
 

CWG Review 1: Spring 2015 
 
Tier 1 Information: 

 
1. Management Action 
 
N-25 Strengthen penalties and fines for non-compliance of reef-related regulations to discourage illegal activities, and 
to express that violations will not be tolerated. 
 
This RMA is a combination of the following original RMAs: 

• N-25: Strengthen penalties and fines for non-compliance of reef-related regulations to enhance voluntary 
stewardship, to discourage illegal activities, and to express that violations will not be tolerated. 

• S-78: Raise cost of fishing and boating violations to deter actions that adversely affect coral reefs. 
 
2. Intended Result (Output/Outcome) 

What is the end product/result of this management action? 
• The intended result of this RMA is to reduce impacts/violations through higher fines and penalties for violators. 
• The intent of this RMA is that fines should not necessarily be increased, but that additional penalties should be 

added to the suite of options available to enforcement officers for enforcing regulations. In many cases a 
misdemeanor ticket is too harsh of a penalty for certain violations, while a warning allows many violators to get 
away with their violation. This RMA recommends that enforcement officers be allowed to pursue civil penalties 
(e.g., a $125 or $150 ticket) as an additional option. This would improve enforcement by allowing officers to 
issue penalties that more appropriately fit the crime (e.g., a misdemeanor in many cases may be too harsh, but 
the current alternative is a ‘warning’ which results in no repercussions for the violator). The ability to issue a 
$150 ticket for a civil infraction might be more of a deterrent against future violations. 

• This RMA should also include an educational component as a majority of people don’t know the rules. One idea 
for fishing regulations is to add information about the penalty for possession of a short fish in the fishing guide. 
Knowing the penalties ahead of time might be a big deterrent against violations. You can increase fines, but if 
people do not know what they are it will not be a deterrent. Education should target groups that do the most 
damage: repeat offenders, potentially groups where cultural differences result in different ethics and fishing 
practices. 
 

3. Duration of Activity 
Is this a discrete action or a recurring activity? Explain. 
• This activity is recurring and will be imposed for all violations. 

 
4. Justification 

What issue or problem will this management action address? Explain. 
• There is a need to reduce violations and increase compliance with existing regulations that protect coral reefs.  
• Currently, officers have the options of issuing a warning or a misdemeanor ticket. In many ways these are 2 

extremes: A warning allows many violators to essentially ‘get away with it’. With a misdemeanor ticket, officers 
are required to fill out a lot of paperwork and come off the water to submit evidence (even if it is one fish that is 
¼ inch too short).  In some cases this is an inefficient use of the officer’s time. For the ticketed individual, a 
misdemeanor ticket amounts to a $311 court cost. In some cases this ‘fine’ is already too high for the crime 
committed. There is a need to have a penalty that falls between the inconsequence of a warning and the 
severity of a misdemeanor. 
 

5. Potential Pros 
What are the potential advantages associated with this management action? 
• This RMA will increase funds collected from fines and penalties, which will create a stronger deterrent to 

violators and increase revenue from violations. 



 
 

6. Potential Cons 
What are the potential disadvantages associated with this management action? 
• Violators will be less willing to report accidental impacts for fear of paying higher penalties. 
• Innocents that aren't aware of regulations will face heavier fines. This reduces the success of a conviction 

because judge sees the fine as extreme. It doesn't address the issue of not enough enforcement presence on the 
water, and people can still be let off by a judge 

• Consider producing an online training seminar to advise judges (and attorneys) not only of the statutes, but of 
the implications. As pointed out, the judge ultimately decides the outcome. However, little guys on little fights 
may just give up, and big guys in big fights lawyer up. If the prosecution could say "Your honor, you have 
completed the training in fisheries violation training, how could you not effectively enforce the law?", then 
maybe we could achieve the desired end result. 
 

7. Location 
County/Counties: Miami-Dade, Broward, Palm Beach, Martin, Other? 
• All counties in the SEFCRI Region would be included in this RMA. 

 
Relevant Habitats: Coral reef, seagrass, watershed, etc.? 
• Relevant habitats include coral reefs and the habitats that support them (mangroves, seagrasses, coastal areas). 

 
Specific Location: City, site name, coordinates, etc.? 
• N/A 

 
8. Extent 

Area, number, etc. 
• All  southeast Florida reef tract would be included.  

 
9. Is this action spatial in nature? 

• No. 
 
Do you believe this management action could be informed by the Our Florida Reefs Marine Planner Decision Support 
Tool? 

If yes, you will proceed to the next section on Marine Planner Information.  
• - 

 
Marine Planer Information: 
 
N/A 
 
Tier 2 Information: 
 
WHY? 
1. Strategic Goals & Objectives to be Achieved 

Refer to the SEFCRI Coral Reef Management Goals and Objectives Reference Guide. 
• FL Priorities Goal C1 obj. 1; Goal D2; Goal D4 SEFCRI LAS FDOU Issue 3 Goal FDEP CRCP Coral Reef Ecosystem 

Conservation Goal C; Goal F, Goal G SEFCRI LAS MICCI Issue 1 Goal; Issue 4 Goal will be achieved.  
 

2. Current Status 
Is this activity currently underway, or are there planned actions related to this recommendation in southeast 
Florida? If so, what are they, and what is their status. 
• Currently there are fines applicable for impacts and damages to coral reefs, mangroves and seagrasses. 

http://surveygizmolibrary.s3.amazonaws.com/library/18507/SEFCRICoralReefManagementGoalsandObjectivesReferenceGuide.pdf


 
 

3. Intended Benefits (Outcomes) 
What potential environmental benefits or positive impacts might this management action have? 
• An increase in the potential to receive penalties would be a deterrent to potential violators. 

 
What potential social/economic benefits or positive impacts might this management action have? 
• Monies collected could be directed towards conservation and restoration efforts to enhance and protect coral 

reefs and surrounding habitats. 
 

What is the likely duration of these benefits - short term or long-lasting? Explain. 
• The duration of benefits would be long term. Penalties would be assed any time there is an impact to corals or 

habitats that support them. 
 

4. Indirect Costs (Outcomes) 
What potential negative environmental impacts might this action have?  
• Violators may be unwilling to report any accidental impacts for fear of being fined. 

 
What potential negative social/economic impacts might this action have? 
• N/A 

 
What is the likely duration of these negative impacts - short term or long-lasting? Explain.  
• Potential negative impacts would be long term as penalties would be applied any time there is a violation. 

 
5. Risk 

What is the threat of adverse environmental, social, or economic effects arising from not implementing this 
action? 
• Increased funds collected through fines could lead to less support of agencies, as residents and businesses see 

them as "more government". 
 

6. Relevant Supporting Data 
What existing science supports this recommendation? (Provide citations)  
• N/A 

 
7. Information Gaps 

What uncertainties or information gaps still exist?  
• How penalties would be assessed for different types of violations and how fines would be calculated for an 

increase needs to be determined.  
 

WHEN? 
8. Anticipated Timeframe for Implementation 

How long will this recommendation take to implement?  
• 2 - 5 years would be needed to implement this RMA.  

 
9. Linkage to Other Proposed Management Actions 

Is this activity linked to other proposed management recommendations? 
• Yes, there is a linkage to other RMAs.  

 
If so, which ones, and how are they linked? (e.g., is this activity a necessary step for other management actions to 
be completed?) 
• An increase in law enforcement response to assess fines at time of violation (non-mooring buoy tickets for 

example) would link this RMA to others.  
 



 
Does this activity conflict with other existing or proposed management actions?  
• Unknown. 

 
WHO? 
10. Lead Agency or Organization for Implementation 

What agency or organization currently has/would have authority? Refer to the Agencies and Actions Reference 
Guide. 
• FDEP would assess amount of penalty or type of penalty. 
• FWC for FWC regulations and DEP for DEP regulations would be the lead agencies.  

 
11. Other Agencies or Organizations 

Are there any other agencies or organizations that may also support implementation? Explain.  
• FWC would enforce or distribute citations when certain violations are witnessed. 

 
12. Key Stakeholders 

Identify those stakeholders most greatly impacted by this management action, including those from whom you 
might expect a high level of support or opposition. Explain. 
• Coastal construction, marine industry, recreational boaters, diving stakeholders and potentially FDOT may show 

opposition to increased penalties. 
• FWC: This RMA could be stakeholder initiative. 

 
HOW? 
13. Feasibility 

Is there appropriate political will to support this? Explain. 
• No. The current administration is opposed to any increase in compliance activities for environmental violations. 

 
What are the potential technical challenges to implementing this action? Has it been done elsewhere? 
• Assessing damage to habitat from impacts could be a challenge. Currently, damage assessment is done for large 

scale impacts by consultants hired by violators (when they are identified) and conducted using divers/specialized 
equipment. 
 

14. Legislative Considerations 
Does the recommendation conflict with or actively support existing local, state, or federal laws or regulations? 
Explain. 
• State regulations exist to asses penalties for reef impacts. 
• This RMA will require a legislative change. Legislative action is required to amend current penalty schedule. 

 
15. Permitting Requirements 

Will any permits be required to implement this action? Explain.  
• No, there are no permitting requirements.  

 
16. Estimated Direct Costs 

Approximately how much will this action likely cost? (Consider one-time direct costs, annual costs, and staff time, 
including enforcement.) 
• $0 - $50,000 
• This RMA would also require the preparation of educational materials, website updates, training, etc. 

 
Will costs associated with this activity be one-time or recurring? 
• Costs would be one time, to evaluate and determine how much fines/penalties would be increased. 

 
If recurring, approximately how long will staff time and annual costs be necessary to implement the management 

http://surveygizmolibrary.s3.amazonaws.com/library/18507/AgenciesandActionsReferenceGuide.pdf
http://surveygizmolibrary.s3.amazonaws.com/library/18507/AgenciesandActionsReferenceGuide.pdf


 
action? 
• - 

 
17. Enforcement 

Does this require enforcement effort?  
• Yes. There is existing enforcement, no new enforcement would be needed. 

 
Provide an explanation if available. 
• Penalties must be assessed by FDEP or FWC Law Enforcement. 

 
18. Potential Funding Sources 

Identify potential funding organizations/grant opportunities, etc.  
• - 

 
19. Measurable Outcomes/Success Criteria/Milestones 

How will the success of this recommendation be measured? How will you know when the intended result is 
achieved? 
• Increased penalties should result in a reduction over time of impacts as people/companies become aware of the 

costs of impacts. 
 

SEFCRI/TAC Targeted Questions: 
 
1. TAC - Is the recommendation likely to achieve the intended result? Explain. 

Tier 1 – #2 (Intended Result - Output/Outcome) 
• This seems to be a reasonable assumption. 

 
2. TAC - Is the recommendation sufficient to address the identified issue or problem? Explain. 

Tier 1 – #4 (Justification) 
• If it is accompanied with increased enforcement, it would have a higher likely hood of success. 

 
3. TAC - Is the recommendation technically achievable from a science or management perspective? Explain. 

Tier 2 – #8 (Anticipated Timeframe for Implementation) and Tier 2 - #13 (Feasibility) 
• Yes. 

 
4. SEFCRI Team, PPT & Other Advisors - Has this been done (by SEFCRI, other agencies or organizations in the SEFCRI 

region)? Explain. 
Tier 2 – #2 (Current Status) 
• FDEP and FWC currently asses penalties for certain impacts/violations. 

 
5. SEFCRI Team, PPT & Other Advisors - Is this recommendation a research or monitoring project? 

(Recommendations should be turn-dirt management actions, not the step you take before a management action). 
Explain. 
• No. 

 
6. SEFCRI Team, PPT & Other Advisors - If either of the following applies to this management action, provide 

feedback on which information submitted by the Community Working Groups may be more appropriate, or if 
entries should be merged. Explain. 

a. There are different viewpoints for an individual management action (i.e. two working group members 
provided separate information, as indicated by a ‘//’ marking between them). 

b. Information submitted for this and other draft management actions is sufficiently similar that they might 
be considered the same. 



 
• Combine with S-78 and N-25. 

 
7. SEFCRI Team, PPT & Other Advisors - Non-agency Question: Is the recommendation technically achievable from 

your stakeholder perspective? If not, do you have suggestions that would allow this to become technically 
achievable from your stakeholder perspective? Explain. 
Tier 1 - #5 (Potential Pros), Tier 1 - #6 (Potential Cons), Tier 2 - #3 (Intended Benefits), Tier 2 - #4 (Indirect Costs) 
and Tier 2 - #12 (Key Stakeholders) 
• Yes. FDEP can change or modify the minimum penalties assessed for impacts. 

 
8. SEFCRI Team, PPT & Other Advisors - Agency Question: Is the recommendation technically achievable from a 

management perspective? If not, do you have suggestions that would allow this to become technically achievable 
from your agency's management perspective? Explain.  
Tier 2 – #10 (Lead Agency or Organization for Implementation) and Tier 2 - #11 (Other Agencies or Organizations) 
• Yes. Currently FDEP has penalties that are calculated and assessed for damages/impacts to corals, which could 

be increased. 
• It is unknown if FWC will support this. Barriers include: Need legislative support. FWC: Both FWC and DEP have 

established a penalty schedules (which includes fines) in statute for violating their regulations. Those penalty 
schedules would need to be amended by the legislature in order to increase them. 

• See information for N-25. 
 

Comments from the Reviewers: 
 

• Outreach and education will also be necessary. People need to know up-front about fines. Info should be at boat 
rental locations, boat launches, dive shops, etc. 

• This could be a component under N-123.  
 
Questions from the Reviewers: 
 

Questions/Information Needs Highlighted by the Reviewers Addressed 
by CWG: 

Not Addressed by CWG 
Because: 

1. Are enough offenders actually caught for this management action 
to be effective? 
The warning could turn into a ticket- where there may be an 
actual cost then it would be effective.  

☐ 
☐ This does not apply. 
☐ Need help addressing it. 

2. Particulars are needed. i.e. First time petty violation (fish is 1/4" 
over/under) no big change. Repeat major violation (200 short 
lobster out of season, loss of vessel, gear, and tow vehicle. Just to 
say "raise fines" is way too vague to support or deny. 
 

☐ 
☐ This does not apply. 
☐ Need help addressing it. 

3.  
☐ 

☐ This does not apply. 
☐ Need help addressing it. 

 
 
Questions from the CWGs back to the Reviewers: 
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