
 

CWG Review 1: Spring 2015 
 
Tier 1 Information: 

 
1. Management Action 
 
S-95 Perform a comprehensive study to determine how to improve law enforcement efficiency to match assets and 
personnel to public needs to increase efficiency and improve employee retention.  
 
This RMA is a combination of the following RMAs: 

• S-95: Improve law enforcement management to match assets and personnel to public need and threats to more 
effective enforcement. 

• N-32: Perform an efficiency/retention study of the FWC law enforcement to ensure the best use of current and 
future funding to improve compliance of existing regulations. 

 
 
2. Intended Result (Output/Outcome) 

What is the end product/result of this management action? 
• A work plan should be developed based on data analysis to effectively manage assets to get best results for 

enforcement, making sure you assign individuals with expertise in an area to that area, include more staff 
scheduled during peak times (during day/night, weekends/holidays, and seasonally) and assigned to areas that 
need more enforcement. 

• This RMA is different from the cross-training program in that it is intended to assess the structure, management, 
and use of personnel to improve the overall functioning of law enforcement. Ensuring existing resources are 
used in the best way possible will improve efficiency and overall law enforcement capabilities. More detail will 
need to be included in this RMA. 

o S-95 is very vague and needs further development. You can request an efficiency step to be conducted 
on FWC regarding this topic. In this way it is not really a management action but a request. The issue is a 
lack of assets, not that they aren’t being appropriated correctly. This addresses an issue but not issue 
that is causing the problem. This is more appropriate for officer improvement. 

• 2 Issues= retention of existing and acquiring new qualified officers. CONCLUSION: we need the study. It is not a 
waste of money because money spent on the study would be the difference in training five new people. 
Retaining those individuals would result in a lot more money saved for the agency. We need an incentive to 
answer exit interviews honestly so that overall the agency is run more effectively. 

• The study could figure out the number of officers necessary per unit area/x population; including 24 hours a day 
shift considerations. 
 

3. Duration of Activity 
Is this a discrete action or a recurring activity? Explain. 
• This issue requires a permanent change. An annual reevaluation of the work plan will need to be performed.  

 
4. Justification 

What issue or problem will this management action address? Explain. 
• Enforcement isn't as efficient as it could be, and this RMA will help.  

 
5. Potential Pros 

What are the potential advantages associated with this management action? 
• Pros include catching more violators, more public outreach, more job satisfaction if people have expertise in 

their area, more effective patrols, more enforcement visibility, more bang for your buck, and more 
knowledgeable enforcement officers.  
 



 
6. Potential Cons 

What are the potential disadvantages associated with this management action? 
• N/A 

 
7. Location 

County/Counties: Miami-Dade, Broward, Palm Beach, Martin, Other? 
• The SEFCRI region and/or state wide locations would be considered.  
• This strategy is best focused at the state level and not specific to the SEFCRI region. Retention of FWC law 

enforcement officers is clearly a problem statewide. This strategy does not answer the question of whether 
current regulations and approaches are sufficient to adequately protect and restore reef ecosystems and 
provide user benefits. It is not clear to me how much non-compliance currently exists or if it is a limiting factor. 
Some documentation would be helpful. 

• Public education should also be emphasized with increased enforcement. 
• Improved enforcement under current budgets would be most desirable. Greatly increased expenditures for 

enforcement could be counterproductive and distract from other more effective measures to protect and 
restore coral reefs. It is not clear that lack of compliance with existing regulations is the biggest issue. It is likely 
that existing regulations are insufficient even with perfect compliance. 
 

Relevant Habitats: Coral reef, seagrass, watershed, etc.? 
• All habitats would be considered.  

 
Specific Location: City, site name, coordinates, etc.? 
• Statewide. 

 
 
8. Extent 

Area, number, etc. 
• Statewide. 

 
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.  
• No.  

 
 
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. 
• Goal A1 Objective 4. 

 
2. Current Status 

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


 
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. 
• No. 

 
3. Intended Benefits (Outcomes) 

What potential environmental benefits or positive impacts might this management action have? 
• Benefits would include a more effective enforcement agency (FWC) that is efficient, well-structured and 

productive concentrating on resource protection. 
 

What potential social/economic benefits or positive impacts might this management action have? 
• This RMA would result in more effective, more efficient, and more productive management that is both socially 

and economically beneficial for the protection of the SEFCRI regions fish, coral and habitat. 
 

What is the likely duration of these benefits - short term or long-lasting? Explain. 
• 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? 
• None. 

 
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?  
• I would estimate it would take a month to do an analysis and a month to implement a plan of action. 

 
9. Linkage to Other Proposed Management Actions 

Is this activity linked to other proposed management recommendations? 
• COMBINE N-32 AND S-95 

 
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. 
• Independent organization. 

 
11. Other Agencies or Organizations 

Are there any other agencies or organizations that may also support implementation? Explain.  
• No. 

 
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. 
• Yes, this is this a stakeholder initiative?  

 
 

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? 
• Obtaining accurate information and being able to accurately determine what course of action to take to get the 

best use of the resources available would be challenges. 
 

14. Legislative Considerations 
Does the recommendation conflict with or actively support existing local, state, or federal laws or regulations? 
Explain. 
•  Legislative action would be required for funding if the state would be expected to fund the study. 

 
15. Permitting Requirements 

Will any permits be required to implement this action? Explain.  
• None. 

 
16. Estimated Direct Costs 

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

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

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

 
17. Enforcement 

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


 
Does this require enforcement effort?  
• Yes. 

 
Provide an explanation if available. 
• No. 

 
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) 
• Yes, without a doubt deficiencies will be identified and whether enforcement agency will implement a plan or 

not will be the question.   
 

2. TAC - Is the recommendation sufficient to address the identified issue or problem? Explain. 
Tier 1 – #4 (Justification) 
• Yes, it is understandably logical that any deficiencies identified can be changed to improve enforcement 

performance.   
 

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) 
• Absolutely, many companies perform these types of reviews to improve performance.  

 
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) 
• Unknown. 

 
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. 
• Monitoring only. 

 
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 - N-32, S-79. 
 



 
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 Breakout Discussion (merge 93 with 94): 

o When land based complaints somebody has to come off the water to respond. Must return boat and 
drive to location of issue. Makes it difficult. 

o Recommend to evaluate mgmt. strategies for what FWC does for land based issues b/c funding is for 
water patrol. 

o DB: Counties really don’t have the ability to regulate what fisherman do. State controls. 
 Need to have a group to look at the best enforcement practices- night shift for poaching? 
 Frustrating for someone who sees a violation and calls FWC and the nearest officer is 45 minutes 

away 
o JT: Need more officers 

 EM: Now responsible for parks as well on land (car regulations, break in’s etc.) 
 DB: Could use community service officers for park for state park. Retention rate is low too 

because someone becomes an officer that wants to be an FWC officer and then is placed in 
park- doesn’t want to- low retention. 

 Other enforcement officers from the city etc. will not go into parks because it’s state. There is 
no other help in state parks for enforcement. 

o There is law enforcement for specific issues/during particular seasons such as manatee season. There 
are some officers that are for specific purposes such as manatee zones but this requires overtime. Some 
younger guys do not want overtime, only the required hours. 

 
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: General Comments - See information for N-32. 
• COMBINE N-32 AND S-95. Keep S-95, archive N-32.  
• CONCLUSION: should perform two studies together comprehensively. Do an overall study of retention and 

management. Incorporate info for N-32 into S-95. Note: Person/agency conducting retention and management 
study (see above) should be OUTSIDE the agency.  
 
 

Comments from the Reviewers: 
 

• - 
• -  

 
Questions from the Reviewers: 
 

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

Not Addressed by CWG 
Because: 

1. DM: Is this something that we should be actively involved in, or 
simply something that we should provide guidance to the 
appropriate Law Enforcement Agencies? I Think that SEFCRI and 
FDEP can provide data and pertinent info to the various LEOs, but 
cannot "make sure" of any of their agencies enforcement 
activities. 

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



 
2.  

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

3.  
☐ 

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

4.  
☐ 

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

5.  
☐ 

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

6.  
☐ 

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

7.  
☐ 

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

 
 
Questions from the CWGs back to the Reviewers: 
 
The following is a list of assessments that are recommended:   

• Shifts to users ratio. 
• Officer residence to area patrolled (Example- an officer who lives on the coast patrols the everglades.  An officer 

that lives near the everglades patrols the ocean). 
• Mid Night shifts. 
• Patrol Boat Locations/ officer locations. 
• How many officers to a boat ratio while on patrol. 
• Inland vs marine enforcement. 
• Reports assessment (how much time spent on reports). 
• Email assessment (how much time is spent on emails). 
• Officer skill set for enforcement (is the officer more familiar with hunting but assigned to marine duties). 
• How many complaints public generates, how many complaints go unanswered, how many complaints get 

responded to by officers and how many go out on BOLO’s. 
 
UPDATES AT SEFCRI TEAM AND TAC MEETING AUGUST 2015 
 

• Discussion: DV: Got rid of mandated water hours…good because more freedom to regulate as officers deem 
necessary.  

• May be able to get a social science or criminal justice student to perform this study rather than paying a 
consultant. Save money and get a degree/publication about it. The person conducting the study may dictate the 
outcome to some degree.  

• The best cops are sometimes the criminals when they were kids. They know what people are trying to get away 
with and are more effective because of it.  

• Run ineffectively. Officers out during the week and not on weekends. That’s what the violations happen.  
• Broward and DADE County received a $3000 CAD increase for retention of officers in effect July 1, 2015. Did not 

include Palm Beach County and Martin. Must reside within county to get pay raise—even if you are assigned in 
County but live outside do not get this increase. 

• Have not been able to retain officers we have now. Have requested new officers every year and have not 
received. FWC LE doesn’t make enough money. That’s why nobody wants to come to us.  

• Could be ineffective management or misappropriated funds, but we can’t keep them on board. 
• Does this need a formal study? Throwing money at a study won’t give you a more honest answer in exit 

interviews. 
• Exit interviews all say it’s a great job that doesn’t pay well. 



 
• Not allowed to ask for certain things based on the legislature. 
• Study won’t be effective. Bottom line: need more officers. Need to retain officers. Newly trained officers get 

snatched up by other agencies because they pay more. 
• Efficiency and retention important. We pay a recruiter to get new officers. Who are the people that we are 

hiring? We need to hire those with knowledge coming in. We need to be targeting the right people in the first 
place. Have 300-400 applicants for positions. 

• Looking at licenses for FL state: these are the people who actually like to hunt and fish. They make better 
officers. Looking at efficiency and retention you will get a better officer right off the bat if the recruiter is doing 
their job. If people are telling the truth at exit interviews, the whole program could be better. Must be honest 
about supervisors, vetting process for candidates, pay and investment in training. Can’t be using FWC in 
stepping stone to new job. What is different about the people who are staying? If EVERYONE leaving is doing so 
for better salary, this needs to be amended. 

• Whenever you fire someone you have to look at who hired them. Person should be involved in the exit interview 
process. They may learn and figure out new things about candidates. 

• Best ecotour guides are former poachers. They know where the critters are. They have been given incentive to 
stay on the good side. 

• Get legislature to go after them for more people and positions. 
• Are we being run the best we can? No. We probably get about 10% of violators. 
• Can’t even ask if they hunt or fish in agency interviews. 
• Need a college degree and or military experience to get in the door at the academy. 
• May have done this study years ago, but obviously didn’t change much. 
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