Candlewood Lake.  This Special Act limits the length of 
vessels utilizing the lake to less than 26 feet, essentially eliminating the presence of large vessels 
that can cause overcrowding concerns simply through their sheer size and the amount of water 
surface they encompass or waves they generate.  CTDEEP should be commended for taking this 
proactive safety measure for the benefit of the lake and its many recreational users.   
 
CTDEEP Permitted Markers, Signs and Hazards 
Navigational markers and signage will be of particular critical importance during peak summer 
weekend recreational usage times as individual vessels seek to navigate the various areas of the 
lake.  FirstLight will continue to work with the CTDEEP and Municipalities to provide signage 
for installation at all public boat launches through the development of maps. 
 
Additionally, Municipalities could through ordinance or the CLA increase the number of 
CTDEEP permitted navigational markers and channel markers for critical areas of Candlewood 
Lake.  Particular areas of concern could be either side of Pine Island, around the island house, 
along the New Milford Narrows, and in any areas where the channel is less than 300 feet in 
width as shown on the Recommendations Map. 
 
 
 
Boat Sticker Program 
FirstLight has consulted with the CTDEEP and determined that the feasibility and need for a boat 
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sticker program for Candlewood Lake is not warranted at this time.  While previous legislation to 
establish a boat sticker program was ultimately unsuccessful, if overcrowding conditions on 
Candlewood Lake continues to worsen funding for enhanced enforcement may be necessary. 
 
At that time the CTDEEP and the Municipalities would need to determine the appropriate 
mechanism to implement a program and fee levels for different vessels and different users (in-
state vs. out-of-state), what the cost would be to implement, administer enforce the sticker 
program, forecasts of the potential revenue that could be generated by such a program. Revenues 
raised by the State or Municipalities through a future Candlewood Lake boat sticker program 
could be used to fund additional CLAMP or EnCon resources, to provide funds for 
protecting/preserving the natural environment around the lake, through funding municipal land 
conservation actions such as property acquisition that would help prevent future overcrowding 
exacerbation. 
 
Additional CTDEEP and Municipal Regulations for Consideration 
In addition to the action steps and measures described above the CTDEEP and Municipalities 
should continue to evaluate possible new regulations for Candlewood Lake, including the 
following: 

 Banning the use of personal watercraft (CTDEEP would not consider this regulation) 
 Enhanced zoning regulations 
 Limiting motor horsepower  
 Reducing the daytime lake speed limit  
 Mandating minimum hours of enforcement patrol 
 Dedicating a full-time Lake Patrol Officer 

 
Enforcement  
Changes to Noise Ordinances 
If not already in place, the five municipalities bordering Candlewood Lake should adopt noise 
ordinances that specifically include references and standards for measuring, monitoring and 
enforcing single source noise issues (motors and engines) and cumulative noise issues (noise 
from raft-ups, boat parties, etc.) stemming from lake activity.  
 
Seek Additional Environmental Conservation Police and Enforcement Resources  
In order to enforce the existing Candlewood Lake regulations and to help ensure a smooth 
implementation and acceptance of the proposed recommendations in this plan, FirstLight and 
five member municipalities and their agencies, should continue to support any efforts proposed 
by the State of Connecticut for additional EnCon police and enforcement resources.  Again, one 
potential source for securing additional funds for these activities could be from the CTDEEP 
and/or the Municipalities establishing a Candlewood boat sticker program. 
 
 
Behavioral Change 
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Presentations and Publicity 
FirstLight and the CTDEEP should continue to raise awareness of boating safety issues and the 
proper use of vessels within areas that typically have a high density of boats on Candlewood 
Lake.  Raising awareness of the potential hazards of navigating in high density areas of the lake 
and the importance of understanding and adhering to boating regulations and standards of 
conduct is a proactive measure that FirstLight can take to reduce user conflicts among the 
boating community.  FirstLight will await guidance from CTDEEP on how to proceed with this 
effort. 
 
Alternatives to Print Media 
FirstLight will provide this report, its maps and its recommendations on its website. Updates to 
the final policies and state laws that are developed to address Candlewood Lakes overcrowding 
could also be posted there as the plan moves into implementation. 
 
Assessment of Existing Moorings/Private Docks 
 
Docks and Moorings 
FirstLight is inventorying all existing private docks and moorings, determining their legality, and 
removing unpermitted uses as appropriate as part of enforcing its SMP.  The majority of these 
actions will occur within a maximum of two years from the date of FERC’s acceptance of this 
plan. 
 
In addition, FirstLight has establish a permitting program that sets the minimum length for docks 
of forty (40) feet or a length necessary to reach a boatable depth of four (4) feet, whichever is 
less.  In doing so, FirstLight has opened up more boating space for vessels by moving the 100 
foot slow no wake closer to shore. 
 
Mooring Removal Process & Approval of Exceptions 
In order to clearly convey a key overcrowding management technique to the public, FirstLight 
has developed mooring policies to define its process for the removal of unlicensed moorings in 
2014.  FirstLight has already denied the placement of new moorings and reserves the right 
approve new moorings on a case-by-case basis.  The removal of moorings will open up the total 
available area of the lake for deep water boating. Figure 11 illustrates that a buoy moored vessel 
can occupy up to one quarter acre of navigational water surface area.  To date FirstLight has 
inventoried eighty five unpermitted residential moorings and/or buoys, has enforced the removal 
of two newly placed moorings in 2013 and is currently enforcing the removal of 6 additional new 
moorings. 
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Continued Research and Monitoring 
 
On-Going Research of Best Management Practices 
FirstLight shall continue to discuss annually at the Lake Advisory Committee Meetings 
overcrowding management techniques being utilized at other lakes and waterbodies around the 
country and, when appropriate, incorporate best management practices into the operations and/or 
management of Candlewood Lake in concert with the CTDEEP. 
 
Enhanced Monitoring 
FirstLight will continue to conduct aerial flyovers and collect recreational data under the terms of 
the Recreation Management Plan to measure reductions in overcrowding and effectiveness of 
management activities, including aerial boat counts and annual Lake Advisory Committee 
meetings.  In 2014, FirstLight will again perform a flyover vessel survey of Candlewood Lake, 
as a required update to its 2008 flyover survey.  FirstLight will review the vessels in the photos 
to determine which vessels are not producing a wake, such as anchored, slow moving and rafted 

Figure 12 
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vessels.  These vessels will be counted in the total number of vessels on the water but will not be 
tallied as part of the 10 acres per boat density analysis because they are not underway.  
 
Monitoring Role for CLA 
As a multi-town authority, CLA could help monitor overcrowding on Candlewood Lake by 
establishing limits on the number of boat ramp permits issued annually, oversee the restriction of 
parking as a limitation for boat ramp users at each facility, and provide staff to inspect vessels 
and watercraft for permits and for the presence of invasive species. 
 
Community Outreach and Education 
FirstLight will continue their efforts to actively engage key stakeholders through the Lake 
Advisory Committee Annual Meetings to discuss overcrowding and the management techniques 
implemented to address and mitigate these concerns and issues.  Interaction with the public as 
part of the permitting process, implementation of the SMP and the company website will enable 
FirstLight to provide information on the progress of reducing overcrowding on Candlewood 
Lake and to provide transparency for this plan. 
 
Assessment of Implemented Measures 
Once recommendations and measures for addressing overcrowding on Candlewood Lake are 
implemented, FirstLight will annually discuss with the Lake Advisory Committee how effective 
each measure or recommended action has been and whether any changes need to be made in the 
way they were implemented.  Seeing what works and what needs improvement on an annual 
basis will allow for appropriate changes to be made to the approach for handling overcrowding 
concerns and improving boating safety on the lake. 
 
Updates and Revisions 
After this plan is approved by the FERC, FirstLight will at least annually discuss and adjust the 
management practices included herein as necessary.  This plan is intended to be a “living 
document” that can be modified as new information becomes available, new best management 
practices are identified and implemented actions begin to produce results.  Annually reviewing 
this plan will help FirstLight in addressing new or growing concerns or issues before they 
become larger problems to manage. 
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I. No one shall engage in the production or storage of any material designed 
for use as an explosive, nor in the use of such materials in production. 

J. Landscaping in the form of complete lawn cover shall be provided in all 
front and side yards and maintained in reasonable condition free  of  
excessive  growth  of  grass  or  weeds  greater than six (6) inches in 
height, except for any portions of the front or side yards that are being 
used for shrubbery, gardens, driveways, parking, loading and/or storage 
areas. 

K. All private sanitary sewer systems serving multi-family development 
and/or commercial development shall be located not less than fifty (50) 
feet from adjoining property lines. 

7.12 – Building Lot Requirements 
A. No building shall be constructed, placed, or moved upon a platted  or 

unplatted lot with any of the following: 
1. Less than the applicable minimum lot frontage/lot width required 

pursuant to Section 10 of this Ordinance. 
2. Less than the applicable minimum lot area required pursuant 
 to Section 10 of this Ordinance. 
3. A depth of greater than four times the width of the lot; provided that 

this depth-to-width limitation shall not apply to a lot larger than ten 
acres, or to the remainder of a parent parcel or parent tract retained 
by the proprietor (as determined under the state Land Division Act 
and the Ross Township Land Division Ordinance). 

7.13 – Waterfront Lot Access and Use; Boathouses and Docks 
A. Waterfront Lot Access and Use Regulations. 
 No waterfront lot in any zoning district shall be used as an access lot unless it 
complies with all the following regulations and conditions: 

1. An access lot shall have a minimum frontage on the waterway and a 
minimum width corresponding to the minimum lot width for a lot in the 
zoning district in which the access lot is situated, pursuant to the 
requirements of this Ordinance, and the Ross Township Subdivision 
Control Ordinance, as may be applicable.  Where the access lot is 
providing waterway access to more than one access lot beneficiary such 
access lot shall have at least an additional 30 feet of frontage on the 
waterway and an additional 30 feet of lot width for each additional access 
lot beneficiary.  Waterway frontage shall be measured by a straight line 
which intersects each side line of the access lot at the high water line.  
Areas consisting, in whole or in part, of swamp, bog, marsh, or other type 
of wetland, as commonly  defined, shall  not  be  counted  towards  the  
minimum  waterway frontage required herein, except to the extent of 
the minimum required buffer strips. 
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2. An access lot shall have a minimum lot area corresponding with the
minimum lot area for the zoning district in which the access lot is situated,
pursuant to the requirements of this Ordinance, and the Ross Township
Subdivision Control Ordinance, as may be applicable.

3. An access lot shall include a buffer strip on each side of the access lot,
parallel with each side lot line.  Each buffer strip shall have a minimum
width for the entire depth of the access lot corresponding with the amount
of minimum side yard setback required for a principle building in the
zoning district in which the access lot is situated.

4. Required buffer strips shall be preserved to provide a natural barrier
between the useable portion of an access lot and adjacent lots.  Required
buffer strips shall contain sufficient  existing and/or transplanted  additional
trees and vegetation so as to effectively screen at planting the access lot
from view by adjacent lots during all seasons of the year except when
deciduous trees/vegetation have no foliage.

5. No building or structure of any kind shall be constructed or erected upon a
required buffer strip.  Required buffer strips shall not be used for any
motorized vehicular traffic or parking, or for storage purposes, or other
development purpose of any kind, and shall be preserved to provide a
natural barrier between the useable portion of an access lot and adjacent
lots.

6. An access lot shall not be used for boat launching purposes.
7. An access lot shall be allowed one dock; provided that where the access

lot has sufficient minimum frontage on the waterway/minimum lot width
and sufficient minimum lot area to theoretically create more than one
buildable lot in accordance with the   requirements   of   this  Ordinance,
and   the   Ross  Township Subdivision Control Ordinance, as may be
applicable, one additional dock shall be allowed for each such additional
theoretical buildable lot.  All docks shall be subject to the requirements in
Section 7.13B of this Ordinance.

8. An access lot shall provide for off-street parking in accordance with the
applicable requirements in Section 9 of this Ordinance.

9. An access lot created as part of a plat or subdivision shall be dedicated at
the time of recording of the plat/subdivision for use solely by the
owners/occupants of lots contained within the plat/subdivision, or a
specified lesser number thereof, consistent with all applicable laws and
ordinances.

Notwithstanding   any  provision  of   this  ordinance  to  the  contrary,  the  above 
waterfront lot access and use regulations are not intended to apply to the beneficiaries 
of access lots established before November 8, 1995. 
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B. Boathouse and Dock Regulations. 
 Boathouses shall not be permitted to be placed over any waterway or within the 
minimum required front, side or rear yard area as defined in this Ordinance within any 
district. 
 Docks, as defined in this Ordinance, are permitted on any lake or other waterway 
subject to the following conditions and limitations: 

1. No dock shall hereafter be constructed or modified into a waterway 
without zoning approval. 

2. The length of the proposed dock is not greater than the average length of  
  the nearest docks on either side of the proposed dock. 

3. No dock shall extend from the shoreline of any waterway, other than a 
lake, to within ten (10) feet from the center of the waterway. 

4. No portion of any dock shall be located within ten (10) feet from the 
nearest property line as projected into the waterway. 

C. Waterway Setback Requirements for All Buildings and Structures 
1. Notwithstanding the generally applicable  setback  requirements specified 

in Section 10 (Schedule of Lot, Yard and Area Requirements), or 
elsewhere in this Ordinance, all construction of dwellings or other principal  
buildings/ structures and accessory buildings/structures, including any  
alteration  of   existing   such buildings/structures, on any waterfront lot or 
a lot  any  portion of which abuts or is within 75  feet of  a  waterway,  shall  
at a minimum be set back from the normal high-water line of the waterway 
the greater of:  

  a. 50 feet; or, 
b.   the average  setback of  the  nearest existing dwellings  or  

other  principle buildings/structures on each  side  of  the  lot  
at  the time of application for a building permit. 

2. For purposes of this Section the term “normal high-water line” shall mean 
the mark or line that is ascertainable by a visible inspection to identify the 
highest line where the water/normal wave action and beach type 
soils/vegetation are distinct from the soils and vegetation of the shore of 
the waterway.  Where necessary the Zoning Administrator shall determine 
the normal high-water line. 

3. These setback requirements are intended to  facilitate reasonable 
consistency of horizontal sight lines with respect to the development of 
waterfront lots, based on the average  setback of existing nearby 
development, but subject in each instance to a mandatory minimum 
setback of 50 feet. 
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ARTICLE II 
SHORT TITLE 

SECTION 2.0 

This Ordinance shall be known and may be cited as the Prairieville Township Zoning Ordinance and will be 
referred to herein as "this Ordinance". 
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SECTION 4.31 - SWIMMING POOLS AND SWIMMING POOL FENCES 

A private or public swimming pool shall be considered a structure for purposes of this Ordinance and shall 
therefore require issuance of a permit.  All ground level swimming pools shall be enclosed by a fence, wall or 
other structure which shall be at least four (4) feet in height as measured from the outside. Any opening under the 
fence shall be not more than four (4) inches in height.  Any fence or wall enclosure shall be of a type that impedes 
climbing by small children and shall be equipped with a gate that is self-closing and latching type with the latch on 
the pool side of the gate.  Said entranceway shall lead to the shallow end of the pool.  If the entire premise is 
enclosed by a fence or wall this requirement may be waived.  Above ground swimming pools need not be fenced, 
provided that the steps and pool entrance are secured by a self-closing and latching gate with the latch on the 
pool side of the gate. 

 

SECTION 4.32 - FENCES, WALLS AND SCREENS 

No fence, wall, other than necessary retaining wall, or other screening structure located within the side or front 
yard of a lot in a residential district (other than the front yard of a waterfront lot) shall exceed six (6) feet in height. 
No such fence, wall, or other screening structure located within the front yard of a waterfront lot in a residential 
district shall exceed four (4) feet in height.  No such fence, wall or other screening structure located within a rear 
yard of a lot in a residential district shall exceed eight (8) feet in height.  Fences, walls (other than necessary 
retaining walls), and other screening structures shall also comply with the requirements set forth in Section 4.6 of 
this Ordinance.  (See Section 4.24 regarding definition of front and rear yard on waterfront lots). 

No electric fences shall be permitted in any residential district or residentially platted area. 

 

SECTION 4.33 - PRIVATE ROADS 

A private road which serves more than one separately held parcel with more than one (1) dwelling unit or 
industrial activity shall have a 66 foot right-of-way.  The traveled portion of said right-of-way shall be a minimum of 
12 feet in width. 

SECTION 4.34 - DIVISIONS OF LAND 

No divisions of land will be permitted that do not comply with the applicable area, width, depth, and frontage 
requirements set forth in this Ordinance.  All parcels shall be provided the requisite frontage and individual access 
on a dedicated public road or a private road constructed to the standards of this Ordinance or the Barry County 
Road Commission, pursuant to the limitations set forth in Section 4.33 

* Also refer to Land Division Act * 

 

SECTION 4.35 – NON-PUBLIC WATERFRONT ACCESS LOT REGULATIONS 

No waterfront lot in any zoning district shall be used as an access lot unless it complies with all of the following 
requirements: 

A. An access lot shall have a minimum waterway frontage, a minimum lot width, a minimum road frontage, 
and a minimum lot area corresponding to the minimum waterway frontage, lot width, road frontage, and 
lot area requirements for a lot in the zoning district in which the access lot is situated. 

B. An access lot providing waterway access to more than one access lot beneficiary shall have a minimum 
lot depth of at least 75 feet and at least an additional 50 feet of waterway frontage, lot width, and road 
frontage for each additional access lot beneficiary. 

C. Waterway frontage shall be measured by a straight line which connects the boundaries of the access lot 
that extend from the waterway frontage at the points where they intersect the high water line.  Areas 
consisting of swamp, bog, marsh, or other type of wetland, as commonly defined, shall not be counted 
towards the minimum waterway frontage required herein, but may be used to meet minimum buffer strip 
requirements. 



 

 35 

D. An access lot providing access to two (2) or more access lot beneficiaries shall include a buffer strip on 
each side of the access lot, parallel with each boundary that extends from the waterway frontage.  Each 
buffer strip shall have a minimum width for the entire depth of the access lot corresponding with the 
amount of minimum side yard setback required for a principal building in the zoning district in which the 
access lot is situated.   

E. No building or structure of any kind other than fencing shall be constructed or erected upon a required 
buffer strip.  Required buffer strips shall not be used for any motorized vehicular traffic, parking, boat 
ramps or for storage purposes (including junk, waste or garbage) or other development purpose of any 
kind, and shall be preserved to provide a natural barrier between the usable portion of an access lot and 
adjacent lots. 

F. No portion of any dock shall be located within the minimum setback area required for the zoning district 
in which the access lot is situated, as measured from the boundaries of the lot as projected into a 
waterway. 

G. Adequate off-street parking for each access lot beneficiary shall be provided on each access lot. 

H. Site plan review shall be required for all access lots providing access to more than one (1) access lot 
beneficiary. 

I. An access lot created as part of a plat or condominium development shall be dedicated at the time of 
recording of the plat/condominium for use solely by the owners/occupants of lots contained within the 
plat/condominium, or a specified lesser number thereof, consistent with all applicable laws and 
ordinances. 
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TOWNSHIP OF COLUMBIA

COUNTY OF VAN BUREN, STATE OF MICHIGAN

RIPARIAN WATERFRONT LOT USE REGULATIONS

KEYHOLE OR FUNNEL WATERFRONT ACCESS

ORDINANCE # 2004-02

THE TOWNSHIP OF COLUMBIA HEREBY ORDAINS:

Section 1 – Intent

It is the intent of this section to promote the integrity of the lakes within Columbia
Township while preserving the quality of recreational use of the inland waters; to protect
the quality of the lakes by discouraging excess uses; to promote the ecological balance
of the waters by limiting incompatible land use of the wetlands associated with the
lakes; and to maintain the natural beauty of the lakes by minimizing man-made
adjustments to the established shorelines. Nothing in this ordinance shall be construed
to limit access to lakes or waterways by the general public by way of a public park or
public access site provided or maintained by any unit of state, county, or local
government.

Section 2 – Regulations

In any zoning district where a parcel of land is contiguous to a lake, such parcel of land
may be used as access property or as common open space held in common by a
subdivision, association, or any similar agency; or held in common by virtue of the terms
of a plat of record; or provided for common use under deed covenants or restrictions of
record; or owned by two or more dwelling units located away from the waterfront, only if
the following conditions are met:

That said parcel of land contain a minimum of 7,000 square feet; and fifty (50) lineal feet of 
water frontage for each individual dwelling unit or each single family unit to which such 
privileges are extended or dedicated. The minimum depth for such a parcel shall be one hundred 
forty (140) feet. An access property so created to, serving more than two (2) dwelling units or 
single-family units, shall have not less than one hundred (100) feet of water frontage with at least 
fifty (50) lineal feet of water frontage for each individual dwelling unit. Frontage shall be 
measured by a straight line which intersects each side lot line at the water’s edge. 

Any multiple-unit residential development in any zoning district that shares a common lake or 
stream front area or frontage may not permit lake or stream use or access to more than one (1) 
single-family home, dwelling unit, cottage, condominium unit, site condominium unit, or 
apartment unit for each fifty (50) feet of lake or stream frontage in such common lake or stream 



front area, as measured along the normal high water mark line of the lake or stream. 

In all zoning districts, no lake access, boat ramp, shore station, dock, boat launch, or shoreline 
abutting a lake shall be utilized for commercial, business, outdoor re recreational (or 
entertainment) facilities, institutional or nonresidential or nonagricultural uses or purposes unless 
such use is authorized pursuant to a special use approval or a planned unit development (PUD) 
approval. 

That in no event shall water frontage of such parcel of land consist of a swamp, marsh, or bog, as 
shown on the most recent U.S. Geological Survey Maps, or the Michigan Department of Natural 
Resources MIRIS map, or have otherwise been determined to be wetland by the Michigan DNR 
or DEQ; and that in no event shall a swamp, marsh, or bog, be altered by dredging, the addition 
of earth or fill material or by the drainage of water frontage required by this regulation. 

That in no event shall such parcel of land abut a man-made canal or channel, and no canal or 
channel shall be excavated for the purpose of increasing the water frontage required by this 
regulation. 

That access property, as provided for in and meeting the conditions of this ordinance, regardless 
of total area, shall not be used as a residential lot for the purpose of construction a dwelling 
and/or accessory structure(s) or for any commercial or business use. 

 

Section 3 – Nonconforming Use 

In any district in which accesses have been established before the effective date of this 
ordinance or subsequent amendment thereto, such access shall retain historic uses. It 
is the intent of this ordinance to permit such lawful non-conformance to continue, but not 
to encourage additional uses and sites. 

Section 4 – Severability 

Should any section or provision of this ordinance be declared by a court of competent 
jurisdiction to be unconstitutional or invalid, such decision shall not affect the validity of 
the ordinance as a whole, or part thereof other than the part so declared to be 
unconstitutional or invalid. 

Section 5 – Definitions 

"Access Property" shall mean a property, parcel or lot abutting a lake and used or 
intended to be used, for providing access to a lake by pedestrian or vehicular traffic to 
and from offshore land regardless of whether said access to the water is gained by 
easement, common fee ownership, lease, license, gift, business invitation, or any other 
form or dedication or conveyance. 

Section 6 - Penalty 



Violation of this Ordinance shall be treated as a Civil Infraction. 

Section 7 – Effective Date 

This Ordinance shall become effective after legal publication and in accordance with the 
provisions of the Act governing same. 

Public hearing held: December 2, 2003—7:00 PM 

Approved by Township Planning Commission: December 2, 2004 

Approved by County Planning Commission: April 5, 2004 

Approved by Township Board: April 20, 2004 

I hereby certify the above to be a true and correct transcript of action taken by the 
Columbia Township Board, County of Van Buren, State of Michigan. 

Date Mary Burgett 

Columbia Township Clerk 

 



Date Accident Type Date Accident Type Date Accident Type

7/4/2003
Collision w a Fixed 

Object
7/31/2003 Collision w a Vessel 7/19/2008 Collision w a Vessel

7/6/2003 Falls in Boat 8/27/2003 Collision w a Vessel 6/6/2005 Fall Overboard

8/31/2003 Skier Mishap 9/3/2003
Collision w a Fixed 

Object

5/30/2004 Collision w a Vessel 6/30/2004 Collision w a Vessel

6/27/2004 Collision w a Vessel 7/6/2004
skier mishap

7/21/2004 Skier Mishap 8/23/2004 Collision w a Vessel

8/24/2004 Skier Mishap 8/26/2004 Machinery Failure

9/4/2004 Fall Overboard 8/29/2004 Collision w a Vessel

9/6/2004 Struck by prop 9/19/2004 Collision w a Vessel

9/6/2004 Falls in Boat 5/11/2005
Collision with a 

Submerged Object

6/23/2005 Force of Wake 5/28/2006 Fire

7/10/2005 Collision w a Vessel 8/26/2007 Collision w a Vessel

8/26/2005 Collision w a Vessel 10/1/2007
Fire

7/3/2006 Grounding 4/21/2008 Grounding

8/22/2006 Skier Mishap 5/28/2008
Collision w a Fixed 

Object

9/10/2006 Skier Mishap 7/26/2008 Unknown

7/28/2007 Skier Mishap 8/17/2008 Collision w a Vessel

8/19/2007 Fall Overboard 6/27/2009 Collision w a Vessel

6/10/2008 Grounding 8/16/2009 Collision w a Vessel

7/5/2008 Skier Mishap 10/21/2009 Grounding

7/19/2008 Collision w a Vessel 10/22/2009 Grounding

7/18/2009
Person Ejected 

from Vessel
5/30/2010 Collision w a Vessel

7/19/2009
Collision w a Fixed 

Object
6/5/2010 Collision w a Vessel

4/29/2010 Capsizing 7/18/2010 Flooding/Swamping

9/18/2010 Struck by prop 6/25/2011 Collision w a Vessel

11/13/2010 Skier Mishap 7/4/2011 Collision w a Vessel

7/15/2012 Skier Mishap 7/24/2011 Collision w a Vessel

9/23/2012 Fall Overboard 7/26/2011
Collision with a 

Submerged Object

7/15/2012 Collision w a Vessel

Accident with Injury Only Property Damage, at least $500 Fatal Accident

Candlewood Lake Accidents, 2003 - 2012

Source: CT DEEP Boating Division




