
1 
 

      IN THE CIRCUIT COURT FOR THE 
      NINETEENTH JUDICIAL CIRCUIT IN AND 
      FOR MARTIN COUNTY, FLORIDA. 
      APPELLATE DIVISION 
 

Circuit Case No. 14-AP-1 
Lower Tribunal No. 14-BO-771 
 

 
VINCENT SIBILLA, 
 
 Appellant,    Not final until time expires for filing motion 
v.      for rehearing, and if filed, disposed of. 
 
STATE OF FLORIDA, 
 
 Appellee. 
____________________________/ 
Decision filed November 14, 2014. 
 
Appeal from the County Court for Martin County; Curtis Disque, Judge. 
 
Joanne Foster, Guy Yudin & Foster, LLP, for appellant.  
 
No appearance for appellee. 
 
 
SCHWAB, J. 

On Wednesday, October 9, 2013, the Appellee, (“the State”) issued the Appellant a Florida 

Uniform Boating Citation pursuant to F. S. §327.50.  On the face of the citation, the description of 

the violation as provided by the citing officer indicated that the Appellant had an “improper anchor 

light (solar yard lights)”. 1  The Appellant filed his written plea of not guilty to the offense on 

October 18, 2013 and trial was held on December 17, 2013.  At the conclusion of trial, the able 

trial judge found the Appellant guilty of the violation and assessed fines and court costs associated 

with that finding.  The Appellant raises five issues on appeal.  On de novo review, we find 

dispositive the Appellant’s fifth issue on appeal, that the finding of guilt by the trial court was 

contrary to the law and the weight of the evidence and, as such, need not address the remaining 

                                                 
1 Though not specifically delineated, the subsection to which the citation referred states “No person shall operate a 
vessel on the waters of this state unless said vessel is equipped with properly serviceable lights and shapes required 
by the navigation rules.” 
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issues. 

 On October 9, 2013 at approximately 8:29 PM, a deputy of the Martin County Sheriff’s 

Office Marine Unit was patrolling the area of Sunset Bay and observed the Appellant’s vessel with 

what he believed to be an illegal anchor light. While the vessel had a legal, approved anchor light 

affixed to it, it was apparently nonfunctioning, as the Appellant had attached the solar powered 

yard light in question to it.  At the time he observed the Appellant, the deputy observed that the 

solar powered yard light was on.  At trial, the deputy testified that the basis of the citation was, in 

sum and substance, three fold: 

1. That his interpretation of applicable statute and navigation rules 
did not permit a solar powered yard light to be used as an anchor 
light.   

2. That the anchor light was required to be an “all around light, 
meaning a light showing unbroken light” and the subject light 
was not.   

3. That the light in question was not Coast Guard Commandant 
approved.   

The Appellant argued, inter alia, that the deputy misinterpreted the navigation rules and 

lighting requirement, as well as the exempt nature of his vessel from such requirements.  Pursuant 

to F. S. §327.02(25): 

“Navigation rules” means: 

(a) For vessels on waters outside of established navigational lines of 
demarcation as specified in 30 3C. F. R. Part 80, the International 
Navigational Rules Act of 1977, 33 U.S.C. §1602 as amended, 
including the appendix and annexes thereto, through October 1, 
2012. 

(b) For vessels on all waters not outside of such established lines of 
demarcation, the Inland Navigational Rules Act of 1980, 33 C.F.R., 
part 83-90, as amended, through October 1, 2012. 

It is uncontested that the Appellant’s vessel is subject to the navigation rules. As relating to the 

deputy’s belief that a solar powered light may not be used as an anchor light, 33 C.F.R. §84.21 

provides: 

Intensity of non-electric lights. 

Non-electric lights shall so far as practicable comply with the 
minimum intensities, as specified in the table given in §84.15.2 

 

                                                 
2  For purposes of review, it is not necessary to further delineate the requirements of §84.15.   
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By statutorily providing provision for the luminosity of non-electric lighting, the Code is presumed 

to recognize and approve of the use of non-electric lighting.  To find otherwise would render this 

provision of the Code ineffective and its inclusion in the Code pointless.  As such, the deputy’s 

interpretation that a solar powered yard light could not serve the intended function of an anchor 

light is misplaced. 

 As to the deputy’s interpretation of the anchor light requirement itself, 33 C.F.R. §83.21 

defines an “all around light” as a light showing an unbroken light over an arc of the horizon of 360 

degrees.  The testimony in this matter is unequivocal that at the time the deputy approached the 

Appellant’s vessel, the light was on.  No testimony was adduced showing that the light was 

“broken” over any arc of the horizon.  In fact, it was the deputy’s supposition that the light would 

be broken only if another light was directly shown on the solar portion of the light in question.  In 

accepting the deputy’s interpretation of the rule as accurate, one would presume that an oncoming 

vessel would have seen the Appellant’s vessel and the anchor light in question, only to then “light 

up” the Appellant’s vessel which, in turn, would cause the anchor light to turn off.  To construe 

the rule in such a fashion overlooks its plain meaning and intent-- to provide for the safety of the 

anchored boat and any oncoming vessel traffic.  The very act of another illuminating the solar light 

with yet another light is clear indication that the Appellant’s light had the statutorily required 

effect--to notice other mariners of the fact that a vessel in its path was anchored. 

As to the deputy’s belief that the solar powered light was not approved by the Commandant 

of the Coast Guard and is therefore in violation of navigation light requirements, 33 C.F.R. §84.25 

provides that the construction of lights and shapes and the installation of lights on board a vessel 

must satisfy the Commandant. 33 C.F.R. §183.101 provides for the technical and navigation light 

certification requirements. It is unnecessary to review these requirements for purposes of our 

analysis, as 33 C.F.R. §183.801 specifically indicates that the applicability of such requirements 

is restricted to those vessels constructed after November 1, 2002.  The testimony herein indicates 

that the Appellant’s vessel was manufactured in 1972.  While the deputy would apparently seek to 

have the court rely solely on 33 C.F.R. §84.25 and his assumption that the solar powered yard light 

failed to have markings that it was, in fact, approved by the Commandant, such interpretation 



4 
 

would render the other parts of the Code cited superlative.3 

 Based on the foregoing, we find that the Florida Uniform Boating Citation issued to the 

Appellant should have been and is hereby DISMISSED. 

 

 Reversed. 

 

BELANGER, J., and BRYANT, Acting Circuit Judge, concur. 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Copies of above decision  
were furnished to the attorneys/parties 
of record on the same date  
the decision was filed. 
 

                                                 
3 In interpreting all sections of the Code cited, the court must interpret them in a way that renders them compatible, 
not contradictory. “One part is not to be allowed to defeat another, if by any reasonable construction the two can be 
made to stand together.”  Thomas M Cooley, A Treatise on the Constitutional Limitations Which Rest Upon the 
Legislative Power of the States of the American Union 58 (1868). 
 


