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FISHERMANS WHARF DEVELOPMENT STUDY
PHASE ONE

PRELIMINARY DESIGN AND COST ESTIMATES
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Background
The subject site for this study is in St Lucie County within the Operating Area of the Port of 
Fort Pierce in an area of the Port known as Fishermans Wharf. The site is generally bounded 
on the south by Florida A1A, to the west by Indian River Drive and to the north by Fishermans 
Wharf Road. To the east are the Indian River and the Intra Coastal Waterway. Currently, the 
site is comprised of multiple underutilized parcels as follows and as shown in the Fishermans 
Wharf Area aerial at Appendix A:

Project Background and PurposeSection
I

Owner
River Marina Incorporated     .31 acres
River Marina Incorporated     .13 acres
Fort Pierce Redevelopment Agency  .82 acres
Fort Pierce Redevelopment Agency  .79 acres
Fishmonger Investors LLC    .46 acres
Carol J. Jenkins     .46 acres
St. Lucie County     .47 acres
St. Lucie County     .77 acres
City of Fort Pierce (boat ramp & parking)* 1.5 acres

Size of Parcel

* The City of Fort Pierce boat ramp parcel shows on the City aerial maps as being 12.6 acres; 
however, that includes property to the west of Indian River Road and outside the study area.

Property Options
TranSystems has reviewed three options or property configurations, Option 1, 2 and 3 as 
shown in Appendix B. Option 1 is the smallest in terms of acreage and totals approximately 
3.11 acres. Option 2, the midsized property configuration, totals approximately 4 acres and 
includes approximately .44 acres at the eastern end of Fishermans Wharf Road. Finally 
Option 3, the largest in terms of acreage totals 6.15 acres.

Purpose
This feasibility analysis and comparative evaluation has been divided into two phases. The 
first phase is submitted herewith and was completed to provide preliminary design for paving 
and draining the site and providing new bulkhead from the northernmost boat ramp extending 
north and then turning east to the southeastern corner of the easternmost River Marina Inc. 
property. At that point the bulkhead turns over 90 degrees to the north northwest. This new 
section of bulkhead would be placed along the Indian River (ICW) and run north to the north 
side of Fishermans Wharf Road, providing approximately 184’ of potentially rail-served berth 
space on the ICW. 

Interviews with various stakeholders from the City and County were performed and potential 
use data collected, two comprehensive field investigations were performed and geotechnical 
information from several borings was collected to provide design data. Consideration was 
given to existing businesses in the area in order to maximize the feasibility and constructability 
of the site paving and drainage design. The most practicable and feasible uses of the bulkhead 
were taken into account in determining the performance specifications and the design of the 
bulkhead sections. The preliminary civil and structural designs for the three property options 
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are presented in this report. 

 The preliminary design for each property option was then used to prepare opinions of probable 
development cost for each property configuration or option, and those estimates of cost are 
presented in this report as well. The overall, two-fold purpose of the first phase of this study is 
to prepare preliminary designs of what we considered to provide the most universally useful 
site surfacing, drainage and bulkhead and prepare development cost estimates for each of 
the three property options.

The second phase of this study is to perform a comparative evaluation of the three options 
to determine relative usefulness in terms of meeting stakeholders’ expectations and the 
goals of the Port, City and County. A number of aspects will be evaluated to include: cost 
of development, market demand, potential revenue production and local employment 
opportunities, growth potential, permit-ability, and environmental and community impacts. 
The product of the second phase will be the recommendation for selection of a course of 
action that will develop the Fishermans Wharf area of the Port of Fort Pierce in the highest 
and best manner for the region. 

Project Background and Purpose - ContinuedSection
I
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Design Effort DescriptionSection
II

The design of the Fishermans Wharf area, though preliminary in nature, envisions the continued 
use of the boat ramps and parking for cars and boat trailers in the vicinity of the existing ramps 
on City property in order to provide adequate parking for ramp users. Other areas within each 
property configuration option were selected for paving in order to accommodate a majority of 
the proposed uses such as the permanent berthing of a historic Coast Guard cutter that would 
be a maritime museum, retail stores that would sell boating and fishing supplies, restaurants 
and potential cargo operations using a berth on the ICW, and possibly an industrial spur 
extended out to the eastern end of Fishermans Wharf Road from the FEC mainline several 
blocks to the west. Option 3 demonstrates the extension of the FEC rail spur from the King 
Marine Group property out to the eastern end of Fishermans Wharf Road for potential rail to 
barge or ship cargo operations. 

While the final design of the area will be driven by the highest and best uses of the property, 
market demand and stakeholder expectations, the preliminary paving and drainage design 
has a significant range of applicability and flexibility to accommodate future area use. The 
preliminary design of the paved areas, site drainage and new bulkhead have allowed for the 
estimation of probable development costs for comparison among the property configurations 
and the property uses that each configuration would accommodate.

The bulkhead design from the northernmost boat ramp to the point at which it turns 
approximately 30 degrees to the northeast is envisioned to accommodate the berthing of 
smaller pleasure craft and the base of a “T” dock for slipping smaller pleasure craft. In Options 
2 and 3, the bulkhead from the northwest corner of the basin east to the southeastern corner 
of the easternmost River Marina Inc. parcel is designed to berth the historic Coast Guard 
cutter and provide wharf space for cargo operations with island “box boats” or along-side 
berthing for larger pleasure craft. The bulkhead section that borders on the Indian River (ICW) 
was designed to provide a 184 foot berth for small ship and barge operations, which might 
include cargo, ferry and casino boat operations. In Option 1 the bulkhead along the north 
side of the basin extends approximately 297’ only to the eastern boundary of the Fort Pierce 
Redevelopment Agency property (.82 acres). In option 1 there is no bulkhead or berth on the 
Indian River (ICW). 

 The design of the pavement and site drainage for property configurations 1, 2 and 3 are at 
Appendix C. The preliminary design of the new bulkhead is at Appendix D.
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Opinion of Probable CostSection
III

Three separate cost estimates were developed for the three property configurations – Options 
1, 2 and 3. As expected the development cost for the significantly smaller Option 1 (3.11 acres) 
is approximately $2,841,000, including a 15% contingency. The development cost estimate 
for Option 2 is approximately $5,835,000, including a 15% contingency. The development 
cost estimate for the largest property configuration of 6.15 acres in Option 3 is approximately 
$10,792,000, including a 15% contingency.

The difference in the estimated cost of Option 2 versus the estimated cost of Option 1 is 
predominantly due to the additional bulkhead construction past the eastern boundary of the 
FORT Pierce Redevelopment Agency property (end point for the bulkhead in Option 1) to 
the southeastern corner of the River Marina Inc. property – a distance of approximately 230’. 
Also Option 2 differs from Option 1 in that it includes 184’ of bulkhead to provide a serviceable 
barge and small ship berth on the Indian River (ICW).

Option 3 has considerably more site work, approximately $2,250,000 more than in Options 
1 and 2. Additionally, the industrial rail spur extension form the FEC mainline to the end of 
Fisherman’s Wharf Road adds approximately $1,895,000.

A more detailed breakdown of the estimated costs of development are found in synopsis 
form at Appendix E. Additionally the report provides even greater detail in a spreadsheet that 
supports the Opinion of Probable Costs. 
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APPENDIX A
AERIAL OF FISHERMANS WHARF STUDY AREA
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APPENDIX B
PROPERTY CONFIGURATIONS 

(OPTIONS) 1, 2 AND 3
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APPENDIX C
LOCATIONS OF STANDARD PENETRATION TEST 

BORINGS AND AREA PAVING AND SITE 
DRAINAGE PRELIMINARY DESIGNS FOR OPTIONS 

1, 2 AND 3
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APPENDIX D
NEW BULKHEAD DESIGN
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APPENDIX E
OPINION OF PROBABLE DEVELOPMENT COSTS 

FOR OPTIONS 1, 2 AND 3
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1 3/11/2015

   CONSTRUCTION COST Option 1 Option 2 Option 3

95,016$ 195,150$ 360,923$

19,000$ 19,000$ 21,700$

854,935$ 977,595$ 3,224,206$

-$ -$ 1,895,000$

1,501,468$ 3,882,167$ 3,882,167$

Project Subtotal 2,470,420$ 5,073,912$ 9,383,996$

Contingencies 15% 370,560$ 761,090$ 1,407,600$

Project Total 2,840,980$ 5,835,002$ 10,791,596$

Note:  Costs do not include: Dredging; Engineering, Survey & Environmental Design and Permitting; CEI

By: TranSystems

Date: 3/11/2015

3 - Site Work

5 - Marine

4 - Track

OPINION OF PROBABLE COSTS

DESCRIPTON

1- General Requirements

2 - Erosion Control

FISHERMANS WHARF
FORT PIERCE

COSTS
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FISHERMANS WHARF DEVELOPMENT STUDY
PHASE TWO

EVALUATION OF DEVELOPMENT OPTIONS
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The evaluation methodology is the comparison of the three development options presented in 
the Phase 1 Report of the Port of Ft. Pierce development study. Three property configurations 
were identified and a preliminary design for surfacing, draining and bulkheading was developed 
for each option or property configuration. Also submitted with the Phase 1 Report, were the 
opinions of probable development cost for each option (not including probable dredging and 
property acquisition costs).

In this second phase of the study, TranSystems, in collaboration with FDOT’s District 4, the 
Port of Ft Pierce, St. Lucie County and the City of Ft. Pierce, finalized and prioritized the 
evaluation factors or criteria to be applied to and analyzed for each option in order to compare 
among the three and recommend a most viable or optimal development plan. The following 
section describes eight (8) evaluation criteria that have been derived from the project goals 
and objectives, the Port of Ft. Pierce Master Plan Update, and extensive interviews with 
various project stakeholders.

In collaboration with the District and the Port Director, the County and the City, the evaluation 
criteria have been weighted according to importance. The TranSystems team has evaluated 
each of the three options using the eight criteria and scored each on a scale of 1 to 9. A score 
of 1-3 corresponds to a poor evaluation, 4-6 indicates a midrange evaluation, and a score of 
7-9 indicates a favorable evaluation. That score has been multiplied by the weight assigned to 
the criterion and a total score has been compiled for each option. The option with the highest 
overall score has been determined to be the optimal development plan.

Methodology of EvaluationSection
I
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Evaluation CriteriaSection
II

This criterion is the estimated cost of development for each option as detailed in the Phase 
1 Report. TranSystems has added the probable cost of dredging an entrance – exit channel 
and berth for the historical USCG cutter, a ferry or small cruise ship operation or a casino 
boat. In the configuration options that would involve the acquisition of privately held properties 
in the Fishermans Wharf Area, we have researched probable acquisition costs and added 
them to the Development Cost.

1. Development Cost Weight: 9

The evaluation of this criterion is a measure of how well the option’s development responds 
to market conditions and demands that were researched and identified during the preliminary 
project information gathering and from reference to the master plan update. An overriding 
aspect of this criterion is the importance of providing a site developed so that it is attractive to 
potential business operators, terminal operators of various types and private sector investors 
while being responsive to present and near-term market conditions and demand.

2. Marketability Weight: 6

This criterion is an evaluation of the ability to generate the greatest amount of revenue for 
stakeholders. It will be based upon identification of most probable and existing business uses 
of each option and estimated revenues form leases and applicable taxes.

3. Revenue Potential Weight: 5

This criterion provide an evaluation of the estimation of the total number of direct employment 
jobs created by each option and the indirect and induced jobs supported by each development 
option.

4. Employment Weight: 6

This criterion evaluates the ability to respond to growth opportunities. Specifically, it is the 
ability of each development option to accommodate market growth, given the constraints of 
the property’s size, zoning and availability of surrounding developable properties.

5. Expandability Weight: 5

This criterion will measure and evaluate the probable cost to acquire construction and 
environmental permits to develop each alternative option. The cost, time and level of effort 
required to permit the development of the site is measurable and should be considered as an 
essential development factor for each option.

6. Permitting Weight: 2
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Evaluation Criteria  - ContinuedSection
II

This criterion will identify and measure the degree to which each development option impacts 
the area’s environment. The spectrum or specific aspects of environmental impact will be 
identified prior to evaluation in collaboration with District 4 and the Port of Ft. Pierce. 

7. Environmental Impact Weight: 4

This criterion will provide a measurement of the impact on surrounding facilities, infrastructure 
and land uses. Minimizing negative impacts while maximizing positive impacts on existing 
land uses on the periphery of the Port’s Fishermans Wharf Area is an important consideration 
in determination of the best development option. Compatible uses will be identified to prevent 
unacceptable interference among potential operations on the site and those on adjacent sites. 
Sharing of key infrastructure will be considered as well.

8. Community Impact Weight: 6
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Channel and Berth DredgingSection
III

Given the operating draft of the historical USCG cutter, an island ferry, a smaller coastal or 
island cruise ship or a casino boat, TranSystems estimated that an appropriate channel and 
berth depth would be 15 feet at MLW. Our interviews and research indicated that the average 
basin depth at MLW is approximately -4 feet. Therefore, the volume of dredge material is 
based upon an excavation of 11 feet of material below the current basin bottom. We have 
estimated the dimension of the channel and berth to be 75 feet in width and the length of 
the channel from the Indian River to the western boundary of the bulkhead is approximately 
550 feet. Therefore, the total estimated volume of dredge material for the berth and channel 
is approximately 17,000 cubic yards and appropriate transition zone from the new channel 
and berth to the existing level of the basin bottom is approximately an additional 2,000 cubic 
yards. 

Disposal of the dredge material is envisioned to be placed in an upland disposal site located 
on County Airport property adjacent to Ridge Haven Road west of US Hwy 1.  The spoil site 
is designed to handle 300,000 cubic yard capacity with hydraulic dredging methods and thus 
has adequate capacity. Assuming an average removal and disposal cost of $35 per cubic 
yard, $200,000 for the dredging contractor’s mobilization and demobilization and $50,000 for 
sediment testing, the total estimate for the berth and channel dredging is $915,000.
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Property Acquisition CostSection
IV

The acquisition of privately held properties is not necessary in Option 1 as all development 
would be confined to County and Ft. Pierce Redevelopment Agency properties. Option 2 
would include the acquisition of two small parcels belonging to River Marina INC and the 
easternmost 250 feet of Fishermans Wharf Road. Option 3 would include the acquisition of 
the two small River Marina INC properties, the easternmost 250 feet of Fisherman’s Wharf 
Road, the Fishmonger Investors LLC property and the Carol J. Jenkins property. 

The probable, successful acquisition costs of those properties have been estimated as 
follows. The estimated, probable successful acquisition cost is based upon comparable sales 
in the area, the sale history of the properties, current assessed value, a recent appraisal of the 
Fishmonger property for the County by Fuller-Armfield-Wagner, current use of the parcels, 
existence of potential buyers for the properties and the inclusion of Just Value Pricing. We 
have defined successful acquisition as the voluntary sale of the properties not requiring the 
exercise of eminent domain and condemnation by City and County government.

Parcel
River Marina INC (.31 acres):  $355,750
River Marina INC (.13 acres): $154,000
Fishmonger Investors LLC (.46 acres): $405,000
Carol J. Jenkins (.46 acres): $370,000

Cost of Successful Aquisition

These estimated costs of acquisition have been added appropriately to the estimated 
development costs for Options 2 and 3.
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Intended Land UsesSection
V

TranSystems has researched the port of Ft. Pierce Master Plan and conducted interviews 
with various stakeholders to include the City of Ft. Pierce, the Port and St. Lucie County to 
ascertain the most probable and desirable uses for the Fishermans Wharf Area. Consideration 
was given to the most viable uses that would provide the greatest positive economic impact to 
the region and serve as a transition zone from the heavy industrial nature of the properties in 
the Port’s Operations Area to the north and the historical, commercial and residential area to 
the south of Seaway Drive. The Port of Fort Pierce Consensus Land Use Plan indicated the 
following potential uses for the Fishermans Wharf Area:

• Marina
• Maritime Academy
• Hotel
• Restaurant
• Retail
• Water Taxi
• Boat Work
• Small Ferry (Passenger/Cargo)

Recent interviews with stakeholders revealed that the most probable and desirable uses 
included:

• The maintenance and improvement of the existing boat ramps and parking for cars/ 
 trucks and trailers east of Indian River Drive
• Improvement and extension of the existing “T” dock for berthing pleasure craft
• Development of a fueling facility on the T dock
• Along-side berthing for larger yachts 
• Development of a permanent berth at the western end of the basin’s north bulkhead  
 for the historical USCG cutter, a ferry or small cruise ship service or casino boat with  
 proximate parking for visitors or passengers
• Sport fishing and boat supply retail
• Trailered boat storage
• Restaurant(s)
• Rail-served cargo operations for barges or smaller “island” cargo carriers
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Conclusions and RecommendationSection
VI

Conclusions
In collaboration with the Port, the County and the City of Fort Pierce, the most important of 
the evaluation factors was determined to be the cost of development. In addition to the cost 
of facility construction, we have added the estimated cost of dredging an access channel and 
berth for the historic USCG cutter, a ferry, a smaller island cruise vessel or a casino boat. We 
have also researched and added what we consider to be the costs for successful, voluntary 
acquisition of various privately held properties in the Fishermans Wharf Area. 

The next-most important evaluation factors are: marketability, generation of local employment 
and community impact. Each of the three options or property configurations has varying 
relationships to or impacts upon marketability, employment and community impact based 
upon the area available and the businesses those configurations could accommodate. Further, 
we realize that community impacts are not limited to employment opportunities and revenue 
generation. Quality of life considerations need inclusion as do the intents and desires of the 
Port, County, City and community residents for the role the area will play in the fabric of the 
Port and as a transition zone between the more commercial and residential land uses to the 
south and heavy industrial uses to the north. 

The most heavily weighted evaluation factor is the estimated cost of development which 
varies from $3,385,420 for Option 1, $7,259,752 for Option 2 and $12,991,346 for Option 3. 
While Option 1 is less than half the cost for Option 2 and only one third the cost for Option 3, 
the marketability, immediate expandability, revenue potential and employment development 
capabilities of Option 1 are quite limited. 

Option 2 is made more expensive due to additional coast of infrastructure development and 
the acquisition of the two River Marina INC parcels. Nevertheless, Option 2 allows for the 
development of more business opportunities, thus increasing marketability, revenue potential 
and local employment. Expandability would be conditioned upon the availability of the 
Fishmonger Investors and Carol J. Jenkins parcels. The County made an effort in 2013 to 
acquire the Fishmonger parcel, appraised at $310,000. This offer was countered at $500,000 
and not acted upon by the County. While we believe this property is acquirable, its successful 
acquisition price would exceed the appraised value. The acquisition of the Carol J. Jenkins 
parcel is complicated by the existing and apparently successful operation of a restaurant on 
the property. The currently assessed value of the property is $225,300. No appraisal of market 
value is available, and we believe that the successful acquisition value would be significantly 
greater than the assessed value. 

Should market demand be sufficient to consider the acquisition of the Fishmonger Investors 
and/or the Carol J. Jenkins parcels, the specific market demand could be translated into an 
expected or even guaranteed revenue stream. This revenue stream could then be used to set 
the acceptable acquisition price, and if the ROI were sufficient, the Port could move forward 
with acquisition.
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Conclusions and Recommendation - ContinuedSection
VI

The estimated development cost of Option 3 is considerably greater than the estimated 
development cost for Option 2, primarily due to the development of freight rail capability 
for the cargo operation proposed at the eastern end of the Fishermans Wharf Area and the 
estimated cost of successfully acquiring the Fishmonger Investors and Carol J. Jenkins 
parcels. Our research has led us to the conclusion that current market demand and interest 
would not immediately fill these properties with business operations that would cover the 
acquisition expenses. While ownership and control of these two parcels might enhance 
immediate expandability and marketability, the cost of successful parcel acquisition versus 
the timing of an expected revenue stream that would produce an acceptable ROI from those 
parcels is a serious consideration and thus reduces the viability of Option 3.

Recommendation

Our analysis and evaluation of the three development options support a recommendation 
for Option 2 as the most prudent, yet flexible, development option. Its estimated cost of 
development at $7,259,752 is reasonable given the analysis and evaluation of the remaining 
seven evaluative factors. Option 2 provides good marketability, revenue potential, local 
employment and strong expandability. Additionally, its community impact is positive.  
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APPENDIX A
EVALUATION MATRICES FOR

OPTIONS 1, 2, AND 3
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Weight Evaluation Raw Score
Weighted 
Score

1 Development Cost 9
The development cost for Option 1 includes all associated infrastructure development costs and 
the costs for for dredging a new access channel and berth. Since no private or non‐City / County 
owned properties would be required, there are no costs for successful private property 
acquisition. The total estimate of probable development costs for Option 1 is $3,385,420.

8 72

2 Marketability 6

While the least expensive development option, the smaller property configuration of Option 1 is 
restrictive in terms of potential business development and thus has the least marketability of the 
three options. A significant portion of the property in Option 1 would remain for boat launching 
at the existing ramps and parking for cars, trucks and boat trailers. The Fort Pierce 
Redevelopment Agency parcels would provide space for retail activity, marina parking, and 
parking for visitors for the historic USCG vessel or passengers for a ferry, small cruise vessel or a 
casino boat that would use the newly constructed berthing facility (bulkhead) at the NW end of 
the basin. Option 1 would allow for the extension of the "T" dock with additional slips and a 
fueling operation at the end of the "T" dock.  Finally, there might be the opportunity to build a 
multistory restaurant at the eastern end of the easternmost Fort Pierce Redevelopment Agency 
parcel; however, required parking might have priority depending on the use of the newly 
constructed north bulkhead.

3 18

3 Revenue Potential 5

Revenue potential for this evaluation is not provided in empirical format as calculating private 
cash flow generation, payroll taxes, ridership estimates, operating expenses, proprty taxes and 
other economic impact data at this level of analysis is not feasible. The rating of each alternative 
for revenue potential is based on the number of businesses that can be created and assumed 
reasonable profitability of each and the taxes that are assumed to be generated with each type 
of business. Based on the marketability research findings associated with this option there is 
potential for one new business supported by the construction of a new vessel berth and one new 
business created by the development of a multistory restaurant. The revenue generation 
potential associated with this option may vary dependent on resulting use of the improved 
bulkhead. Ridership numbers associated with the ferry or casino vessel concepts, and the 
revenue potential associated with said operations generate modest revenue for the land owner 
through parking fees, while the more significant revenue potential is generated through 
wharfage and dockage (berth lease) charged to the vessel operator, There is also potential for 
taxes collected through food and beverage sales and other business related taxes. The USCG 
Cutter alternative may provide revenue through taxes on retail and admission sales. However, 
long‐term lease of the bulkhead to accomodate the USCG vessel should be considered as a 
revenue stream also. This option also includes the potential for tax revenues through food and 
b l d h b l d d h d l l

4 20

4 Employment 6

Employment estimates for Option 1 were calculated using industry standards for number of full‐
time employees per square foot of building space by industry type. Sources for this information 
were the Institute of Tranportation Engineers, U.S. Department of Energy, and San Diego 
Association of Governements. For estimating the usable square footage for the use of the 
improved bulkhead, a range of employment creation is provided to capture the varying 
employment calaculations anticpated by the three different alternatives uses (Ferry versus 
Casino vessel versus USCG vessel). For the Casino vessel alternative assumed usable space of 
25,000SF and 1 employee per 140SF provides 178 employees. Casino vessel operations are highly 
customer service oriented businesses, and include gaming table employees, food and beverage, 
vessel operations and management. A ferry vessel service would employ less people than a 
casino vessel operation. Assuming the same usable space of 25,000SF for the ferry vessel and 1 
employee per 700SF provides 35 employees. The assumed usable space of the USCG vessel is 
5,000SF and 1 employee per 550SF provides 9 employees. For the mulitstory restaurant concept 
assumed usable space of 3,000SF and 1 employee per 134SF proivdes 22 employees. The 
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6 36

5 Expandability 5

The immediate expandability in response to business demand of Option 1 is negligible as all of 
the option's footprint would be in use. However, if demand for additional property for business 
expansion were in evidence and not simply speculative, the Port could move to acquire some or 
all of the private properties in the Fishermans Wharf Area in response to demand. Therefore, 
while not immediately expandable, the presence of potentially available and acquireable private 
propoerties that would support uses with quantifiable ROIs constitutes considerable expansion 
potential for prudent and appropriate uses.

7 35

Development Option 1

Evaluation Factor 
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Weight Evaluation Raw Score
Weighted 
ScoreEvaluation Factor 

6 Permitting 2

The Fishermans Wharf Area is designated as a Marine Commercial District, C‐6. The permitted 
uses for zoning district C6 include: vertical mixed‐use buildings, government safety service 
facilities, parks and open space, bus shelters, above ground utility cabinets, a broad spectrum of 
eating and drinking establishments, bars and nightclubs, theaters, boat and equipment sales, 
offices, hotels and motels, educational establishments, research service and some marine‐related 
industrial. Conditional uses include rail/bus terminals for passengers, marinas and boat livery, 
self‐service storage, boat rentals and sales, vehicle storage, and processing of food and related 
products.  The envisioned uses of the property in Option 1 do not appear to fall outside the 
permitted or conditional uses prescribed in Sec. 22‐22, so long as vessel retail fueling operation is 
considered part of "marinas and boat livery" operations. All planned facilities that would be 
constructed were Option 1 to be implemented would require City permits for compliance with all 
applicable codes and requirements. The dredging of a new access channel and berth at the far 
north western end of the basin would require US Army Corps of  Engineers permitting and review 
of the waterside construction plans and design (replacement of the deteriorated bulkheading).

8 16

7 Environmental Impact 4

The most significant environmental impacts associated with Option 1 would be associated with 
the dredging of a new access channel from the Indian River into the basin and the dredging of a 
berth for the historical USCG cutter, a ferry, a small cruise ship or a casino boat that would use 
the newly constructed bulkhead for berthing at the western end of the basin's north bulkhead. 
The designed bulkhead line replicates the existing line and would require no filling of submerged 
lands. It does not appear that the dredging will impact seagrass beds or valuable habitat in the 
basin. All environmental impacts will be identified in the process of obtaining a dredging permit 
from the US Army Corps of Engineers, Jacksonville District, Palm Beach Gardens Regulatory 
Section. A lesser impact might be increased vehicle emissions and noise as a result ofm the 
increased vehicular traffic of visitors, passengers and additional marina facility users. While the 
nunber of slips at  "T" dock will be increased, they will only replicate those slips lost to berthing 
the historical USCG cutter, a ferry, a small cruise ship or casino boat. Therefore, the number of 
pleasure craft slipped in the basin will not increase. At this point in the planning process, it is 
anticipated that envronmental impacts will not be significant.

8 32

8 Community Impact 6

The impact of Option 1 on the surrounding community would be the least of the three options. 
While potential environmental impacts would be smaller with the development envisioned in 
Option 1, the positive economic impacts would be on a smaller scale than those expected from 
Options 2 and 3. Option 1 does not develop the ability to perform a small cargo operation and 
development of an attraction like a new multistory restaurant is doubtful given the paucity of 
space without the addition of new properties.

3 18

Total Score 47 247
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Weight Evaluation Raw Score
Weighted 
Score

1 Development Cost 9

The development cost for Option 2 includes the costs of infrastructure development as reflected 
in the opinion of probable development costs, the costs for dredging a new access channel and 
berth and the estimated costs for successful acquisition for the additional private properties 
required for Option 2. The total estimated development cost for Option 2 is $7,259,752. 

5 45

2 Marketability 6

Option 2 does increase the size of the property configuration, adding the two River Marina INC 
parcels at the eastern end of the Fishermans Wharf Area and the easternmost 250 feet of 
Fishermans Wharf Road. The additional area for business development, gained by these property 
additions, does enhance marketability. The development of a multistory restaurant on the River 
Marina INC parcels is feasible as is the development of along‐side yacht berthing along the 
additional 225 feet of newly constructed bulkheading on the southern boundaries of the River 
Marina INC parels. The addition of the River Marina INC parcels and the eastern end of 
Fishermans Wharf Road to access a newly constructed 185 foot bulkhead along the Indian River 
provides viability to a small cargo opertaion.

6 36

3 Revenue Potential 5

Revenue potential for this evaluation is not provided in empirical format as calculating private 
cash flow generation, payroll taxes, ridership estimates, operating expenses, property taxes and 
other economic impact data at this level of analysis is not feasible. The rating of each alternative 
for revenue potential is based on the number of businesses that can be created and assumed 
reasonable profitability of each and the taxes that are assumed to be generated with each type 
of business. Based on the marketability research findings associated with this option there is 
potential for one new business supported by the construction of a new vessel berth, one new 
business created by the development of a multistory restaurant, and one additonal business 
associated with the additonal bulkhead construction for accomodating potential cargo 
operations. The suggested use for accomodating ferry or casino vessel serevice or for 
accomodating USCG vessel for the main improved bulkhead remains unchaged from Option 1. 
The feasibility of having sufficient footprint to accomodate a multistory restuarant is enhanced in 
this option. And the potential for revenue generation from cargo operations at the eastern end of
Fishermans Wharf Road include wharage and dockage (berth lease) and related business and 
payroll taxes. The potential for tax revenue associated with implementing cargo operations is 
assumed to be relatively high for this alternaive. This option does not consider the ability to 
accomodate along‐side yacht berthing as  additional new business as this operation would likey 
be an extension of the existing marina operations. However, this expansion of the marina 
operations would generate revenue through taxes on lease revenues. This option is scored 
medium‐high under these assumptions.

6 30

4 Employment 6

In additon to the emploment estimates identified for Option 1, Option 2 also includes 
employment creation from the establishment of cargo operations and expanded Yacht berthing. 
For the establishment of cargo operations employment estimates were calculated only 
considering local shoreside job creation in the form of stevedoring, line and cargo handling and 
management. Local job creation estimates also includes potential to employ local truckers and 
warehouse workers. Job creation further along the supply‐chain at cargo transfer locations or 
final destinations are not considered here. Also, employment estimates for cargo operations are  
based on longshore labor (union) requirements typical for Florida ports. The resulting estimated 
employment potential to facilitate cargo operations is 16 employees. Additonal employees 
anticipated through the expanded Yacht berthing is associated with existing marina operatons 
and assume the additon of 1 employee. The resulting estimated employment potential for 
Option 2 is a range of 48‐217 total employees depending on future use alterantive of the 
improved bulkhead.This option is scored high‐moderate under these assumptions.

6 36

5 Expandability 5

Option 2 includes the addition of the two River Marina INC parcels and the eastermost 250 feet 
of Fishermans Wharf Road. These parcels would allow for the development of a multistory 
restaurant, along‐side yacht berthing and the potential for development of a small cargo 
operation. The Port's ownership and control of these parcels would be a positive influence in 
attracting a restaurant operator and a cargo operator and thus enhance both marketability and 
expandability. However, given the cost of development, a more prudent strategy for such 
development would be to develop and execute a development and operating agreement with a 
restaurant operator and a  terminal operator in advance of facility development. Should 
additional market demand be positively identified at an adequate ROI to support acquisition and 
facility development, either by the Port or as a 3P, the Port could pursue the successful 
acquisition of the Carol J. Jenkins and Fishmonger Investors properties as needed to address the 
demand.

8 40

Development Option 2

Evaluation Factor 
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Weight Evaluation Raw Score
Weighted 
ScoreEvaluation Factor 

6 Permitting 2

The Fishermans Wharf Area is designated as a Marine Commercial District, C‐6 and the waterside 
is designated A2. The permitted uses for zoning district C6 include: vertical mixed‐use buildings, 
government safety service facilities, parks and open space, bus shelters, above ground utility 
cabinets, a broad spectrum of eating and drinking establishments, bars and nightclubs, theaters, 
boat and equipment sales, offices, hotels and motels, educational establishments, research 
service and some marine‐related industrial. Conditional uses include rail/bus terminals for 
passengers, marinas and boat livery, self‐service storage, boat rentals and sales, vehicle storage, 
and processing of food and related products. The property uses envisioned for development 
Option 2 appear to fall within either permitted or conditional uses contained in Sec. 22‐22. The 
only potential exception that would probably require a conditional use but might conceivably 
require rezoning is the proposed light cargo operation at the easten end of Fishermans Wharf 
across a newly constructed berth on the Indian River. The addition of the easternmost 250 feet of 
Fishermans Wharf Road might prove problematic requireing the division of the road in order to 
preserve access to the easternmost access point to the River Marina INC parcel to the north of 
the road. All planned facilities that would be constructed were Option 2 to be implemented 
would require City permits for compliance with all applicable codes and requirements. The 
dredging of a new access channel and berth at the far north western end of the basin would 
require US Army Corps of  Engineers permitting and review of the waterside construction plans 
and design (replacement of the deteriorated bulkheading).

6 12

7 Environmental Impact 4

The environmental impact of Option 2 would be similar to the impacts associated with Option 1, 
most notably the dredging of an access channel and new berth, and add the potentially 
significant impacts of a small cargo operation at the far eastern end of the Fishermans Wharf 
Area. The addition of the two River Marina INC parcels and the easternmost 250 feet of 
Fishermans Wharf Road would provide capability to perform cargo operations across the newly 
constructed berth (bulkhead) on the Indian River, provide along‐side berthing for several larger 
pleasure or sport fishing craft, and development of a multistory restaurant. These business 
enterprises would certainly increase the volume of passenger vehicle and truck traffic. The 
increased vehicular and truck traffic would create increased vehicular emissions, noise and some 
congestion. Additionally there would be some impacts from the vessels performing cargo 
operations at the east end of the area along the Indian River.

5 20

8 Community Impact 6

Option 2 would provide greater positive community impact than Option 1 in that it would 
provide greater employment and revenue generation potential for the Port. The addition of the 
River Marina INC parcels and the easternmost 250 feet of Fishermans Wharf Road would provide 
the additional opportunities for restaurant development, berthing for larger pleasure and sport 
fishing boats and the potential for cargo operations.

6 36

Total Score 48 255



37Fishermans Wharf Development | Port of Fort Pierce | FDOT District 4

Weight Evaluation Raw Score
Weighted 
Score

1 Development Cost 9

The development costs for Option 3 include the costs of all infrastructure development as 
reflected in the Opinion of Probable Development Cost, the cost of dredging an access channel 
and berth, and the estimated cost of successfully acquiruing the additional private properties 
that would constitute the proposed configuration of Option 3. The total estimated development 
cost for Option 3 is $12,991,346.

2 18

2 Marketability 6

Option 3 includes the largest property configutration and thus is marketable for all of the most 
desireable uses. Even given the use of the northwestern corner of the property configuration for 
the planned stormwater retention pond, there is sufficient area for the full waterside 
development of renovated and improved boat launching facilities, an extended "T" dock with a 
fueling station at its end, a 300 foot berth for the historic USCG cutter, a ferry service , a small 
cruise ship or a casino boat, approximately 200 feet of along‐side berthing along the new 
bulkhead on the southern border of the River Marina INC parcels and a small cargo operation at 
the bulkhead at the eastern end of Fishermans Wharf Road along the Indian River. The potential 
cargo operation has been enhanced by the inclusion of rail capability from the FEC mainline 
which would make a barge‐rail operation feasible. There is adequate area for more than one 
boating and sport fishing retail establishment and two restaurants. Additionally, there is 
sufficient area for storage of trailerized boats and possibly, more profitable, dry boat storage, if 
the demand is not fully satisfied by similar facilities farther north in the Port's Operating Area. An 
aspect of marketability that is positively impacted by the Port's control of all of the properties 
within the Fishermans Wharf Area is the removal of potential for future incompatable uses that 
might result if portions of the area remain as privately held properties.

8 48

3 Revenue Potential 5

Revenue potential for this evaluation is not provided in empirical format as calculating private 
cash flow generation, payroll taxes, ridership estimates, operating expenses, property taxes and 
other economic impact data at this level of analysis is not feasible. The rating of each alternative 
for revenue potential is based on the number of businesses that can be created and assumed 
reasonable profitability of each and the taxes that are assumed to be generated with each type 
of business. Based on the marketability research findings associated with this option there is 
potential for one new business supported by the construction of a new vessel berth, one new 
business created by the development of a multistory restaurant, and one additonal business 
associated with the additonal bulkhead construction for accomodating potential cargo 
operations. The suggested use for accomodating ferry or casino vessel serevice or for 
accomodating USCG vessel for the main improved bulkhead remains unchaged from Option 1 & 
2. The feasibility of having sufficient footprint to accomodate one or more multistory restuarants 
is enhanced in Option 3. The inclusion of the St. Lucie County property adjacent to Indian River 
Blvd., as well as the Fishmonger Investors and Carol J. Jenkins parcels provides space and the 
potential for a second boating ‐ sport fishing retail  opportunity and either surface  trailered boat 
storage of possibly a "dry stack" for boat storage. The potential for revenue generation from 
cargo operations at the eastern end of Fishermans Wharf Road include wharage and dockage 
(berth lease) and related business taxes, is further enhanced by providing rail access to diversify 
the ability to accomodate various cargoes and emerging rail‐barge services. This option does not 
consider the ability to accomodate along‐side yacht berthing as  additional new business as this 
operation would likey be an extension of the existing marina operations. However, this expansion 
of the marina operations would generate revenue through taxes on lease revenues.This option is 
scored high‐moderate under these assumptions.

7 35

4 Employment 6

In additon to the emploment estimates identified for Option 1 and Option 2, Option 3 also 
includes employment creation from expanded cargo operations through the introduction of rail 
service. Employment estimates for the introduction of rail service is based on service from an 
existing local freight railroad as part of a manifest train that serves multiple customers. Additonal 
employees anticipated through the expanded cargo operations and introduction of rail service is 
assumed to be 5 employees. The resulting estimated employment potential for Option 2 is a 
range of 53‐222 total employees depending on future use alterantive of the improved bulkhead. 
This option is scored low‐high under these assumptions.

7 42

5 Expandability 5

Option 3 includes the acquisition of the River Marina INC parcels, the eastermost 250 feet of 
Fishermans Wharf Road, the Fishmonger Investors property and the Carol J. Jenkins property as 
well as the ST Lucie County properties along Indian River Drive. Ownership and control of these 
properties would enhance the immediate marketability of the area and provide for more rapid 
expansion should market demand for those parcels not be imminent  but follow as more 
immediate demands for other portions of the area are satisfied. While this option provides 
greater marketability and the capability to expand to meet market demand without a potentially 
protracted property acquisition process, the cost of successful acquisition of properties that 
might not be developed for some period of time must be considered. The trade‐off is between 
the ability to immediately expand to meet market demand versus the cost of acquisition with no 
immediate return.

7 35

Development Option 3

Evaluation Factor 
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Weight Evaluation Raw Score
Weighted 
ScoreEvaluation Factor 

6 Permitting 2

The Fishermans Wharf Area is designated as a Marine Commercial District, C‐6 and Aquatic Zone 
A2. The permitted uses for zoning district C6 include: vertical mixed‐use buildings, government 
safety service facilities, parks and open space, bus shelters, above ground utility cabinets, a broad 
spectrum of eating and drinking establishments, bars and nightclubs, theaters, boat and 
equipment sales, offices, hotels and motels, educational establishments, research service and 
some marine‐related industrial. Conditional uses include rail/bus terminals for passengers, 
marinas and boat livery, self‐service storage, boat rentals and sales, vehicle storage, and 
processing of food and related products. As with Options 1 and 2, it appears that all of the 
envisioned uses for the property under Option 3 would fall within the land uses permitted or 
classified as conditional for a Marine Commercial District. The only potential exception that 
would probably require a conditional use but might conceivably require rezoning is the proposed 
light cargo operation at the easten end of Fishermans Wharf across a newly constructed berth on 
the Indian River. The addition of the easternmost 250 feet of Fishermans Wharf Road might 
prove problematic requireing the division of the road in order to preserve access to the 
easternmost access point to the River Marina INC parcel to the north of the road. Option 3 also 
envisions a freight rail extension from the FEC mainline to the berth at the eastern end of 
Fishermans Wharf Road. The rail‐served cargo operation does not appear to be a permitted or 
conditional use under the designation of Marine Commercial District , C2, and would require 
consideration of rezoning or an added conditional use. All planned facilities that would be 
constructed were Option 3 to be implemented would require City permits for compliance with all 
applicable codes and requirements. The dredging of a new access channel and berth at the far 
north western end of the basin would require US Army Corps of  Engineers permitting and review 
of the waterside construction plans and design (replacement of the deteriorated bulkheading).

3 6

7 Environmental Impact 4

Option 3 presents the greatest potential environmental impact. Option 3 would include all of the 
potential environmental impacts of Options 1 and 2. Option 3 differs from Option 2 in that it 
incorporates the acquisition and development of the Fishmonger Investors and the Carol J. 
Jenkins parcels as well as the St. Lucie County parcels adjacent to Indian River Drive. These 
additions provide for the ability to develop additional boating and sport fishing retail, one or 
more additional restaurants and either surface boat‐on‐trailer or dry boat storage. As noted in 
the enviromental impact evaluation for Option 2, these activities would increase vehicular traffic 
and some truck traffic with the associated impacts of increased emissions, noise and congestion. 
Option 3 includes the development of a rail connection from the berth on the Indian River to the 
FEC mainline, a short distance away. Assuming the ability to position the rail alignment along the 
northern side of the existing Fishermans Wharf Road and slightly extending the south side of the 
road into adjacent properties, the interference created by at‐grade crossings can be minimized. 
Nevertheless, the impacts of a rail service to provide cargo transport, while reducing truck traffic, 
will create localized environmental impacts to include noise, emissions (probably not as 
significant as truck emissions) and traffic interruption.

3 12

8 Community Impact 6

Option 3 would ultimately provide the greatest positive community impact. Option 3 envisions 
the immediate acquisition of the River Marina INC parcels, the Fishmonger Investors parcel, the 
Carol J. Jenkins parcel and the inclusion of the St. Lucie County properties adjacent to Indian 
River Drive. While the immediate use of all of the property included in Option 3 is highly 
speculative, its ownership and control by the Port would enhance marketability and expansion in 
the longer term. Thus when occupied and developed, the businesses leasing and operating on 
the properties would generate greater local employment and revenue than Options 1 or 2. This 
greater community impact should be qualified by the associated environmental impacts and the 
greater cost of development which includes the cost of successfully acquiring the properties, 
several of which may not develop either employment or revenue in the short term.

7 42

Total Score 44 238
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APPENDIX B
MARINE COMMERCIAL DISTRICT PERMITTED 

AND CONDITIONAL USES
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APPENDIX C
INFORMATION ON PRIVATELY HELD PROPERTIES 

IN THE FISHERMAN’S WHARF AREA
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