
 

CWG Review 1: Spring 2015 
 
Tier 1 Information: 

 
1. Management Action 
 
N-27 Establish co-management agreements with capable and responsible local communities and NGOs to address 
staff capacity gaps at FWC and FDEP. 
 
FWC thinks this is a good idea, and with adequate resources they are happy to do it. They have had an effort like this in 
the past, however, we need enforcement support first and foremost. So, it is worthwhile, but we will need man power, 
funding and legislative support. Additionally, volunteers cannot write citations and FWC currently receives more “tips” 
than they have officers to pursue. At this time it is advisable to consider focusing on increasing enforcement capacity 
and support rather than this effort. 
 
Coast Watch- citizens on patrol was FWC’s previous project. It was a great program but needed a manager of the 
citizens, as it took away from officers normal duties. 
 
The recommendation was to archive this RMA because there already is a tip line in existence, and SEAFAN.  
Did not get archived majority vote to keep it! 
 
2. Intended Result (Output/Outcome) 

What is the end product/result of this management action? 
• Improved management and enforcement effectiveness, increased capacity for enforcement through 

involvement of other entities outside of FWC in assisting with enforcement and compliance programs would 
result from this RMA.  

• This RMA takes N-2 [Develop a volunteer team (e.g. CSO or Dive Club) to educate, monitor/research, and 
remove debris and exotics] one step further by establishing formal agreements. It is a matter of identifying the 
scope of work and the agreement that would be necessary. If respective parties are making some kind of 
promises, then need some boundaries (e.g., you would need an agreement for an exchange of resources like gas 
money to get to monitoring site). A formal protocol would need to be developed for state agencies. 

o Re: proposal by NOAA for a SEFCRI wide water quality network: We could use the assistance of NGOs 
dive groups etc., but some tasks would need a management agreement. 

o This comes down to reimbursement for each agency. Everyone is different on how they certify things to 
go through. 

o If state enacts protocols it could tie up hands in the local communities from acting if protocols need to 
be formalized. 

 
3. Duration of Activity 

Is this a discrete action or a recurring activity? Explain. 
• Recurring - structure reorganization and refinement will likely be needed over time. 

 
4. Justification 

What issue or problem will this management action address? Explain. 
• The current lack of adequate agency staffing to address enforcement issues justifies this RMA.  

 
5. Potential Pros 

What are the potential advantages associated with this management action? 
• Pros include more eyes and ears to monitor and report violations.  

 
6. Potential Cons 



 
What are the potential disadvantages associated with this management action? 
• Non-agency groups will not have true enforcement authority potential and this might be.  
• There may be conflicts with specific stakeholder groups. 

 
7. Location 

County/Counties: Miami-Dade, Broward, Palm Beach, Martin, Other? 
• The SEFCRI region is the area of focus.  

 
Relevant Habitats: Coral reef, seagrass, watershed, etc.? 
• Relevant habitats include coral, seagrass, watershed, beaches, and other Hardbottom. 

 
Specific Location: City, site name, coordinates, etc.? 
• None. 

 
8. Extent 

Area, number, etc. 
• The SEFCRI Region.  

 
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. 
• SEFCRI LAS FDOU Issue 1 Goal Obj 3 - Establish a non-law enforcement presence on the water for awareness and 

voluntary compliance of regulations. 
 

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. 
• This is not currently occurring.  

 
3. Intended Benefits (Outcomes) 

What potential environmental benefits or positive impacts might this management action have? 
• Increased community involvement in marine resource management, increased enforcement capacity and 

effectiveness would result.  
 

What potential social/economic benefits or positive impacts might this management action have? 
• Increased enforcement of regulations will lead to increased compliance and consumer confidence. 

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


 
 

What is the likely duration of these benefits - short term or long-lasting? Explain. 
• As long a program runs and community members stay engaged, benefits would be long-lasting.  

 
4. Indirect Costs (Outcomes) 

What potential negative environmental impacts might this action have?  
• None. 

 
What potential negative social/economic impacts might this action have? 
• None. 

 
What is the likely duration of these negative impacts - short term or long-lasting? Explain.  
• N/A 

 
5. Risk 

What is the threat of adverse environmental, social, or economic effects arising from not implementing this 
action? 
• One risk would be the inability to effectively enforce regulations to conserve reef system or introduce new 

regulations. 
 

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

 
7. Information Gaps 

What uncertainties or information gaps still exist?  
• - 

 
WHEN? 
8. Anticipated Timeframe for Implementation 

How long will this recommendation take to implement?  
• It would take 2-3 years to develop program and recruit community members. 

 
9. Linkage to Other Proposed Management Actions 

Is this activity linked to other proposed management recommendations? 
• - 

 
If so, which ones, and how are they linked? (e.g., is this activity a necessary step for other management actions to 
be completed?) 
• - 

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

 
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. 
• FWC would need to coordinate program to train and engage local governments and communities in a 

community watch-type program.  
 

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


 
11. Other Agencies or Organizations 

Are there any other agencies or organizations that may also support implementation? Explain.  
• City and county governments as well as local NGO partners could be involved. 

 
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. 
• - 

 
HOW? 
13. Feasibility 

Is there appropriate political will to support this? Explain. 
• Yes, see comments from FWC.  

 
What are the potential technical challenges to implementing this action? Has it been done elsewhere? 
• This RMA would require ongoing coordination.  

 
14. Legislative Considerations 

Does the recommendation conflict with or actively support existing local, state, or federal laws or regulations? 
Explain. 
• No. 

 
15. Permitting Requirements 

Will any permits be required to implement this action? Explain.  
• No. 

 
16. Estimated Direct Costs 

Approximately how much will this action likely cost? (Consider one-time direct costs, annual costs, and staff time, 
including enforcement.) 
• - 

 
Will costs associated with this activity be one-time or recurring? 
• - 

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

 
17. Enforcement 

Does this require enforcement effort?  
• Yes. 

 
Provide an explanation if available. 
• - 

 
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? 



 
• - 

 
 

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

Tier 1 – #2 (Intended Result - Output/Outcome) 
• This RMA would help enforcement efforts.  
• The intended result needs to be reworked. It is being suggested that management and enforcement could be 

improved by utilizing other resources beyond state agency. 
 

2. TAC - Is the recommendation sufficient to address the identified issue or problem? Explain. 
Tier 1 – #4 (Justification) 
• It could help but not solve the issue. 

 
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. 
• Possible. 

 
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) 
• No. 
• This is not currently occurring but has in the past. 

 
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. 
• Turn dirt.  
• 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-66. 
 
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) 
• This has potential especially going beyond just NGO community but also exploring co management with 

municipality and county governments. City/county marine patrols, life guards, marine resource management 
staff could also become involved.  
 

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) 
• FWC is likely to support this as long as new resources are provided. Current FWC enforcement resources are 

spread very thin and given past experience, FWC would not support re-allocating existing resources to 
accomplish this. 

• Barriers include - Manpower, funding, need legislative support. 
• General comments - Given sufficient resources, the FWC would support the development of community-based 

volunteer programs for purposes of enforcement assistance (which would benefit resource protection) and has 
worked with such a program in the past. The problem with the program was that it took an officer (supervisor) 
away from normal duties and functions to coordinate and train participants to recognize violations, what to do, 
how to report and how to document elements of the violations so enforcement action could be taken. Because 
of the overwhelming support of the community program, FWC was inundated with reports and unable to 
respond to many of them. In turn, program participants became frustrated that "nothing" was being done and 
ultimately the program failed. Funding was another issue because the agency would have to allocate existing 
resources for the program and there was no funding source to support it. 
 
 

Comments from the Reviewers: 
 

• SEFCRI Team 15, 1/30/15- This can be combined with S-66 and S-96. 
• (Re: Tier 2, Q#9 – Linkage to other RMAs) Yes. RED: The following are relatively closely linked. They should be 

combined and not separated: N-27 (Establish co-management agreements to address staff capacity gaps) is 
linked to N-43 (Increase funding to recruit and retain for on-the-water enforcement officers/compliance 
personnel), S-96 (Coordinate marine law enforcement across agencies) 

• (Re: Tier 2, Q#10 – Lead Agency) FWC: FWC 
• (Re: Tier 2, Q#12 – Key Stakeholders) FWC: Is this a stakeholder initiative? Could be. 
• (Re: Tier 2, Q#13 – Feasibility) RED: With a will, this is feasible. 
• (Re: Tier 2, Q#14 – Legislative Considerations) FWC: Legislative action is required to appropriate positions, 

funding for such positions, and money to run the program 
 
Questions from the Reviewers: 
 

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

Not Addressed by CWG 
Because: 

1. JB: Intended result needs to be reworked, suggested could be 
improved management and enforcement by utilizing other 
resources beyond state agency 

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

2. RED: Why are not the County and City governments included in 
this? ☒ 

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

3. (Re: Tier 1, Q#8 – Extent) RED: Why wouldn't this be for the 
SEFCRI region? ☒ 

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

4.  
☐ 

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

 
 
Questions from the CWGs back to the Reviewers: 
 
Updates from SEFCRI Team & TAC August 2015: Lisa Gregg is POC 
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