SUPPORTING STATEMENT A
FOR PAPERWORK REDUCTION ACT SUBMISSION

Central Flyway Online Goose Harvest Assessment
OMB Control Number 1028-NEW

Terms of Clearance:  Not Applicable - New Collection.

Justification

1.	Explain the circumstances that make the collection of information necessary.  Identify any legal or administrative requirements that necessitate the collection.

The Department of Interior is designated as a key agency charged with responsible management of migratory birds, including determining hunting regulations and collection of data to monitor hunter harvest, under the Migratory Bird Treaty Act (16 U.S.C. 703-712). Currently, there are three separate surveys conducted by the Department of Interior U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) and their State agency partners to determine harvest magnitude and species, age, and sex composition of harvested migratory birds authorized under The Fish and Wildlife Act of 1956 (16 U.S.C. 742a-742j). These surveys are titled the “Migratory Bird Harvest Information Program (HIP)”, the “Migratory Bird Hunter Survey” and the “Parts Collection Survey” (Migratory Bird Surveys 50 CFR 20.20, OMB Control Number 1018-0023), each providing unique information that, when combined, allows for estimation of total harvest, and species, age, and sex specific harvest, specifically of waterfowl (e.g., ducks and geese). The HIP survey stratifies individual hunters into groups based on their previous year’s harvest totals. The Migratory Bird Hunter Survey asks a subset of hunters to provide information on the total number of ducks and geese harvested each time they hunt. The Parts Collection Survey (PCS) has been designed to provide estimates of proportional harvest of ducks and geese by species, sex, and age, by asking hunters to mail physical parts (e.g., wings, tail feathers, or wing-tip feathers) to be speciated, aged, and sexed by trained biologists from State and Federal Agencies. Estimation of species- and age-specific harvest are required parameters to estimate and monitor population abundance using a Lincoln estimator, the primary estimator for monitoring populations of North America’s goose populations. The derivation of population size using a Lincoln estimator requires annual estimates of harvest and harvest rate for species of interest. Therefore, accurate harvest estimates are necessary to achieve accurate estimate of population size. Our proposed study will address some concerns regarding estimating harvest of North American goose species.

To estimate the species and age composition of U.S. goose harvest, the USFWS annually conducts a PCS from a sample of hunters in each flyway (Raftovich et al. 2020). The PCS process is well documented and is used to identify age- and species-specific harvest composition in geese (Hanson 1967, Tacha et al. 1989, Johnson et al. 2004). Age ratios are a critical component to estimating age-specific and total harvest of a species, which are then used in conjunction with age-specific harvest rates to estimate population size (Lincoln 1930, Alisauskas et al. 2009, 2011, 2014, Padding and Royle 2012). The proportional contributions of each species to the PCS are then combined with total goose estimates from the Migratory Bird Hunter Survey to estimate harvest. These monitoring efforts are essential to estimating annual goose harvest, but managers have identified several potential biases that should be addressed. While the process of extrapolating age-ratios and hunter harvest surveys to estimated harvest is relatively straightforward and statistically valid, the information provided in the PCS by hunters via the PCS design proposes several potentially influential challenges. 

Due to liberalizations in bag limits and hunting season lengths, and PCS participation fatigue, PCS participants only submit a subset of daily harvested waterfowl to the survey or do not request additional envelopes to continue participation once initial envelopes are exhausted (i.e., completeness bias; Roberts and Kruse 2015 unpub. report). Fatigue in the PCS is temporally biased toward participating early in the season with hunters typically using the initial 10 envelopes provided and a decreasing number of hunters requesting additional envelopes for every additional packet they request. Therefore, fewer parts are submitted later in the season, resulting in a temporal harvest bias in addition to a quantity bias (Roberts and Kruse 2015). Harvest composition is influenced by the ecology of geese through migration chronology and spatial distributions. If hunters use their initial PCS envelopes early in the season, the makeup of bag limits likely consists of temperate-nesting Canada geese before arctic and subarctic geese migrate into many areas. Currently, the Central Flyway PCS is heavily biased towards temperate-nesting Canada Geese (83.3%; Central Flyway Wingbee Report 2020), for which few management decisions are made or abundance estimates derived, and reduces envelopes available for arctic/subarctic goose harvest later in the season. Furthermore, demographics of hunter participants in the PCS can play a major role in the resulting harvest estimates. While a majority of Central Flyway goose hunters bag <7 geese/season, these hunters contribute only 10-17% of total annual goose harvest, while “goose specialists”, or hunters that harvest large numbers of geese, make up a small proportion of the total goose hunter population but contribute a large portion of total harvest (Beard and Garrick unpublished report, USFWS). 

Parts Collection Survey data from goose hunters and harvest in ND, SD, NE, and KS showed that the top 20% of hunters harvest >50-71% of all geese harvested in each State (NDGF unpublished report, Beard and Garrick unpublished report). While PCS fatigue may not be an issue for the average hunter bag, it is almost certainly an issue for the upper tier goose hunters that harvest a majority of geese. Because goose specialists account for a large majority of total harvest, their participation in a PCS style survey can drastically alter harvest estimates. Additionally, because these hunters are apparently more skilled at harvesting large numbers of geese, their bag limits are likely to contain different age-ratios, species, or a combination of such than the typical hunter (e.g., may harvest more AHY geese than a typical hunter, selectively harvest some species over others), further conflicting parameters used to estimate age class-specific harvest and ultimately, population size via the Lincoln method. Given the importance of accurately estimating harvest for population monitoring for all goose species, understanding the influence of additional biases to PCS survey data is warranted. An alternative approach to estimating goose harvests through an online platform where hunters self-report species and age information would reduce the burden on survey participants (i.e., no collection/mailing of parts or photographs) and yield valuable information on completeness bias, temporal submission bias, and hunter demographic bias, which would help to assess potential biases of current surveys and resulting population abundance estimates.

Any bias in composition estimates of species harvested, in any combination of species, age, or sex, will cascade to estimates of species-specific harvest and further cascade to estimated abundance. Development of additional instruments to gather harvest estimates from hunters will aid in understanding current biases of the traditional PCS, aid in understanding waterfowl monitoring and harvest management activities, and provide cost-reduction and efficiencies to monitoring efforts. In an effort to develop and evaluate an additional survey to the Hunter Harvest Survey and PCS which may help to alleviate concerns outlined above, we propose the development of an online/mobile application survey platform (i.e., usable on computer, tablet, Android and Apple OS) to allow harvest reporting directly from hunters without the need for collection and identification of waterfowl parts, therefore avoiding some known biases of current experimental designs. A study on the design, implementation, comparability, and efficacy of an online/mobile survey methodology will determine if such a survey is feasible and could be operational in the future to accurately estimate harvest, and reduce biases, costs, and time of involved in the current Migratory Bird Harvest and PCS surveys.

This project involves two primary objectives:
1) Develop an online/mobile application platform to voluntarily report goose harvest based on integrating the main components of the HIP, Hunter Harvest Survey, and PCS in one application.
2) Compare harvest estimates with existing survey methods to determine if differences in harvest and resulting goose population estimates exist, to then determine if an online tool is a functional, viable, burden-reducing alternative instrument to measure goose harvest. 

The study will include the entire Central Flyway States (i.e., ND, SD, NE, KS, OK, TX, and portions of MT, WY, CO, and NM). An initial study of this size will allow incorporation of temporal and spatial variability in species specific harvest rates, hunter demographics, species-specific winter ecology (e.g., migration chronology, intra-winter regional movements) and will allow increased precision in harvest estimates in relation to PCS estimates at a reliable scale. Central Flyway State waterfowl program leaders have agreed to participating in and financially supporting such an effort. 

2.	Indicate how, by whom, and for what purpose the information is to be used.  Except for a new collection, indicate the actual use the agency has made of the information received from the current collection.  Be specific.  If this collection is a form or a questionnaire, every question needs to be justified.

We (USGS) will collect and analyze data to estimate total, species-, and age- specific harvest for Central Flyway States and use estimated harvest totals to estimate population abundance using the Lincoln method. The purpose of this collection is to test the efficacy of an alternative platform (i.e., survey instrument) to collect harvest information in a citizen science framework that combines the efforts of three current surveys to reduce known biases and reduce burden to both the public and to State and Federal agencies. To be clear, the primary goal is to evaluate if harvest estimates and resulting population abundance estimates are comparable to current surveys in place via a simpler, more cost and time effective survey instrument. We plan to collect data for three years to ensure we capture annual variability in harvest (due to differences in annual goose population sizes, migration ecology, spatial distributions, weather, and hunting effort) for robust comparisons of the resulting estimates to current surveys in place. Respondents submit data voluntarily (as frequently as they wish based on how often they harvest a goose) as they do for each of the current surveys and will remain anonymous providing no personally identifiable information. While the USFWS in conjunction with State agencies utilize information on harvest and abundance for development of regulations such as hunting season dates and bag limits, our estimates to be used purely for research purposes and comparison of survey instruments and will not be used in regulation determination processes. We plan to disseminate the results of statistical comparisons and survey instrument efficacy in the form of manuscripts in peer-reviewed journals, where upon acceptance, data will be made available in ScienceBase. We will comply with all USGS Information Quality Guidelines. 

Specific questions and data input include:

1) How many geese did you harvest last year? - This is a multiple-choice questions with answer options to include a) did not hunt, b) none, c) 1-10, d) 11+. Similar to HIP, this question allows us to stratify respondents based on their harvest category, allowing us to determine if a recipient is classified as a “goose specialist” hunter or not. Determining whether or not a respondent is a “goose specialist” is an important step for statistical analyses as to whether goose specialists can provide similar estimates of harvest compared to the entire sampling universe of respondents. This is a one-time question asked the first time the respondent enters the platform and is not repeated again. 

Hunt Information

2) Date of harvest (MM/DD/YYYY) – required information for estimation of temporal distribution of harvest and allows comparisons with PCS surveys to determine if harvest remains stable, increases, or decreases through time and after PCS participants typically run out of envelopes. 

3) Location of harvest (State, county and nearest town) – required for the estimation of the geographical distribution of harvest and allows State to county level comparisons with current surveys. Nearest town allows the determination of county if the county is unknown. 

4) How many geese did you harvest? – The total numerical value of geese harvested for that respondent for that hunt. This information is necessary to estimate total harvest at the county, State, and flyway levels. 

Speciation
If the respondent indicates that they harvested any number of geese other than zero, they are then asked to provide the number of each species harvested. Hunters are required to know the species identity of their harvest in order to stay within State and Federal species-specific bag limits and season dates. If a respondent did not harvest more than one species, no information is provided for species they did not harvest, or zero may be entered. Each species will have photo examples and a species physical description next to their category for further reference to identify the correct species. The respondents provide a numeric value of each species harvested. The species selected below are the prominent and monitored species within the Central Flyway. 

5) Please indicate how many of each species were harvested:
				Snow Goose:
				Ross’s Goose:
				Canada Goose:
				Cacking Goose:
				Greater White-fronted Goose:
				Other:

Age Identification
The age of several species of geese can be identified by their plumage coloration. For example, juvenile snow geese are gray/blue, while adult snow geese are white with black wing tips. Each age class for each species identified in the previous question will have photo examples and an age/plumage description next to their category for further reference to identify the correct age. The respondents provide a numeric value of each age class harvested. Age classes are limited to two categories, juvenile or adult. 

6) You indicated that you harvested XX snow geese, please indicate the age of geese harvested:
				Adult:
				Juvenile:

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.

The entire collection process is electronic based and can be accessed via any device with internet capabilities, including Apple and Android mobile phone operating systems. Compared to current surveys which require mailing costs of paper forms, envelopes, and participant burden in the form of removing and mailing physical waterfowl parts through the mail, and subsequently State and Federal agency employees time to collect, sort, identify, and enumerate parts collected, our proposed online platform is a major reduction in burden for all parties. All (100%) of respondents will submit harvest information via the online platform, and there are no paper or other media forms associated with the collection. The results of the information collection will be made available in conjunction with peer-reviewed manuscripts following USGS Information Quality Guidelines and publishing requirements but will not be otherwise available to the general public. 

4.	Describe efforts to identify duplication.  Show specifically why any similar information already available cannot be used or modified for use for the purposes described in Item 2 above.

There are 4 questions which are similar to other surveys (Migratory Bird Surveys 50 CFR 20.20, OMB Control Number 1018-0023) currently in place:
1) How many geese did you harvest last year? – Asked in HIP survey 
2) Date of harvest – Asked in Migratory Bird Harvest Survey and PCS 
3) Location of harvest – Asked in Migratory Bird Harvest Survey and PCS
4) How many geese did you harvest? – Asked in Migratory Bird Harvest Survey

There are several key reasons why these questions must be asked in the same fashion as currently in place. The main goal of our research is the test the efficacy of an alternative survey instrument, an online/mobile harvest reporting platform. In order to directly compare estimates to the current surveys in place, we must ask similar questions in order to determine differences between survey instruments. Because our survey is anonymous, and we do not want to interfere with participants in the current surveys because we intend to compare among surveys, we cannot link participant information from current surveys as that would mean they must participate in both. This also reduces burden as we intend on a separate sample of individuals so they do not inflate their current burden from current surveys with an additional task. Furthermore, the current surveys in place do not operate in a fully online format, and we combine similar questions from three different surveys into one location to further yet reduce burden compared to current surveys. Date and location are common questions associated with many data collection protocols and are minimally burdensome. 

5.	If the collection of information impacts small businesses or other small entities, describe any methods used to minimize burden.

This information collection does not impact small businesses or other small entities.

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

If we do not collect the information or if we collect the information less frequently, we could not fully assess alternative strategies to address the current survey biases which collect data required for regulation processes of the controlled hunting of migratory birds that are mandated by law. Reducing uncertainty and bias in estimating parameters such as U.S. goose harvest and resulting population sizes are essential research priorities for effective goose management by State, Federal, and international (e.g., Canadian Wildlife Service) agencies, especially with increasing reliance on Lincoln estimates to monitor the status of populations. Understanding biases and assumptions in current harvest survey protocols has direct management implications, as many goose harvest strategies are predicated on harvest and/or Lincoln estimates and developing alternative methods to address these biases are necessary to develop accurate, reliable and increasingly precise estimates of harvest and abundance.  Furthermore, reducing costs associated with current harvest monitoring strategies, and monitoring programs in general, is necessary as budgets for such programs are increasingly at risk. Furthering our understanding of assumptions of current practices and surveys will aid in improving the management process for North American goose populations and migratory bird management.

7.	Explain any special circumstances that would cause an information collection to be conducted in a manner:
	*	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 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 us to collect the information in a manner inconsistent with OMB guidelines.

8.	If applicable, provide a copy and identify 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 and in response to the PRA statement associated with the collection over the past three years, and describe actions taken by the agency in response to these comments.  Specifically address comments received on cost and hour burden.

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.

Consultation with representatives of those from whom information is to be obtained or those who must compile records should occur at least once every three years — even if the collection of information activity is the same as in prior periods.  There may be circumstances that may preclude consultation in a specific situation.  These circumstances should be explained.

On November 25th, 2023, we published a 60-Day Federal Register notice (88 FR 73354).  We received the following comment (1) in response to the notice:

Comment #1:  Received from Jean Public on 10/28/23 via email.

“many hunters lie routinely about what they kill and they cannot be relied upon to present reliable information.  how do you therefore make up in your survey for the lying that is being done in reporting on goose kills?  i do not believe the us public can rely on teh information you are collecting as reliable from such an unreliable population. the effect on goose populations from killing has been nmassive extinction with huge reductions in population. they are not being recognized  y your agency, which likes this easy inaccurate way to collect information. easy beezy way to collect information that is unreliable. you have no way to show what you collect is accurate but is simply guesses. we need a new method that is more accurate. taxpayers hsould not support this loosy goosy way to collect unrelidable information and pass it off. this commetn is for the pbuilc record. we have seen far too many regulatorily captured agencies that do exactly that in the usa these days like cdc nih, etc. we want accuracy. this comment is for thepublic record. we also want more geese alive. jean publiee jeanpublic1@yahoo.com”

Agency Response to Comment #1:  The commenter did not address the information collection requirements; therefore, no response required. 

In addition to the Federal Register notice, we consulted with the five (5) individuals identified in Table 8.1 who are familiar with this collection of information in order to validate our time burden estimates and asked for comments on the questions below:

Table 8.1
	Organization
	Title

	Private Citizen – Norwalk, IA
	Migratory Bird Hunter

	Private Citizen – College Station, TX
	Migratory Bird Hunter

	Private Citizen – Bismarck, ND 
	Migratory Bird Hunter

	Private Citizen – Bozeman, MT 
	Migratory Bird Hunter

	Private Citizen – Great Bend, KS
	Migratory Bird Hunter



“Whether or not the collection of information is necessary, including whether or not the information will have practical utility; whether there are any questions they felt were unnecessary”
	
	Comments:	All hunters felt the collection was very necessary for management, no questions were unnecessary.

	Agency Response/Action Taken:  No response necessary.

“The accuracy of our estimate of the burden for this collection of information”
	
	Comments:	Four hunters said reasonable estimate of time and burden, one hunter said likely takes less time and burden than our estimates. 

	Agency Response/Action Taken:  No response necessary.

“Ways to enhance the quality, utility, and clarity of the information to be collected”

	Comments:	No comments were made regarding ways to enhance the data itself, but one hunter suggested adding clarity to what the data are used for. 

	Agency Response/Action Taken: We plan to include a survey information page on the platform where we will add all survey-specific information including data uses, partners, and all permitting approvals. 

“Ways to minimize the burden of the collection of information on respondents”

	Comments:	None, all hunters said data collection is very minimal and straightforward. 

	Agency Response/Action Taken:  None.

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

We will not provide payments or gifts to respondents.

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

The Department of the Interior is required under Section 208 of the E-Government Act of 2002 (Public Law 107-347, 44 U.S.C. Chapter 36) to conduct a Privacy Impact Assessment (PIA) before developing or initiating new information collections that use information technology that collects, maintains, or disseminates personally identifiable information (PII). We do not collect PII; however, we consulted with the USGS Privacy Act Officer on 1/3/2024-1/5/2024 to conduct a Privacy Threshold Analysis (PTA) to determine if a Privacy Impact Assessment (PIA) was required. 

After reviewing the PTA, the Privacy Act Officer determined that a Systems of Records Notice was not required because PII was limited to a respondents email that is anonymized through the use of a random ID number upon submission of data (PTA is attached). No other PII is requested or required. We do allow one open field text box for comments on harvest and should any PII be voluntarily submitted through the text field, it will be protected via the Privacy Act of 1974. 

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.  This justification should include the reasons why the agency considers the questions necessary, the specific uses to be made of the information, the explanation to be given to persons from whom the information is requested, and any steps to be taken to obtain their consent.

We do not ask questions of a sensitive nature.  

12.	Provide estimates of the hour burden of the collection of information.  The statement should:
	*	Indicate the number of respondents, frequency of response, annual hour burden, and an explanation of how the burden was estimated.  Unless directed to do so, agencies should not conduct special surveys to obtain information on which to base hour burden estimates.  Consultation with a sample (fewer than 10) of potential respondents is desirable.  If the hour burden on respondents is expected to vary widely because of differences in activity, size, or complexity, show the range of estimated hour burden, and explain the reasons for the variance.  Generally, estimates should not include burden hours for customary and usual business practices.
	*	If this request for approval covers more than one form, provide separate hour burden estimates for each form and aggregate the hour burdens.
	*	Provide estimates of annualized cost to respondents for the hour burdens for collections of information, identifying and using appropriate wage rate categories.  The cost of contracting out or paying outside parties for information collection activities should not be included here.

We estimate that there will be approximately 3,552 respondents and approximately 14,208 responses annually, totaling 474 annual burden hours (rounded). We estimate the total dollar value of the annual burden hours for this collection to be $20,822 (rounded).  

We used the Bureau of Labor Statistics news release USDL-23-2567, Dec 15, 2023, Employer Costs for Employee Compensation—September 2023, to calculate the total annual burden.  Table 1 lists the hourly rates for all workers as:

· Individuals – $43.93 per hour, including benefits.

Table 12.1
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13.	Provide an estimate of the total annual non-hour cost burden to respondents or recordkeepers resulting from the collection of information.  (Do not include the cost of any hour burden already reflected in item 12.)
	*	The cost estimate should be split into two components: (a) a total capital and start-up cost component (annualized over its expected useful life) and (b) a total operation, maintenance, and purchase of services component.  The estimates should take into account costs associated with generating, maintaining, and disclosing or providing the information (including filing fees paid for form processing).  Include descriptions of methods used to estimate major cost factors including system and technology acquisition, expected useful life of capital equipment, the discount rate(s), and the time period over which costs will be incurred.  Capital and start-up costs include, among other items, preparations for collecting information such as purchasing computers and software; monitoring, sampling, drilling and testing equipment; and record storage facilities.
	*	If cost estimates are expected to vary widely, agencies should present ranges of cost burdens and explain the reasons for the variance.  The cost of purchasing or contracting out information collection services should be a part of this cost burden estimate.  In developing cost burden estimates, agencies may consult with a sample of respondents (fewer than 10), utilize the 60-day pre-OMB submission public comment process and use existing economic or regulatory impact analysis associated with the rulemaking containing the information collection, as appropriate.
	*	Generally, estimates should not include purchases of equipment or services, or portions thereof, made: (1) prior to October 1, 1995, (2) to achieve regulatory compliance with requirements not associated with the information collection, (3) for reasons other than to provide information or keep records for the Government, or (4) as part of customary and usual business or private practices.

We have not identified any non-hour cost burden associated with this collection.

14.	Provide estimates of annualized cost to the Federal Government.  Also, provide a description of the method used to estimate cost, which should include quantification of hours, operational expenses (such as equipment, overhead, printing, and support staff), and any other expense that would not have been incurred without this collection of information. 
The total estimated annual cost to the Federal Government is $36,632 (rounded) for salaries. Operating costs have been provided via external grants and are not direct costs to the Federal Government. We used Office of Personnel Management Salary Table 2024-RUS to determine the annual wages and multiplied the hourly wage by 1.61 to account for benefits in accordance with BLS News Release USDL-24-0146, January 31, 2024, Employer Costs for Employee Compensation—December 2023. The Northern Prairie Wildlife Research Center in Jamestown, ND conducts most work so we used the Rest of the US salary table to calculate salaries and benefits.
Table 1 – USGS Salaries and Benefits: $36,632.
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15.	Explain the reasons for any program changes or adjustments in hour or cost burden.

This is a new collection. 

16.	For collections of information whose results will be published, outline plans for tabulation and publication.  Address any complex analytical techniques that will be used.  Provide the time schedule for the entire project, including beginning and ending dates of the collection of information, completion of report, publication dates, and other actions.

Data will be collected each hunting season from approximately September through January. Following each collection period, we will conduct preliminary analyses of annual total and species specific harvest and use these data in conjunction with a Lincoln estimator to estimate annual population sizes. We will compare these estimates with USFWS estimates each year once data and estimations are published by USFWS. Upon completion of data collection, we will compile all data years for final analyses of population harvest and abundance, compare with USFWS data, and submit results to a peer-reviewed journal following USGS publication protocols. Upon publication, data and metadata used in the manuscript will be published to ScienceBase following USGS publication protocols. 

Timeline:
December 2023 – August 2024: Application/Platform Development, submission of Paperwork Reduction Act and OMB documentation, app testing and implementation.
October-January 2024-2027: Data collection, continued application development and maintenance.
February-August 2025-2028: Annual calculation of previous fall age ratio estimation, species-specific harvest estimates, and annual population estimates.
Fall/Winter 2027/2028: Final data analyses from all years, draft manuscript writing, annual reporting of preliminary data to external funding agencies, not for public release. 
Spring 2028: Submit manuscript(s) for peer review and data submission to ScienceBase in accordance with manuscript publication and USGS data publishing protocols. 

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 appropriate materials.

18.	Explain each exception to the topics of the certification statement identified in "Certification for Paperwork Reduction Act Submissions."

There are no exceptions to the certification statement.
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Position/Grade Annual Salary

Annual Salary 

(Inc. Benefits 

x 1.6)

Annual Time 

Spent on 

Collection

Number of 

Positions

Total Annual 

Salary Costs

Research Ecologist (GS-12-04) 95,657 $              153,051 $        11.5% 1 17,601 $         

Research Wildlife Biologist (GS-14-06) 142,566 $            228,106 $        4% 1 9,124 $            

Research Wildlife Biologist (GS-14-09) 154,797 $            247,675 $        4% 1 9,907 $            

Total 36,632 $         
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Respondent Activity

Estimated Annual 

No. of 

Respondents

Number of 

Submissions 

Each

Total 

Annual 

Responses

Avg. Time per 

Response 

(hours)

Total 

annual 

Burden 

Hours

Hourly 

Labor 

Costs Incl. 

Benefits

Dollar Value 

of Annual 

Burden Hours

Individuals Reporting 3552 4 14208 0.03333333 473.6 43.93 $       20,805.25 $  


