
 

CWG Review 1: Spring 2015 
 
Tier 1 Information: 

 
1. Management Action 
 
S-92 Protect reefs from anchor damage during beach and coastal events (i.e. festivals, air shows, etc.). 
 
2. Intended Result (Output/Outcome) 

What is the end product/result of this management action? 
• The intended result is to reduce anchor and human impacts to reefs associated with activities that draw large 

numbers of vessels to the reef and nearshore area. 
 

3. Duration of Activity 
Is this a discrete action or a recurring activity? Explain. 
• This activity would be recurring for the agencies in establishing, maintaining, and enforcing designated “no 

anchor” zones during these activities. 
 

4. Justification 
What issue or problem will this management action address? Explain. 
• Manpower and economic resources need to be allocated and funded by the respective sponsors and regulatory 

agencies. Permitted and no anchor zones will need to be established and legislated by the concerned agencies. 
• There should be no anchoring on reefs period, however, events such as the 4th of July, Air and Sea Show, etc. 

have a lot of issues with people anchoring on the reef. There is nothing that can be done for big holidays like the 
4th of July because it happens up and down the coast and is too large of an area to effectively manage. 
 

5. Potential Pros 
What are the potential advantages associated with this management action? 
• Major impacts to the corals and associated ecosystems will be minimized and possibly eliminated by prohibiting 

and enforcing vessels from anchoring. Littering on the reef areas will also be reduced with no vessels allowed to 
anchor on the reef. 
 

6. Potential Cons 
What are the potential disadvantages associated with this management action? 
• Establishing no anchor zones may be difficult to establish without both sponsor and enforcement agencies 

supporting the action. Placement of temporary buoys and associated costs will have to be agreed to and funded 
by respective agencies. 
 

7. Location 
County/Counties: Miami-Dade, Broward, Palm Beach, Martin, Other? 
• All areas of the SEFCRI Region wherever such vessel drawing activities occur. 

 
Relevant Habitats: Coral reef, seagrass, watershed, etc.? 
• Relevant habitats include corals and associated ecosystems. 

 
Specific Location: City, site name, coordinates, etc.? 
• Wherever these anchoring activities occur (event specific). 

 
8. Extent 

Area, number, etc. 
• Any beach festival or event which attracts large groups of people in excess of a thousand people as well as 



 
marine events that attract vessel spectator traffic.  Additionally, events which require a “marine event plan” 
with USCG would be considered.  This would include events such as offshore boat races, air and sea shows, 4th of 
July, Tortugas Music Festival, and artificial ship sinking.   

o Whenever there are events for which we expect that vessels will anchor offshore, we can enforce the 
CRPA. We don’t need a size determination. 

 
9. Is this action spatial in nature? 

• No. Would not be necessary if this action was done using a permit condition. No longer focusing on “no anchor 
zones.” 

 
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.  
• Yes. 

 
Marine Planer Information: 
 

 FEATURE VALUE 
1. Location of reef structure either for each reef zone or 

sand area between reefs. Both for littoral and benthic 
zones 

Medium 

2.   

 
Tier 2 Information: 
 
WHY? 
1. Strategic Goals & Objectives to be Achieved 

Refer to the SEFCRI Coral Reef Management Goals and Objectives Reference Guide. 
• - 

 
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. 
• At one event several years ago, a ‘Coral Reef Protection Zone’ was created where buoys were temporarily 

deployed by a contractor. This was not as effective as planned as no one could see they buoys (they were the 
small red floats used as bumpers). Some people tied off to the buoys, but there was not enough enforcement so 
people were still entering the no anchor zone and encroaching on the coral reef. There was an after action 
report from this event with recommendations to make this strategy more effective in the future (e.g., have taller 
mooring buoys). A similar strategy would need to be written into the USCG permits. There is some give and take 
required to set up these zones. You would need to provide data on reef location, etc. to set up zone boundaries. 
This also requires hiring contractors to set up the buoys to mark the zones. We are unsure what this costs. 
 

3. Intended Benefits (Outcomes) 
What potential environmental benefits or positive impacts might this management action have? 
• This RMA protects large areas of coral damage caused by anchors and anchor chains. 

 
What potential social/economic benefits or positive impacts might this management action have? 
• There would be less damage to coral.  Healthier reefs, which promote ecotourism, would be preserved.  

 
What is the likely duration of these benefits - short term or long-lasting? Explain. 

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


 
• Long term.  There would be less damage to coral, which means healthier reefs. 

 
4. Indirect Costs (Outcomes) 

What potential negative environmental impacts might this action have?  
• - 

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

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

 
5. Risk 

What is the threat of adverse environmental, social, or economic effects arising from not implementing this 
action? 
• - 

 
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?  
• - 

 
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. 
• - 

 
11. Other Agencies or Organizations 

Are there any other agencies or organizations that may also support implementation? Explain.  
• - 

 

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


 
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. 
• - 

 
What are the potential technical challenges to implementing this action? Has it been done elsewhere? 
• - 

 
14. Legislative Considerations 

Does the recommendation conflict with or actively support existing local, state, or federal laws or regulations? 
Explain. 
• - 

 
15. Permitting Requirements 

Will any permits be required to implement this action? Explain.  
• - 

 
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?  
• The responsibility for this action should fall on the event organizer. A marine plan or coral reef protection plan 

(CRPA) could require a permit and hold them to it. 
 

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) 
• - 

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

Tier 1 – #4 (Justification) 
• - 

 
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) 
• - 

 
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) 
• - 

 
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. 
• - 

 
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. 

• - 
 
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) 
• SEFCRI Group Discussion: We are unsure what specifically this RMA is referring to; some events need to be 

permitted (such as the FLL Air Show). Who is the applicant that who would submit? At Tortuga Beach Festival big 
boats were anchored at the first reef where staghorn corals exist. At the FLL Air Show they put buoys out, but 
people didn’t understand what it was for. Most of these events are only concerned with the beach area, not the 
ocean which has no real protection currently other than enforcement of the CRPA which is a staff capacity issue. 
Only big events get USCG permits (the Air and Sea Show requires a USCG permit, beach festivals do not).  
 

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) 
• There is already a Coral Reef Protection Act (2009) in effect that makes it illegal to anchor on or otherwise 

damage coral reef, so it is already illegal for vessels to anchor on reef during beach festivals and other events. 
However, creating specific "no anchor areas" almost creates a loophole where people think they can anchor 



 
anywhere outside of that designated area (even if still on reef), then enforcement becomes more difficult. 
Rather than create designated no anchor zones during these festivals, I think increased enforcement of the CRPA 
would be more effective. It would just require the proper staffing and agency coordination. 

• I've been working with our environmental and legal people for guidance on anchorage areas for events. The 
Coast Guard has limited authority when it comes to these types of issues for non-safety (i.e. environmental) 
reasons and for non-permitted events (i.e. Tortuga festival, air show, etc.). I think we are going to have to work 
together to try and use local authorities.  

• There are lots of issues with this action. Shows and events are an issue along the coastline, in some places more 
than others. Sounds like an issue of enforcing the Coral Reef Protection Act (CRPA). Law enforcement are not 
enforcing the CRPA if they cannot visually confirm an anchor is on reef. It might be useful to engage county law 
enforcement (BSO), since it is probably a county issue.  

• Some of these events require agency permits but since they don’t have a marine component they are not 
required to get marine permits, which makes it difficult to ask for CRPA enforcement.  

• An idea would be to require a coral reef protection plan or marine boating plan from the event planner so they 
have a responsibility to notify vessel users and uphold the CRPA. If you put it on the event organizer, then it’s on 
them to hire on the water officers or find another solution. This would be a step in the right direction. Add this 
language in as a permit condition for their beach permits. We need to determine if it’s a county, city, or state 
permit issue. 

o Establish a permit condition to require the submission of a coral reef protection plan/marine plan for 
event organizers to implement during large beach festivals where vessels anchoring offshore. We could 
potentially put the condition in the FDEP permit, since some counties and cities may not require permits 
for these festivals. We need to check in FDEP permitting in order to require enforcement for events 
where vessels are expected to anchor offshore on coral reef. 

 
Comments from the Reviewers: 
 
 
Questions from the Reviewers: 
 

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

Not Addressed by CWG 
Because: 

1. A ‘beach festival’ must be defined. Where do the boaters go to 
enjoy the festival – an alternative plan must be established. 
Covered in comments. Maybe a permit condition, put 
responsibility on event organizer to develop a plan. 

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

2. The group needs more information to decide whether this should 
be recommended or not. 
Worth recommending. 

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

 
 
Questions from the CWGs back to the Reviewers: 
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