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Glossary of Acronyms 

AHRES: Aquatic Habitat and Restoration 

CPS: Conservation Planning Services 

CR: Community Relations 

FFM: Freshwater Fisheries Management 

FFR: Freshwater Fisheries Research 

FWC: Florida Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission 

FWRI: Fish and Wildlife Research Institute of FWC 

HSC: Habitat and Species Conservation 

IPM: Invasive Plant Management 

LE: Law Enforcement 

MFM: Marine Fisheries Management 

OED: Office of the Executive Director 

OPAWVS: Office of Public Access and Wildlife Viewing 

SCP: Species Conservation Planning 

SERC: Statement of Estimates Regulatory Cost 

WHM: Wildlife Habitat Management 

 

Economic Impacts of Changes to Listing Status Associated with the Imperiled 

Species Management Plan  

Background  

Florida’s Imperiled Species Management Plan (ISMP) is intended to benefit the citizens of Florida and 

may result in measurable economic benefits, such as financial gains to wildlife-dependent businesses or 

the restoration of diminished ecological-services. However, the ISMP will also entail costs, including 

agency administrative and management related expenses, and may also impact private businesses and 

other economic interests. On either side of the ledger, policy makers should consider both the marginal 

benefits (improvements) and marginal costs of their proposed action as part of their policy evaluation. 

Marginal benefit refers to amount people are willing to pay or give in order to obtain additional goods 

or services. Marginal costs are those costs associated with producing additional units of goods or 

services. This analysis will focus on the marginal costs associated with protecting or managing species, as 

well as those costs that go beyond existing costs related to these species.  

With good record keeping, many historic cost data for agencies are relatively easy to document. Even 

though finding cost data for private concerns may entail extensive surveys and complex analyses to 

reliably document, they are typically obtainable. Estimating the economic benefits of marginal 

improvement in ecological services is more problematic. It is difficult to identify and tie an ecosystem’s 

component services to human values. Even if these services are important to humans, if they lack clear 

markets it may be difficult to assign them monetary value. In spite of these difficulties the economic 

theory and methodology to support the effort is well established and widely cited in the literature 
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(Bateman et al., 2002; Champ, Boyle and Brown, 2012). It is likely that even a piecemeal approach, if 

well planned, could provide a reasonable estimate of both marginal costs and benefits.  

Concern over regulatory cost is formally addressed in Chapter 68A-27, F.A.C., stating, “[t]he 

management plan shall … consider and evaluate anticipated economic, ecological and social impacts of 

implementing, or not implementing the management plan including a projection of costs of 

implementing the management plan and identification of the funding sources for the cost as 

determined through involvement of affected stakeholders and public input.” Chapter 120.54(3) (b), F.S., 

encourages all new or changed administrative rules to undergo a process to determine the estimated 

action’s regulatory costs. In some circumstances this is required with the completion of a SERC. There 

are no commensurate statutory requirements for addressing marginal benefits; consequently, most 

economic analyses focus exclusively on changes in marginal costs.  Although the ISMP will involve 

multiple rule changes, the SERC focus is on Rule 68A-27.003, F.A.C. This rule contains the list of state-

Threatened species.  A total of 23 species will be added to this list, and 2 will be removed.  As a result of 

their change to state-Threatened species, the 23 newly added species may have some additional 

permitting and conservation measures that are described in the ISMP or the associated permitting 

guidelines.   

The ISMP is a new, comprehensive conservation approach to address Florida’s imperiled wildlife species 

and therefore, there is little historical data upon which to project future cost estimates. Given this, more 

precise estimates of costs to implement the plan will be incorporated as part of the ISMP’s five-year 

formal review. 

Benefits and Costs: A Framework and Taxonomy 

To help clarify some of the misinterpretation surrounding economics and costs vs. benefits, a simple 

taxonomy is included below.    

Costs associated with the ISMP can be defined as simply the amount paid or charged for something, or 

the loss resulting from an action. Costs can be further refined into several subcategories. The funds paid 

directly for a project (or action) can be termed direct costs and include all direct expenditures. However, 

most projects also involve costs and/or losses that are less obvious; these can be considered indirect 

costs. Some of the more important indirect costs include the costs or losses that result by foregoing 

another action or choice (opportunity cost), a measure of the ripple effect of redirected costs through 

an economy (economic impacts), and perhaps the most underrepresented of all costs, negative 

externalities. In the case of negative externalities, these are costs (losses) incurred by third parties not 

directly related to the project and can include both measureable losses and non-measureable losses, 

such as lost ecological services. An example of this could be the lost real estate value suffered by home 

owners adjacent to a noisy new airport or reduced biodiversity resulting from excessive use of 

pesticides.  

Like any public project, the ISMP entails costs of all types. The direct costs are often obvious and easily 

measured. Less obvious, but nonetheless important, are opportunity costs. These include the cost of 

redirecting labor and funds from other useful activities to support the ISMP. Other indirect costs, 

including the economic impacts of redirecting funds and any negative externalities, are even more 
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obscure, but still worth acknowledging when present. They include the overall effects on the economy 

at-large by redirecting funds from one business sector to another (economic impact) and any possible 

externality suffered by unwitting third parties.  

Not all costs are easily measurable. In many cases negative externalities are poorly understood and 

when they involve non-marketable goods and/or services, it is difficult to place a monetary value on 

their effect. On the other hand, other indirect costs are readily measurable and should be included 

within a benefit/cost analysis (BCA) or SERC. The opportunity costs accrued by an agency when it 

redirects labor and capital is often simple to document and should be measured whenever possible. To 

help guide this effort, Table 1 groups the basic types of costs and their typical availability. This can be 

viewed as the guiding taxonomy or framework for conducting either a BCA or SERC. This taxonomy 

allows for the systematic accounting for all costs and helps policy makers identify both the strengths and 

shortcomings in their final report.   

Table 1. Taxonomy of possible costs (C) resulting from implementation of the Imperiled Species 
Management Plan  

I.  Program Development and 

Implementation Costs 

II.  Indirect Costs from the program 

(almost never considered)  

1. Direct Costs 

i. Directly budgeted agency 

expenditures made for the 

program  

ii. Direct costs to outside firms 

and other public agencies  

1. Economic impact from successfully 

implementing the program:  negative 

impacts on business sectors – impact on 

economic growth (gross domestic product)  

2. Opportunity Costs (not directly 

identified in program  budget) 

i. Agency costs in redirected 

labor and capita 

ii. Outside of agency costs in 

labor and capital  

2. Negative externalities from successfully 

implementing the program: indirect costs 

i. Lost use value (directly 

measureable) 

ii. Lost non-use value (indirectly 

measurable) 

 
Summary: C denotes “cost” 

CI.1 –ISMP direct costs –both  
CI.1.i within FWC, and  
CI.1.ii outside FWC  

CI.2 – ISMP opportunity costs – both  
CI.2.i within FWC, and  
CI.2.ii outside FWC 

CII.1 –Economic impact of redirecting funds among sectors within the economy from a 
successful ISMP 
CII.2 –Negative externalities - Non-market value of the opportunity-cost of lost 
ecological services from a successful ISMP 

   CII.2.i – Lost use value 
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   CII.2.ii – Lost non-use value 
 

The benefits resulting from the ISMP are often referred to as the consumer’s surplus or the value 

generated by this good or service to its user(s). These represent the value imperiled species provide to 

people who value these animals and/or their associated habitat. When the good or service is privately 

produced it is considered private profit. In the case of most (if not all) imperiled species, no profits are 

generated to the regulatory agency and these benefits are captured by the consumers of benefits 

associated with the ISMP. Much like costs, benefits can be valued both directly and indirectly. In the 

case of direct benefits, there are analytical procedures to measure the impact of these benefits and their 

ripple effect through an economy. In the case of the ISMP, these benefits would include improvements 

to an economy resulting from the implementation of the ISMP and the restoration of one or more 

imperiled species. There are also indirect benefits that typically lack market value. In this case these 

benefits would include items such as improved ecological services and other non-market amenities such 

as improved wildlife viewing and hunting, for example. 

Reporting benefits resulting from the ISMP is not required by the SERC; however, they are necessary to 

complete any BCA and useful to assist policy makers to see a more complete picture of their policy 

decisions. 

Table 2. Taxonomy of Possible Benefits (B) of implementation of the Imperiled Species Management 
Plan  

I.  Direct Project Benefits  II.  Indirect Benefits  

1.  Added , improved or restored 

marketable goods/services 

i. Direct effects ($) 

ii. Positive impact on economy  

1.  Added, improved or restored non-

marketable goods/services 

i.      Use value (Directly measureable) 

ii.     Non-use value (Indirectly 

measureable) 

 
Summary: BI.1 – Direct project benefits  

BI.1.i – Direct economic effects – directly measureable economic benefits  
              accruing to private firms and/or people as a result of the ISMP 
BI.1.ii – Positive economic impact on economy – the indirect and induced  
               economic effects also known as the economic ripple effects resulting             
from the actions in BI.1.i 

BII.1 – Indirect project benefits 
BII.1.i – Gained use value – value gained by people who use the resource  
               benefited by the project – no actual transfer of money 
BII.1.ii – Gained non-use value – value gained by people who do not directly use  
               the resource benefited by the project – no actual transfer of money 

 

In Florida, Statement of Estimated Regulatory Costs (SERC) requirements are limited to documenting the 

incremental changes in costs and do not address the larger welfare picture. As a result, a SERC will only 

track actual direct and indirect costs. More specifically, the criteria established by the SERC as prescribed 

by Section 120.54(3) (b), Florida Statutes, would limit cost items to CI.1, CI.2 and CII.1 in Table 1. 
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By statute the SERC must adhere to the following format. 

 An economic analysis showing whether the regulatory action directly or indirectly [CII.1]: 

 Has an adverse impact on economic growth.  

 Has an adverse impact on private sector job creation or employment. 

 Has an adverse impact on private sector investment in excess of $1 million in the 

aggregate within 5 years after implementation of the rule.  

 Has an adverse impact on business competitiveness, including the ability of persons 

doing business in the state to compete with persons doing business in other states or 

domestic markets, productivity, or innovation in excess of $1 million in the aggregate 

within five years after the implementation of the rule [CII.1].  

 Is likely to increase regulatory costs, including any transactional costs, in excess of $1 

million in the aggregate within five years after the implementation of the rule [CI.1, 

CI.2].  

  A good faith estimate of the number of individuals and entities likely to be required to comply 

with the rule, together with a description of the types of individuals likely to be affected by the 

rule [CI.2]. 

 A good faith estimate of the cost to the agency, and to any other state and local government 

entities of implementing and enforcing the proposed rule [CI.1, CI.2]. 

 Estimate of any anticipated effect on state or local revenues [CII.1]. 

 A good faith estimate of the transactional costs likely to be incurred by individuals and entities, 

including local government entities, required to comply with the requirements of the rule. As 

used in this section “transactional costs” are the direct costs that are readily ascertainable based 

on standard business practices and include filing fees, the cost of obtaining a license, the cost of 

equipment required to be installed or used or procedures required to be employed in complying 

with the rule, additional operating costs incurred, the costs of monitoring and reporting and any 

other costs necessary to comply with the rule [CI.1, CI.2]. 

 An analysis of the impact on small businesses as defined by s.288.703 and an analysis of the 

impact on small counties as defined in s.120.52. The impact analysis for small business must 

include the basis for the agency’s decision not to implement alternatives that would reduce 

adverse impacts on small businesses [C.II.1]. 

 Any additional information that the agency determines may be useful. 

Initial Review 

Methods 

Statements of estimated regulatory costs require an estimation of all marginal costs related to the 

implementation of the ISMP.  These costs include those identified above as direct costs within FWC 

(CI.1.i) and by other businesses and agencies (CI.1.ii) as well as opportunity costs to FWC (CI.2.i) and 

others (C1.2.ii).   

FWC staff biologists and a non-agency economist reviewed the 33 proposed Florida Administrative Code 

rule changes associated with the Imperiled Species Management Plan to identify those which might 

trigger an economic cost of $1 million over five years (or $200,000 annually). For rule changes thought 

likely to pass the SERC threshold, a more detailed analysis was deemed warranted and data necessary to 

complete the SERC collected. 
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Results 

Because most of the species proposed for listing are either range-limited or cryptic, of the 33 proposed 

changes, only one rule change was considered likely to warrant a formal SERC; the others were 

considered unlikely to increase marginal costs to the level statutorily significant. Within this proposed 

rule change, there were three species or groups of species to be added to Florida’s Endangered and 

Threatened Species List under rule 68A-27.003 which may result in an economic impact more than $1 

million over five years (or $200,000 annually) as defined in Section 120.54(3)(b)., F.S.  For the purposes 

of the analysis, these species/species groups were identified as the burrowing owl, shore birds, and 

wading birds.  Following statutory protocol, FWC conducted a preliminary SERC to estimate both the 

direct and opportunity costs associated with this proposed rule change.  

The ISMP covers 37 Threatened species; 14 of these are already included as Threatened, while 23 were 

formerly Species of Special Concern that, when evaluated in 2010, were found to meet the criteria for 

Threatened status.  For many citizens, increasing protections for 23 species in the state may cause some 

concern; however, the specific impacts of these status changes need to be considered on a species by 

species basis.  For example, 14 of the 23 species with increasing protections are range limited, meaning 

that they are found in a small portion of the state with limited economic, social, or ecological impacts 

from a statewide perspective.  Four of the species will fall into the cryptic species policy, which outlines 

the importance of seeking information on cryptic species over regulation of take.  Fourteen of the 

species are included by the water management districts and DEP as wetland dependent; for these 

species, the ISMP provides a new streamlined approach to consider regulatory processes that address 

wetlands and incorporate protections for state-listed species.  If the permits issued by other agencies 

adequately address the requirements for issuing a listed-species take permit, then these regulatory 

processes will fulfill the requirements of 68A-27, F.A.C., with no additional application process.  Eight 

species with increasing protections are also petitioned for federal listing. Although increasing state 

regulations may have some cost to the citizens of Florida, the development of the ISMP, with 

conservation actions and regulatory approaches explained, may help preclude federal listing, which may 

be a cost-savings to the state.  Table 3 summarizes these potential considerations for assessing impacts 

of changes in listing status.     

Some rule changes reduce or eliminate regulation, thus providing a direct benefit to the citizens of 

Florida.  The addition of a section to Rule 68A-16.003 that allows take of inactive nests of all birds will 

align that rule with the ISMP policy on single-use nests for state-designated Threatened species, and 

eliminate the need for entities to get permits to remove these inactive nests.  Another change within 

the rule structure is to allow management plans or permitting guidelines to provide authorizations for 

certain activities.  These authorizations are in lieu of any permitting needs, and should streamline 

regulation associated with some actions that also benefit human safety, such as right of way 

maintenance that improves sight lines and sign visibility for drivers in areas occupied by listed species.  

And finally, by adding human safety as a potential reason for issuing intentional take permits, FWC can 

increase their capacity to respond effectively to situations where listed species and human safety are in 

conflict.    

Another potential benefit of the ISMP is the overlap between 18 species included in this plan that also 

have been petitioned for federal listing with the US Fish and Wildlife Service.  Before recommending 

final listing actions, the USFWS can consider the regulatory approaches and conservation actions 
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outlined in this plan and the individual Species Action Plans, and these documents can help to preclude 

federal listing.  Regulatory actions associated with federally listed species are typically much higher than 

those associated with state-listed species, so precluding federal listing would be a benefit to the citizens 

of Florida.    
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Results 

The Florida Legislature approved in state fiscal year 2013-2014 an appropriation of $443,000 to improve 

the Commission’s ability to manage and conserve Florida’s threatened and nongame fish and wildlife 

species, with a goal of reducing the number of state Threatened species. Of this appropriation, $136,000 

are considered start-up costs and non-recurring. These funds provide the ability to contract with 

universities and private firms, to hire Other Personal Services staff, and to purchase supplies, 

equipment, and vehicles to: 

1) Develop and implement management plans that will result in effective management of state-

Threatened species, removal of species from the state Threatened and Species of Special 

Concern lists, and prevention of new listings; 

2) Develop and implement research and monitoring programs to determine the status of wildlife 

populations that are Threatened or in danger of becoming Threatened and develop effective 

management actions to ensure their recovery and conservation; and 

3) Implement conservation actions, such as habitat management, population management, and 

providing landowner incentives that will result in the recovery and conservation of these 

species.  

An additional $798,675 in federal grant funding from the State Wildlife Grant program was secured and 

provides five years of funding to support the development and initial implementation of the ISMP 

(through June 30, 2016).  

 

Over the next five years, additional grant funding opportunities will be sought to ensure that the goal, 

objectives, and conservation actions of the ISMP are achieved.  These efforts will entail an 

indeterminate sum of FWC matching funds and time commitments for writing and managing grant 

proposals, estimated to be $111,000. The total funds needed from grants, excluding the FWC RFP 

opportunity costs, is estimated to be $4,085,000. These are funds that will not be available for 

alternative FWC purposes and considered opportunity costs. Examples of funding sources that could be 

sought include the State Wildlife Grant program administered by FWC, one or more of the National Fish 

and Wildlife Foundation grant programs, the Fish and Wildlife Foundation of Florida’s Conserve Wildlife 

Tag grant, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service’s Section 6 Conservation Grants, Habitat Conservation 

Planning grant, or similar activity. Table 4 below lists expected one-time grant requests by SAP action. 

 

In addition to the initial startup costs for the ISMP, FWC will redirect funds from other purposes to assist 

in its implementation.  To estimate these recurring costs, the agency conducted an in-house review of 

its anticipated changes in marginal costs to both labor and capital in the form of conservation actions.  

Conservation actions will serve to achieve the objectives and actions outlined in the Integrated 

Conservation Strategy and Species’ Action Plans. These actions are best accomplished by applying an 

adaptive management approach that allows for easy adjustments to policies, guidelines and techniques 

based on observed conservation benefits.  With the ISMP initiative, Table 5 details the anticipated FWC 

resource commitment and opportunity cost by action.  In total, when combined with funds allocated to 

support new grants, FWC anticipates redirecting at least $2.6 million in resources to support the ISMP 
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Costs to non-FWC Agencies and Private Businesses 

Methods 

To estimate the similar impact to agencies and businesses outside FWC, an internet-based survey 

instrument was designed and administered to a large number of regulatory agencies and interested 

businesses.  The instrument was designed by a consulting economist and an email invitation containing 

the link to the instrument was sent to a dataset of 595 stakeholders maintained by FWC.  This dataset is 

comprised of many private firms, resource-based interest groups and all regulatory agencies (local, state 

and federal) within Florida with a known interest in fish and wildlife related topics.  As such, it is 

assumed that most of the potentially impacted parties within the regulated industry were included in 

the survey and in effect the sample frame of affected businesses and regulatory agencies. Email 

invitations and internet links were sent out to email addresses January 22, 2016, requesting recipients to 

participate in a survey.  Emails returned as invalid addresses (n=38) or categorized as spam by the 

recipient’s internet provider (n=45) were considered undeliverable and removed from the sample 

frame.  The balance (n=512) were sent reminder invitations on January 26th and 28th.  The survey was 

closed at midnight, January 29th.  A copy of the survey instrument is available upon request from FWC. 

For the preliminary economic impact analysis, the business sectors of construction, mining, agriculture 

and consulting services were used with the multipliers of 0.3 for indirect effects, 0.423 for induced 

effects and employment effects of 0.77 per $100,000 of total effect. These multipliers were derived 

from a similar FWC SERC analysis for the 2012 Gopher Tortoise Management Plan and followed the 

commonly used IMPLAN input/output model procedure (IMPLAN Group, LLC).   

 Results  

A total of n=123 valid responses were received from the email survey for a response rate of 24%. 

Overall, 50% of the respondents identified themselves as private firms (42% as small business – under 

500 employees or gross revenues under $5 million annually) and 41% were regulatory agencies (local, 

state or federal).  The balance (8%) were “interested” individuals or environmental interest groups.  

Table 6 lists respondent by category type and includes average number of employees and revenue for 

private businesses.  The most commonly identified business activity was consulting (45%) followed by 

land managing and permitting, environmental remediation and park management (34%, 26% and 22% 

respectively) (see Table 7).   

Responses for several key survey questions regarding anticipated impacts from the ISMP are 

summarized in Tables 8, 9, and 10 for the burrowing owl, shore birds and wading birds respectively.  

Anticipated changes in costs and revenues are reported by species in Tables 11, 12, and 13 for the 

burrowing owl, shore birds and wading birds respectively. 

Results by species for the preliminary economic impact analysis can be found in Tables 14, 15 and 16.   

Table 6 – Respondent categories  

Type N Percent Avg. #  
Employees 

Avg. Annual  
Revenue 

All private business 62 50.4 855 $29.4 million 

                Small business only 52 42.3   58 $7.8 million 

Large county/city govt. 18 14.6 NA NA 

Small county and cities2 13 10.6 NA NA 
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Type N Percent Avg. #  
Employees 

Avg. Annual  
Revenue 

State govt. 10   8.1 NA NA 

Federal govt. 10   8.1 NA NA 

Other 10   8.1 NA NA 
2 Small counties and municipalities approximated as having 500 or fewer employees  

Table 7 – Respondent list of activities  

Type of Activity N Percent 

  Consulting 56 45.5 

  Manage permitting and develop 42 34.1 

  Environmental remediation 32 26.0 

  Manage parks and sporting  sites 27 21.9 

  Land development 25 20.3 

  Manage hunting and fishing 20 16.3 

  Forestry/Agriculture 20 16.3 

  Road and transportation 17 13.8 

  Mining   7   5.7 

  Power and gas   7   5.7 

  Military   2   1.6 

 

Table 8.  Responses to key survey questions for changes to the burrowing owl     

 Question         
Priv
ate -  
Yes 

 
Priv
ate -  
No 

 
Priv
ate -  
NR 

    
Publ
ic - 
Yes 

   
Publ
ic- 
No 

 
Publ
ic - 
NR 

Does your agency/business work in the area of 
silviculture or Ag? 

33.9 56.5 9.7 17.6 58.5 23.5 

Will your silviculture or Ag business be affected by 
ISMP? 

22.6 12.9 64.5 13.7 2.0 84.3 

This change will impact my business or agency directly 32.3 45.2 22.6 27.5 39.2 33.3 

This change will lead to increased costs to my 
business/agency 

30.6 12.9 56.5 11.2 11.8 77.0 

This change will lead to increased revenues to my 
business or agency 

19.4 0 80.6 5.9 7.8 86.3 

Will ISMP affect others in region?             

This change will lead to increased costs to others 35.5 1.6 62.9 25.5 7.8 66.7 

This change will lead to lost use of other’s property 27.4 NA 72.6 17.6 NA 82.4 

This change will lead to increased revenues to others 17.7 17.7 64.5 2.0 5.9 92.2 

Others likely impacted include recreationists, hunters 
and anglers 

3.2 29.0 67.7 5.9 21.6 72.5 

Others likely impacted include home owners 8.1 21.0 71.0 11.8 7.8 80.4 

Others likely impacted include land developers 24.2 9.7 66.1 15.7 9.8 74.5 

Others likely impacted include other public agencies 16.1 17.7 66.1 19.6 5.9 74.5 
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 Question         
Priv
ate -  
Yes 

 
Priv
ate -  
No 

 
Priv
ate -  
NR 

    
Publ
ic - 
Yes 

   
Publ
ic- 
No 

 
Publ
ic - 
NR 

Others likely impacted include other non-business and 
non-govt. groups 

17.7 16.1 66.1 11.8 13.7 74.5 

 

Table 9.  Responses to key survey questions for changes to the shore bird     

Question         
Priv
ate -  
Yes 

 
Priv
ate - 
No 

 
Priv
ate -  
NR 

    
Publ
ic - 
Yes 

   
Publ
ic - 
No 

 
Publ
ic - 
NR 

Does your agency/business work in the area of 
silviculture or Ag? 

 NA NA NA NA NA NA 

Will your silviculture or Ag business be affected by 
ISMP? 

NA NA NA NA NA NA 

This change will impact my business or agency directly 38.7 41.9 19.4 31.4 27.5 41.2 

This change will lead to increased costs to my 
business/agency 

16.1 22.6 61.3 19.6 9.8 70.6 

This change will lead to increased revenues to my 
business or agency 

16.1   4.8 79.0 5.9 7.8 86.3 

Will ISMP affect others in region?             

This change will lead to increased costs to others 38.7 4.8 56.5 27.5 13.7 58.8 

This change will lead to lost use of other’s property 19.4 NA 80.6 11.8 NA 88.2 

This change will lead to increased revenues to others 1.6 3.2 95.2 3.9 9.8 86.3 

Others likely impacted include recreationists, hunters 
and anglers 

11.3 25.8 62.9 15.7 13.7 70.6 

Others likely impacted include home owners 16.1 21.0 62.9 15.7 13.7 70.6 

Others likely impacted include land developers 12.9 3.2 83.9 7.8 19.6 72.5 

Others likely impacted include other public agencies 24.1 11.3 64.5 23.5 2.0 74.5 

Others likely impacted include other non-business and 
non-govt. groups 

8.1 25.8 66.1 9.8 13.7 76.5 

 

 

Table 10.  Responses to key survey questions for changes to the wading bird    

Question         
Priv
ate - 
Yes 

 
Priv
ate- 
No 

 
Priv
ate- 
NR 

    
Publ
ic- 
Yes 

   
Publ
ic- 
No 

 
Publ
ic- 
NR 

Does your agency/business work in the area of 
silviculture or Ag? 

27.4 43.5 29.0 11.8 35.3 52.9 

Will your silviculture or Ag business be affected by 
ISMP? 

17.7 14.5 67.7  7.8 3.9  88.2  

This change will impact my business or agency directly 37.1 24.2 38.7 15.7 23.7 60.8 
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Question         
Priv
ate - 
Yes 

 
Priv
ate- 
No 

 
Priv
ate- 
NR 

    
Publ
ic- 
Yes 

   
Publ
ic- 
No 

 
Publ
ic- 
NR 

This change will lead to increased costs to my 
business/agency 

22.6 14.5 62.9 7.8 5.9 86.3 

This change will lead to increased revenues to my 
business or agency 

11.3 3.2 85.5 2.0 3.9 94.1 

Will ISMP affect others in region?             

This change will lead to increased costs to others 21.0 4.8 74.2 5.9 3.9 90.2 

This change will lead to lost use of other’s property 14.5 NA 80.6 2.0 NA 98.0 

This change will lead to increased revenues to others   9.7 11.3 79.0 3.9 0 96.1 

Others likely impacted include recreationists, hunters 
and anglers 

4.8 16.1 79.0 5.9 3.9 90.2 

Others likely impacted include home owners 6.5 14.5 79.0 0 9.8 90.2 

Others likely impacted include land developers 12.9 8.1 79.0 2.0 7.8 90.2 

Others likely impacted include other public agencies 11.3 9.7 79.0 7.8 2.0 90.2 

Others likely impacted include other non-business and 
non-govt. groups 

4.8 1.6 93.5 3.9 5.9 90.2 

 

  

Table 11. Annual cost and revenue estimates for private business resulting in changes to the burring 
owl regulations.  

Upper and lower bounds are approximately 70% of the mean estimates.  

Type Estimated 
Avg. Annual 
Costs 

Estimated 
Total 
Annual 
Costs 

Estimated Avg. 
Annual 
Revenues 

Estimated 
Total Annual 
Revenues 

Revenues 
net Costs 

All private business $32,000 $2,530,000 $13,000 $650,000 ($1,880,000) 

Small business only $33,500 $   977,000 $13,600 $625,000   ($352,000) 

Public agencies 
(state/Fed) 

$26,250 $   656,000 $500 $    6,250 ($650,000) 

Small 
counties/municipalities 

$4,600 $   215,000 $0 NA ($215,000) 

Total annual costs and revenues based on 15% of 11 small counties and 293 small municipalities being 

effected.  

Table 12. Annual cost and revenue estimates for private business resulting in changes to the Shore 

Bird regulations.  

Upper and lower bounds are approximately 80% of the mean estimates. 

Type Estimated 
Avg. Annual 
Costs 

Estimated 
Total Annual 
Costs 

Estimated 
Avg. Annual 
Revenues 

Estimated 
Total Annual 
Revenues 

Revenues 
net Costs 

All private business $  26,300 $1,096,000 $  11,500 $527,000 ($569,000) 

Small businesses only $  10,300 $   342,000 $  11,500 $527,000 $185,000 
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Type Estimated 
Avg. Annual 
Costs 

Estimated 
Total Annual 
Costs 

Estimated 
Avg. Annual 
Revenues 

Estimated 
Total Annual 
Revenues 

Revenues 
net Costs 

Public agencies 
(state/Fed) 

$  18,200 $  750,000 $       500 $   2,000 ($748,000) 

Small 
counties/municipalities 

$    8,300 $  470,000 $           0         NA ($470,000) 

Total annual cost and revenues based on 46% of 8 small counties and 115 small municipalities being 

effected.  

Table 13.  Annual cost and revenue estimates for private business resulting in changes to the Wading 
bird regulations. 

Upper and lower bounds are approximately 80% of the mean estimates. 

Type Estimated 
Avg. Annual 
Costs 

Estimated 
Total Annual 
Costs 

Estimated 
Avg. Annual 
Revenues 

Estimated 
Total Annual 
Revenues 

Revenues 
net Costs 

All private business $  22,000 $1,008,000 $  11,000 $  420,000 ($588,000) 

Small businesses only $  10,000 $    330,000 $  10,300 $  390,000 $60,000 

Public agencies 
(state/Fed) 

$  17,600 $    293,000 $           0         NA ($293,000) 

Small 
counties/municipalities 

$           0         NA $           0         NA         NA 

Total annual cost and revenues based on 46% of 8 small counties and 115 small municipalities being 

effected.  

 

Table 14. Statewide annual economic impact from burrowing owl ISMP based upon the business 
sectors of construction, mining, agriculture and consulting services (preliminary estimates). 

Type Direct Effect Indirect Effect Induced Effect Total Effect Employment 

All Businesses -$1,880,000 -$ 564,000 -$ 800,000 -$3,244,000           -25 

Small Businesses only -$   352,000 -$ 105,000 -$ 140,000 -$   597,000             -5 

 

Table 15. Statewide annual economic impact from shore bird ISMP based upon the business sectors of 
construction, mining, agriculture and consulting services (preliminary estimates). 

Type Direct Effect Indirect Effect Induced Effect Total Effect Employment 

All Businesses -$  569,000 -$ 170,000 -$ 240,000 -$979,000           -8 

Small Businesses only  $  185,000   $   56,000  $   78,000  $ 319,000          +3 

 

Table 16. Statewide annual economic impact from wading bird ISMP based upon the business sectors 
of construction, mining, agriculture and consulting services (preliminary estimates). 

Type Direct Effect Indirect Effect Induced Effect Total Effect Employment 

All Businesses -$  588,000 -$ 175,000 -$ 249,000 -$1,012,000           -8 

Small Businesses only  $    60,000   $   18,000  $   25,000  $    103,000          +1 
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Chapter 120.54(3) (b) Compliance (Burrowing Owl, Shore Birds, and Wading Birds) 

The following are answers based on the results detailed in the sections above to the general question 

related to Florida Statute, Chapter 120.54(3) (b), “Are the proposed revisions to the imperiled species 

management plan… 

“… likely to have direct or indirect adverse economic impacts on the economic growth, private sector 

job creation or employment, or private sector investment in excess of $1 million in the aggregate 

within 5 years of implementation?” 

 The proposed revisions to the ISMP involve 33 rule changes, mostly involving range-limited or 

cryptic species with little to no anticipated impact to the economy of Florida (see Table 3 for 

species-by-species detail). The exception to this list is 68A-27.003 (2) (e), involving several 

species of birds, most notably the burrowing owl and several species of shore and wading birds.  

FWC believes the potential exists for these changes to pass the million dollar threshold 

established by Chapter 120.54(3) (b).  A preliminary SERC of non-FWC agencies and private 

businesses has revealed the overall loss to Florida’s construction, mining and agriculture sectors 

could exceed $5 million annually ($25 million within five years of implementation), however this 

figure is likely biased high since FWC and the regulated community are still unclear on how the 

regulations will change.  This uncertainty is reflected in comments on the survey and a wide 

range in cost estimates.  Furthermore, it is expected that most of the economic loss experienced 

by these sectors will be captured by other sectors within the state’s economy with little to no 

overall adverse economic impact.  

 

“likely to have an adverse impact on business competiveness, including the ability of persons in the 

states to compete with persons doing business in other states or domestic markets, productivity, or 

innovation in excess of $1 million in the aggregate within 5 years after implementation?” 

 The proposed revisions to the ISMP will not restrict the ability of Florida businesses to compete 

in other states or domestic markets.  However, depending upon FWC’s choice of final 

management prescriptions, it is possible that the cost of construction and development along 

some coastal communities and areas frequented by the burrowing owl could rise.  However, the 

full impact of these changes is not possible to estimate at the time of this report. 

 

“… likely to increase regulatory costs, including transactional costs, in excess of $1 million in the 

aggregate within 5 years after implementation?” 

 Changes in regulatory and transactional costs for permitting are undetermined at the time of 

this report. 

 

“Provide a good faith estimate of the number of individuals and entities likely to be required to 

comply with the proposed revised ISMP together with a general description of the types of individuals 

likely to be affected by the plan.” 
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 The proposed revisions to the ISMP will affect the business sectors of construction and land 

development, mining, agriculture and silviculture.  It will also affect residential landowners 

located along many of the coastal areas of both the Atlantic Ocean and Gulf of Mexico, and 

those within the nesting areas of the burrowing owl, particularly the southern portion of the 

Florida peninsula.   

 

“Provide a good faith estimate of the cost to the agency and to any other state and local government 

entities, of implementing and enforcing the provisions to the ISMP and any anticipated effect on state 

or local revenue.” 

 Over the next five years, FWC will seek to redirect $4.1 million in grant funding to the ISMP. 

These efforts are expected to cost FWC an additional $111,000 as a result of developing project 

proposals. Additionally, over the next 10 years FWC will dedicate $2.6 million in resources 

presently used elsewhere within the agency ($260,000 annually) towards the ISMP.  In total, 

these actions represent an agency opportunity cost of approximately $5.5 million over five 

years, or $1.1 million annually. 

 Other public agencies (Federal, state and local) are expected to incur additional expenses 

related to the enforcement of the ISMP totaling $1.5 million annually.   

 

“Provide a good faith estimate of transactional costs likely to be incurred by individuals and entities 

including local government entities, required to comply with the requirement of the proposed 

revisions of the ISMP.  As used in this section “transactional costs” are direct costs that are readily 

ascertainable based on standard business practices and include filing fees, the cost of obtaining a 

license, the cost of equipment required to be installed or used or procedures required to be 

employed, additional operating costs incurred, the cost of monitoring and reporting and any other 

costs.” 

 The survey instrument detailed in “Costs to non-FWC agencies and private businesses” above 

asked respondents to estimate their net increase in costs and/or revenues they would incur with 

the proposed rule changes associated with the ISMP.  These costs would include any and all 

costs they believed relevant to complying with the rule.  All costs and revenues reported in this 

report are good faith estimates of these transactional costs.  See Tables 11 through 13. 

 

“Provide an analysis of the impact on small businesses as defined by s.288.703 and an analysis of the 

impact on small counties and small cities as defined in s.120.52. 

 Using the definition of a small business as one employing fewer than 500 employees or earning 

under $5 million per year, the impact of the ISMP is slightly negative.  The loss expected by small 

businesses from the burrowing owl rule changes is approximately $350,000 and two employees 

annually.  However, the economic gains to small businesses from changes to shore and wading bird rules 

is approximately $245,000 and one employee annually.  On net, the changes from the ISMP should lead 

to approximately $100,000 in direct loss and one fewer employee for Florida’s small businesses.  These 
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businesses are primarily in the area of consulting services.  The impact on small counties and 

municipalities are estimated to be $680,000 annually or $3.4 million during the first five years.  

Summary and Conclusion 

A large majority of respondents from both businesses and public agencies anticipated that the ISMP will 

not significantly impact the costs and/or revenues for themselves or others either directly or indirectly.  

While there were no significant differences in this opinion among the type of respondent or across the 

species which merited further consideration and a preliminary SERC, a small number of respondents did 

indicate the potential for relatively large costs related to the rule change. Regarding the burrowing owl 

regulatory change, private businesses estimated an annual increase of approximately $2.5 million in 

related expenses.   Similarly, private businesses expected to see annual increases of over $1 million per 

year for both the shore and wading bird proposed rule changes.  However, the impact of these 

anticipated costs differed significantly by the size of the business.  Non-FWC public agencies anticipated 

for annual regulatory expenses to increase by $650,000, $750,000 and $250,000 for the burrowing owl, 

shore birds and wading birds respectively.   

The overall impact of the ISMP to Florida’s economy is estimated to be slightly more than $5 million 

annually, and will lead to an estimated 41 jobs lost.  However, it must be stressed that this is primarily 

restricted to the construction, mining, and agriculture sectors.  The consulting services sector will see a 

slight increase in revenue annually, and much of the remaining losses to the harmed sectors would likely 

translate to gains in other Florida business sectors, resulting in little or no net change in Florida’s overall 

economy.  Furthermore, the potentially affected businesses have an estimated gross revenue of over $6 

billion per year, and the impact of the ISMP should be less than 0.05% per year or 5 cents per $100 of 

revenue. 

It should also be noted that the rule related cost data vary widely by respondent.  This might be due to 

the respondent’s lack of familiarity in the proposed rule changes.  As FWC provides more instruction and 

management specifics, the cost and revenue estimates will likely shrink and become more predictable.  

This uncertainty is also reflected in the survey responses.  A reoccurring theme in comments throughout 

the survey reflected the respondents’ lack of specific related knowledge and an acknowledgement that 

their responses were simply guesses at this point. Lastly, the potential impact of these proposed rule 

changes to homeowners has not been examined with this preliminary analysis.  With the frequent use of 

residential yards and open grassy areas by the burrowing owl, this potential impact to human use should 

be considered as part of an overall SERC.  

While costs are an important component in any economic analysis, they tell only half the story.  

Presumably, there will be benefits resulting from the ISMP as well.  Some of these benefits include 

stabilized/improved ecological services, improved opportunities for viewing endangered/threatened 

wildlife, and the assurances that these species will remain an integral part of the Florida ecosystem. 

Some businesses surveyed cited their expectations for increased revenues.  This is particularly true for 

small businesses.  Survey respondents anticipate the burrowing owl rule to generate nearly enough 

revenue to match their increases in costs.  For shore birds and wading birds, small businesses expect the 

changes to actually generate an annual net increase in revenue of $185,000 and $60,000 for these two 

groups of species respectively.   While economic measurements of benefits from the ISMP are not 

reported here, they are nonetheless necessary components to any valid benefit/cost analysis, and can 
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be documented with well published methodology.  It is important for decision makers to keep this larger 

picture in mind and not be persuaded by a plan’s costs alone.   
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