
CITY OF •101• 

_F_O_RT_LA_U_D_E_RD_A_L_E______ fijif 
Memorandum 

Memorandum No: 21-059 

Date: June 23, 2021 

To: Honorable Mayor and Commissioners ~.~o ~ ~ 
From: Chris Lagerbloom, ICMA-CM, City Manager ~~ 

Re: McNab Bridge Replacement & Raising Project 

The McNab Bridge is located on McNab Road just east of South Cypress Road in the 
City of Pompano Beach. The bridge is just north of the City of Fort Lauderdale city limit 
and is vital to the transportation network for both municipalities. 

In 2015, the Florida Department of Transportation (FOOT) confirmed that the McNab 
Bridge is "functionally obsolete," which implies the bridge does not have adequate lane 
widths, shoulder widths, or vertical clearances to serve current traffic demands, or that 
the bridge approaches may be occasionally flooded. The results of most recent studies 
prompted the City of Pompano Beach to replace the bridge and make the necessary 
roadway improvements. During initial public outreach efforts, the City of Pompano 
Beach met with residents from both, Fort Lauderdale and Pompano Beach. The 
residents requested that the bridge to be raised to allow larger vessels to navigate the 
narrow channel and allow them to reach the lntracoastal Waterway. 

The City of Pompano Beach's design engineer, Kimley-Horn, analyzed options to raise 
the bridge. Without changing existing topographical conditions to any of the properties 
adjacent to the bridge, the engineer established that the bridge's clearance could be 
raised up to 1.25'. However, the public, particularly Fort Lauderdale residents, insisted 
on raising the bridge by 4', which is the added clearance that was deemed necessary to 
permit larger vessels to pass underneath. The engineer evaluated options to meet the 
demand and found that the added costs to use taller piles would be approximately 
$500,000. 

The City of Pompano Beach utilized Lambert Advisory, LLC to conduct an economic 
benefit assessment to better understand the return on investment for raising the bridge. 
The assessment identified that raising the bridge would have a substantial long-term 
financial benefit for both municipalities through an increased incremental tax revenue. 

The City of Pompano Beach requested that the City of Fort Lauderdale fund $500,000 
towards the project which will include raising the bridge by 4'. The construction is 
scheduled to start in February 2022 with a 14-month timeline. The estimated cost to 
replace and raise the bridge is $6,615,625. 
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Currently, the municipalities are drafting an lnterlocal Funding Agreement to 
memorialize the terms and conditions of the financial contribution. The agreement will 
define the City of Fort Lauderdale's role as a funding source and define the City of 
Pompano Beach as the project manager who assumes all project risks and future 
maintenance responsibilities. City of Fort Lauderdale staff anticipates that the 
agreement will be presented for Commission consideration in October 2021 . The 
preliminary FY2022 budget identifies a $500,000 contribution to the project. 

For further information, please contact Ben Rogers, Director of Transportation and 
Mobility, at brogers@fortlauderdale.gov. 

Attachments: 
1. Preliminary Opinion of Probable Cost 
2. Economic Benefit Assessment 
3. Navigational Needs Study 
4. Location Map 

c: Greg Chavarria, Assistant City Manager 
Tarlesha W. Smith, Esq ., Assistant City Manager 
Alain E. Boileau, City Attorney 
Jeffrey A. Modarelli, City Clerk 
John C. Herbst, City Auditor 
Department Directors 
CMO Managers 

mailto:brogers@fortlauderdale.gov


Project: 

Date: 

KHA No: 

Location: 

Item No. Description 
Estimated 

Quantity 
Unit Unit Price Value 

General Conditions 

1 Mobilization 1 LS $ 400,000.00 $ 400,000.00 

2 Maintenance of Traffic 1 LS $ 450,000.00 $ 450,000.00 

3 Clearing and Grubbing 1 LS $ 90,000.00 $ 90,000.00 

Subtotal: $ 940,000.00 

Civil Site 

4 Roadway 1 LS $ 142,500.00 $ 142,500.00 

5 Drainage / utilities 1 LS $ 225,000.00 $ 225,000.00 

6 Electrical and Lighting 1 LS $ 115,000.00 $ 115,000.00 

7 Landscaping & Irrigation 1 LS $ 20,000.00 $ 20,000.00 

8 Bridge Components 1 LS $ 3,500,000.00 $ 3,500,000.00 

9 Bridge Aesthetics 1 LS $ 350,000.00 $ 350,000.00 

Subtotal: $ 4,352,500.00 

$ 5,292,500.00 

$ 1,323,125.00 

$ 6,615,625.00 

Notes: 

25% Contingency: 

Total Construction Cost: 

1. The Engineer has no control over the cost of labor, materials, equipment, or over the Contractor's methods of determining prices or over competitive 

bidding or market conditions. Opinions of probable costs provided herein are based on the information known to Engineer at this time and represent only 

the Engineer's judgment as a design professional familiar with the construction industry. The Engineer cannot and does not guarantee that proposals, 

bids, or actual construction costs will not vary from its opinions of probable costs. 

Pompano Beach, Florida 

PRELIMINARY OPINION OF PROBABLE COST 

19357-McNab Road Bridge Replacement 

10/24/2019 

44203010 

Subtotal: 
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Technical Memorandum 
To: City of Pompano Beach 
From: Lambert Advisory, LLC 
Date: October 2020 
Subject: McNab Road Bridge & 18th Avenue Bridge Economic Benefit Assessment 

Executive Summary 

Lambert Advisory (Lambert) has completed its economic benefit assessment for a 
proposed improvement to the McNab Road Bridge located at the 1800 block of McNab 
Road in the City of Pompano Beach. 

The assessment herein considers two key alternative improvement options for the McNab 
Road bridge: 

1.) Raise the McNab Road Bridge 4 feet: This improvement option considers the 
economic impacts associated with raising the bridge from approximately 7 feet 
(mean high tide) to 11 feet (mean high tide), or a 4 foot net increase in height. 
Specifically, the analysis herein identifies any potential value appreciation to 
residential and commercial parcels directly affected by the bridge and right-of-
way enhancements and the resultant incremental tax revenue that may be 
generated. Furthermore, the analysis will also determine the extent to which value 
appreciation may accrue to the surrounding commercial and residential 
properties in the City of Pompano Beach, as well as to those residential properties 
within the City of Fort Lauderdale immediately to the south. 

2.) Raise the McNab Road Bridge 1 foot: Utilizing the same methodology outlined 
above, this analysis will identify any resultant economic impacts (incremental ad 
valorem tax revenue) if the Bridge improvements are limited to approximately 1 
foot.  However, in this case, there will be limited proposed property/right-of-way 
improvements to the select parcels bounding the bridge. 

In addition to the assessment of improving and raising the McNab Road bridge, we have 
also completed a similar analysis for the prospective plan to raise the 18th Avenue Bridge 
situated to the southwest of the McNab Road bridge. In either case, the assessment of 
benefit herein has two primary focal points for addressing the property value impacts 
noted above, including: a.) the value impact that bridge/streetscape improvements 
have on surrounding waterfront and non-waterfront properties; and, b.) additional value 
Impact that the bridge heightening has on waterfront properties. 

1 
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The body of this technical memorandum provides the detailed methodology, limiting 
conditions, research, and analysis undertaken as part of this engagement. Below, is a 
summary of economic benefit findings for both McNab Road bridge and 18th Avenue 
bridge. 

McNab Road Bridge 

The following table provides a summary of the incremental taxable value increase and 
incremental tax revenue to the City of Pompano Beach and City of Fort Lauderdale 
considering both a 4 foot and 1 foot heightening: 

Figure 1: Summary of Economic Benefit from McNab Road Bridge Improvements (4 foot 
and 1 foot Height Increase) 

4 FOOT HEIGHTENTING 1 FOOT HEIGHTENTING 
Incremental Incremental Incremental Incremental 

Assessed Value Tax Revenue Assessed Value Tax Revenue 
(moderate/upper) (moderate/upper) (moderate/upper) (moderate/upper) 

Pompano 
Beach $4.1M - $9.8M $25,000 - $60,000 $1.7M - $5.1M $10,000 - $31,000 

Ft. Lauderdale $3.2M - $7.4M $14,000 - $32,000 $1.0M - $3.0M $4,000 - $13,000 
Total $7.3M – $17.2M $39,000 – $92,000 $2.7M – $8.1M $14,000 – $44,000 

NPV – 30 Yr. 
(Pompano 

Beach): 
$360,000 - $860,000 

NPV – 30 Yr. 
(Pompano 

Beach): 
$200,000 - $446,000 

   

 
 

     
      

           
  

 
 

 
    

   
  

 
           

 
 

    
      
      
      

           

           
             

 
   

 
 

  
   

 
 

  

 
    
     

       
        

      
    

     
 

 
  

 
  

               
    

 
    

As summarized above, and for City of Pompano Beach, specifically, the total assessed 
value of the properties affected by the proposed improvements assuming a 4 foot 
heightening increases by a range of $4.1M million to $9.8 million, resulting in an 
estimated $25,000 (moderate) to $60,000 (upper) in annual incremental tax revenue. 
Assuming this revenue could be leveraged for bond (or other long-term) financing over 
a 30-year period,1 the net present value (NVP) is in the range of $360,000 to $860,000. 
At a 1 foot height increase, the NPV is estimated to be in the range of $200,000 to 
$446,000. 

18th Avenue Bridge 

The following table provides a summary of the incremental taxable value increase and 
incremental tax revenue to the City of Pompano Beach and City of Fort Lauderdale for 
a 1 foot heightening.  Importantly, the analysis herein removes any overlapping 

1 Assumes 8.0 percent discount factor and 2.5 percent annual escalation 
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properties that received an incremental increase as a result of the McNab Road bridge 
improvement. 

Figure 2:  City of Pompano Beach & City of Fort Lauderdale – Estimated Annual 
Incremental Value and Tax Revenue Analysis (from Proposed 18th Avenue Bridge 1 Foot 
Heightening) 

Incremental Assessed 
Value 

(moderate/upper) 

Increment Tax Revenue to 
City 

(moderate/upper) 
Pompano Beach $327K - $982K $2,000 - $6,000 
Ft. Lauderdale $636K - $1.9M $2,800 - $8,300 
Total $963K – $2.8M $4,800 – $14,300 
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Methodology & Limiting Conditions 

There are several key principals that underlie the methodology, analysis and findings 
within this document: first, the basis for deriving fundamental assumptions and economic 
modeling inputs is founded upon a literature review of more than fifteen independent 
documents which are listed in the Appendix (Bibliography) to this memorandum. 
However, there are always variations that exist between the investment programming, 
physical composition, regulatory environment, economic conditions and other factors 
that underlie the comparison between any two areas such as Pompano Beach and other 
communities observed as part of this process.  Therefore, a detailed comparison of 
similarities and/or differences between these communities was not conducted as part of 
this analysis; rather, the studies and analysis were utilized to provide a base understanding 
of impacts from which to draw rationale conclusions. Additionally, at this point, the timing 
and scheduling of the city’s proposed bridge improvements are generally undefined 
and, as a result, certain economic benefits (such as private investment and/or impact 
on property values) may be affected by future land use regulation, zoning, and/or other 
regulatory measures that affect growth. Finally, Lambert has not independently verified 
the any improvement costs, and/or scheduling associated with the city’s proposed 
bridge improvements, and any change in these program assumptions may have a 
material impact on the findings herein. 

4 
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Section 1: Geographic Context 

The McNab Road bridge is located in southern edge of the City of Pompano Beach, with 
City of Fort Lauderdale bordering to the south. The bridge is located roughly 2.0+ miles 
from the Intracoastal waterway, and 5.3+ miles from Hillsborough Inlet. The 18th Avenue 
bridge is located approximately 2/3rd of a mile from McNab Road bridge. 

Figure 3: McNab Road Bride, 18th Ave, Bridge and 811 Hwy Bridge – Distance to Open 
Waterways 

5 
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Section 2: Assessing the Impacts of Bridge & Roadway Capital Improvements 

As set forth in Executive Summary above, there are significant challenges to assessing the 
impact of bridge heightening (and/or associated roadway improvements) and, 
particularly, as it relates to a case study/benchmark assessment of comparable capital 
improvement activities in other locations – absent a very comprehensive evaluation that 
is beyond the scope or work undertaken herein.  As a matter of fact, it is parallel to the 
challenges faced in a similar study previously completed for the City and referred to as 
the Pompano Beach G.O. Bond Economic Impact Assessment completed in 2018. 

In that study, we reviewed numerous documents which measured how roadway, bridge 
and/or streetscape improvement projects contributed to economic benefits for the 
surrounding community. Based upon those findings, we focus on one core benefit that 
applies to the analysis herein: the impact on surrounding property values as a result of 
the proposed bridge and roadway improvements to both McNab Road bridge and 18th 

Avenue bridge. Moreover, it is worth noting that as part of the research for the G.O. 
Bond study, there was no shortage of qualitative discussion of how improved 
bridge/streetscapes may affect property values that may benefit from better traffic flow, 
safer bicycle and pedestrian movement and/or enhancements to right-of-way and 
ingress/egress to abutting properties. On the other hand, quantitative analyses of the 
economic benefits of improved roadway/streetscape projects, was considerably less. 
Nonetheless, included in the Appendix is a detailed list (Bibliography) of the literature 
review documentation, including new information from research completed as part of 
this study. 

As it relates specifically to an analysis of impacts on properties surrounding the McNab 
Road bride (and 18th Avenue bridge), there are two primary focal points for addressing 
property value impacts, including: a.) Value Impact from Bridge/Streetscape 
Improvements on Surrounding Waterfront and Non-waterfront Properties ; and, b.) 
Additional Value Impact on Waterfront Properties from Bridge Heightening. Considering 
these two focal points, the assessment herein is separated into individual sections each 
for McNab Road and 18th Avenue Bridge – starting with McNab Road bridge. 

MCNAB ROAD BRIDGE 

A. Value Impact from Bridge/Streetscape Improvements on Surrounding Waterfront and 
Non-waterfront Properties 

The improvements to the McNab Road bridge contemplate not only a potential 
heightening, but improvements to the right-of-way extending east and west of the bridge 
including streetscaping, improved ingress/egress to select properties and enhanced 
mobility. Utilizing the research and methodology that applied to the City’s G.O. Bond 

6 
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economic assessment study above, the impact from bridge/roadway/streetscape 
improvements on surrounding properties focuses on two key variables: 

1.) Area of Impact: The most significant radius of influence on residential properties 
extends roughly 1/3rd of a mile (1,760 feet) around the improved roadway/bridge, 
while a 500-foot boundary was established for office and retail incremental 
valuation; and, 

2.) Value Premium:  The value premium from roadway and related capital 
improvements is naturally (and highly) dependent upon the extent of the 
enhancements that could have widely varying effects on activities including but 
not limited to: mitigating roadway congestion; traffic calming; pedestrian/bicycle 
mobility and safety; streetscape improvements as landscaping, lighting, and 
medians; and/or improvements to property ingress/egress. From the literature 
review, the upper end of the scale tended to add upwards 25 percent 
incremental value to properties within 500 feet, and 10 percent to the broader 
area within 1/3 mile and represented by major investments in open space and/or 
infrastructure improvements such as Discovery Green in Downtown Houston, or 
Millennium Park in Chicago. At the lower end of the scale is less intensive 
investment in roadway and/or open space which indicate incremental premium 
generally ranging from as low as 1 to 5 percent at both the 500 foot and 1/3rd mile 
distance.  Based upon our understanding of the improvements proposed for the 
McNab Road bridge assuming the bridge is heightened 4 feet with additional 
enhancements to the right-of-way, the incremental impact on value is estimated 
to be in the 2 percent (moderate) range and a maximum (upper) range of 5 
percent. 

However, should the bridge be raised only 1 foot, with limited enhancements to 
the right-of-way, the incremental impact on value  is estimated to be in the 1 
percent (moderate) range and a maximum (upper) range of 3 percent. 

Based upon the methodology and incremental value metrics outlined above, an 
incremental value analysis has been prepared for the residential, office and retail 
properties surrounding the McNab Road Bridge. The following map outlines the affected 
parcels utilizing the Broward County GIS Database and Broward County Property 
Appraiser (BCPA) parcel data, along with a summary of taxable value for affected 
properties in both City of Pompano Beach and City of Fort Lauderdale (including 
homestead and non-homestead properties). 

7 



   

 
 

       
 

 

 
 

       
      

    
     

    
   

      
    

 
     

       
        

   
 

 
 

 

 
       

     
 

Commission Memo 21-059 
Attachment 2 
Page 8 of 21

Figure 4: Map of McNab Road Bridge (Residential Parcels within 1/3 Mile & Retail/Office 
within 500 feet) 

Based upon applicable residential, office and retail parcel data extrapolated from an 
analysis of the BCPA property database, the table below provides a summary of the total 
assessed value of the impacted properties around the McNab Road bridge, with a 
highlight of incremental increase in assessment based upon lower and upper value 
premium resulting from the proposed improvements.  Furthermore, the table provides a 
summary of the annual incremental real estate tax from these properties that will accrue 
to the City of Pompano Beach and the City of Fort Lauderdale based upon 2020 millage 
rates of 6.1069 and 4.3443, respectively.2 

As summarized below, the properties impacted by the McNab Road bridge/streetscape 
improvements currently have a total assessed value of $272 million – of which $171M is in 
Pompano Beach. The following tables highlight the incremental tax revenue to the City 
of Pompano Beach and City of Fort Lauderdale under the two heightening options for 
the bridge. 

2 Note, the assessment herein does factor a modest discount to account for the fact that not all homes will realize maximum 
taxable value increases immediately due to the maximum 3.0 percent cap on homestead properties. 

8 
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Figure 5:  City of Pompano Beach & City of Fort Lauderdale – Estimated Annual 
Incremental Value and Tax Revenue from Proposed Bridge Improvements (at 4 feet) 

Current Total 
Assessed Value 

Incremental 
Assessed Value 

(moderate/upper) 

Increment Tax 
Revenue to City 

(moderate/upper) 
Pompano Beach $171M $3.4M - $8.5M $21,000 - $52,000 
Ft. Lauderdale $101M $2.0M - $5.0M $9,000 - $22,000 
Total $272M $5.4M – $13.5M $30,000 – $72,000 

For the City of Pompano Beach, specifically, the total assessed value of the properties 
affected by the proposed improvements at 4 feet increases by $3.5M million to $6.8 
million, resulting in an estimated $21,000 (moderate) to $52,000 (upper) in incremental 
annual tax revenue to the City of Pompano Beach. At 1 foot heightening, the estimated 
annual tax increment revenue is between $10,000 and $31,000 as summarized in the 
following table. 

Figure 6:  City of Pompano Beach & City of Fort Lauderdale – Estimated Annual 
Incremental Value and Tax Revenue (at 1 foot) 

Current Total 
Assessed Value 

Incremental 
Assessed Value 

(moderate/upper) 

Increment Tax 
Revenue to City 

(moderate/upper) 
Pompano Beach $171M $1.7M - $5.1M $10,000 - $31,000 
Ft. Lauderdale $101M $1.0M - $3.0M $4,000 - $13,000 
Total $272M $2.7M – $8.1M $14,000 – $44,000 

   

 
 

 
 
 

      
            

 
  

 

 
 

 

 
 

 
       

       
         
 

    
         

      
        

 
 

 
      

       
 

  

 

 
 

 

 
 

 
      

       
        

 
 
       
 

       
   

       
    

 
           

              
     

        

B. Value Impact on Waterfront Properties from Bridge Heightening 

While The proposed roadway improvements associated with raising the McNab Road 
bridge benefits the broader residential and commercial developments in the surrounding 
area, an additional four feet in bridge height can prospectively provide an additional 
premium to waterfront homes and commercial development to the south of the bridge. 

As we understand, the bridge height is currently seven (7) feet at mean high tide. Though 
it is extremely difficult to narrowly define the type and length and/or type of vessels that 
could currently fit under the bridge (at maximum high tide), we have spoken with industry 
professional and recreational boaters to gain some understanding of these factors and, 

9 
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particularly, gain some understanding as to how much more opportunity exists for 
accommodating a larger number of vessels should the bridge be raised. 

Under the current height, the bridge generally allows for vessels of various types 
including but not limited to: center-consoles up to roughly 30+’ in length (depending 
upon type of fixed top in place) with a fixed top, but does not allow for features such 
as radar-arch or outriggers to be placed above the fixed top; or, cabin cruisers less 
than 30+’ in length (with no features above a fixed top). 

Raising the McNab Road bridge an additional four (4) feet (or a total 11 foot clearance) 
would certainly provide for a greater range of boat volume capable of accessing the 
open waterways to the east for those residences south of the bridge. This would likely 
include larger center-console of cabin cruiser vessels greater than 40’. However, it 
would not allow for vessels such as a sport-fisherman (at least those greater than 30+’) 
to clear the bridge – which is a vessel type that is prevalent in the South Florida boating 
market. 

Nonetheless, the fact is that a four (4) foot increase does provide opportunities for larger 
vessels which then leads to a core question for this study to answer: how does the 
expanded potential for larger boats impact property values? 

In the effort to answer this question, we followed the same methodology as outlined 
above in pursuing literature review on this subject.  However, the fact is, the question of 
impacts specifically from raising a bridge is even more unique than obtaining information 
on more generalized roadway/streetscape improvements. Nevertheless, and as part of 
this effort, we identified a case study example of a capital improvements project in St. 
Petersburg, Florida that targets new construction to the 40th Avenue NE Bridge. 

In August of 2017, a site inspection of the bridge uncovered serious deterioration and 
“hidden” structural issues” which eventually led to the City developing the 40th Avenue 
NE Bridge capital improvements project. At an estimated cost of $7.8 million, the 
construction of the bridge is scheduled to begin in the 4th Quarter of 2020.  The project 
focuses on three key factors:  use safety, accessibility and aesthetics.  The project 
includes increasing the height bridge by five feet as well as provide for pedestrian and 
bicycle paths. 

Regarding accessibility, the bridge separates the subdivisions of Shore Acres to the north 
from the subdivision of Snell Isle to the south. Under current conditions, boat owners on 
the south side of the bridge (Snell Isle) have deep water access via bayous and deep-
water canals leading to Tampa Bay. Boat owners on the north side of the bridge also 
have deep water access but are limited as to the size of boat that can maneuver under 
the bridge at high tide. Consequently, some boat owners living on the north side of the 

10 
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bridge would have to wait for low tide in order to return to their boat dock, which at times 
contributed to significant inconveniences. 

Over the course of numerous public meetings there was a line of reasoning, that 
increasing the height of the bridge would increase property values for homes on the north 
side of the bridge.  However, all of the points put forth were based on qualitative 
assumptions including commentary from: 

Pinellas County Property Appraiser’s office – “it is possible that the new bridge will 
increase property values north of the span. As a general rule, the values are definitely 
higher on the south than the north," he said. "I think if you can get bigger boats in there, 
it could have an effect.” 

Former Chair of the Florida Real Estate Appraisal Board – was not sure that there will be 
a "huge" effect on the approximately 500 waterfront homes north of the bridge." It will 
enable those on the water to have slightly larger boats, but as to whether it's going to 
be a significant increase, I don't know.  However, there could be a negative effect to 
home owners on either end of the bridge where the deck height is going to be slightly 
higher and that's not going to be beneficial “ 

Chairman of the Pinellas Realtor Organization –the new bridge "is probably going to 
positively affect the values of everybody simply because it's a new bridge and it 
enhances the look coming into the neighborhood, but to create a building boom, no." 
"People don't buy homes to park a big boat,'' he said. "They buy homes because they 
want to live on the water. The amount of properties this would affect is minimal. The 
difference in the size of boats that they are going to be able to accommodate is 
negligible in value.” 

Though limited insight was obtained from the literature review, another method of 
assessing the impact on water-front property value from restrictive structures was 
undertaken and represents a comparative assessment of property values within 
Pompano Beach within which a waterfront residential neighborhood is bifurcated by a 
fixed bridge and for which access to open water is potentially restricted on one side of 
the neighborhood. 

As part of this process, the initial step is to identify the waterfront properties that are 
directly affected by the potential height increase of the McNab Road bridge; or, those 
homes south of McNab Road bridge and east of the 18th Avenue bridge - which is even 
more restricted with a height of __ feet (mean high tide). Even if the 18th Avenue bridge 
is potentially raised an additional 1foot as proposed, this limited bridge heightening is 
deemed to have a marginal effect on increased demand for larger vessels – at least 
compared to a 4 foot increase. 

11 
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In light of this, there are 393 waterfront residential parcels between the McNab Road 
bridge and 18th Avenue bridge and 258 of them are in Pompano Beach comprising all 
condominiums and 1 commercial use. The commercial building represents a waterfront 
dining establishment for which the current bridge height is reportedly an impediment to 
supporting a greater base of visitor demand from larger vessels. These properties are 
highlighted in the following map. 

Figure 7: Map of Waterfront Tax Analysis Between McNab and 18th Ave Bridges 

Based upon the BCPA database, the total residential taxable value in Pompano Beach 
for these parcels is $20.8 million and the total commercial taxable value in Pompano 
Beach is $1.1 million. The total residential and commercial taxable value for this area in 
both Pompano Beach and Ft. Lauderdale combined is $61.6 million. 

12 
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Figure 8: Waterfront Property Taxable Value Overview (Homes between McNab Road 
and 18th Ave Bridges) 

Pompano 
Beach Ft. Lauderdale Total 

Non Homesteaded Parcels 126 47 173 
Non Homesteaded Parcels Taxable Value $15,141,640 $12,614,680 $27,756,320 
Homesteaded Parcels 132 88 220 
Homesteaded Parcels Taxable Value $5,710,380 $28,167,410 $33,877,790 
Commercial Parcels 1 NA 1 
Commercial Parcels Taxable Value $1,053,300 NA $1,053,300 

   

 
 

     
  

 

     
     
     

    
     

    
    

 
   

 
    

      
           

   
 

    
   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

With an identification and understanding of value associated with the water-front 
properties most affected by the McNab Road bridge, the next step is to gain insight into 
property valuation differentials within which a waterfront residential neighborhood is 
bifurcated by a fixed bridge and for which access to open water is potentially restricted 
on one side of the neighborhood. that currently exist between properties north of the 
McNab Road bridge and south of the McNab Road bridge. 

At the outset, the analysis focuses on the two comparative neighborhoods situated 
directly north and south of the bridge and shown in the map below. 
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Figure 9: Map of Comparative Neighborhoods North and South of McNab Road Bride 

As shown above, these are two residential neighborhoods with single family homes along 
interior canals that, within a short distance, lead to the main waterway providing access 
to the Intracoastal. There are 91 homes in the neighborhood south of McNab Road 
bridge and 99 homes to the north of the bridge. The following table provides a snapshot 
of sales volume and value activity since 2010 according to BCPA. 
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Figure 10: North and South Neighborhoods - Housing Sales and Value Comparison 
(2010-2019) 

# of SF 
Homes 

# of Sales 
since 2010 Avg. Size (SF) 

Avg Sales $ 
since 2010 Avg $ Per Sq Ft 

Avg Market 
Value 

North of 
Bridge 99 39 1,922 $490,308 $267.86 $531,842 
South of 
Bridge 91 27 2,188 $548,726 $261.70 $536,115 

As illustrated above, the average home size in the southern neighborhood is roughly 10 
percent larger (or 266+ square feet) compared to the north. Accordingly, the average 
sales price in the south was $548,000 compared to $490,000 in the north. However, on a 
per square foot basis, residential property values to the north are actually 2.5+ percent 
higher than to the south which is the effective metric for assessing comparative value. 
Importantly, we recognize herein that there may be outlying factors affecting sales 
activity within any given area during any given time, including the condition of homes, 
access to parks/open space, and/or school district; and, therefore it is extremely difficult 
to do an apples-to apples comparison without significant due diligence (and beyond 
the scope of this assignment). Nonetheless, this provides some indication of valuation 
between proximate residential communities that are separated by a fixed bridge. 
Importantly, we recognize that a few properties within the south sector have 
comparatively less waterfront than others in the neighborhood homes and, therefore, 
providing for a larger boat is not an option. However, in the context of this analysis, it is 
deemed negligible to the overall valuation. 

In addition to this neighborhood comparison, we completed the same analysis for two 
other neighborhoods the City of Pompano Beach identified as: 11th Avenue bridge and 
12th Street bridge. A map and overview of sale activity for the two comparative analyses 
is provided in the Appendix.  In sum, the differential for the 12th Street neighborhood 
scenario indicates a nearly 3 percent premium for waterfront homes with no fixed bridge, 
while the 11th Avenue bridge indicates a 7 percent premium for homes with no fixed 
bridge. 

Lastly, in an effort to further investigate the prospective differential in property values that 
may be affected bounded by fixed structures, we spoke informally with real estate 
representatives experienced in waterfront homes sales in South Florida and affiliated with 
prominent companies such as Douglas Elliman and Beachfront Realty. Though it was 
complicated to obtain a more defined quantitative analysis, there was clear consensus 
that comparable waterfront homes in communities or proximate areas that are 
separated by a relatively low fixed bridge (in this case considered to be less than 10+ 
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feet) versus homes with no fixed bridge, there is a measurable value differential and even 
as much as 20+ percent. As the discussion focused more intently on the value differential 
for comparable waterfront homes obstructed by a low fixed bridge (7+’) and a slightly 
higher fixed bridge (11+’), the answers were somewhat ambiguous; but, there seemed 
to be an agreement that it would be a 10 percent premium at the very maximum. 

As a result of the homes sales comparative analysis, coupled with anecdotal discussions 
with industry professionals, the value premium for comparable waterfront with access to 
open water, and obstructed by a 7’ bridge and 11’ bridge would be 3 percent (modest) 
to 6 percent (upper) which is in addition to the enhanced value accruing to these 
waterfront homes resulting from roadway/streetscape improvements noted above. 
Therefore, utilizing the current taxable data for the waterfront residential and commercial 
properties set forth in Figure 10 above, the following is a summary of additional 
incremental tax and tax revenue to the City of Pompano Beach and City of Fort 
Lauderdale on affected waterfront properties. 

Figure 11:  City of Pompano Beach & City of Fort Lauderdale – Estimated Annual 
Incremental Value and Tax Revenue (Added Value from 4 foot Heightening) 

Current Total 
Assessed Value 

Incremental 
Assessed Value 

(moderate/upper) 

Increment Tax 
Revenue to City 

(moderate/upper) 
Pompano Beach $21.9M $660K - $1.3M $4,000 - $8,000 
Ft. Lauderdale $40.0M $1.2M - $2.4M $5,000 - $10,000 

Total $61.9M $1.9M – $3.7M $9,000 – $18,000 

   

 
 

     
     
      

      
      

 
          
     

    
    

   
           
      

               
   

 
    

     
 

  
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 
 

 
        

      
        

 
   

          
    

  
        

             
     

   
 
 
 
 
 
 

In all, and accounting for the impact from bridge/streetscape improvements on 
surrounding properties (outlined section A above), as well as the additional premium on 
waterfront properties (outlined in Section B above), the following is a summary of 
aggregated incremental value and tax revenue to the City of Pompano Beach and City 
of Fort Lauderdale from the McNab Road bridge improvements. Note, the combined 
incremental value increase (A + B), only applies to the 4 foot heightening since it was 
determined that the 1 foot heightening has a negligible impact on added value 
premium. 
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Figure 12:  City of Pompano Beach & City of Fort Lauderdale – Estimated Annual 
Incremental Value and Tax Revenue from Impact on Surrounding Properties and Added 
Value from 4 foot Bridge Heightening) 

Incremental Assessed 
Value 

(moderate/upper) 

Increment Tax Revenue to 
City 

(moderate/upper) 
Pompano Beach $4.1M - $9.8M $25,000 - $60,000 
Ft. Lauderdale $3.2M - $7.4M $14,000 - $32,000 

Total $7.3M – $17.2M $39,000 – $92,000 

   

 
 

 
    

          
        

 
  

 
 

 

 
 

 
 

      
     

       
 

       
         

   
 

 
    

              
           

    
      

     
           

    
     

          
    

    
  

   
          

    
     

     
 
 
 
 
 

As summarized above, and for City of Pompano Beach, specifically, the total assessed 
value of the properties affected by the proposed improvements increases by $4.1M 
million to $9.8 million, resulting in an estimated $25,000 (moderate) to $60,000 (upper) in 
annual incremental tax revenue. 

In addition to the impact on properties to the south of McNab Road bridge, there is one 
property to the north for which an additional benefit will be gained by the 
bridge/roadway improvement beyond the 5 percent (upper) limit. This represents the 
property located at the northwest quadrant of the bridge which is comprised of a 21 unit 
condominium building with a total taxable value of $2.0 million (or $95,000 per unit). As 
part of the bridge improvement/heightening, the City may consider acquiring the 
commercial property immediately west of the condominium to allow for improved ingress 
and egress to the property and overall aesthetic improvement along McNab Road.  It 
would provide the condominium with an enhanced entrance feature and upgraded 
parking area. Based upon the research and analysis herein, this could potentially provide 
a 5 to 10 percent increase to condominium value above the increase captured in the 
overall analysis of surrounding properties. An additional 10 percent incremental value 
increase yields $210,000 in total taxable value.  Additionally, the acquisition could 
potentially provide for the development of three townhomes that potentially provides an 
estimated $1.0+ million in net new taxable value to the City’s tax base. To maintain a 
relatively conservative position, this added value has not been included within the 
incremental tax revenue impact figures outlined above; however, if implemented, would 
certainly provide support for Pompano Beach to achieve the “upper” level evaluation. 
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18th AVENUE BRIDGE 

As prefaced, the analysis herein also considers the prospective improvement of the 18th 

Avenue bridge, located two-thirds of a mile southwest of the McNab Road bridge.  This 
proposed improvement is limited a 1 foot height increase. After all of the research 
completed for the McNab Road bridge assessment, and with it the challenges of 
quantifying a four foot heightening, the impact on surrounding waterfront properties from 
a one foot increase is considered to be marginal since it would be very limited in the 
amount of added and/or larger vessels to which is served. Therefore, the analysis for the 
18th Street bridge is primarily relegated to the impacts that the bride and related 
streetscape improvements would have on surrounding waterfront and non-waterfront 
home in the surrounding area. 

Utilizing the same methodology of assessing residential properties within 1/3 mile and 
commercial properties within 500’ of the bridge, the following map outlines the affected 
property boundary. 

Figure 13: 18th Avenue Bridge – Map of Residential (1/3 mile) and Commercial (500’ 
feet) Properties 
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Based upon data from BCPA, and assuming that the incremental value increase to these 
properties ranges from 1 to 3 percent, the following table summarizes the incremental 
taxable value and tax revenue to Pompano Beach and Fort Lauderdale. 
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Figure 14:  City of Pompano Beach & City of Fort Lauderdale – Estimated Annual 
Incremental Value and Tax Revenue (from Proposed 18th Avenue Bridge 1 Foot 
Heightening) 

Current Total 
Assessed Value 

Incremental 
Assessed Value 

(moderate/upper) 

Increment Tax 
Revenue to City 

(moderate/upper) 
Pompano Beach $32.7M $327K - $982K $2,000 - $6,000 
Ft. Lauderdale $63.6M $636K - $1.9M $2,800 - $8,300 
Total $96.3M $963K – $2.8M $4,800 – $14,300 

   

 
 

       
      

      
 

  

 

 
 

 

 
 

 
       

       
         

 
 

   
      
      
     

      
    

    
   

     
  

However, in light of these boundaries, the analysis needs to consider any overlay 
between those properties affected by the 18th Avenue bridge should the McNab Road 
bridge be implemented as well.  In other words, the benefit does not double for those 
properties that are affected by both the bridge improvements.  Though there may be 
some marginal increased benefit to be argued, we believe it’s inconsequential in this 
case. Therefore, removing the overlapping properties would result in an incremental 
annual tax revenue of $2,000 to $6,000 to the Pompano Beach and $2,800 $8,300 to Fort 
Lauderdale. 
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APPENDIX 
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• “Money Saving Tip: Live Near a Fire Station,” Arthur Murray, HomeownersInsurance.com., 2015 

• Insurance Service Office (ISO), Public Protection Classification (PPC) System for Rating Fire Protection 
and Safety Services. www.isomitigation.com 

• “ISO Public Protection Classification”, Fire Rescue Magazine, March 2015 

• “Does Living Closer to Fire Station Reduce Your Home Insurance’” Peachstate Insurance.com, 
Company Blog, November 2016 

• “The Impact of Improved Public Protection Classification Ratings on Homeowners’ Insurance Rates in 
Richland County, South Carolina” Institute for Public Service and Policy Research, University of South 
Carolina, January 2007 

• “Pompano Beach Fire Department Earns Superior ISO Class 1 Rating,” Sun-Sentinel, May 2017 

• Fire Marshall of Pompano Beach 

• “Lauderdale Fire Rescue May be Elite, but it’s got company in Broward and Florida,” Sun-Sentinel, 

• Insurance Agents and/or Company Blogs from: All State Insurance, Horton Insurance Group 
State Farm Insurance, Swingle, Collins & Associates Insurance Group, Traveler’s Insurance 

• The Economic Benefits of Sustainable Street, New York City Department of Transportation,2012 

• Public Investment Strategies: How they Matter for Philadelphia Neighborhoods, Susan M. Wachter and 
Kevin C. Gillen, The Wharton School, University of Pennsylvania, 2007 

• Lifting the Veil on Bicycle and Pedestrian Spending, Advocacy Advance. (2014) www. 
www.advocacyadvance.org/docs/LiftingTheVeil_Report.pdf. 

• Safer Streets, Stronger Economies, (Complete Street Project Outcomes from Across the Country, Smart 
Growth America.org, March 2015.  Examples provided: 
 College Park Neighborhood/Edgewater Drive, Orlando 
 Lancaster, California 
 Lee’s Summit, Missouri 
 Normal, Illinois 
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MEMORANDUM 

Randall Overton, M.P.A. 

Chief, Permits Division 

Coast Guard Seventh District 
To: 

Bridge Administration 

909 SE 1st Avenue, Suite 432 

Miami, FL 33131 

From: Matthew Fursetzer, P.E. 

Kimley-Horn and Associates, Inc. 

Date: November 14, 2019 

Subject: 
McNab Road Bridge (#868108) over the South Florida Water Management District 

C-14 Canal Replacement, City of Pompano Beach Project 19357, Broward County, FL 

DRAFT Navigational Needs Study 

BACKGROUND 

The City of Pompano Beach, Florida is replacing the existing McNab Road bridge over the 

Cypress Creek C-14 Canal in Broward County, Florida to address the functionally obsolete 

components of the bridge. The existing bridge does not provide a shoulder for motorists and 

the total width does not meet current standards. This project is being funded through 

General Obligation Bonds approved by City residents. 

Currently, the bridge provides approximately 6.0’ of clearance from mean sea level. The 

purpose of this report is to document the height of the existing boats currently passing under 

the McNab Road Bridge and to assist in the evaluation of the vertical clearance requirements 

of the new bridge. 

The assessment takes into consideration the existing constraints to navigation for vessels 

which may reasonably navigate the C-14 Canal in the study area and provides a basis for 

establishing the vertical and horizontal clearances for the proposed McNab Road bridge 

replacement. 

DESIGN CONSIDERATION S 

Public Outreach 

The City hosted public outreach meetings on April 17, 2019 and June 19, 2019. Attendees 

requested that the bridge replacement options consider increased vertical clearance for 

boaters. 
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Figure 1: Existing Bridge 

South Florida Water Management District (SFWMD) 

A vertical clearance requirement of 6.0’ above the design water surface elevation of +1.9’ 
NGVD was provided by SFWMD in a letter dated July 15, 2019 (Exhibit A). Existing survey 

data indicates that the existing vertical clearance at the center of the canal is approximately 

7.0’ above the design water surface elevation provided by SFWMD. Providing additional 

vertical clearance is not required to meet SFWMD criteria. 

Constraints 

Requirements of the general obligation bond purchase prevent construction outside City right 

of way. Based on input received from SFWMD and the City’s public outreach meetings, the 
project team evaluated the maximum amount the roadway could be raised without requiring 

construction outside existing City right of way, obstructing sight distance, or adversely 

affecting adjacent property access. The preliminary analysis indicates that the maximum 

change in roadway elevation considering these constraints is 2.5’. The design of the bridge 

superstructure has not been completed. Based on a 16” superstructure depth, the vertical 

clearance could be 9.5’ above the +1.9’ NGVD design water surface elevation based on the 

preliminary design. Exhibit B shows the preliminary profile and limits of reconstruction 

associated with raising the bridge. 

PUBLIC OUTREACH APPROACH AND METHODOLOGY 

The project team submitted a bridge project questionnaire in August 2019. The US Coast 

Guard (USCG) advised the team that a USCG bridge permit including navigation impact study 

would be required. The USCG noted that the public outreach should focus on properties south 

and west of the subject bridge. 
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A meeting was held on September 13, 2019 with the USCG to discuss the proposed public 

outreach and survey methodology. A desktop review of the study area was conducted using 

aerial photography to identify the extent and type of vessel traffic and waterway characteristics 

within the study area. Based on this review, the boundary of the study area (Figure 2) was 

defined as the waterfront users between the McNab Road Bridge and the NE 18th Avenue 

Bridge. Vessels traveling the waterway south of the McNab Road Bridge are limited by the 

NE 18th Avenue bridge which provides clearance similar to the existing McNab Road Bridge. 

Figure 2: Project Study Area Boundary 

A boat survey mailing was sent to waterfront landowners between the McNab Road and NE 

18th Avenue Bridges. The responses from the survey are included in Exhibit C. Over 100 

letters were sent via US mail. A copy of the mailing list is included in Exhibit D. 

CONCLUSION 

The survey response rate was 32% 

Survey results included a range of vertical clearance requirements between 5’ and 14’ 
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Exhibit A 

SFWMD LETTER DATED JULY 15, 2019 
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SOUTH FWRIDA WATER MANAGEMENT DISTRICT 

July 15, 2019 

Matthew Fursetzer, P.E. 
Kimley Horn 
1920 Wekiva Way, Suite 200 
West Palm Beach, Fl 33411 

Subject: Canal Design information for the Replacement of the SE 15th Street Bridge 
crossing C-14, Right of Way Permit 972. 

Matthew Fursetzer: 

This letter is in response to your written request seeking information relating to the canal 
design information for the replacement of the SE 15h Street Bridge crossing the C-14 
Canal. Based on your submittal, the canal design section at this location consists of the 
following: 

Canal Design Information 

Canal Section: 
Bottom Elevation: (-)15.0' NGVD 
Bottom Width: 80 feet 
Side Slopes: 1V:2H 

Hydraulic Information: 
Design Water Surface Elevation: 1.9' NGVD/MSL 
Tidal 

Required Vertical Clearance: 

The required minimum vertical clearance acceptable at this location is (6) feet above the 
design water surface elevation or higher. However, Applicants are advised that the US. 
Coast Guard and U.S. Army Corps of Engineers may set more stringent requirements for 
structures in coastal section of canals. 

Required Horizontal Clearances: 

The center span must be centered on the centerline of the channel. The center span 
must have a minimum clear opening of 25 feet as measured from the faces of the pile 
bents. Approach spans must have a minimum spacing of 20 feet as measured on centers. 

3301 Gun Oub Rood, Wo<t Palm Beach, Florida 33406 • (561) 686-8800 • 1-800-<m-20!5 • www.sfwmd.gov 

www.sfwmd.gov
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Professional Engineer's Certification Required 

Any pedestrian or vehicular bridge crossing must be designed by a professional engineer 
registered in the State of Florida. The professional engineer is required to affix his/her 
seal to at least one set of record permit application drawings. 

Bridge Hydraulic Report 

N/A Not needed for Structures located downstream of the coastal water control structure. 

Section 408 Review 

N/A Not needed for Structures locate downstream of the coastal water control structure. 

Cross Sections: 

For the District to determine if clean-out or excavation of the channel is necessary at the 
point of a proposed crossing, the applicant must provide cross sections of the canal. For 
this project, the applicant is required to provide a minimum of four (4) existing canal cross 
sections: One at the existing upstream and downstream of the existing structure and one 
on each side taken at 25 feet upstream and 25 feet downstream of the proposed faces of 
the bridge. The cross sections must be taken perpendicular to the centerline of the 
channel. Soundings for cross sections are to be taken at a maximum of 10-foot intervals, 
from top of bank to top of bank and tied into the canal right of way lines. The cross 
sections must be plotted on standard 10 X 10 cross section paper or a similar CAD 
drawing and have the design canal section superimposed on each section. Mean Sea 
Level (MSL) or National Geodetic Vertical Datum (NGVD) must be used as datum and 
English or a combination of English and equivalent metric units of measure are to be 
employed. 

Excavation: 

If excavation is required to achieve the required canal design section, the limits of 
excavation to the design section shall extend outwardly a distance of 25 feet upstream 
and downstream from the faces of the proposed crossing with adequate transitions back 
to the existing channel section at both ends. The limits of the excavated area and 
transitions into the existing section must be shown on both the plan and profile view of 
the application drawings. Also, please refer to the section below titled "Financial 
Assurances" for requirements relating to required excavation. 

Restrictions to Flow during Construction: 

The South Florida Water Management District is under no obligation to allow canal flows 
to be impeded or restricted to facilitate the construction of a crossing. If there is a 
possibility that the permittee's contractor will request the use of coffer dams or earthen 
fills that will encroach into the channel, such proposals must be included in the application. 
Applicants are strongly encouraged to advise potential bidders of the prohibition to 
blocking or interfering with canal flows so that bid proposals account for this restriction. 
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In those instances where the District determines that the temporary restriction or blocking 
of a channel is feasible, the District will dictate the manner and length of time the canal 
may be impacted. The applicant will be required to prepare a sequence of work, 
equipment and personnel lists, and a work schedule for review by the District. 

District Access: 

Not a requirement for this location 

Staging Areas 

Not a requirement at this location 

Relocations: 

It is the applicant's sole responsibility to determine if any existing installations located 
within the District's right of way will be impacted by the proposed work and for any 
notification and/or coordination with the owners of existing facilities. Under no 
circumstances will the District be responsible for any relocation costs or liabilities, either 
direct or indirect, which are necessitated by the applicant's proposed work. 

Reguirements are Subject to Change 

In managing its canal and levee system, the District must, from time to time, change its 
criteria and permit requirements based on regional and site-specific conditions. 
Applicants are cautioned that the information provided in this letter is based on the best 
available information at the time the letter is written but is subject to change. This is 
particularly true when applicants delay months or years in submitting an application for 
permit. Therefore, the rules, criteria and requirements in effect at the time a formal 
application is received for review will be applied to the permit application. 

As always, the District's Right of Way staff is available to assist you with completion of 
your application and to answer questions you may have about the process and 
requirements. If you have any questions or need assistance, please feel free to contact 
this office directly. 

Sincerely, 

~~ 
Beverly Miller 
Right of Way Specialist-Senior 
Right of Way Section 
South Field Operations 
South Florida Water Management District 
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Exhibit B 

PRELIMINARY PROFILE & LIMITS OF 
RECONSTRUCTION ASSOCIATED WITH 

RAISING THE BRIDGE 
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NAVIGATION SURVEYS 
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USER INFORMATION: 

NAME, ADDRESS & PHONE NUMBER: 

,fuu Allc11 CYoo l'/l /Ci Jtfc: 
/:: [ L1/uo€/t!JflL [. F (,;

I 

WHAT TYPE OFWATERWAY USER: (please circle one) 

~ COMMERCIAL LICENSED UNLJCENSED 

VESSEL INFORMATION : 

TYPE VESSEL: (Please circle one) 

~ SAIL FISHING FERRY TUG/BARGE PILOT DEEP DRAFT OTHER 

VESSEL DIMENSIONS: 

LENGTI-f 'j_ ·f" BEAM g DRAFT f TONNAGE ( HORSEPOWER'-l_S 0 

BRIDGE CLEARANCE REQUIREMENTS FOR VESSEL: (measured in feet) lo .J 

/
VERTICLE CLEARANCE / (J 

HORJZANT ALCLEARANCE IO / 

WATERWAY INFOR MATION: 

NAME OF WATERWAY USED: (Please Circle) 

NEW RIVER LOXAHATCHEE RIVER SAINT LUCIE RIVER 

DO YOU USE MAIN CHANNEL? (Please Circle) 

Q NO 

WHEN DO YOU TRANSIT THESE WATERWAYS? 
(Please Circle) 

SEASONALL~ AY NIGHT 

TJMES OF DAY USED MOST: 'ftM,o- Cf""' · 
' f 

COMMENTS: 

PLEASE USE THIS SPACE TO COMMENT ON ANY NAVlGATION RELATED ISSUES REGARDING 
THIS WATERWAY NOT COVERED IN THIS SURVEY. PLEASE BE SPECIFIC WITH RESPECT TO 
ACTUAL NAVIGATIONAL NEEDS AND REQUIREMENTS. PLEASE ATTACH SKETCHES OR ANY 
ADDITIONAL INFORMATION NECESSARY TO HELP US FULLY UNDERSTAND THE ISSUE. 
COMMENTS MUST BE RECIEVED BY NOVEMBER 1, 2014: 
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USER INFORMATION: 

WHAT TYPE OF WATERWAY USER: (please circle one) 

8COMMERCIAL LICENSED UNLICENSED 

VESSEL INFORMATION: 

TYPE VESSEL: (Please circle one) 

FERRY TUG/BARGE PILOT DEEP DRAFT OTHER 

LENGTH 2 I BEAM f 3 DRAFT '7- TONNAGE HORSEPOWER'-Z,.51) 

BRIDGE CLEARANCE REQUIREMENTS FOR VESSEL: (measured in feet) 

VERTICLE CLEARANCE /{))(j,~ 
HORIZANT ALCLEARANCE :.f 

WATERWAY INFORMATION: 

NAME OF WATERWAY USED: (Please Circle) E9 LOXAHATCHEE RIVER SAJNT LUCIE RIVER 

DO YOU USE MAIN CHANNEL? (Please Circle) 

@No 
WHEN DO YOU TRANSIT THESE WATERWAYS? 
(Please Circle) 

SEASONALL~ 

SAIL FISHING 

YEAR-ROUND DAY NI 

TIMES OF DA v USED MOST: 0~ - 0 OV\.A 

COMMENTS: 

PLEASE USE THIS SPACE TO COMMENT ON ANY NAVIGATION RELATED ISSUES REGARDING 
THIS WATERWAY NOT COVERED IN THIS SURVEY. PLEASE BE SPECIFIC WITH RESPECT TO 
ACTUAL NAVIGATIONAL NEEDS AND REQUIREMENTS. PLEASE ATTACH SKETCHES OR ANY 
ADDITIONAL INFORMATION NECESSARY TO HELP US FULLY UNDERSTAND THE ISSUE. 
COMMENTS MUST BE RECIEVED BY NOVEMBER I, 2014: 

https://HORSEPOWER'-Z,.51
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NAVIGATION SURVEY 

INFORMATION: 

NAME, ADDRESS & PHONE NUMBER: 

Dan Blankstrom 6250 NE 19th Terrace, Fort Lauderdale, FL 33308 281-802-1211 

WHAT TYPE OF WATERWAY USER: (please circle one) 

PLEASURE COMMERCIAL LICENSED UNLICENSED 

VESSEL INFORMATION: 

TYPE VESSEL: (Please circle one) 

MOTOR SAIL FISHING FERRY TUG/BARGE PILOT DEEP DRAFT OTHER VESSEL 

DIMENSIONS: 

LENGTH 26’ BEAM 8 ½’ DRAFT 26” TONNAGE 6000 LBS HORSEPOWER Dual 150’s 

BRIDGE CLEARANCE REQUIREMENTS FOR VESSEL: (measured in feet) 

VERTICLE CLEARANCE 7 ‘ 

HORIZANTALCLEARANCE 8 ½” ‘ 

WATERWAY INFORMATION: 

NAME OF WATERWAY USED: (Please Circle) 

NEW RIVER LOXAHATCHEE RIVER SAINT LUCIE RIVER 

DO YOU USE MAIN CHANNEL? (Please Circle) 

YES NO 

WHEN DO YOU TRANSIT THESE WATERWAYS? 

(Please Circle) 

SEASONALLY YEAR-ROUND DAY NIGHT 

TIMES OF DAY USED MOST: AM 

COMMENTS: The increasing sea levels will shorten the daily 

window to successfully get under the McNab bridge in the coming 
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years. Both Pompano and Fort Lauderdale boaters use this 

passageway to motor through this area. Increasing the height of the 

bridge will benefit all who pass under it. 
PLEASE USE THIS SPACE TO COMMENT ON ANY NAVIGATION RELATED ISSUES REGARDING 

THIS WATERWAY NOT COVERED IN THIS SURVEY. PLEASE BE SPECIFIC WITH RESPECT TO 

ACTUAL NAVIGATIONAL NEEDS AND REQUIREMENTS. PLEASE ATTACH SKETCHES OR ANY 

ADDITIONAL INFORMATION NECESSARY TO HELP US FULLY UNDERSTAND THE ISSUE. 

COMMENTS MUST BE RECIEVED BY NOVEMBER 1, 2014: 
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USER INFORMATION: 

PLEASURE COMMERCIAL LICENSED UNLICENSED 

VESSEL INFORMATION : 

TYPE VESSEL: (Please circle one) 

MOTOR SAIL FISHING FERRY TUG/BARGE PILOT DEEP DRAFT OTHER 

VESSEL DIMENSlONS: 

LENGTH___BEAM___DRAFT___TONNAGE HORSEPOWER'-------

BRIDGE CLEARANCE REQUIREMENTS FOR VESSEL: (measured in feet) 

VERTICLE CLEARANCE___ 
HORIZANTALCLEARANCE ___ 

WATERWAY INFORMATION: 

NAME OF WATERWAY USED: (Please Circle) 

NEW RNER LOXAHATCHEERJVER SAINT LUCIE RIVER 

DO YOU USE MAIN CHANNEL? (Please Circle) 

YES NO 

WHENDOYOUTRANSITTHESE WATERWAYS? 
(Please Circle) 

SEASONALLY YEAR-ROUND DAY NIGHT 

TIMES OF DAY USED MOST:_____ 

COMMENTS: 

PLEASE USE THIS SPACE TO COMMENT ON ANY NAVIGATJON RELATED ISSUES REGARDING 
THIS WATERWAY NOT COVERED IN THIS SURVEY. PLEASE BE SPECIFIC WITH RESPECT TO 
ACTUAL NA VIGATJONAL NEEDS AND REQUIREMENTS. PLEASE ATTACH SKETCHES OR ANY 
ADDJTIONAL JNFORMATJON NECESSARY TO HELP US FULLY UNDERSTAND THE ISSUE. 
CO~NTS MUST BE RECIEVED BY NOVEMBER:,:014: l) /J 

IA.Le. k 1d a:r,,ut,'.t a ttit~ cYk /4VJ/L orte.. a;r -ff~J,(ne,. . 
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USER INFORMATION: 

WHAT TYPE OF WATERWAY USER: (please circle one) 

~ COMMERCIAL LICENSED UNLICENSED 

VESSEL I NFORMA TION : 

TYPE VESSEL: (Please circle one) 

~ SAIL FISHING FERRY TUG/BARGE PILOT DEEP DRAFT OTHER 

VESSEL DIMENSIONS: 
I I h f 0·0(/() :/I= 

LENGTH d-l/ BEAM cf: CDRAFT 3 TONNAGE / HORSEPOWER'-3@ 

BRIDGE CLEARANCE REQUIREMENTS FOR VESSEL: (measured in feet) 
~ 

VERTICLE CLEARANCE <f' / 
HORIZANTALCLEARANCE /0 

WATERWAY INFORMATION: 

NAME OF WATERWAY USED: (Please Circle) ~frGSS(,et/_ C-1'( /(> _/,;rl~q.Sw 

NEW RIVER LOXAHATCHEE RIVER SAINT LUCIE RNER 

DO YOU USE MAIN CHANNEL? (Please Circle) 

GVNO 

WHEN DO YOU TRANSIT THESE WATERWAYS? 
(Please Circle) 

SEASONALL~Y NIGHT 

TfMES OF DAY USED MOST: fY/oCQL, /;sh1y /4 
COMMENTS: 

PLEASE USE THIS SPACE TO COMMENT ON ANY NAVIGATION RELATED ISSUES REGARDING 
THIS WATERWAY NOT COVERED IN THIS SURVEY. PLEASE BE SPECLFIC WITH RESPECT TO 
ACTUAL NAVIGATIONAL NEEDS AND REQUIREMENTS. PLEASE ATTACH SKETCHES OR ANY 
ADDITIONAL INFORMATION NECESSARY TO HELP US FULLY UNDERSTAND THE ISSUE. 
COMMENTS MUS ,BE _RECIEVED B _NOVEMBER 1, 2014: 

~tm. 
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~C\~A"cl. Coo~ 

~\- ~\.)~V°"(\_~\~ ~\ --S3'3 o 8
WHAT TYPE OF WATERWAY USER: (please circle one) 

AVIGATIO SURVEY 

USER INFORMATION: 

ME, DDRES & PHO E MBER: 

l PLEASURE 1COMMERCIAL LICENSED UNLICE SED 

VESSEL INFORMATION: 

TYPE ESSEL: (Please circle one) 

rMOTOR\ SAIL FISH G FERRY TUG/BARGE PILOT DEEP DRAFT OTHER 

VESSEL DIME SIO S: 

LE GTH___BEAM___DRAFT___TONNAGE HORSEPOWER'-------

BRIDGE CLEARA CE REQUIREMENTS FOR VESSEL: (measured in feet) 

VERTICLE CLEARA CE___ ~A '~,t, O:> .\ c:> f-vr c._~A s e. -\ o
HORIZANTALCLEARANCE 1 ~Cle__, 0('-fV'\ l r, <:!... £;z.E2 o~ 'bo°'"\
WATERWAY INFORMATION: 

AME OF WATERWAY USED: (Please Circle) 

NEW RIVER LOXAHATCHEE RIVER SAINT LUCIE RIVER 

DO YOU USE MAIN CHANNEL? (Please Circle) 

c@ 0 

WHEN DO YOU TRANSIT THESE WATERWAYS? 
(Please Circle) 

SEASONALL~Y NIGHT 

TIMES OF DAY USED MOST:._____ 

COMMENTS: 

PLEASE USE THIS SPACE TO COMME T O ANY A VIGA TIO RELATED ISSUES REGARD G
THIS WATERWAY OT COVERED IN THIS SURVEY. PLEASE BE SPECIFIC WITH RESPECT TO 
ACTUAL A VIGA TIO AL NEEDS A D REQUIREME TS. PLEASE A TIACH SKETCHES OR A Y
ADDITIONAL I FORMATIO ECESSARY TO HELP US FULLY UNDERSTA D THE ISSUE. 
COM1v1E TS MUST BE RECIEVED BY OVEMBER 1,2014: 
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USER I FORMATION: 

WHAT TYPE OF WATERWAY USER: (please circle one) 

~ COM MERCIAL LICE SEO UNLICENSED 

VESSEL INFORMATION: 

TYPE VESSEL: (Please circle one) 

(23 SAIL FISHfl\G FERRY TLGIBARGE PILOT DEEP DRAFT OTHER 

VESSEL DIME S IONS: 

) 0 // I / •( ,, .:J!S,t{ rlP
LE GTH 2:J I BEAM ~ " DRAFT IL/ TONNAGE HORSEPOWER'------· 

BRIDGE CLEARANCE REQUIREME TS FOR VESSEL: (measured in feet) 

o'
VERTICLE CLEARANCE__/_ 
HORIZANTALCLEARA 1CE ,f 1'-,,. 

WATERWAY I FO RMA TIO : 

, A \,fE OF WATERWAY USED: (Please Circle) 

EW RIVER LOXAHATCIIEE RIVER 

DO YOU USE MAI CHANNEL? (Please Circle) e NO 

WHEN DO YOU TRANSIT THESE WATERWAYS? 
(Please Circle) 

SEASO ALLY~DAY IG HT 

T IMES OF DAY USED MOST: l <\ 1-1 - t;, p M 

COMMENTS: 

PLEASE USE THIS SPACE TO CO\III\IENT 0:-S A Y 1A VIGATION RELATED ISSUES REGARDING 
THIS WATERWAY NOT COVERED IN THIS SURVEY. PLEASE BE SPECIFIC WITH RESPECT TO 
ACTUAL NAVIGATIONAL NEEDS AND REQUIREMENTS. PLEASE ATTACH SKETCHES OR ANY 
ADDITIONAL INFORMATIO NECESSARY TO HELP US FULLY UNDERSTA 1D THE ISSUE. 
COM 1E TS :-.!UST BE RECJEVED BY OVEMBER 1.201-t: 

;/2,e (},u,l/'f'7f !l.R.Pj~/ tJf .J4 boc/1.e ; $ / t?d'7e,JJ5. w':14 
7 

/.J/wcl~ d;1tl 6e 
7 1 

h ~,r :::Z M~ 1f /4 f 
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USER INFORMATION: 

NAME, ADDRESS & PHONE NUMBER: 

/f?csbe.Kr ::Vrl v1.5 

WHAT TYPE OF WATERWAY -USER: (please circle one) 

~ COMMERCIAL LICENSED UNLICENSED 

VESSEL INFORMATION: 

TYPE VESSEL: (Please circle one) 

E) SAIL FISHING FERRY TUG/BARGE PILOT DEEP DRAFT OTHER 

VESSEL DIMENSIONS: 

6LENGTH ~ ";(_ BEAM &>, 5 DRAFT 6 TONNAGE - HORSEPOWER'-(~ 

BRIDGE CLEARANCE REQUIREMENTS FOR VESSEL: (measured in feet) 

VERTICLE CLEARANCE /c 1 

HORIZANTALCLEARANCE 9, 5° 

WATERWAY INFORMATION: 

NAM E OF WATERWAY USED: (Please Circle) 

NEW RIVER LOXAHATCHEE RlVER . SA INT LUCIE RIVER 

DO YOU USE MAIN CHANNEL? (Please Circle) 

_j§) NO 

WHEN DOYOUTRANSITTHESEWATERWAYS? 
(Please Circle) . 

SEASONALLY €AR-ROUNY DAy NIGHT 

TIMES OF DAY USED MOST: V1'1-'-J); [<T )-/>z.,/r ;, 

COMMENTS: 

PLEASE USE THIS SPACE TO COMMENT ON ANY NAVIGATION RELATED ISSUES REGARDING 
THIS WATERWAY NOT COVERED IN THIS SURVEY. PLEASE BE SPECIFIC WITH RESPECT TO 
ACTUAL NAVIGATIONAL NEEDS AND REQUIREMENTS. PLEASE ATTACH SKETCHES OR ANY 
ADDITIONAL INFORMATION NECESSARY TO HELP US FULLY UNDERSTAND THE ISSUE. 
COMMENTS MUST BE REClEVED BY NOVEMBER 1.2014: 

'13x ✓-4; C. aJJ /21cJtl;1bb "1cl @_ c:'/ c!,/5f/V/11 I ·-;> 7d Lo~-
% /2/dl/JJMff ?bn:qrL ct:t ))j~( 77c/2 
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USER INFORMATION: 

::f-tn.;f: . ~~ . 
WHAT TYPE OF WATERWAY USER: (please circle one) 

~ COMMERCIAL LICENSED UNLICENSED 

~ NFORMATION: 

TYPE VESSEL: (Please circle one) 

9 SAIL FISHJNG FERRY TUG/BARGE PlLOT DEEP DRAFT OTHER 

VESSEL DIMENSIONS: 

LENGTH :16 BEAM \ J- DRAFT'-\ TONNAGE '{ HORSEPOWER'----] 

BRIDGE CLEARANCE REQUIREMENTS FOR VESSEL: (measured in feet) 

1 
VERTICLE CLEARANCE__~~ 
HORJZANTALCLEARANCE __,_ 

WATERWAY INFORMATION : 

NAME OF WATERWAY USED: (Please Circle) 

NEW RIVER LOXAHATCHEE RfVER SAlNT LUCIE RIVER 

DO YOU USE MAIN CHANNEL? (Please Circle) 

~ NO 

WHEN DO YOU TRANSIT THESE WATERWAYS? 
(Please Circle) 

SEASONALL~ DAY NIGHT 

TIMES oF DAY usED MOST: Dew 
) 

COMMENTS: 

PLEASE USE THIS SPACE TO COMMENT ON ANY NAVIGATION RELATED ISSUES REGARDING 
THIS WATERWAY NOT COVERED IN THIS SURVEY. PLEASE BE SPECIFIC WITH RESPECT TO 
ACTUAL NA VIGATJONAL NEEDS AND REQUIREMENTS. PLEASE ATTACH SKETCHES OR ANY 
ADDITIONAL INFORMATION NECESSARY TO HELP US FULLY UNDERSTAND THE ISSUE. 
COMMENTS MUST B 
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USER INFORMATION: 

NAME, ADDRESS & PHONE NUMBER: 

WHAT TYPE OF WATERWAY USER: (please circle one) 

~ COMMERCIAL LICENSED UNLICENSED 

VESSEL INFORMATION: 

TYPE VESSEL: (Please circle one) 

~ SAIL FISHING FERRY TUG/BARGE PILOT DEEP DRAFT OTHER 

VESSEL DIMENSIONS: 

~n/
LENGTH ,J-,1-

//
BEAMC_lQ'-DRAFT 

~I 
~ TONNAGE HORSEPOWER'------- t5Q 

BRIDGE CLEARANCE REQUIREMENTS FOR VESSEL: (measured in feet) 

YERTICLE CLEARANCE tf- / 
HORlZANT ALCLEARANCE K/ 
WATERWAY INFORMATION: 

NAME OF WATERWAY USED: (Please Circle) 

~ LOXAHATCHEE RIVER SAINT LUCIE RJVER ~ 
DO YOU USE MAIN CHANNEL? (Please Circle) 

<ffi} NO 

WHEN DO YOU TRANSIT THESE WATERWAYS? 
(Please Circle) 

SEASONALLY~AY NIGHT 

TIMES OF DAY USED MOST: ~lf~k£'1<f4 

COMMENTS: 

PLEASE USE THIS SPACE TO COMMENT ON ANY NAVIGATION RELATED ISSUES REGARDING 
THIS WATERWAY NOT COVERED IN THIS SURVEY. PLEASE BE SPEClFIC WlTH RESPECT TO 
ACTUAL NAVTGATIONAL NEEDS AND REQUIREMENTS. PLEASE ATTACH SKETCHES OR ANY 
ADDlTIONAL INFORMATION NECESSARY TO HELP US FULLY UNDERSTAND THE ISSUE. 
COMMENTS MUST BE RECIEVED BY NOVEMBER 1, 2014: 

~==--=---.:.::.:::"-Jb,,:........~=--t,~~~~~---=.:::....:.:~---i-:..:;~~--=-=r;; 

..d:_---'<l..:.~~~,__:L_....W,....:s!........l~~~~~c:...::::::i'----1--~~::....:..!:::l.~l,..,_~~....::;ia..µ.µ.~•~Ct'q {e/ ,
"c .1.fJ -fu i-Fr ht.fl':{.'V11. u,a vt · If ,,. ~..._ ah~ I i+'-1-. 



Commission Memo 21-059 
Attachment 3 
Page 23 of 53 NAVIGATION SURVEY 

(cAJ&~'11'l ~lN E:Gd\N 

USER INFORMATION: 

NAME. ADDRESS & PHONE NUMBER: 

WHAT TYPE OF WATERWAY USER: (please circle one) 

-~ COMMERCIAL LICENSED UNLICENSED 

VESSEL INFORMATION: NONE- ~ P~E.S-"\:..-lJ I 

TYPE VESSEL: (Please circle one) 

MOTOR SAIL FISHING FERRY TUG/BARGE PILOT DEEP DRAFT OTHER 

VESSEL DIMENSIONS: 

LENGTH___BEAM___DRAFT___TONNAGE HORSEPOWER'-------

BRIDGE CLEARANCE REQUIREMENTS FOR VESSEL: (measured in feet) 

VER Tl CLE CLEARANCE___ 
HORIZANTALCLEARANCE ___ 

WATERWAY INFORMATION: 

NAME OF WATERWAY USED: (Please Circle) 

7 NEW RIVER LOXAHATCHEE RIVER SAINT LUCIE RIVER 

7 DO YOU USE MAIN CHANNEL? (Please Circle) 

YES NO 

WHEN DO YOU TRANSIT THESE WATERWAYS? 
(Please Circle) 

SEASONALLY YEAR-ROUND DAY NIGHT 

TIMES OF DAY USED MOST:_____ 

COMMENTS: 

PLEASE USE THIS SPACE TO COMMENT ON ANY NAVIGATION RELATED ISSUES REGARDING 
THIS WATERWAY NOT COVERED IN THIS SURVEY. PLEASE BE SPECIFIC WITH RESPECT TO 
ACTUAL NAVIGATIONAL SAND REQUI LEASE ATTACH SKETCHES OR ANY 
ADDITIONAL INFORM ION N ESSARY TO HELP US FULLY UNDERSTAND THE ISSUE. 
COMMENTS MUST BE ECIEVED Y NOVEMBER 1.2014: 
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USER INFORMATION: 

NAME, ADDRESS & PHO~NUMBER: 

JA/01c.e. ~0M1Adf Se.~ 

~WHATTYPEOFWATERWAY ~l=e~~le~c9 COMMERCIAL LICENSED UNLICENSED 

VESSEL INFORMATION: 

TYPE VESSEL: (Please circle one) 

MOTOR SATL FISHING FERRY TUG/BARGE PILOT DEEP DRAFT OTHER 

VESSEL DIMENSIONS: 

LENGTH.___BEAM___DRAFT___TONNAGE HORSEPOWER'-------

BRIDGE CLEARANCE REQUIREMENTS FOR VESSEL: (measured in feet) 

VERTICLE CLEARANCE___ 
HORIZANTALCLEARANCE ___ 

WATERWAY INFORMATION: 

NAME OF WATERWAY USED: (Please Circle) vnc rJM> R..9 e/\;~ ~ 
NEW RJVER LOXAHATCHEE RIVER SAINT LUCIE RIVER (J1l o Vh f /-1---tJ 0 
DO YOU USE MAIN CHANNEL? (Please Circle) 

YES NO 

WHEN DO YOU TRANSIT THESE WATERWAYS? 
(Please Circle) 

SEASONALLY e DAY NIGHT 

TIMES OF DAY USED MOST:_____ 

COMMENTS: 

PLEASE USE IBIS SPACE TO COMMENT ON ANY NAVIGATION RELATED ISSUES REGARDING 
THIS WATERWAY NOT COVERED IN THIS SURVEY. PLEASE BE SPECIFIC WITH RESPECT TO 
ACTUAL NAVIGATIONAL NEEDS AND REQUIREMENTS. PLEASE ATTACH SKETCHES OR ANY 
ADDITIONAL INFORMATION NECESSARY TO HELP US FULLY UNDERSTAND THE ISSUE. 
COMMENTS MUST BE ECIEVEJ:? J,Y NOVEMBER 1, 2014: 

¥-.. \(__ e,.._ \ -~ ~ \J \ 

\
' 
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USER INFORMATION: 

N~, ADDRESS & PHONE NUMBER: 

~ t }\.t )' / {) tA.\\ , ~ J 1.., 0 Q }2. \ 1 l;l, !., f CG\ t -f' 

WHAT TYPE OF WATERWAY USER: (please circle one) ~/ k O -'6 ½b - 3 ~, 
PLEASURE COMMERCIAL LICENSED UNLICENSED 

VESSEL INFORMATION: 

TYPE VESSEL: (Please circle one) 

MOTOR SAIL FISHING FERRY TUG/BARGE PILOT DEEP DRAFT OTHER ._.__ ... 
VESSEL DIMENSIONS: 

0 -- . CJ
LENGTH J_, \=' BEAM ]) DRAFT___ TONNAGE ~ HORSEPOWER'_.)_Q_ 

BRIDGE CLEARANCE REQUIREMENTS FOR VESSEL: (measured in feet) 

VERTICLE CLEARANCE__3_ 
HORIZANTALCLEARANCE ID 

WATERWAY INFORMATION: 

NAME OF WATERWAY USED: (Please Circle) 

NEW RIVER LOXAHATCHEE RIVER SAINT LUCIE RIVER 

DO YOU USE MAIN CHANNEL? (Please Circle) 

~ NO 

WHEN DO YOU TRANSIT THESE WATERWAYS? 
(Please Circle) 

SEASONALLY YEAR-ROUND DAY NIGHT-(7"-ulA '() I I,'\_
TIMES OF DAY USED MOST: __.J!.,..._,_.,.. -\-(_2._ 

COMMENTS: 

PLEASE USE THIS SPACE TO COMMENT ON ANY NAVIGATION RELATED ISSUES REGARDJNG 
THIS WATERWAY NOT COVERED IN THIS SURVEY. PLEASE BE SPECIFIC WITH RESPECT TO 
ACTUAL NAVIGATIONAL NEEDS AND REQUIREMENTS. PLEASE ATTACH SKETCHES OR ANY 
ADDITIONAL INFORMATION NECESSARY TO HELP US FULLY UNDERSTAND THE ISSUE. 
COMMENTS MUST BE RECIBVED BY NOVEMBER 1,2014: 



Commission Memo 21-059 
Attachment 3 
Page 26 of 53 NA VJGA TION SUR VEY 

USER INFORMATION: 

NAME, ADDRESS & PHONE NUMBER: 
_ ___....._ c.......;..:-fl~· ...,"'-=------'-/d-'-'c,..=--V_,_____6_L_5_1__,,....,_v_ ,_-::.__L_c;_~__-r.~_.,,....___A_.,...,,_,,,..f__L_e?v ✓ "~,,,L,<,I '-J f:L 

St:'/ - ')o I _TC.JI ~ 

WHAT TYPE OF WATERWAY USER: (please circle one) 

~ COMMERCIAL LICENSED UNLICENSED 

VESSEL INFORMATION: 

TYPE VESSEL: (Please circle one) 

~ SAIL FISHTNG FERRY TUG/BARGE PILOT DEEP DRAFT OTHER 

VESSEL DIMENSIONS: 

1 7-00 
LENGTH "'l--l..-, BEAM Y 

) 

DRAFT /.f 
/> 

TONNAGE HORSEPOWER'------

BRIDGE CLEARANCE REQUIREMENTS FOR VESSEL: (measured in feet) 
I, 

VERTJCLE CLEARANCE /J 
HORIZANTALCLEARANCE --"3 1 

WAT ERWAY INFORMATION: 

NAME OF WATERWAY USED: (Please Circle) 

~ LOXAHATCHEE RIVER SAINT LUClE RJVER 

DO YOU USE MAJN CHA~'NEL? (Please Circle) 

@ NO 

WHEN DO YOU TRANSIT THESE WATERWAYS? 
(Please Circle) 

SEASONALLY ~DAY NIGHT 

/ 2- : GJ ,.,?- - s j.P,...._TIMES OF DAY USED MOST:_____,_L__ / 

COMMENTS: 

PLEASE USE THIS SPACE TO COMMENT ON ANY NAV!GATION RELATED ISSUES REGARDING 
THIS WATERWAY NOT COVERED TN THIS SURVEY. PLEASE BE SPECIFIC WITH RESPECT TO 
ACTUAL NAVIGATIONAL NEEDS AND REQUIREMENTS. PLEASE ATTACH SKETCHES OR ANY 
ADDITIONAL INFORMATION NECESSARY TO HELP US FULLY UNDERSTAND THE ISSUE. 
COMMENTS MUST BE RECIEVED BY NOVEMBER 1,2014:

I /"~ b ,pc.p, .JI z..~0 :1 -le, ,.....__,_/11,1 

l ~ /2"'!) l.. b -h ,_ ,i.o.v'h 1~ £ 1t e: 

7i l J /..J '-<- ~+ztd...e., --:Z:, /~,,,.._J.,,t-/11 ~1,A..:..~ 
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USER INFORMATION: 

WHAT TYPE OF WATERWAY USER: (please circle one) 

~ COMMERCIAL LICENSED UNLICENSED 
~ 

VESSELINFO~MA TI9'N: .Dtrv--e J-4_:5-f~'r-e 
'~.A{~

'JOv-Y iucw/J_ ~ c, '-e 

a.-~o~;f J. CeuJ~ L{.z,~ ~ vJ c,<)._ er-i vJu..__1 (wl~ L J;u.,,J~ 
SSEL: (Please circle one) 

SAIL FISHING FERRY TUG/BARGE PILOT DEEP DRAFT OTHER 

TYPE 

VESSEL DIMENSIONS: 

LENGTH( 5{) BEAM / / DRAFT __3 TONNAGE HORSEPOWER'J_([D 

BRIDGE CLEARANCE REQUIREMENTS FOR VESSEL: (measured in feet) 

I 
VERTICLE CLEARANCE /Q 
HORIZANTALCLEARANCE #5 ( 
WATERWAY INFO R MATION: 

NAME OF WATERWAY USED: {Please Circle) 

(9 LOXAHATCHEE RIVER SAINT LUCIE RIVER 

DO YOU USE MAIN CHANNEL? (Please Circle) 

~ NO 

WHEN DO YOU TRANSIT THESE WATERWAYS? 
(Please Circle) 

SEASONALLYe DAY NIGHT 

TIMES OF DAy USED MOST: CL.l l c17 
COMMENTS: 

PLEASE USE THIS SPACE TO COMMENT ON ANY NAVIGATION RELATED ISSUES REGARDING 
THIS WATERWAY NOT COVERED IN THLS SURVEY. PLEASE BE SPECIFIC WITH RESPECT TO 
ACTUAL NAVfGATIONAL NEEDS AND REQUIREMENTS. PLEASE ATTACH SKETCHES OR ANY 
ADDITIONAL INFORMATION NECESSARY TO HELP US FULLY UNDERSTAND THE ISSUE. 
COMMENTS MUST BE RECJEVED BY NOVEMBER 1, 2014: J ~b 
..t/LJA.AAJ ~uJ_;:-..il pjwd~f]uclpf ~t ' ~wv.J.1 
he l4 ~oe ~ a_clp" " 2 b d:JJ- " 4,J o. .I-/ le.A k-e t9lct.J 
W ►fl,, u. c ':&A J.:e,..., TL-vviA I u.<1,&J? ,. S l-t s+ 5~ ,. 7' _ 
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Kimley>>>Horn 
October 1, 2019 

Dear Property Owner: 

RE: McNab Road Bridge Replacement 
Pompano Bond Project No. 19357 

The City of Pompano Beach is replacing the McNab Road Bridge to improve safety and provide 
pedestrian accommodations. Part of the approval process for the bridge replacement requires input 
from waterway users in the area. You are receiving this letter since your property has access to the 
Cypress Creek C-14 Canal and information about how you use the waterway is required. Please fill out 
the attached survey and return by November 1, 2019. Surveys can be mailed to Kimley-Horn and 
Associates, Inc., Attention Matthew Fursetzer, P.E. at 1920 Wekiva Way, Suite 200, West Palm Beach, 
Florida 33411 or sent via email to matthew.fursetzer@kimley-horn.com. For additional information, you 
can also contact: Fernand Thony, P. E. GO Bond Engineering Project Manager.100 W Atlantic Blvd 
Pompano Beach, Florida, 33050 Tel: (954) 928-5248 

Sincerely, 

Matthew Fursetzer, P. E. 

,/?IR. Fvtt-s~lz~,t., 
?ftAM ~&~/' m~ t'kfri~d of ,4-,vy ?,wya--o 

AA/ti f <.J15'tf yov +o S+11d7 ,+II tJ-p-i-fM.S ~A+ wi )J 
~vidt fY1A"-.i/V'GtLJ w•·+~ +t,..6 J,,jhesl- 73tL'f.Jc C/64llAif'V'c£ / 

dllGW. KGllE/&tt16. CDV"\ 

{9S'I) :Ji'J-S-/91, 

. I 
kimley-horn.com 1920 Wekiva Way, Suite 200, West Palm Beach, FL 33411 561-845-0665 

, I 

https://kimley-horn.com
https://J,,jhesl-73tL'f.Jc
mailto:matthew.fursetzer@kimley-horn.com
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USER INFORMATION: 

6 / 9-r_5 ~~ ~ L,Avc:kdA,~I i~( 

l;J.~ ~h?..d&dN. · · 3'3.!03 
951/-~.38'3 - S-1 p(p 

WHATTYPEOFWATERWAY USER: (please circle one) 

PLEASURE COMMERCIAL E)UNLICENSED 

VESSEL INFOR MATION: 

TYPE VESSEL: (Please circle one) 

MOTOR SAIL ~FERRY TUG/BARGE PILOT DEEP DRAFT OTHER 

VESSEL DIMENS IONS: 
I I I 100

LENGT H 33 BEAM /2.. DRAFT 3 TONNAGE HORSEPOWER'-------

BRfDGE CLEARANCE REQUrREMENTS FOR VESSEL: (measured in feet) 
I I I / 

VERTICLECLEARANCE 9 {o 9 Foo, (p i.,v0"6-S 
HORIZANTALCLEARANCE IZ 1 

/ Z Foo 1 

WATERWAY INFORMATION : 

NAME OF WATERWAY USED: (Please Circle) 

NEW RIVER LOXAHATCHEE RIVER SAfNT LUCIE RIVER 

DO YOU USE MAIN CHANNEL? (Please Circle) 

® NO 

WHEN DO YOU TRANSIT THESE WATERWAYS? 
(Please Circle) 

TIMES OF DAY USED MOST: Z.'f /7
I 

COMMENTS: 

PLEASE USE THIS SPACE TO COMMENT ON ANY NAVIGATION RELATED ISSUES REGARDfNG 
THIS WATERWAY NOT COVERED IN THIS SURVEY. PLEASE BE SPECIFIC WITH RESPECT TO 
ACTUAL NAVIGATJONAL NEEDS AND REQUIREMENTS. PLEASE ATTACH SKETCHES OR ANY 
ADDITIONAL INFORMATION NECESSARY TO HELP US FULLY UNDERSTAND THE ISSUE. 
COMMENTS MUST BE RECIEVED BY NOVEMBER I, 2014: tJ, 
:I ()SC -rh6 w.trk/4wAV ut.Jd~eA+l.-J-t-c 6 , /Ylc;VA.b ~- / sc 1s-t St. 
b11.idr~ :flet: fY'l:( a~ bvs,•NfiSS. "/he- rulv/lc b<-,cBl; y'Y\VSf b6 !zfl, 
6N'offl, +o f!U'Jd'c u.s v,1i ~ A S4fk ,;v.A ~1j Abl6 WA-'M1'-W~L 1,v,'+'-' A,c,C.S-.SJ' 

,fo Fi~6 "l.c5vwc , SoA .J/"OW ,4,vcl 7J,qt;[6 ~v,~ .J. ? lc!4-J6 ~ the 
i C o,,,/ 1J/.l•rvJ6W d}t,lv6 ?6/-w6e.-./ /Ift£ 51.s:t ST /y,ld /V'6 . z ST. 

j ,,v fc:n-T lAvi '&tcft>,/.6. 

https://A,c,C.S-.SJ


Commission Memo 21-059 
Attachment 3 
Page 30 of 53

NA VIGATJON SURVEY 

USER INFORMATION: 

N~ ADDRESS & PHONE NUMBER: ~ 
..Jush'r. l17"'c~ ~Clltaf_, 6J2o /II§ l'!lh/lve s33og" 

TYPE VESSEL: (Plensc d t ic one) 

flSHINO 

WHAT TYPE OF WATERWAY USER: (plc1150 circle one)

c9 ceo:MMERCI~ LICENSED UNLICENSED 

VESSEL INFO RMATlON: 

~ SAIL TUG/BARGE PILOT DEEP DRAFT OTHER 

~IMENSIONS: 

LENGTH 38/ BEAM /f / DRAFf 24>,c/1.f~AGE HORSEPOWER'_@ 

BRIDGE CLEARANCE R£QUJREJ1;fENTS FOR VESSEL: (measured in feet) 

VERTICLECLEARANCE f~
6
/ / 

HORIZANT ALCLEJ\lv\NCE 

WATERWAY INFORMATION: 

NAME OF WATERWt\ Y USED: (Please Circle) 

~ LOXAIIATCTIEERIVER 

DO YOU t.:SE MAl)I CHANNEL? (Plea.<e Circ

G NO 

WHEN DOYOUTRA,NSITTIIESEWATERWAYS? 
(Please Circle) 

SEASONALLY €R-R0~0vDAY NIGHT 

TIMES OF DAY USED MOST: /1Pf',ti'/], 1/.,t,brnff/JJ &v0-111J 
7 

COMMENTS: 

PLEASE USE nus SPACE TO COMMENT O~ ANY NAVJOATION RELATED ISSUES REGARDING 
THIS WATERWAY NOT COVERED 1:-1 THIS SURVEY. rLEASE DE SPECIFIC w1n1 RESPECT TO 
ACTUAL NAVIGATIONAL NEEDS AND REQUIREMENTS. PLEASE ATTACII SKETCHES OR ANY 
ADDITIONAL f:-,IFOR.MATION NECESSARY TO HEL FULLY U~'DERSTAND TltE ISSUE. 
CO!\iMENTS MUST BE RECIEVED BY 1'0VEMBER 201-1: 

' . ~ 'J • .... ' 
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12:45 From: To: 

NAVIGATION SURVEY 

USER INFORMATION: J'a/llllf~ cf Utvtlf \,(_JI,,/~ 
NA!v:IE, ADDRESS & PHONE NUMBER: ('p ?6 I fv f: ii>7ti /1-J 0 

w:1 Q;i1de✓.lkze f:'- 3 '.5xJ 8 
WHAT TYPE OF WATERWAY USER: (please clrcleone) .j K"'"1 r:,, {, di>fV'O V wt'(I! rTt-i, 

~ COMMERCIAL LICENSED UNLICENSED '(So/ ':i!:;;7-0 3"J 

VESSEL INFORMATION: 

TYPE VESSEL: (Please circle one) 

MOTOR SAIL FISHING FEAAY TUG/BARGE PILOT DEEP DRAFT ~ 
VESSEL DIMENSIONS: 

LENGTH___BEAM_DRAFT__TONNAGE HORSEPOWER'-----·· 

BRIDGE CLEARANCE REQUIREMENTS FOR VESSEi,: (measured in feet) 

VERTICLE CLEARANCE__ 
HORJZANTALCLEARANCE ___ 

WATERWAY INFORMATION: 

NAME OF WATERWAY USED: (Please Circle) 

NEW RIVER LOXAHATCHEE RIVER SA!NT LUCIE RIVER 

DO YOU USE MAIN CHANNEL? (Please Circle) 

YES NO 

WHEN DO YOU TRANSIT THESE WATER WAYS'I 
(Please Circle) 

SEASONALLY YEAR-ROUND DAY NIGHT 

TIME$ OF DAY USED MOST.:_____ 

COMMENTS: 

PLEASE USE THIS SPACE TO COMMENT ON ANY NAVIGATION RELATED ISSUES REGARDING 
THIS WATERWAY NOT COVERED !N THIS SURVEY. PLEASE BE SPECIFIC WITH RESPECT TO 
ACTUAL NAVIGATIONAL AND REQUIREMENTS, PLEASE ATTACH SKETCHES OR ANY 
ADDITIONAL INFORJ\1ATION NECESSARY TO HELP US FULLY UNDERSTAND THE ISSUE. 
COMl\!ENTS MUST BE RECIEVED BY NOVEMBER 1,2014: 
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USER INFORMATION: 

NA::i': RESS & PHONE NUMBER: 

't2:5_ c:-Al t::ov~ IOI 5 

WHATTYPEOFWATERWAY USER: (please circle one) 

~ COMMERCIAL LICENSED UNLICENSED 

VESSEL INFORMATION: 

TYPE VESSEL: (Please circle one) 

~ SAIL FISHING FERRY TUG/BARGE PILOT DEEP DRAFT OTHER 

VESSELDTMENSJONS: ,,,,. ? 
I 1 1, / ,,-- I I i? 1 / · 0. . 7-l'o If~ 

LENGTH _jJ BEAM /0 'J DRAFT 3 J TONNAGE7 · HORSEPOWER'-t-f' • 

al
BRIDGE CLEARANCE REQUIREMENTS FOR VESSEL: (measured in feet) ./ 

VERTICLE CLEARANCE 'J 1, 

HORIZANTALCLEARANCTll~--

W A TERWAY INFORMATION : 

NAME OF WATERWAY USED: (Please Circle) 

~ LOXAHATCHEE RIVER SAINT LUCIE RIVER 

DO YOU USE MAIN CHANNEL? (Please Circle) 

G> NO 

WHEN DO YOU TRANSIT THESE WATERWAYS? 
(Please Circle) 

SEASONALL~AY NIGHT 

TIMEs oFDAYusEn rvrosT: .AIL 1._f w.//4~
7 

COMMENTS: 



.v f o t dlat' ,me f-J,cr I P t4e h~ e i..JC s: IY.6,u /-f' J-f- w0vld 
I.e ve io: 6-e a.e ?4,- // 4£ -/1e k1~-e 02') O.J'L ◄ J;ac-e> ,tl.ie 
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NAVIGATION SURVEY 

USER INFORMATION: 

WHAT TYPE OF WATERWAY USER: (please circle one) 

~ COMMERCIAL LICENSED UNLICENSED 

VESSEL INFORMATION: 

TYPE VESSEL: (Please circle one) 

~ SAIL FISHING FERRY TUG/BARGE PILOT DEEP DRAFT OTHER 

VESSEL DIMENSIONS: 
'1 I / I 

LENGTH qt,, i BEAM ? DRAFT J TONNAGE HORSEPOWER'---1-_9_Q 

BRIDGE CLEARANCE REQUIREMENTS FOR VESSEL: (measured in feet) 

/ 0'() 
VERTICLE CLEARANCE 7 ' o 
HORIZANTALCLEARANCE 7 I 

WATERWAY INFORMATION: 

NAME OF WATERWAY USED: (Please Circle) 

NEW RIVER LOXAHATCHEE RIVER SAINT LUCIE RIVER 

DO YOU USE MAIN CHANNEL? (Please Circle)

B NO 

WHENDOYOUTRANSITTHESEWATERWAYS? 
(Please Circle) 

SEASONALLY 

TIMES OF DAY USED MOST: 

COMMENTS: 

PLEASE USE TRIS SPACE TO COMMENT ON ANY NAVIGATION RELATED ISSUES REGA RDlNG 
THIS WATERWAY NOT COVERED 1N IBIS SURVEY. PLEASE BE SPECJFIC WITH RESPECT TO 
ACTUAL NAVIGATIONAL NEEDS AND REQUIREMENTS. PLEASE ATTACH SKETCHES OR ANY 
ADDITIONAL lNFORMATlON NECESSARY TO HELP US FULLY UNDERSTAND THE ISSUE. 
COMMENTS MUST BE RECIEVED BY NOVEMBER 1, 2014: 

X h c;ve &v-ec/ on cfAe wc-1--er a.cf- my 6r}Y1?f /;"' 19 y-eJfrS,; 

::rve awne,la7 C:vrt"-et(li liaai: h r 27J-l9 CC Tw0 vlcR 
u k~ --h Ujly,Cg,ef-e IHd f? a 1.1./i,~y 61;7ec/-O /l«r wov 1£1 

/' ~ t..JcS . -12 :t::' t' ;; ~Ytn ·'/ · l.J ulc:f i -e 
/'~<eel' c/rJ -fi;<f w~ h,.;ve ~ once t /1 IA- -1:'Fef✓me 
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dq,1-e:e ( rny !,P..f,me ,,.,..; le~ fo 7n,w-!ly ,:n;,r,71-<" 

/2vncl/'-eeffe ~✓ ~m,/,·e.r ciernce 'fn" ..thJof 60 .:i,f,~ 

I,/ q,//Jv, n :J -I-he.-,, J'ei 4e 4.,CCci!.JT 'fa -lie ~ Uaf-e_;1. 

/7,rr /17¥J /'/e/;z./ j~ ove.r 25'/ C",;vi. rn;;k~ 1 'f 

und,e{' .,/Ji,r, evrrt,n:f /; ,/d';-e.. J m0 rf /2/4(.,)'t' /2Ard ~o/J 

+4/4cf C'e, rii £'t /77a d/J;·-eJ -b </-?/--1' .. .:Z:- 6t/; ievv ; F 
~ OL-> c~~ dt'.r/5Yl,,-- "v br/dJ'0 4~'1-- /17/// kv'( tfl,, 

0J re,p, W- J/<1/Je 1171,n ~ {tis masc/ .66""1'.,/y-es Cvrrc.y,'flf /j />V 
J 1W<t Co1,,,/c;f hw.e ~ JnCl'cqr<. /h Oea..-avice. 

\ 
l 

https://4.,CCci!.JT
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NAVIGATION SURVEY 

USER INFORMATION: 

NAME, ADDRESS & PHONE NUMBER: 

·7z-m ffk(n tth otJ, &~:FZO 

WHAT TYPE OF WATERWAY USER: (please circle one) 

0:LEA~J COMMERCIAL LICENSED UNLICENSED 

VESSEL INFORMATION: 

TYPE VESSEL: (Please circle one)e SAIL FISHING FERRY TUG/BARGE PILOT DEEP DRAFT OTHER 

VESSEL DIMENSIONS: (t)O lb, TVJil\l (--
a' ,, ' . ,, )0 7.So t;OO 

LENGTH 2 °' BEAM - I {LJ DRAFTz_, (,, TONNAGE / HORSEPOWER'---···-

BRIDGE CLEARANCE REQUIREMENTS FOR VESSEL: (measured in feet) 

\ LJ, I 
VERTICLE CLEARANCE...!.:l__l 
HORJZANTALCLEARANCE ID 

WATERWAY INFORMATION: 

NAME OF WATERWAY USED:_crloase Circle)---·· :::::; .....,....--. ,__..-___ , 

AINT LUCIE RIVER 

~~MA"m-GHA:Nl'lEL?{P!ease Circle) 

~-RNEll) ;£'XAHATCHEE~ ______/ 

e NO 

WHEN DO YOU TRANSIT THESE WATERWAYS? 
(Please Circle) 

SEASONALLYe3&@ 

TIMES OF DAY USED MOST: ](J.M-"]fM 

COMMENTS: 

PLEASE USE THIS SPACE TO COMMENT ON ANY NAVIGATION RELATED ISSUES REGARDING 
THIS WATERWAY NOT COVERED IN THIS SURVEY, PLEASE BE SPECIFIC WITH RESPECT TO 
ACTUAL NAVIGATIONAL NEEDS AND REQUIREMENTS. PLEASE ATTACH SKETCHES OR ANY 
ADDITIONAL INFORMATION NECESSARY TO HELP US FULLY UNDERSTAND THE ISSUE. 
COMMENTS MUST BE RECIEVED BY NOVEMBER 1,2014: 
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USER INFORMATION: 

WHAT TYPE OF WATERWAY USER: {please circle one) 

~ COMMERCIAL LICENSED UNLICENSED 

VESSEL INFORMATION: 

TYPE VESSEL: (Please circle one) 

8- SAIL FISHING FERRY TUG/BARGE PILOT DEEP DRAFT OTHER 

VESSEL DIMENSIONS: 

LENGTH 2.v/ BEAM <;;" DRAFT Lf TONNAGE '2.. .<HORSEPOWER'------- 'Z.L)0 

BRIDGE CLEARANCE REQUIREMENTS FOR VESSEL: (measured in feet) 

VERTICLE CLEARANCE l IN 
HORIZANT ALCLEARANCE K'. · · 

WATERWAY INFORMATION : 

NAME OF WATERWAY USED: (Please Circle) 

NEW RIVER LOXAHATCHEE Rl VER SAINT LUCIE RIVER 

DO YOU USE MAIN CHANNEL? (Please Circle) 

§) NO 

WHEN DO YOU TRANSIT THESE WATERWAYS? 
(Please Circle) •

1 ~y~~ 
TIMES OF DAY usEn MOST: A f~erN~~')rJ ":> 

COMMENTS: 

PLEASE USE THlS SPACE TO COMMENT ON ANY NAVIGATION RELATED ISSUESREGARDlNG 
THJS WATERWAY NOT COVERED IN THIS SURVEY. PLEASE BE SPECIFIC WITH RESPECT TO 
ACTUAL NAVIGATIONAL NEEDS AND REQUIREMENTS. PLEASE ATTACH SKETCHES OR ANY 
ADDITIONAL INFORMATION NECESSARY TO HELP US FULLY UNDERSTAND THE ISSUE. 
COMMENTS MUST BE RECIEVED BY NOVEMBER 1, 2014: 

We -e~ ,,.-J /.,.,,/ a-is.. ~ /3/,; t/ , t..,V// 1 . ·'7'-J,· J ; IV 

-e't:t:,~er- 1,V(}vtc..5·«./-,'.J,-.._ CL&)er /le: w.Jy,~ /i1ylJ cu/JI ,'\,i,t/'c'v9i-f' 

cl4 fi1t ol 1-&s lh/Y.J. h&I tm-y-r 6-z.4/. /,)-(,tr½. iA/'1.ztL 
ffe.... ,wz:✓r~✓--tu'-;> ~'e dt> ltAI"'"> lo & c;J.d , 
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NAVIGATION SURVEY 

USER INFORMATION: 

NAME, f\DJ:?RESS 96) PHQNE NUMBER: "'7 
ye+c( ve v"' L- c, 54'- l(Cj .r c; tJ1 

WHAT TYPE OF WATERWAY USER: (please circle one) 

~ COMMERCIAL LICENSED UNLICENSED 

VESSEL INFORMATION: 

TYPE VESSEL: (Please circle one) 

~SAIL FISHING FERRY TUG/BARGE PILOT DEEP DRAFT OTHER 

VESSEL DIMENSIONS: 

LENGTH d BEAM '6:\'.:>DRAFT cR.f2 TONNAGE HORSEPOWER0ZD 

BRIDGE CLEARANCE REQUIREMENTS FOR VESSEL: (measured in feet) 

VERTICLE CLEARANCEA 
HORIZANTALCLEARANCE U 

WATERWAY INFORMATION: 

NAME OF WATERWAY USED: (Please Circle) 

NEW RIVER LOXAHATCHEE RIVER SAINT LUCIE RIVE 

DO YOU USE MAIN CHANNEL? (Please Circle) 

G NO 

WHEN DO YOU TRANSIT THESE WATERWAYS? 
(Please Circle) 

SEASONALL~AY NIGHT 

TIMES OF DAY USED MOST: Q {{ 

COMMENTS: 

PLEASE USE THIS SPACE TO COMMENT ON ANY NAVIGATION RELATED ISSUES REGARDING 
THIS WATERWAY NOT COVERED IN THIS SURVEY. PLEASE BE SPECIFIC WITH RESPECT TO 
ACTUAL NAVIGATIONAL NEEDS AND REQUIREMENTS. PLEASE ATTACH SKETCHES OR ANY 
ADDITIONAL INFORMATION NECESSARY TO HELP US FULLY UNDERSTAND THE ISSUE. 
COMMENTS MUST BE RECIEVED BY NOVEMBER L2014: 

lo gef: 
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NAVIGATION SURVEY . 

· . USER INFORMATION: 

. ... NA~floREss &PHONE NUMBER: ___ q5r. 161 oCoz 
~~Jdf?-!tff= LMtoPAlI ~~ ~ ·. 

' . . . I ·- .. 
. . · · WHATTYPE0FWATERWAY USER: (please circle one) · · . . . . 

·. ·_·· · ~ COMMERCIAL LICENSED . UNLIC~NSED .... 

. . . . VESSEL INFORMATION: 

· TYPE VESSEL: (Please circle one) 

PJLOT DEEP DRAFT OTI-JER
·-.·•~ SAIL FISHING FERRY TUG/BARGE 

VESSEL DIMENSIONS: . 2.-'3d 
. HORSEPOWER'-·-.. ·. LENGTH 2.3 BEAM 'C/J DRAFT__TONNAGE 

... ·. BRIDGE CLEARANCE REQUIREMENTS FOR VESSEL: (measured in feet) 6-5 r-a:.· t 

.. VERTJCLE CLEARANCE.__ l 9 ~Afj6~US,HORIZANTALCLEARANCE __ 

•~ t ~~t~ -_ •~ 
t$ t==t?Od-1 '1 ' To 

.. WATERWAYINFORMATION: 

TI~~ 
.NAME OF WATERWAY USED: (Please Circle) 

. NEW RIVER LOXAHATCHEE RIVER SAINT LUCIE RIVER 

DO YOU USE MAIN CHANNEL? (Please Circle) . 

- ~NO 

.. WHENDOYOUTRANSITTHESEWATERWAYS? ' ..... 
. (Please Circle) ~v◄, ~J) . 

i ! .· 

·- COMMENTS: 

. PLEASE USE THIS SPACE TO COMMENT ON A"NY NAVfGATJON RELATED- iSSUES REGARDING 
.. . THIS WATERWAY NOT COVERED IN TIHS SURVEY. PLEASE BE SPECIFIC WITH RESPECT TO 

. ACTUAL NAVIGATIONAL NEEDS AND REQUIREMENTS. PLEASE ATTACH SKETCHES OR ANY 
·. ADDITIONAL lNFORMATlON NECESSARY TO HELP US FULLY UNDERSTAND THE ISSUE . 

. ,COMMENTS MUST BE RECIEVED BY NOVEMBER l,20I4: 

· SEAS0NALL EAR-ROUN ---. . 
..TIMES OF DAY USED MOST: 



c 
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USER INFORMATION: 

WHAT TYPE OF WATERWAY USER: (please circle one) 

~S~ COMMERCIAL LICENSED UNLICENSED 

VESSEL INFORMATION: 

TYPE VESSEL: (Please circle one) 

~ SAIL FISHING FERRY TUG/BARGE PILOT DEEP DRAFT OTHER 

VESSEL DIMENSIONS: 

,t) 0--­LENGTH.z..i_BEAM ) 0 DRAFT j;; ) TONNAGE HORSEPOWER•..2____ 

BRIDGE CLEARANCE REQUIREMENTS FOR VESSEL: (measured in feet) 

VERTICLE CLEARANCE 2':.J --
HORIZANT ALCLEARANCE / l 

WATERWAY INF ORMATI ON : 

NAME OF WATERWAY USED: (Please Circle) 

NEW RIVER LOXAHATCHEE RIVER SAINT LUCIE RJVE 

DO YOU USE MAIN CHANNEL? (Please Circle) 

(jji) NO 

WHEN DO YOU TRANS TT THESE WATERWAYS? 
(Please Circle) 

~ 

SEASONAL6AR-ROUND DA~ J-
TIMES OF DAY USED MOST: Jj)f- /Jfk.t(l 

COMMENTS: 

PLEASE USE THJS SPACE TO COMMENT ON ANY NAVIGATION RELATED ISSUES REGARDING 
THIS WATERWAY NOT COVERED fN THIS SURVEY. PLEASE BE SPECIFIC WITH RESPECT TO 
ACTUAL NAVIGATIONAL NEEDS AND REQUTREMENTS. PLEASE ATTACH SKETCHES OR ANY 
ADDITIONAL INFORMATION NECESSARY TO HELP US FULLY UNDERSTAND THE ISSUE. 
COMMENTS MUST BE RECIEVED BY NOVEMBER 1, 2014: 
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A VIGA no sURVEY 

\~

9>0
o\).'
~e 

WHATiYPEOFWATERWAY USER: (please ci_rcle one) 

~

N-a:
-..,o(i,

UNLI ENSED
~ COMMERCIAL LICENSED to~ 

VESSEL INFORMATION: 

TYPE VESSEL: (Please circle one) 
TUG/BARGE PILOT DEEP DRAFT OTHER

OTOR SAJL FISHING FERRY 

VESSEL DI 1E SlO S: 
HORSEPOWE R'-------

LE GTH___BEAM__.DRAFT__TONNAGE 

BRIDGE CLEAR.A CE REQUIREMENTS FOR VESSEL: (measured in feet) 

VERTTCLECLEARA CE__
HORlZA TALCLEARA CE___ 

WATERWAY I FORMATION: 

fE OF WATERWAY USED: (Please Circle) 

WRNER LOXAHATCHEE RIVER SAINT LUCIE RIVER 

DO YOU USE MAIN CHANNEL? (Please Circle) 

YE To 

WHE DOYOUTRA SITTHESEWATERWAYS? 

(Please Circle) W~K.eNpSIHtu.JhtYs 
EA O ALL'Y(?EAR-RO~AY NIGHT 

TIME OF DAY USED MOST: /iO l'N - 1ffV> 

COMME TS: 

PLE E U E THIS SPACE TO COMMENT ON ANY NAVIGATION RELATED ISSUES REGARDING 
TH1 WATERWAY ror COVERED IN THIS SURVEY. PLEASE BE SPECIFIC WITH RESPECT TO 

CTU L NAVIGATIO1 TAL NEEDS AND REQUIREMENTS. PLEASE ATTACH SKETCHES OR ANY 
ADDITIO. AL fl\rpORi\1ATIO NECESSARY TO HELP US FULLY UNDERSTAND THE ISSUE. 
CO, l:\fE, ~S, fUST BE RECIEVED BY OVEMBER 1.2014: Sf/!;Clf/0:,UJI
N~ Pu~A?f{) 111fl.. 1,/1~ 11.J dt1Nl1 Q01S-, __,_ · 1o 
HltVti: teEJJ,v ACC~ WG v.JtU, 8€ fllkl/{nlr-lG A- 81A1 BY

:J'tP 0v.lt~(ff!- ;JOJO. r.1, t}LS6 It~ St:J'e'~AL-- PIZIM.PS Wf/6
~~ use me cAI\JA-L r, (ji,N' ff/Er/J. GoA1s ro 

https://St:J'e'~AL--PIZIM.PS
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NAVIGATION SURVEY 

USER INFORMATION: 

NAME, ADDRESS & PHONE NUMBER: 1 

~"56/b.J M.AtJ12 fPrrl(l-~/tk m ,,,&>BM..])~, ll/2 eY{)lli£5~ t!La(,i bl), 
APT:,:# }:b_:\ fd/al!P&e:l? fl1tt1L:J4;;LBa>l.e ½ ·f'G_t, 9.:C¢-1g,g: ,-;J-4u:'Jb 

WHAT TYPE OF WATERWAY USER: (please circle one) 

~ COMMERCIAL LICENSED UNLICENSED 

VESSEL INFORMATION: 

TYPE VESSEL: (Please circle one) 

~:@!) SAIL FISHING FERRY TUG/BARGE PILOT DEEP DRAFT OTHER 

VESSEL D!MEN;IONS: 'l.-aJ-1 II ii AfP,tl'i ,;/i-'4~'::, e'j 1..-n 
LENGTHolG:: BEAM~DRAFTdl:> TONNAGE3i~ HORSEPOWER'--DLJy

.I\ A 
BRIDGE CLEARANCE REQUIREMENTS FOR VESSEL: (measured in feet) 

VERTICLE CLEARAN CE--2-£:.1 
HORIZANTALCLEARANCE lo Ft I 

WATERWAY INFORMATION: 

NAME OF WATERWAY USED: (Please t,~U 7Z> ']::<.!., W 7V Otq-4f7S /VtJ,, f So .r 

~+- LOXAHATCHEE RIVER SAINT LUCIE RIVER 

DO YOU USE MAIN CHANNEL? (Please Circle) 

® NO 

WHEN DO YOU TRANSIT THESE WATERWAYS? 
(Please Circle) 

SEASONALLY EAR-ROUND DAY NIGHT_,./ 

TIMES OF DAY USED MOSTf-;/G!OC) ;11)1:f}:_0(>0 

COMMENTS: 

PLEASE USE THIS SPACE TO COMMENT ON ANY NAVIGATION RELATED ISSUES REGARDING 
THIS WATERWAY NOT COVERED IN THIS SURVEY. PLEASE BE SPECIFIC WITH RESPECT TO 
ACTUAL NAVIGATIONAL NEEDS AND REQUIREMENTS. PLEASE ATTACH SKETCHES OR ANY 
ADDITIONAL INFORMATION NECESSARY TO HELP US FULLY UNDERSTAND THE ISSUE. 
COMMENTS MUST BE RECIEVED BY NOVEMBER 1,~: J._o/'j 11 \, • ; 

1AzS f1uC:fJi:'JwJG' uN'hi;A wi c1: 11~ J2'.b t,R-lb@'K ts aA 1.cY u.,/J.,Y t£ &.-✓r 
7--t; 1/kaL t?olF(,eatvffQ/tl I-> LN 6-llt;NT tJlf Jiiii~,1/eV 0/c7 

Pf2E-)ltuV/,JCM£ 8M/Lt!a::T'- 1.E lfJtt .BJ4<r JJ?~ic Aut.v~-o 
Jr--t· Sotf!/.Z C~A.$71)..ttt;rqJJ /Jl}!U£) Ld,H1}---T: Dut2t.k7ib/f) PL-M/11£1> ; 
AN v B&;tl;A.-:s: J1i) (kttfkb!Vib -~#Atf/AIGC:, 1 u !fA:T IS 
1/efLt;;lf '1 J2trf& df'' FzitJ.C-~1£ I/ ? 
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.f\'JJ D 
-rvo LalJ&oP-___:..-,-

lli,lB 
Anthony D Samuols MD o w JJ A- '&}.ftT 

6510 NE 19th Avo 
Ft Lauderdale Fl 33308-1051 

USER: (please circle one) a.'()lL10)11)M 
LICENSED UNLICENSED 

ON: 

FERRY TUG/BARGE PILOT DEEP DRAFT OTHER 

_ DRAFT_ __TONNAGE HORSEPOWER'------

..EMENTS FOR VESSEL: (measured in feet) 

TIO : 

{Please Circle) 

IEE RIVER SAINT LUCrE RIVER 

? (Please Circle) 

:E WATERWAYS? 

DAY N IG IIT 

https://2.0)(2.tl
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N/\VIGATION SURVEY 

USER fNFOR~'lATION: 

WHATTYl>I~ Of WATERWAY OSER: {pkssccirc C{~nc) 

PLb\S~ COMMER<..lAt. LICENSED IJNLIC'ENSF.O 

VF.SSEL IN F()R:0.IAT(ON: 

TYPE VESSEL: (Plc:·1:;~ circle one) --=..,@_~ SAit, f'JSHNG fll:'.RRY T l,G/AtdWI~ PILOT DF:t-<.P t>RAFT O't'J lli R. 

VESSEL OJMl~NSlONS~ 

->CO
I tORS~POWF.R·--

u i.r.ux;E CLEARANCt. Kl~QVJKl::f\.tt:N'rs !'OR Vl:SSEL: (tnC:l.StU\:d m foe,'()

, .,«" 
VERTIC:I.H ('LEAR ANCE,_--,:.....;vc. 
H(Yf:.JZA1''"rALCI.EARAN('E 9' 

WATERWAY IN FORMATION: 

NA.MC OF WATERWA'{ lJSUO: (Ple.asc C'irck:) 

NE\\' RIVF.k LOXAHAT,HF.F. RJVER 

PO YOU USE .\ iAIN i.: I IA~NUL? ~Plensc C-irde) 

G ~o 

WHCNDOYOl J fl{ANSIT"mESEWATERWAYS1 
1 Ple:i.~ f'in-1~) 

SEASONAl.l,Y ~~ NIGl!T 

COJ\IJ\'1.ENTS: 

PU!ASE USE THIS Sf>Af'I-:: ro ( '01vJMENT ON ANY NAYlGATION Rf.,J.ATl.m ~SSUES R£GARl>!NG 
T HfS WA1'El<WAY NOT COVER.ED IN THI$ SURVEY. PLEASP. Hf. SPl:CIFIC WllH Rl%PL'iCT TO 
A('i\JAl, NAVIGATIONAL 'K'EF.f,>S ,\NP REQUJRF.\if-".NTS. Pl.EASE AITA(H$K ~TCHES OR ANY 
Al)Dr110NAL INFORM.ATION NECESSARY 10 HELP US f lll.LY l ;NOERSTA.t'-:0 TiiE 1~~.ffj'.. 
cor-.t\ilENTS ~•ltf!>'"T B~ REC[EVEO BYNOVt:MBER 1.201•1. 

t.>tJ y 

https://COVER.ED
https://F()R:0.IA
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USER INFORMATION: 

COMMERC1AL L CENSED UNLICENSED 

8TYPE VESSEL: (Please circle one) 

SAIL FISHING FERRY TUG/BARGE PILOT DEEP DRAFT OTHER 

VESSEL DIMENSIONS: 
/' I 

LENGTH /_1 BEAM c? DRAFT {c) TONNAGEQ HORSEPOWER')Ju 

BRIDGE CL EARANCE REQUfREMENTS FOR VESSEL: (measured in feet) 

VERTICLE CLE ARANCE g',, 
HORIZANTALCL EARANCE /o,, 

WATERWAY IN FORMAT ION : 

NAME OF WATERWAY USED: (Please Circle) 

NEW RJVER LOXAHATCHEE RIVER SAINT LUCIE RIVER 

DO YOU USE MAIN CHANNEL? (Please Circle) 

@No 
WHEN DO YOU TRANSIT THESE WATERWAYS? 
(Please Circle) 

SEASONALLY 

TIMES OF DAY USED MOST:.___ ~7,~/1-,'--'-'1}?1- g f 1Y7 

COMMENTS: 

PLEASE USE THIS SPACE TO COMMENT ON ANY NAVIGATION RELATED ISSUES REGARDlNG 
THIS WATERWAY NOT COVERED IN THIS SURVEY. PLEASE BE SPECIFIC WITH RESPECT TO 
ACTUAL NAVIGATIONAL NEEDS AND REQUIREMENTS. PLEASE ATTACH SKETCHES OR ANY 
ADDITIONAL INFORMATION NECESSARY TO HELP US FULLY UNDERSTAND THE ISSUE. 
COMMENTS MUST BE RECIEVED BY NOVEMBER 1. 2014: 
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USER INFORMATION : 

WHAT TYPE OF WATERWAY USER: (please circle one) 

~ COMMERCIAL LICENSED UNLICENSED 

VESSEL INFORMATION: 

TYPE VESSEL: (Please circle one) 

~ SAIL FISHING FERRY TUG/BARGE PILOT DEEP DRAFT OTHER 

VESSEL DlMENSIONS: b 
1 Q 1 '' , 1 ~ / r"o 

LENGTHJJ BEAM O ~ DRAFT& TONNAGEcfi'JJHORSEPOWER'-------

~ RIDGE CLEARANCE REQUIREMENTS FOR VESSEL, (m,as"red ;o feet) AJY'fb.,< IH~j q/1/JiJh -k'f U.f 
VERTICLE C LEARANCEJ_u_ft'; t,ufth7tp orJ r 

HORIZANTALCLEARANCE ~ (o fl 

WATERWAY INFORMATION: 

NAME OF WATERWAY USED: (Please Circle) 1< 
LOXAHATCHEE RIVER SAINT LUCIE ~ ER ~ ~ 

DO YOU USE MAIN CHANNEL? (Please Circle) 7 
No f{ Of su~L, ~ ~, tu£ f\Le,e-5c; \lt!OU jl.cN frB {)J\/A N-J 

ou_f iD ~i:fU.u_ }...tJGU 
HEN DO YOU TRANSIT THESE WATERWAYS? _I. 

(Please Circle) 6'{) (j_ {l_ LVuJ< f-( i (\ , _ ) h H.t1V}\QS ,L~ 

SEASONALLY YEAR-ROUND@~ , • 

TIMEs oF DAY usw MOST ~ 1 D:t1 ~ u1 Iuu:d 1 k._ io ,f U-Nk,, bri~ 
COMMENTS: 

PLEASE USE THIS SPACE TO COMMENT ON ANY NAVTGATJON RELATED lSSUES REGARDING 
THJS WATERWAY NOT COVERED TN THIS SURVEY. PLEASE BE SPECIFIC WITH RESPECT TO 
ACTUAL NAVIGATIONAL NEEDS AND REQUlREMENTS. PLEASE ATTACH SKETCHES OR ANY 
ADDITIONAL INFORMATION NECESSARY TO HELP US FULLY UNDERSTAND THE ISSUE. 
COMMENTS MUST BE RECIEVED BY NOVEMBER 1, 2014: 



NAVIGATION SURVEY 

USER INFORMATION: 

WHAT TYPE OF WATERWAY USER: (please circle one) 
e COMMERCIAL LICENSED UNLICENSED 
VESSEL INFORMATION: 

TYPE VESSEL: (Please circle one) 
B SAIL FISHING FERRY TUG/BARGE PILOT DEEP DRAFT OTHER 

VESSEL DIMENSIONS: 
LENGTH 32 BEAM¢DRAFT..3.f1_TONNAGE 
BRIDGE CLEARANCE REQUIREMENTS FOR VESSEL: (measured in feet) 

i:;, I fl VERTICLE CLEA RANCE O fo I HORIZANTALCLEARANCE �r�·cx..,_- 

WATERWAY INFORMATION: 

NAME OF WATERWAY USED: (Please Circle) 

HORSEPOWER'_fQD 

NEW RIVER LOXAHATCHEE RIVER SAINT LUCIE RIVER 
DO YOU USE MAIN CHANNEL? (Please Circle) 

eNO 
WHEN DO YOU TRANSIT THESE WATERWAYS? 
(Please Circle) IA)A.(11/Ve/ .J>l(� .M.V boe..f / l,-1. ' . / _ ' ' )  (  L-  (_o..,, ( !.,n,- .S ( .N7 0,"tfl- 

SEASONALLY YEAR-ROUND DAY NIGHT 
/V1or11;11r /,:;,/)ernotJri 

J '  

COMMENTS: 

PLEASE USE THIS SPACE TO COMMENT ON ANY NAVIGATION RELATED ISSUES REGARDING THIS WATERWAY NOT COVERED IN THIS SURVEY. PLEASE BE SPECIFIC WITH RESPECT TO ACTUAL NAVIGATIONAL NEEDS AND REQUIREMENTS. PLEASE ATTACH SKETCHES OR ANY ADDITIONAL INFORMATION NECESSARY TO HELP US FULLY UNDERSTAND THE ISSUE. COMMENTS MUST BE RECIEVED BY NOVEMBER i, 2014: 

TIMES OF DAY USED MOST: 
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NA 

taushanova@outlook.com
Typewritten text
Cell Phone: 954-401-7140
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USER INFORMATION: 

NAME, ADDRESS & PHONE NUMBER: 

Ro 6 t'.:'~"' u~ <. ~(Z, Cf s-.LJ ·3 ~1 ... '!1qtJ 

WHATTYPEOFWATERWAY USER: (please circle one) 

~ COMMERCIAL LICENSED UNLICENSED 

VESSEL INFORMATION : 

TYPE VESSEL: (Please circle one) 

9 SAIL FISHING FERRY TUG/BARGE PTLOT DEEP DRAFT OTHER 

VESSEL DIMENSIONS: 

LENGTH 2 5'" BEAM '8 DRAFT 2 1hONNAGE HORSEPOWER'-~-~0 

BRlDGE CLEARANCE REQUIREMENTS FOR VESSEL: (measured in feet) 
.,,,­

VERTICLE CLEARANCE _5 Lr;> 

HORIZANTALCLEARANCE_~-~-

WATERWAY INFORMATION: 

NAME OF WATERWAY USED: (Please Circle) 

NEW RIVER LOXAHATCHEE RIVER SAINT LUCIE RIVER ~ ~ ('M,s C \< G - \ ':t 
DO YOU USE MAIN CHANNEL? (Please Circle) 

G NO 

WHENDOYOUTRANSITTHESE WATERWAYS? 
(Please Circle) 

SEASONALL~AY+NIGH'Q 

TrMES OF DAY USED MOST: (/, ft'f1 ,.,.. \ 2. ~-.~ 

COMMENTS: 

PLEASE USE THIS SPACE TO COMMENT ON ANY NAVIGATION RELATED ISSUES REGARDING 
Tms WATERWAY NOT COVERED IN THIS SURVEY. PLEASE BE SPEClFIC WITH RESPECT TO 
ACTUAL NAVIGATIONAL NEEDS AND REQUIREMENTS. PLEASE ATTACH SKETCHES OR ANY 
ADDITIONAL INFORMATION NECESSARY TO HELP US FULLY UNDERSTAND THE ISSUE. 
COMMENTS MUST BE RECIEVED BY NOVEMBER 1,2014: 

CJ \)Y\ N,&W 5 £.~ W8 \}5 \2€Gul~Ql1\b!r d,{= A~\J\\'~, 
:Z F~ Tu J;;~u1~)\, 73~;£~~ S\lsrj~LJ),,...R.A \ $Gj) 
r-t, L£~ s, 2.. FEi:.T .' ~~ 
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NAVIGATION SURVEY 

USER INFORMATION: 

Mi Cb Ll2::: \l \oo r \o9D 
NAME, ADDRESS & PHONE NUMBER: 

WHAT TYPE OF WATERWAY USER: (please circle one) 

~ COMMERCIAL LICENSED UNLICENSED 

VESSEL INF ORMATION: 

TYPE VESSEL: (Please circle one) 

~ SAIL FISHING FERRY TUG/BARGE PILOT DEEP DRAFT OTHER 

VESSEL DIMENSIONS: 

) ,, I i i "") I r II ~ .L oO 
LENGTH.'$) -b BEAM q b DRAFT_?-_~ _ TONNAGE T HORSEPOWER'-~~---

BRIDGE CLEARANCE REQUIREMENTS FOR VESSEL: (measured in feet) 
1 11 

VERTICLE CLEARANCE JO ~ 

HORIZANTALCLEARANCE ra, 1~ I( 
WATERWAY INF O R M ATI ON : 

NAME OF WATERWAY USED: (Please Circle) 

e'.?IVEE) LOXAHATCHEE RIVER SAINT LUCIE RIVER 

DO YOU USE MAIN CHANNEL? (Please Circle) 

~NO 

WHENDOYOUTRANSITTHESEWATERWAYS? 
(Please Circle) 

SEASONALLY @:_AR-R~DAY NIGHT 

TIMES OF DAY USED MOST: 1 ® - ,6f/V\. 

COMMENTS: 

PLEASE USE THIS SPACE TO COMMENT ON ANY NAVIGATION RELATED ISSUES REGARDING 
THIS WATERWAY NOT COVERED IN THIS SUR VEY. PLEASE BE SPECIFIC WITH RESPECT TO 
ACTUAL NAVIGATIONAL NEEDS AND REQUIREMENTS. PLEASE ATTACH SKETCHES OR ANY 
ADDITIONAL IJ\TfORMATION NECESSARY TO HELP US FULLY UNDERSTAND THE ISSUE. 
COMMENTS MUST BE RECIEVED BY NOVEMBER 1.2014: 
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Exhibit D 

MAILING LIST OF WATERFRONT 
LANDOWNERS BETWEEN 

THE MCNAB ROAD BRIDGE & 
NE 18TH AVENUE BRIDGE 
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Mailing List 

Folio Number Owner 1 Owner 2 Mailing Address City State Zip Code 

4942 12 04 0020 200 MCNAB LLC C/O OLD KEY LIME 300 E OCEAN AVE LANTANA FL 33462 

4942 12 04 0190 COLDREN, JADE & COLDREN, MARGIE 2011 NE 68 ST FORT LAUDERDALE FL 33308-1048 

4942 12 04 0870 PUBLIC LAND C/O CITY OF POMPANO BEACH 100 W ATLANTIC BLVD POMPANO BEACH FL 33060 

4942 12 04 0220 KLAMERUS, KYLE J & KLAMERUS, DEBORAH A 6721 NE 20 TER FORT LAUDERDALE FL 33308 

4942 12 04 0230 PEKIC, PETER 6711 NE 20 TER FORT LAUDERDALE FL 33308 

4942 12 04 0240 REGULA, JOSEPH PETER 6701 NE 20 TER FORT LAUDERDALE FL 33308-1021 

4942 12 04 0250 FIEDLER, RONALD J 6631 NE 20 TER FORT LAUDERDALE FL 33308 

4942 12 04 0260 SANDELIER, TODD M & SANDELIER, SUZANNE M 6621 NE 20 TER FORT LAUDERDALE FL 33308 

4942 12 11 0050 JURCHEN, ALLAN LLOYD & JURCHEN, MARINA LARENZ 6571 NE 20 AVE FORT LAUDERDALE FL 33308-1013 

4942 12 11 0060 KUNKEL, JAMES E & KUNKEL, LAURA O 6561 NE 20 AVE FORT LAUDERDALE FL 33308-1013 

4942 12 11 0070 SAEY, ARTHUR P & SAEY, ALEXIS J 6551 NE 20 AVE FORT LAUDERDALE FL 33308-1013 

4942 12 11 0080 MOSSOROFO, BRYAN S & KELLY L MOSSOROFO REV FAM TR 6541 NE 20 AVE FORT LAUDERDALE FL 33308-1013 

4942 12 10 1130 SMITH, WAYNE M 6531 NE 20 AVE FORT LAUDERDALE FL 33308-1013 

4942 12 10 1140 QUATTROCCHI, JOHN M & MEHMET, MICHAEL JR 6521 NE 20 AVE FORT LAUDERDALE FL 33308-1012 

4942 12 10 1150 HAIDAR, ARLENE T & ARLENE T HAIDAR REV TR 6515 NE 20 AVE FORT LAUDERDALE FL 33308 

4942 12 10 1160 WAGNER, JOCHEN M & WAGNER, MICHAEL 6511 NE 20 AVE FORT LAUDERDALE FL 33308 

4942 12 10 1170 JIMENEZ, HUGO & JIMENEZ, TERRI LYNN 6505 NE 20 AVE FORT LAUDERDALE FL 33308-1013 

4942 12 10 1180 FERTIG, NANCY W 6501 NE 20 AVE FORT LAUDERDALE FL 33308-1013 

4942 12 10 1190 BRANDT, JOHN T & BRANDT, VICTORIA M 2000 NE 65 ST FORT LAUDERDALE FL 33308-1047 

4942 12 10 1200 NAOMI G BREDE REV TR & BREDE, KENYON A TRSTEE ETAL 17 RIDGECREST RD DANBURY CT 06811 

4942 12 10 1200 CURRENT RESIDENT 2006 NE 65 ST FORT LAUDERDALE FL 33308-1047 

4942 12 10 1210 IMBRIGIOTTA, ROBERT A & IMBRIGIOTTA, CAROL L 2010 NE 65 ST FORT LAUDERDALE FL 33308-1047 

4942 12 10 1220 BIRO, RICHARD K & BIRO, TAMELA G 2020 NE 65 ST FORT LAUDERDALE FL 33308 

4942 12 10 1230 DUSKIE, STEPHEN A & DUSKIE, TERESE N 2030 NE 65 ST FORT LAUDERDALE FL 33308-1047 

4942 12 10 1240 SWARZAK, ANTHONY 2040 NE 65 ST FORT LAUDERDALE FL 33308-1047 

4942 12 10 1250 NICE, ERNEST ANDREW & SALAZAR, VINCENT MARCELO 6421 NE 20 WAY FORT LAUDERDALE FL 33308 

4942 12 10 1260 SARMIENTO, WILMER & QUINTAS, KARINA 6411 NE 20 WAY FORT LAUDERDALE FL 33308-1324 

4942 12 10 1270 SUMMO, SALVATORE F & SALVATORE F SUMMO LIV TR 6401 NE 20 WAY FORT LAUDERDALE FL 33308 

4942 12 10 1280 JAEN, ELOY E JR & JAEN, SUSAN FRANCES 6351 NE 20 WAY FORT LAUDERDALE FL 33308-1322 

4942 12 10 1290 HERRING, TRAVIS & HERRING, ASHLEY 6341 NE 20 WAY FORT LAUDERDALE FL 33308-1322 

4942 12 10 1300 COOLEY, DAVID & COOLEY, MARY ANNE 6331 NE 20 WAY FORT LAUDERDALE FL 33308-1322 

4942 12 10 1301 MOORE, ORMA & MOORE, PAULA 6321 NE 20 WAY FORT LAUDERDALE FL 33308-1322 

4942 12 10 1310 AMA PROPERTIES LLC 13437 BELLARIA CIR WINDERMERE FL 34786 

4942 12 10 1310 CURRENT RESIDENT 6311 NE 20 WAY FORT LAUDERDALE FL 33308 

4942 12 10 1320 HOLLEY, STEVEN 6301 NE 20 WAY FORT LAUDERDALE FL 33308-1322 

4942 12 10 1330 GOETHEL, ARDETH & GOETHEL FAM TR 6261 NE 20 WAY FORT LAUDERDALE FL 33308 

4942 12 10 1340 TAYLOR, RICHARD W & RICHARD W & DORIS L TAYLOR TR 6251 NE 20 WAY FORT LAUDERDALE FL 33308-1320 

4942 12 10 1350 ROBBINS, MICHAEL & ROBBINS, ISABEL RIBBECK ETAL 6241 NE 20 WAY FORT LAUDERDALE FL 33308-1320 

4942 12 10 1360 TACKIS, SUZAN P 6231 NE 20 WAY FORT LAUDERDALE FL 33308-1320 

4942 12 10 1370 BRIESEMEISTER, KIM JACKSON & BRIESEMEISTER, MARK 2031 NE 62 CT FORT LAUDERDALE FL 33308 

4942 12 10 1020 STECKBECK, MARY A 6230 NE 20 TER FORT LAUDERDALE FL 33308 

4942 12 10 1000 UNGERER, ROBERT & UNGERER, CARYL 6250 NE 20 TER FORT LAUDERDALE FL 33308-1317 

1 
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Mailing List 

Folio Number Owner 1 Owner 2 Mailing Address City State Zip Code 

4942 12 10 0990 POSEY, LINDA M 6301 NE 20 TER FORT LAUDERDALE FL 33308 

4942 12 10 0990 POSEY, LINDA M 6260 NE 20 TER FORT LAUDERDALE FL 33308 

4942 12 10 0980 EDMISTON, MARK D 6300 NE 20 TER FORT LAUDERDALE FL 33308-1319 

4942 12 10 0970 STOVER, JEFFREY & STOVER, LAUREN G 6310 NE 20 TER FORT LAUDERDALE FL 33308-1319 

4942 12 10 0960 YOUNG, DANIEL T & LAURA B & BROWN, JOAN P 6320 NE 20 TER FORT LAUDERDALE FL 33308-1319 

4942 12 10 0950 GOODMAN, MARK D & GOODMAN, GRACE 6330 NE 20 TER FORT LAUDERDALE FL 33308-1319 

4942 12 10 0940 LEE, ALBERT R & MILLETTE-LEE, JODI L 6340 NE 20 TER  FORT LAUDERDALE FL 33308 

4942 12 10 0930 JACKSON, CHRISTOPHER L 6350 NE 20 TER FORT LAUDERDALE FL 33308-1319 

4942 12 10 0920 MONTIEL, CAROL E 6360 NE 20 TER FORT LAUDERDALE FL 33308-1319 

4942 12 10 0910 BUCKLEY, CHARLES & BUCKLEY, MILAGROS 7806 BRIDGESTONE DR ORLANDO FL 32835 

4942 12 10 0910 BUCKLEY, CHARLES & BUCKLEY, MILAGROS 6351 NE 20 TER FORT LAUDERDALE FL 33308 

4942 12 10 0900 THAKKAR, HEMANT C & THAKKAR, TARULATTA 6341 NE 20 TER FORT LAUDERDALE FL 33308-1318 

4942 12 10 0890 EDINOFF, STUART & EDINOFF, LYNN 6331 NE 20 TER FORT LAUDERDALE FL 33308-1318 

4942 12 10 0880 MAHOLM, CHRISTOPHER D & MAHOLM, DIANE V 6321 NE 20 TER FORT LAUDERDALE FL 33308-1318 

4942 12 10 0870 COOPER, CYNTHIA M & COOPER, HOWARD 1546 LINCOLN RD COLUMBUS OH 43212 

4942 12 10 0870 CURRENT RESIDENT 6311 NE 20 TER FORT LAUDERDALE FL 33308-1318 

4942 12 10 0860 POSEY, LINDA M 6301 NE 20 TER FORT LAUDERDALE FL 33308-1318 

4942 12 10 0850 HUMENYI, STEPHEN J & HUMENYI-SQUADRITO, MANUELA 6261 NE 20 TER FORT LAUDERDALE FL 33308-1316 

4942 12 10 0840 HAY, NATHAN T 6251 NE 20 TER FORT LAUDERDALE FL 33308-1316 

4942 12 10 0830 EDWARDS, CAROLINE L BARS & EDWARDS, RUSSELL J 6241 NE 20 TER FORT LAUDERDALE FL 33308 

4942 12 10 0820 BRIERLEY, TAMERA & BRIERLEY, PAMELA 6231 NE 20 TER FORT LAUDERDALE FL 33308-1316 

4942 12 10 0810 ZAPARANIUK, EDWARD S & ZAPARANIUK, JUDITH S 1961 NE 62 CT FORT LAUDERDALE FL 33308-1310 

4942 12 10 0800 BERGIN, MICHELLE & GUDAITIS, RYAN 6230 NE 19 TER FORT LAUDERDALE FL 33308-1313 

4942 12 10 0790 STEINKAMP, MARTHA G & RICHARD E & M G STEINKAMP REV TR 6240 NE 19 TER FORT LAUDERDALE FL 33308-1313 

4942 12 10 0780 BLANKSTROM, SUSAN D & BLANKSTROM, DANIEL I 6250 NE 19 TER FORT LAUDERDALE FL 33308 

4942 12 10 0770 MOUSE CASA LLC 2105 MARJORY AVE TAMPA FL 33606 

4942 12 10 0770 CURRENT RESIDENT 6260 NE 19 TER FORT LAUDERDALE FL 33308-1313 

4942 12 10 0760 PEKIC, MICHAEL 6300 NE 19 TER FORT LAUDERDALE FL 33308 

4942 12 10 0750 KELLEY, ANDREW R 6310 NE 19 TER  FORT LAUDERDALE FL 33308 

4942 12 10 0740 MOORE, BONNIE JEAN & MOORE, MATTHEW 6320 NE 19 TER FORT LAUDERDALE FL 33308 

4942 12 10 0730 MALONEY, JAMES A & STEWART, GARRY R 6330 NE 19 TER FORT LAUDERDALE FL 33308 

4942 12 10 0720 DALBY, RICHARD C & HARTLEY, JEFFREY A 6340 NE 19 TER FORT LAUDERDALE FL 33308 

4942 12 10 0710 GADDIS PROPERTIES LLC PO BOX 950 FORT LAUDERDALE FL 33302-0950 

4942 12 10 0710 CURRENT RESIDENT 6350 NE 19 TER FORT LAUDERDALE FL 33308 

4942 12 10 0700 BARRETT, BRUCE L & BARRETT, KAREN A 6400 NE 19 TER FORT LAUDERDALE FL 33308-1300 

4942 12 10 0690 SPANO, RONA PILEGGI & PILEGGI, WILLIAM G ETAL 1380 MARCO CT DARIEN IL 60561 

4942 12 10 0690 CURRENT RESIDENT 6351 NE 19 TER FORT LAUDERDALE FL 33308-1314 

4942 12 10 0680 BRICAULT, MARCIE B & SULLIVAN, WILLIAM F 6341 NE 19 FORT LAUDERDALE FL 33308 

4942 12 10 0670 RECKNER, MICHAEL J & MARTINEZ, NAYDA MILAGROS 6331 NE 19 TER FORT LAUDERDALE FL 33308-1314 

4942 12 10 0660 HACKETT, JOHN F III & VIRGINIA A HACKETT REV TR 6321 NE 19 TER FORT LAUDERDALE FL 33308 

4942 12 10 0650 STROM, EINAR W JR & EINAR W STROM JR REV TR 6311 NE 19 TER FORT LAUDERDALE FL 33308-1314 

4942 12 10 0640 ROBERTSON, BETTY J & BETTY J ROBERTSON REV TR 6301 NE 19 TER  FORT LAUDERDALE FL 33308-1314 
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Mailing List 

Folio Number Owner 1 Owner 2 Mailing Address City State Zip Code 

4942 12 10 0630 BIRD, ROBERT W 6261 NE 19 TER FORT LAUDERDALE FL 33308-1312 

4942 12 10 0620 TILELLI, RICHARD 6251 NE 19 TER FORT LAUDERDALE FL 33308 

4942 12 10 0610 BOGGY, CLARA MAXINE & CLARA MAXINE BOGGY REV LIV TR 6241 NE 19 TER FORT LAUDERDALE FL 33308-1312 

4942 12 10 0600 DURANIK, ALBERT M & ROBIN P 6231 NE 19 TER FORT LAUDERDALE FL 33308-1312 

4942 12 10 0590 AHRENS, MIRKO 1911 NE 62 CT FORT LAUDERDALE FL 33308 

4942 12 10 0580 CAPELL, HAROLD 6230 NE 19 AVE FORT LAUDERDALE FL 33308 

4942 12 10 0570 KROHA, ROBERT F JR 6240 NE 19 AVE FORT LAUDERDALE FL 33308-1309 

4942 12 10 0560 BAYINDIR, BETUL OZBEY & BAYINDIR, FARUK 6250 NE 19 AVE FORT LAUDERDALE FL 33308 

4942 12 10 0550 HILLER, BRYAN 2702 AMBER CREST RD HANOVER MD 21076 

4942 12 10 0550 CURRENT RESIDENT 

4942 12 10 0540 GEE, JANICE SODERLUND & JANICE SODERLUND GEE REV LIV TR 6300 NE 19 AVE FORT LAUDERDALE FL 33308-1311 

4942 12 10 0530 THOMPSON, NIKKO G 6310 NE 19 AVE FORT LAUDERDALE FL 33305 

4942 12 10 0520 KONRAD, JUSTIN M 6320 NE 19 AVE FORT LAUDERDALE FL 33308-1311 

4942 12 10 0510 PUENTE, JUAN CARLOS & SALAS, NATHALY 6330 NE 19 AVE FORT LAUDERDALE FL 33308 

4942 12 10 0500 6340 IMPERIAL POINT LLC 11125 NW 124 ST MEDLEY FL 33178-3173 

4942 12 10 0500 CURRENT RESIDENT 6340 NE 19 AVE FORT LAUDERDALE FL 33308-1311 

4942 12 10 0490 SIMS, HOWARD R 6350 NE 19 AVE FORT LAUDERDALE FL 33308-1311 

4942 12 10 0480 ALLEN, KENNETH J & ROCKWELL, KIRBY D 6400 NE 19 AVE FORT LAUDERDALE FL 33308-1323 

4942 12 10 0470 HARLEY, WILLIAM J 6410 NE 18 TER FORT LAUDERDALE FL 33308-1307 

4942 12 10 0460 WATT, MICHAEL D & WATT, KATHERINE 1840 NE 65 ST FORT LAUDERDALE FL 33308 

4942 12 10 0450 BANKEN, JANICE G 1850 NE 65 ST FORT LAUDERDALE FL 33308-1053 

4942 12 10 0440 FINEGAN, KATHRYN 1860 NE 65 ST FORT LAUDERDALE FL 33308 

4942 12 10 0430 VIANI, MICHELE 1870 NE 65 ST FORT LAUDERDALE FL 33308-1053 

4942 12 10 0420 L'OASIS LLC 1880 NE 65 ST FORT LAUDERDALE FL 33308 

4942 12 10 0410 ALLEGRI, SUSAN R 6500 NE 19 AVE FORT LAUDERDALE FL 33308-1051 

4942 12 10 0400 SAMUELS, ANTHONY D & ANTHONY D SAMUELS REV TR 6510 NE 19 AVE FORT LAUDERDALE FL 33308-1051 

4942 12 10 0390 MCMAHON, TIMOTHY P JR & MCMAHON, MEGAN G 6520 NE 19 AVE  FORT LAUDERDALE FL 33308-1051 

4942 12 10 0380  TRAXLER, LINDA K & LINDA K TRAXLER REV TR  6530 NE 19 AVE FORT LAUDERDALE FL 33308-1051 

4942 12 11 0040 
BRUMER, MARSHALL & KATHRYN 

MARSHALL & 
KATHRYN BRUMER LIV TR 1871 NE 65 CT FORT LAUDERDALE FL 33308-1054 

4942 12 11 0030 CONRADO, MARCIO & MAGDALENO, LARISSA 1861 NE 65 CT FORT LAUDERDALE FL 33308 

4942 12 11 0020 KAFKA, LIDETTE 1851 NE 65 CT FORT LAUDERDALE FL 33308-1054 

4942 12 11 0010 CRUZPINO, RUBEN & CRUZPINO, EVELYN 1841 NE 65 CT FORT LAUDERDALE FL 33308-1054 

4942 12 15 0010 OLIPHANT, JOHN & OLIPHANT, ROSARIO M 1831 NE 65 CT FORT LAUDERDALE FL 33308 

4942 12 15 0020 BURNS, KEVIN & BURNS, CAMILLE 1821 NE 65 CT FORT LAUDERDALE FL 33308 

4942 12 BH 0010 UNITED PROPERTIES VIII LLC 3815 SW 16 ST APT 1 FORT LAUDERDALE FL 33312 

4942 12 00 0361 CYPRESS CLUB CONDOMINIUM INC ATTN: MR. FRED FOTHERGILL, PRESIDENT 145 CYPRESS CLUB DR POMPANO BEACH FL 33060 
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