
1Supporting Statement A for 
Paperwork Reduction Act Submission

Application and Performance Reporting for Wildlife and Sport Fish
Restoration Grants and Cooperative Agreements 

OMB Control Number 1018-XXXX

Terms of Clearance.  None – this is a new collection.

1. Explain the circumstances that make the collection of information necessary.  

The Wildlife and Sport Fish Restoration Program (WSFR), Fish and Wildlife Service (Service), 
administers financial assistance programs identified below, in whole or in part.  We award most 
financial assistance as grants, but cooperative agreements are possible if the Federal 
Government will be substantially involved in carrying out the project.  

Program CDFA 
No.

Authority Implementing 
Regulations

Clean Vessel Act 15.616 16 U.S.C. 777g(c) 50 CFR 85
Coastal Wetlands Planning, Protection, and 
Restoration Act

15.614 16 U.S.C. 3951-3956 50 CFR 84

Cooperative Endangered Species Conservation Fund 15.615 16 U.S.C. 1531 et seq. 50 CFR 81
Everglades Restoration * None Pub. L. 104-127;  

16 U.S.C. 460 l-4 - l-11
None

Fish and Wildlife Coordination and Assistance 
Programs (Generic)

15.664 None

Fisheries Restoration and Irrigation Mitigation * None 16 U.S.C. 777 None
Highlands Conservation Program 15.667 None
Hunter Education and Safety 15.626 16 U.S.C. 669h-1 50 CFR 80
Landowner Incentive * 15.633 Pub. L. 110-5 None
Multistate Conservation Grants  15.628 16 U.S.C. 669h-2; 

16 U.S.C. 777m
None

National Outreach and Communication 15.653 16 U.S.C. 777g(d) None
Research Grants (Generic) 15.650 16 U.S.C. 753a; 

16 U.S.C. 460(l-4 - l-11);
16 U.S.C. 1531-1543

None

Service Training and Technical Assistance (Generic 
Training)

15.649 16 U.S.C. 661 and 
16 U.S.C. 742f

None

Sport Fish Restoration 15.605 16 U.S.C. 777-777n 
(except 777e-1)

50 CFR 80

Sportfishing and Boating Safety Act (Boating 
Infrastructure Grants)

15.622 16 U.S.C. 777g and g-1 50 CFR 86

State Wildlife Grants 15.634 Pub. L. 110-329 None
Tribal Landowner Incentive * 15.638 Pub. L. 110-5 None
Tribal Wildlife Grants* 15.639 Pub. L. 110-329 None
Wildlife Conservation and Restoration * 15.625 16 U.S.C. 669b and 669c None
Wildlife Restoration 15.611 16 U.S.C.  669-669k 50 CFR 80
*Program has open grants, but no new funding.

Authorities and implementing regulations establish the purposes of the grant programs and the 
types of projects to be funded.  Some list eligibility criteria as well as activities ineligible for 



funding.  The authorities and implementing regulations for the competitive programs establish 
preferences or ranking factors for the selection of projects to be funded.  These legal 
requirements make it essential for an awarding agency to have certain information so that it 
funds only eligible projects, and, in the case of competitive programs, to select those projects 
that will result in the greatest return on the Federal investment.

Some grants are mandatory and receive funds according to a formula set by law or policy. Other
grants are discretionary and we award them based on a competitive process. Mandatory grant 
recipients must give us specific, detailed project information during the application process so 
that we may ensure that projects are eligible for the mandatory funding, are substantial in 
character and design, and comply with all applicable Federal laws. All grantees must submit 
financial and performance reports that contain information necessary for us to track costs and 
accomplishments and according to schedules and rules in 43 CFR 12.  Our collection of 
information for applications and performance reports for these programs is approved under 
OMB Control Nos. 1018-0109 and 1018-0147.  

In past years, grantees sent paper or emailed applications and performance reports to the 
Service. The process to send applications to the Service has moved to the electronic system at 
http://www.grants.gov for sending applications for competitive programs and some mandatory 
programs. When processing performance reports, we received the paper reports, reviewed the 
reports and extracted information, and then entered data into the Federal Assistance 
Information Management System (FAIMS). FAIMS was decommissioned on October 1, 2012, 
and is being replaced with a new electronic system for data collection (Wildlife Tracking and 
Reporting Actions for the Conservation of Species (Wildlife TRACS)). Wildlife TRACS allows us 
to take advantage of newer technology and give grantees direct access to enter application data
that can be used to submit through http://www.grants.gov and report performance 
accomplishments. We are currently training State, tribal, commonwealth, territory, and District of
Columbia personnel to use the new system. We will give technical and administrative support, 
as is needed to operate any electronic data collection system. Allowing applicants and grantees 
to enter information directly into Wildlife TRACS will give more accurate reporting and allow us 
to process grants more efficiently. We will continue to enter information in Wildlife TRACS for 
some grantees or programs based on needs, resource limitations, and program size and 
requirements. 

While we are replacing FAIMS with Wildlife TRACS, and updating our process to a more 
efficient and effective electronic method, we have the opportunity to make improvements that 
will create more consistent and robust reporting that will better help guide the future of 
conservation. We plan to collect additional information not covered by our current OMB 
approvals. We will use Wildlife TRACS to collect information approved under our existing OMB 
control numbers as well as the new information we are asking approval to collect.  Data input 
will be completed by applicants and grantees. We are requesting that OMB assign a new control
number to cover these actions.  We are in the process of revising OMB Control Numbers 1018-
0109 and 1018-0147 and will include all of the grant programs under OMB Control Number 
1018-0109.  We will then discontinue OMB Control Number 1018-0147 and the new number 
assigned to this collection.

2. Indicate how, by whom, and for what purpose the information is to be used.  

The information we plan to collect from States and other grantees in our electronic system for 
performance reporting, in addition to information currently collected under OMB Control 
Numbers 1018-0109 and 1018-0147 is:
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For mandatory grant program applications and amendments:
• Geospatial entry of project location. 
• Project status (active, completed, etc.).
• Project leader contact information.
• Partner information.
• Objectives, including output measures and desired future values.
• Plan information (for projects connected to plans).

For all WSFR grant program projects and reports:
• The information above, as applicable to the approved grant.
•           Public description
• Action status (active, completed, etc.).
• Summary trend information, as applicable.
• Estimated costs, by action. (non-auditable)
• Effectiveness measures (initially for State Wildlife Grants).

For real property acquisition projects, information related to:
 Transactions, such as dates, method of transfer, title holder, and seller;
 Identifiers, such as State and Federal Record ID, parcel number, and property name; 
 Values such as appraised value, purchase price and other cost information, and acres or

acre feet;
 Encumbrances; and
 Partners.

We will use this information in support of grants and cooperative agreements between the 
Service and a grantee. The information will be collected primarily from States and the territories,
commonwealths, tribes, and the District of Columbia when participating in grant programs 
managed through the Wildlife and Sport Fish Restoration Program, but grantees may also be 
universities and other nongovernmental entities. The information will primarily be collected 
electronically, but may be collected through other methods for grantees that do not manage a lot
of projects, programs that are small, or entities that do not have the resources to respond 
electronically. 

We expect that by having grantees enter the information directly into the electronic reporting 
system, it will increase the quality and accuracy of information given to the Service and 
available to report to the public. The information available to the public will not be controversial, 
will not represent an official position of the Service, will not ask for or offer the opportunity for the
public to comment or respond except through official channels, and will not contain any 
information about the internal processes of the Service. The information given is primarily 
reports on projects related to grants offered by the Service which grantees voluntarily apply for. 

3. Describe whether, and to what extent, the collection of information involves the use of
automated, electronic, mechanical, or other technological collection techniques or 
other forms of information technology; e.g., permitting electronic submission of 
responses, and the basis for the decision for adopting this means of collection.  Also 
describe any consideration of using information technology to reduce burden [and 
specifically how this collection meets GPEA requirements.].

We will use electronic means as the primary collection method for the information we include in 
this supporting statement, as well as information already collected through OMB Control 
Numbers 1018-0109 and 1018-0147. We currently collect approved information through paper 
submissions of performance reports, which sometimes may be transmitted electronically to 
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Regional Offices or through http://www.grants.gov. The electronic system as it currently exists 
will not be the official record. This will continue to reside in the Regional and Headquarters 
offices. 

Collecting this information electronically is superior to paper submissions as it improves 
consistency, credibility, and the ability to collect information for more robust reporting. Formerly, 
we used the Federal Aid Information Management System (FAIMS) electronic system to 
document information collection, but the method was for the Service to collect paper reports 
from States and other grantees and translate the information into FAIMS. FAIMS was 
decommissioned by the Department of the Interior in October 2012. We are replacing FAIMS 
with another electronic system that we will make available to grantees to enter information 
directly. This eliminates the need for paper reports and increases the accuracy of information 
because State grant managers are entering the information directly rather than the Service 
trying to interpret the State report and select data that might not be correct.

We have several contracts with third parties for development, hosting, and other information 
technology needs. The products they provide are not sole-source and can be serviced by others
in the future as needs and processes dictate. The information will be stored in the “cloud” for 
secure, long-lasting storage. All outside contractors are managed through Service staff in the 
Wildlife and Sport Fish Restoration Program.

The electronic system is designed to create an electronic work flow and approval system to 
allow grant managers, their supervisors and others to work with the Service more efficiently by 
having documents flow from one to another electronically. This eliminates delays due to manual 
processing and site-specific availability. States will decide and manage the workflow process for
their States according to how they decide they want to control the project review and approval 
process. Service staff will be part of the workflow for approving projects and actions, and 
accepting reports. 

We are currently training State and Service staff how to use the electronic system and will offer 
continual in-person and e-training options. We are also creating a guidance document for best 
management practices, samples of types of grants and how to enter information, and other 
training and usage tools and resources that State and Service staff can access to help in data 
entry and project understanding. The Service will support the States and other grantees with 
information entry during the initial transition and as needed in the future. Technical and 
informational support will continue indefinitely (Ex: a Help Desk). We anticipate that our method 
of collecting the information will improve with continued use of new technologies and methods, 
reacting to user suggestions, and experience with new methodologies and concepts. We have 
developed an agile, electronic system that we can improve upon based on user suggestions, 
advancements in technology, and improved practices.  

We have worked with States through a Project Advisory Group (PAG), the Association of Fish 
and Wildlife Agencies (AFWA), contractors, and subgroups to develop and review the electronic 
system. We are using electronic models and tools to increase usability and intuitive processes 
to increase the efficient input of data. These include:

 Using drop down menus;
 Incorporating walk through guides that direct users based on the answers given at a 

prior level (treed approach); 
 Incorporating other science-based databases for taxonomy identification of species, 

habitat identification, and other conservation and information purposes, such as:   

o Bureau of the Census
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 States, Counties, Congressional Districts
o Bureau of Land Management

 BLM Lands
 Public Land Survey System

o Environmental Systems Research Institute (ESRI)
 Base Maps (satellite imagery, roads, terrain, elevation)

o U.S. Department of Agriculture
 Soil Survey (SSURGO)

o U.S. Geological Survey
 National Hydrography Dataset
 Bailey Ecoregions

o U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service
 Cadastral Data, Joint Ventures, Landscape Conservation Cooperatives, 

Regions, Refuges
 Threatened and Endangered Species System (TESS)

o Nature Serve
 Habitat Types, Ecological Classification System, Endangered Species, 

Element Occurrence
o Smithsonian Institute

 Integrated Taxonomic Information System (ITIS)
o Microsoft

 Bing Maps (satellite imagery, roads, etc.)
o University of Alaska / Alaska Department of Fish and Game

 GINA Base Maps (satellite imagery, rivers, wildlife management areas)
 Guided Process Tool (i.e., wizard) to streamline data entry and workflow from start to 

completion.
 Custom business workflows to streamline interim and long-term business processes 

(e.g. state and federal approvals).
 Feature Explorer tool to display project structure and complex data relationships.
 Feature Frame to provide one-click access to functions and operations for specific 

geographic features.
 Automatic spatial filters restrict default map display to specific user groups and 

permissions.
 Usability tools such as look-ahead pick lists, standardized drop-downs, data inheritance 

(i.e. default values), and geographic auto-detection features (e.g. habitat types, species 
occurrence).

 Graphical icons to indicate required fields, public fields, and workflow steps.
 Cross application links between mapping components and dashboard modules.

The methods of collection and reporting will improve accuracy, consistency, and allow the 
information to be queried to answer many of the questions that the Service and States need to 
address for grant performance and furthering conservation needs.

Most of the information collected will be available to the public over the internet. Exceptions will 
be made for information that is related to land ownership, sensitive species or habitats, or other 
information that would violate Federal, State, or local laws or policies.           

4. Describe efforts to identify duplication.  

This collection does not duplicate other information collections. Some States may have similar 
systems that per their State processes require similar data collection. We are working with 
several States to ingest the information from their databases into our electronic system.  
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5. If the collection of information impacts small businesses or other small entities, 
describe the methods used to minimize burden.

This collection does not have a significant impact on small entities (small businesses, 
organizations, or government bodies).

6. Describe the consequence to Federal program or policy activities if the collection 
were not conducted or is conducted less frequently, as well as any technical or legal 
obstacles to reducing burden.

We are legally obligated by Federal regulations to collect performance information on Federal 
grants awarded to our grantees. We currently require location information in a performance 
report, but through the improved electronic system we are requesting it through electronic 
mapping. The mapper is simple and does not require any specialized expertise to describe a 
project location, just knowledge of the area. The additional information we request here allow:

1) States to add simple to find data such as project status, contact information, partner 
information, and estimated costs to improve performance reporting;

2) States to integrate projects that have multiple funding sources or grants that fund 
multiple projects; 

3) Quantitative and qualitative standards to measure performance;
4) Implementing Specific Measurable Attainable Relevant Time bound (SMART) objectives;

and   
5) The Service to better report to Congress on actions, results, and performance of Federal

dollars being spent for conservation and other efforts.   

We have been advised through OMB Memorandum M-12-14 that we are to increase the use of 
evidence in our grant programs and we will do this, in part, by asking for SMART objectives, 
creating standardized reporting terms, and asking for some basic additional information that will 
allow the Service to receive reporting that supports the purposes of the grant programs. 

We are legally obligated for the frequency of collection. If we do not collect the additional 
information we will be missing key elements to improve the accuracy and efficiency of the robust
type of reporting States and the Service need to lead conservation efforts into the future. 

7. Explain any special circumstances that would cause an information collection to be 
conducted in a manner not consistent with OMB guidelines.
* requiring respondents to report information to the agency more often than 

quarterly;
* requiring respondents to prepare a written response to a collection of information 

in fewer than 30 days after receipt of it;
* requiring respondents to submit more than an original and two copies of any 

document;
* requiring respondents to retain records, other than health, medical, government 

contract, grant-in-aid, or tax records, for more than three years;
* in connection with a statistical survey, that is not designed to produce valid and 

reliable results that can be generalized to the universe of study;
* requiring the use of a statistical data classification that has not been reviewed and

approved by OMB;
* that includes a pledge of confidentiality that is not supported by authority 

established in statute or regulation, that is not supported by disclosure and data 
security policies that are consistent with the pledge, or which unnecessarily 
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impedes sharing of data with other agencies for compatible confidential use; or
* requiring respondents to submit proprietary trade secrets, or other confidential 

information unless the agency can demonstrate that it has instituted procedures 
to protect the information's confidentiality to the extent permitted by law.

There are no circumstances that require the information be collected in a manner inconsistent 
with OMB guidelines.

8. If applicable, provide the date and page number of publication in the Federal Register 
of the agency's notice, required by 5 CFR 1320.8(d), soliciting comments on the 
information collection prior to submission to OMB.  Summarize public comments 
received in response to that notice (or in response to a PRA statement) and describe 
actions taken by the agency in response to these comments.  

Describe efforts to consult with persons outside the agency to obtain their views on 
the availability of data, frequency of collection, the clarity of instructions and 
recordkeeping, disclosure, or reporting format (if any), and on the data elements to be
recorded, disclosed, or reported.  

On August 10, 2012, we published in the Federal Register (77 FR 47864) a notice of our intent 
to request that OMB approve this information collection.  In that notice, we solicited comments 
for 60 days, ending on October 9, 2012. In addition to asking for comments on the additional 
information we plan to collect, we also asked for comments on the new electronic method and 
process for collection of all information. We received comments from nine States and one 
member of the public. 

State Comments

Comment:  Three respondents were supportive of the electronic collection system, Wildlife 
TRACS, and its ability to demonstrate program accomplishments, as long as the data collection 
requirements are kept at the level of current approval by OMB. 
 
Response:  The current OMB approval for WSFR grant programs gives performance 
information, but is not standardized and specific enough to create an effective national grant 
accomplishment database.  Through the electronic collection States and other grantees will be 
prompted to give information from drop-down options in data fields, will be led through the steps
of data entry, and will be giving standardized information that will produce robust reports to 
demonstrate program accomplishments.  

Comment:  Two respondents commented that information beyond that which is necessary to 
demonstrate program accomplishments should not be required. 
 
Response: We agree with this comment.  We continue to work with several groups of Federal 
and State staff at various levels of involvement as we identify information needed and plan for 
future needs.  We have received many suggestions and have been responsive to comments to 
limit data collection to that we need to responsibly assess grant accomplishments and can 
respond to information requests from a variety of audiences.  We are also using electronic 
models and tools within the electronic database that make it more user-friendly, more intuitive, 
and easier to enter data. 

Comment:  One respondent was not supportive of the collection of additional information and 
argued that we have not demonstrated evidence of inadequacy of the existing performance 
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reporting requirements. 
 
Response:  As of October 2012, the existing reporting system (FAIMS) was decommissioned 
and we are forced into a new method of collecting information.  We are obligated by Federal 
guidance, such as the Government Paperwork Elimination Act and other directives, to use 
electronic systems.  We will do this through Wildlife TRACS, the system designed to replace 
FAIMS. We have listened to Congress, Federal and State staff, other grantees, and 
stakeholders to assess needs.  We have considered the needs that FAIMS was unable to fulfill, 
information routinely needed, and how performance reporting helps plan for conservation into 
the future, and have developed Wildlife TRACS to address all of these needs.  Most of the 
information requested in Wildlife TRACS is not new information and is covered by our approved
OMB control numbers, but we organize the information so it is more consistent and easier to 
report.  We limit additional information to that needed to improve the ability to report program 
accomplishments and to help assure continued grant program funding.

Comment:  Two respondents commented that effectiveness measures for State Wildlife Grants 
(SWG) should be recommended, not mandatory.  

Response:  The Office of Management and Budget has repeatedly called for Federal agencies 
to document outcomes, not just outputs of their work and the work they fund.  Unlike other 
WSFR grant programs, SWG is subject to the annual appropriations process, increasing the 
need to be able to adequately demonstrate outcomes.  The Association of Fish and Wildlife 
Agencies, in their report “Measuring the Effectiveness of Wildlife Grants, April 2011,” 
demonstrates the need for States to provide more meaningful results and establishes 
effectiveness measures as a means to support State conservation work.  If the expectation to 
complete the effectiveness measures allowed grantees to choose if they would respond or not, 
it would jeopardize the completeness of the national effectiveness measures data set. We will 
address effectiveness measures by guiding SWG grantees in our electronic system through a 
list of questions and responses designed to make the collection of information flow easier for 
the user.  The amount of effort to complete this information is minimal compared to the benefits 
of the information available to decisionmakers.   

Comment:  One respondent commented that Statewide projects do not fit the Wildlife TRACS 
model well.  

Response:  Statewide projects will fit well into the electronic mapping used in Wildlife TRACS.  
The mapping tool is designed to allow users to select projects at a State level, or any level 
above or below that.  Some geo-spatial advantages of the system may not be fully utilized at 
the State-scale level, but accomplishments can be captured easily and rolled up accurately in 
regional and national reports. 

Comment:  Six respondents commented that burden hours were underestimated.  

Response:  When determining the burden hours for the additional information and also 
accounting for applicants and grantees entering data into an electronic system directly, we 
compared Wildlife TRACS to a similar database, HabITS.  HabITS has a similar approach to 
collecting data and has been in use long enough to know how long data entry takes from novice
users, as well as experienced users.  We used information from HabITS users as a baseline 
while considering other factors, such as the fact that we are only estimating burden for 
additional information and not for total information.  Collection of information already covered by
OMB Control Numbers 1018-0109 and 1018-0147 is not included in this request.  We also 
consider that work savings will be accomplished under certain circumstances, such as projects 
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that remain the same from year to year which will be extended annually through a simple 
process.

Comment: Six respondents stated that it was difficult to comment effectively on burden hours 
because Wildlife TRACS was not yet completed and available for use.  As a result, potential 
impacts on State staff were unknown.  

Response:  We agree that without Wildlife TRACS being completed and available to use, we 
are not able to fully understand the burden of the system. However, the information from 
HabITS users gives us a good estimate of burden. The current performance reporting system is
decommissioned, and we must move forward with Wildlife TRACS in order to have a system in 
place.    

Comment:  Three respondents stated that it was difficult to comment on the estimates of burden
hours due to the limited State agency access to Wildlife TRACS.  

Response:  We agree that when we issued the 60-day notice there were only a few States that 
had access to Wildlife TRACS. We could only give limited access during the development 
process because of technology constraints.  We expanded to a cloud-computing environment in
October 2012, and effective January 2013, we expanded the number of States with access to 
the Wildlife TRACS training environment.  No State will be asked to enter information into 
Wildlife TRACS until their staffs receive training.

Comment: One respondent stated that the burden hour estimates did not consider the time it 
takes to develop project proposals.  

Response: The burden hours estimated are only for the new information we will ask for. The 
burden hours incurred to develop a project are already captured in the current approval under 
OMB Control Numbers 1018-0109 and 1018-0147.
 
Comment:  One respondent commented that four additional hours to complete a grant 
application and two additional hours to complete a performance report is significant and will 
reduce staff productivity.   

Response:  We expect these estimated burden hours to decrease as grantees become familiar 
with the process and use of electronic systems for reporting all information. We are continuing 
to review the electronic system as we train Federal and State staff and will continue to 
implement suggested methods to streamline and simplify functions. Using an electronic system 
will replace written performance reports and produce documents and reports that can be used 
for other tasks, such as submitting grant applications on http://www.grants.gov., further reducing
overall workload.  

Comment:  Two respondents commented that the quality, utility and clarity of the information to 
be collected will be enhanced through the use of Wildlife TRACS.  

Response:  We agree.

Comment:  One respondent commented that Wildlife TRACS does not serve as a grant 
management system and that States must go to two systems, one for financial reporting and 
one for performance reporting.

Response:  The Department of the Interior retired FAIMS and transferred the financial reporting 

9



functions to the Federal Business Management System (FBMS). We were granted permission 
to temporarily keep FAIMS open for performance reporting, but it is now closed permanently.  
We cannot bring all the information in FBMS over to Wildlife TRACS, but there are some fields 
that will be populated by FBMS with daily updates. Wildlife TRACS is not designed to be a grant
management system, but we expect the improvements will assist grant managers and give 
consistent reporting information.  We will continue to make improvements as we gain 
knowledge and improved technology.  

Comment:  Two respondents stated they do not see any value added by Wildlife TRACS for 
grants management. 

Response:  We disagree. There will be a transition period for learning the system, but, over the 
long term, State grantees should see the benefits of streamlined grants processes, improved 
performance information, and the benefits of newer technology.  We will continue to accept 
comments for ways to improve the electronic systems and be responsive to suggestions for 
improvement. 

Comment:  One respondent stated that we did not provide details on the additional information 
required for land acquisition projects and its usage. 
 
Response:  We agree. WSFR and State grant managers that work with lands have developed a
list of anticipated information and it is included in general terms. Many States have told us that 
they prefer to enter the information for accuracy and the extra information asked for real 
property actions is easily available. We will help States to enter complete information.  

Comment:  One respondent commented that a trend line was not practical for survey projects 
that focus on general distribution of species.  

Response: We agree. This information is intended for ongoing survey projects with objectives 
used to track measures used to estimate the annual status of species or habitats. The outputs 
of survey projects will be uploaded as attachments.

Comment:  One respondent stated that they currently estimate costs for projects and not 
actions and expressed concern about how the change will be accomplished in their State.  

Response:  We will ask for costs only at the broadest action level. There are 13 Action 
categories that are designed to match typical WSFR grant actions; for example: education or 
technical guidance.  The costs to be entered are estimated and are not auditable.  They are 
entered to help grant managers link expected costs to their projects to help in planning, project 
review, and performance reporting.  This information may be useful in the future to demonstrate 
approximate funds leveraged from other sources to accomplish conservation work. 

Comment:  One respondent recommended that WSFR staff work with States through at least 
one complete grant cycle in implementing Wildlife TRACS.  

Response:  We agree.  WSFR has completed most of the Service training and is conducting 
State training, which will continue through classroom and e–training venues.  The trained 
Service staff will assist States as needed.  No State will be expected to enter information into 
Wildlife TRACS until their staff has received training.  WSFR staff will be engaged with State 
staff to assist in the transition for, at minimum, a full year.    
Comment:  Two respondents stated that performance reports need to be written prior to Wildlife 
TRACS data entry and this duplicates effort.  
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Response:  We will not require grantees to submit written reports and instead States will directly
enter performance reporting information into Wildlife TRACS.

Comment:  Three respondents stated that detailed project proposals need to be written prior to 
Wildlife TRACS data entry and this duplicates effort.  

Response:  This has been addressed in the current structure of Wildlife TRACS.  There are 
fields available in the system that will accommodate all the required elements of a project 
statement as per 50 CFR 80.82 and as required in other grant programs.  Once entered into 
Wildlife TRACS, a document may be downloaded and saved that serves as a project narrative 
and used in http://www.grants.gov or other application processes.  A separate project proposal 
does not need to be written for the WSFR grant approval process.

Comment:   Four respondents commented that using Wildlife TRACS for grant applications 
duplicates information submitted through http://www.grants.gov.  

Response:  Wildlife TRACS is designed to collect information at the project and action levels, so
most grant level information submitted through http://www.grants.gov is not applicable unless 
the grant only consists of a single project.  If the grant only consists of a single project, the only 
duplicate information is a few fields on the SF-424 (Application for Financial Assistance). 
Wildlife TRACS is designed to allow users to enter information into electronic fields and produce
documents that the applicant may use when they submit applications through 
http://www.grants.gov, reducing user efforts.

Comment:  Two respondents commented that increased reporting requirements will result in 
increased staff workload.  

Response:  We agree there will be an initial increased staff workload as State staff learn the 
new system and enter new information.  This is one reason why we will help enter information 
for the first year.  After a 1-year grant cycle for continuing grants, information already entered 
can simply be updated with much less effort. Performance reporting though Wildlife TRACS will 
eliminate the need to prepare traditional written performance reports.   Electronic workflow will 
reduce delays and allow for more efficient project approval and reporting.

Comment:  Two respondents stated that no additional resources are going to be provided to 
States to enter information into Wildlife TRACS.  

Response:  State administrative costs are eligible for funding under both the Wildlife 
Restoration (WR) and Sport Fish Restoration (SFR) grant programs.  Receipts in the trust funds
for both programs increased over 2012, resulting in an increase in funding for both WR and 
SFR for fiscal year 2013.  This makes additional funds available if a State chooses to use them 
to provide additional resources to implement Wildlife TRACS. Training, technical assistance, 
and Service staff assistance are also being given to States as resources to help in using the 
electronic system for performance reporting.

Comment:  Two respondents commented that Wildlife TRACS geo-spatial data entry will require
adding staff with this expertise.  

Response:  Entering geo-spatial information into Wildlife TRACS will not require any specialized
Geographic Information System (GIS) expertise. 
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Comment:  One respondent commented that we must make additional efforts to minimize State 
burdens when implementing Wildlife TRACS.  

Response:  We are reviewing the fields, mechanisms, and benefits of Wildlife TRACS to 
examine ways, within reason, to minimize State burdens for Wildlife TRACS data entry and use.

Comment:  One respondent recommended that WSFR staff should enter all data into Wildlife 
TRACS, with States performing quality assurance and control.  

Response:  State staffs have first-hand knowledge of the projects and can enter better data.  It 
would be more than a duplication of effort for the States to give the information to WSFR, have 
WSFR enter the information, then have State staff go back into the system and verify, clarify, 
and continue to revise incorrect information. Ultimately, State staffs need to be engaged in 
electronic data entry so that the quality of information is improved over that entered into FAIMS 
and so the performance information they are reporting is efficient and accurate.  

Comment:  Three respondents recommended that Wildlife TRACS should only be used for 
accomplishment reporting, and not for applying for grants.  

Response:  States will only enter data related to applying for a grant for mandatory (formula) 
grants.  States will not be required to enter information into Wildlife TRACS for competitive 
grants until after a grant is awarded.  If WSFR staff were responsible for entering project 
proposal information into Wildlife TRACS, they would be making decisions on the work, 
structure of the work as projects, and actions that they cannot make as these are State 
decisions.  If WSFR were to add information that is not the way a State wants it structured, it 
would cause a greater burden on both parties.  It would also make it hard for States to enter 
accomplishments if grants were not structured by WSFR staff in a way that States would want 
them. WSFR has responded to concerns by designing Wildlife TRACS to create documents that
can be used by States as attachments to an http://www.grants.gov application, reducing 
workload on the States.  

Comment:  One respondent commented that proposed project information entered into Wildlife 
TRACS by States would be subject to revision during the grant approval process. This would 
mean more work in going back and forth to reach a final version.  

Response:  If changes are needed during the grant approval process, it will create some type of
workload regardless of what system is used. This is part of grants management.  Changes 
made using an electronic system should be less of a burden and easier to manage with 
electronic workflow tools than changes made through other methods.  Making the changes 
during the grant approval process reduces the workload during the accomplishment reporting 
period. 

Comment:  One respondent commented that it would be inefficient for “placeholder” geo-spatial 
data to be entered into Wildlife TRACS before work is completed and exact locations are 
known. 

Response:  Geo-spatial information is central to the accurate reporting of conservation 
information and that is why it is incorporated into the structure of Wildlife TRACS.  The 
electronic system requires that at least a basic map be entered as the first data entry step in 
order to set a general location for the work and the map will be altered later, as needed, for the 
specific project or action location. There will be tools given on the electronic system that will 
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help users easily adjust the mapped areas as more information is received and projects and 
actions are better defined.  We will give guidance on the easiest ways to use the electronic 
mapping tools that any typical user can understand.

Comment:  One respondent noted that Wildlife TRACS deployment lags FAIMS 
decommissioning by 3 months.  

Response:  It was longer than 3 months, but was unavoidable due to development delays.  
However, this is not relevant to this information collection request. 

Comment:  One respondent commented that revising project information in Wildlife TRACS will 
be burdensome because of the many times some projects are amended.
 
Response:  States need to submit appropriate paperwork each time they substantially amend 
projects according to existing grants processes.  This will be done through the electronic 
system, with very little change in workload.

Comment:  One respondent asked exactly how Wildlife TRACS will allow more efficient grant 
processing.  

Response:  When starting the grant process, all required elements of the project statement can 
be entered into Wildlife TRACS instead of a two-step process of submitting a file or paper copy 
of a narrative that would have to be entered later. Some information entered will be available as 
a report that can be attached to an http://www.grants.gov application.  WSFR is exploring 
additions to this feature. Entering accomplishment information into the electronic system will 
fulfill performance reporting requirements, so written reports will no longer be needed. WSFR is 
exploring other efficiencies.

Comment:  States have not been properly trained nor had enough time to use the electronic 
system prior to publishing the notice asking for comments.

Response:  We agree the timing was unfortunate, but it was needed to get the process started 
for OMB approval for information collection.  The States are now more familiar and the 30-day 
notice serves as a second chance for the public to comment.

Comment:  The additional information requested is really only for State Wildlife Grants.

Response:  The additional information we wish to collect is for all programs in WSFR except 
where described as an exception.

Comment:  Additional information beyond what is already approved and the additional listed in 
the 60-day notice will be collected through the electronic system, Wildlife TRACS.

Response:  It may appear that extra information is being collected beyond our current 
information collection approvals and that listed in the 60-day notice, but that is because the 
method of collection is different.  For example, we would expect to see project purpose, need, 
and objectives in a written project statement, but this information will now be captured by 
entering information into prescribed data fields instead of in a paper narrative.  Some of the 
fields in the electronic system replace hard-copy work flow processes, but the information is the 
same. We have thoroughly reviewed the existing application and performance reporting and 
identified the additional information we will ask for that is outside of the approval we have 
through OMB Control Numbers 1018-0109 and 1018-0147. 
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Comment:  Additional pieces of information such as: project location, contact information, real 
property information, workflow, and habitat information, are not needed to report to Congress.

Response:  Project location and habitat information is often important for requests we receive 
from Congress and others.  Some of the information we will collect will not be reported to 
Congress specifically as that information, but may be rolled-up to build the level of reporting that
we need not only for Congress, but also for industry, the public, and other partners.  Other 
information we will collect is required by policy or regulation and was collected differently prior 
to this, but is not new information. Some pieces of information are part of the system 
management process and not expected to be used for that type of report.    

Comment:  The States should be given training, technical support, a system for collecting 
ongoing comments and suggestions, and definitions to help guide the consistency of entries.

Response:  We have been conducting training during 2013.   We are developing Best 
Management Practices guidance, e-learning, examples of projects from various types of grants,
instructions for how to enter the data, and other learning and use tools. We will post information 
on a Wiki that will allow users to search for specific information and easily find guidance.  We 
will give technical assistance and answer questions through a Help Desk that will be supported 
indefinitely.

Comment:  There is concern that too much money will be spent on administration leaving less 
money for on-the-ground projects. 

Response:  We expect there will be an increase in administrative burden for the first year or so 
using the electronic system. The electronic system will be used regardless of whether we add 
more information or not, as it is part of the application and reporting requirements for States to 
give the Service certain information in order to voluntarily receive grant funds.  Especially with 
the increase in funds given to States in 2013 for Sport Fish Restoration and Wildlife 
Restoration, and the expected trend for continued increase in at least Wildlife Restoration 
funding to States, we expect no significant reduction in funding that can be used for direct 
conservation projects. Ultimately, however, it is a State decision for how they divide their WSFR 
funding between projects and administration.

Comment:  The Service should be responsible for all historical data entry.

Response: We will bring as much historical information over from FAIMS as possible using the 
current technology.  We will not expect users to enter information from past years.

Comment:  Instead of having to draw a point or polygon on a map, we need an option of 
entering GPS coordinates.

Response:  Users will have the option to enter mapping information several different ways, 
including using GPS coordinates. We have trained users how to make the desired changes.

Comment:  The Service should divide the training up so that one class talks about how to do 
part of the data entry and another class something else.

Response:  We enlisted our professional WSFR trainers to organize and present initial training. 
They will continue to build tools and add components as needed for additional training as 
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requested or as needed.

Comment:  States should not have to send in interim reports when a final report is due shortly 
after.

Response:  The reporting frequency and process is required by 43 CFR 12 and is not part of 
the additional burden.

Comment:  Some projects affect over 200 species.  How can we efficiently enter all of that 
information into the electronic system?

Response:  Entering species information is not required.  A recommended best practice is to 
identify species that are directly benefitted by a specific action.  Users will have the option to 
build customized groups of species that can then be applied to many different actions.  We will 
continue to improve the process of working with species information to minimize the workload.

Comment:  Although it is a good idea for States to enter more information for the public to see, it
will mean an extra workload and cost more money.

Response:  Any additions that States make to the electronic system beyond those we request 
are a decision of the State.

General Public Comment

Comment:   The commenter stated that members of the public should have the opportunity to 
review and approve projects in their State, and should have a say on how the State uses the 
funds.  

Response:  Members will be able to review reports on grant activities in Wildlife TRACS.  The 
commenter did not address the information collection, and we did not make any changes to our 
requirements as a result of this comment. 

In addition to the Federal Register notice, we have consulted States, organizations, other 
agencies, and other Federal staff when preparing the burden information, when determining the 
information we need for reporting actions, and when developing and implementing the new 
electronic system. We have formed several teams over the last 2 years during the development 
of the electronic system and have organized several more teams to assist in managing the 
system and responding to States and others into the future.

9. Explain any decision to provide any payment or gift to respondents, other than 
remuneration of contractors or grantees.

We do not provide gifts or payments to respondents. 

10. Describe any assurance of confidentiality provided to respondents and the basis for 
the assurance in statute, regulation, or agency policy.

We do not promise confidentiality except as required by law, for example: personal information 
(per the Privacy Act at 5 USC 552a) that might be included with information given related to real 
property acquisitions. We do not ask for personal identifiers such as social security numbers. 
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11. Provide additional justification for any questions of a sensitive nature, such as sexual
behavior and attitudes, religious beliefs, and other matters that are commonly 
considered private.  

We do not ask sensitive questions.

12. Provide estimates of the hour burden of the collection of information.  

We require applications annually for new grants or as needed for multi-year grants. We require 
amendments on occasion when key elements of a project change. We require quarterly and 
final performance reports in the National Outreach and Communication Program and annual 
and final performance reports in the other programs. We may require more frequent reports 
under the conditions stated at 43 CFR 12.52 and 43 CFR 12.914.

The burden hours below are for the time we anticipate is needed for the additional information 
we request and this burden does not include the burden already included in the information 
collections approved at OMB Control numbers1018-0109 and 1018-0147. We expect the total 
burden for collected information to decrease over the next several years as users become more 
familiar with the electronic system and as we add more efficiency to the electronic system.

We estimate a total of 5,625 responses totaling 10,250 annual burden hours for this collection.  

The dollar value of the annual burden hours is approximately $529,413 ($51.65 times 10,250 
hours). We used the Bureau of Labor Statistics USDL 13-1835 entitled “Employer Costs for 
Employee Compensation – June 2013 (http://www.bls.gov/news.release/pdf/ecec.pdf) released 
on September 11, 2013 to determine the hourly wage and benefits.  Table 3 lists the hourly 
wage for State management and professional occupations as $34.43.  We multiplied this rate by
1.5 to account for benefits, resulting in an hourly cost factor of $51.65 (rounded). 

ACTIVITY NUMBER OF 
RESPONDENTS

NUMBER OF 
RESPONSES

COMPLETION 
TIME PER 
RESPONSE

TOTAL 
ANNUAL
BURDEN
HOURS

Application (Mandatory program) -  
collect and enter information

56 625 4 hours 2,500

Amendment - collect and enter 
information

150 1,500 .5 hours 750

Performance Reports - collect and 
enter additional information

200 3,500  2 hours 7,000

TOTALS 406 5.625 ………………… 10,250

13. Provide an estimate of the total annual [nonhour] cost burden to respondents or 
recordkeepers resulting from the collection of information.  

There are no nonhour burden costs associated with this information collection.

14.  Provide estimates of annualized costs to the Federal Government.  

We estimate the total annual cost to the Federal Government for processing and reviewing the 
new information for our grant programs is $139,879. 

Salary Costs - $28,609 (469 hours * $61).  We estimate that it will take Service staff 
approximately 5 minutes per response (469 hours) to process and review the new information 
that we propose to collect.  We used a weighted average hourly cost of $61 per hour, the same 
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as used in the last renewal of OMB Control number 1018-0109, to determine Federal salary 
costs.  

Other Costs - $111,270.  We must maintain an electronic reporting system for performance 
reporting on grants we manage. Of the total amount we spend annually to support the electronic
system, we expect that 3 percent or less of that amount results from this additional information 
collection or $111,270.    

15. Explain the reasons for any program changes or adjustments in hour or cost burden.

This is a new information collection.

16. For collections of information whose results will be published, outline plans for 
tabulation and publication.  

The additional information we will collect, along with other information already approved to 
collect, will be visible as reports to the public through the Wildlife TRACS web site. The type of 
information will be similar to that available to the public on the iFAIMS web site, but will use 
newer technology, improved processes, and standardized responses to give more accurate and 
engaging information.

The Wildlife TRACS Web site will allow the public to search geographically, by species or 
habitat, or using other identifiers that will inform the public on a wide range of conservation 
efforts.

17. If seeking approval to not display the expiration date for OMB approval of the 
information collection, explain the reasons that display would be inappropriate.

We will display the OMB control number and expiration date on the TRACS Web site and other 
appropriate materials.

18.  Explain each exception to the certification statement. 

There are no exceptions to the certification statement.
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