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Email from David Janott, Dated September 29, 2002 

305-1 Thank you for your comment. Your comment has been noted. 
No response is required. 
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Email from R.P. Scott, Dated September 29, 2002 

306-1 Thank you for your comment. Your comment has been noted. 
No response is required. 
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Email from R.P. Scott, Continued 
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Email from Gwen Ontiveros, Dated September 30, 2002 

307-1 Thank you for your comment. Your comment has been noted. 
No response is required. 
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Comment Sheet from Helen W. Morris, Dated September 28, 2002 

308-1 See Response to Comment 26-1. 
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Flyer from Helen R. Gallacher, Dated September 25, 2002 

309-1 Thank you for your comment. Your comment has been noted. 
No response is required. 
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Letter from Richard L. Crabtree, Dated September 24, 2002 

310-1 This comment letter is duplicate to Comment Letter 299. 
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Letter from Richard L. Crabtree, Continued 
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Letter from Richard L. Crabtree, Continued, Attachment A 
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 Letter from Richard L. Crabtree, Continued, Attachment B 
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Letter from Richard L. Crabtree, Continued, Attachment B 
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Letter from Richard L. Crabtree, Continued, Attachment C 
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Public Hearing Transcript, Dated September 25, 2002 
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Public Hearing Transcript, Continued 
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Public Hearing Transcript, Continued 
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Public Hearing Transcript, Continued 
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Public Hearing Transcript, Continued 
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Public Hearing Transcript, Continued 
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Public Hearing Transcript, Continued 
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Public Hearing Transcript, Continued 
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Public Hearing Transcript, Continued 
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Public Hearing Transcript, Continued 
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Public Hearing Transcript, Continued 
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Public Hearing Transcript, Continued 
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Public Hearing Transcript, Continued 
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Public Hearing Transcript, Continued 
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Public Hearing Transcript, Continued 
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Public Hearing Transcript, Continued 

311-1 See Response to Comment 21-2. 

311-2 Thank you for your comment. Your comment has been noted. 
No response is required. 

 

 

No. 311 

311-1 

311-2 



SECTION 4.0 RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DEIS/EIR 

RDD/023090009 (NLH2162.DOC) 4-255 

 

 

Public Hearing Transcript, Continued 

311-3 See Response to Comment 11-1. 
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Public Hearing Transcript, Continued 
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Public Hearing Transcript, Continued 

311-4 Thank you for your comment. Your comment has been noted. 
No response is required. 

311-5 Thank you for your comment. The time-extension request was 
granted. 
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Public Hearing Transcript, Continued 

311-6 The selected project was determined after completion of the 
DEIS/EIR and in conjunction with the OCAP. As of November 2007, 
the selected project includes a pumping facility with a maximum 
capacity of 2,500 cfs. Reclamation anticipates a gates-in period 
between July 1 and the end of Labor Day weekend; TCCA has no 
position on changes to gate operations. 

311-7 See Response to Comment 29-1. 
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Public Hearing Transcript, Continued 

311-8 Thank you for your comment. Your comment has been noted. 
No response is required. 

  
 

 

No. 311 

311-7, 
cont’d 

311-8 



SECTION 4.0 RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DEIS/EIR 

RDD/023090009 (NLH2162.DOC) 4-261 

 

 

Public Hearing Transcript, Continued 
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Public Hearing Transcript, Continued 

311-9 Thank you for your comment. Responses are only given for 
comments that directly relate to content in the DEIS/EIR. See 
DEIS/EIR Section 2.0, Description of Alternatives, for further 
information pertaining to this comment. 
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Public Hearing Transcript, Continued 

311-10 See Response to Comment 29-1. 

311-11 See Response to Comment 10-1. 
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Public Hearing Transcript, Continued 

311-12 Thank you for your comment. Page 3-315 of the DEIS/EIR supports 
your comment. The EIS/EIR clearly states that the Gates-out 
Alternative would likely have a negative impact on property values 
within the City of Red Bluff adjacent to the lake. Furthermore, 
DEIS/EIR summary Table ES-4 lists this impact as significant. 

311-13 Thank you for your comment. Your comment has been noted. 

Aesthetic and visual resources were also evaluated in the EIS/EIR. 
The Sacramento River and Lake Red Bluff were both identified 
during the scoping and document development phases of the 
EIS/EIR as key visual and aesthetic resources of concern. As 
described in DEIS/EIR Section 3.12.2, potential temporary and 
operational impacts for each alternative were identified. Although 
some of the temporary impacts are projected to be less than 
significant, the majority of anticipated impacts, particularly with 
respect to operations, are projected to be significant and 
unavoidable. 

311-14 See Response to Comment 10-1. 
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Public Hearing Transcript, Continued 
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Public Hearing Transcript, Continued 

311-15 See Response to Comment 21-2. 
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Public Hearing Transcript, Continued 

311-16 See Response to Comment 26-1. 
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Public Hearing Transcript, Continued 

311-17 See Response to Comment 29-1. 

311-18 Thank you for your comment. A 12-month Gates-in Alternative was 
not considered as part of this project; thus, the EIS/EIR did not 
include a discussion about flooding caused in winter months if the 
gates were lowered. The primary function of the RBDD gates is to 
deliver water to agricultural customers, and water demand is 
historically low in the winter months. Therefore, the 12-month 
Gates-in Alternative was not included. 
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Public Hearing Transcript, Continued 

311-19 Thank you for your comment. Your comment has been noted. 
No response is required. 

311-20 See Response to Comment 11-1. 
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Public Hearing Transcript, Continued 

311-21 Thank you for your comment. Your comment has been noted. 
No response is required. 

311-22 TCCA and Reclamation will determine how best to implement the 
selected project, including the need to use federal, state, and private-
sector assistance in the implementation process. 
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Public Hearing Transcript, Continued 

311-23 Thank you for your comment. Your comment has been noted. 
No response is required. 
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Public Hearing Transcript, Continued 

311-24 Thank you for your comment. Responses are only given for 
comments that directly relate to content in the DEIS/EIR. See 
DEIS/EIR Sections 3.10, Socioeconomics, and Section 3.12, Aesthetic 
and Visual Resources, for further information pertaining to this 
comment. 

311-25 Thank you for your comment. Throughout the public process and 
comment periods, discussions have been ongoing to determine if an 
alternative could be considered that would allow for the Nitro 
Nationals event to be held. Several issues would need to be 
addressed to lower the RBDD gates for this specific event, including 
sturgeon-run timing considerations, cost of maintaining RBDD 
solely for this event, and the inability to reschedule the event 
because of the nature of the racing circuit. Although the selected 
project does not include a gates-in period during Memorial Day 
weekend, a request for this operation will be submitted to NMFS if 
gate operations were to change. 
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Public Hearing Transcript, Continued 

311-26 Thank you for your comment. Your comment has been noted. 
No response is required. 
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Public Hearing Transcript, Continued 

311-27 Improving the fish ladders and building the largest pumping plant 
on the Sacramento River as one alternative was not considered 
feasible and, thus, was not considered. 

311-28 Thank you for your comment. Your comment has been noted. 
No response is required. 
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Public Hearing Transcript, Continued 

311-29 Thank you for your comment. Your comment has been noted. 
No response is required. 
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Public Hearing Transcript, Continued 

311-30 Thank you for your comment. The public review period for this 
project has been extensive and well documented. See DEIS/EIR 
Section 1.5.1, page 1-8, for further details. 
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Public Hearing Transcript, Continued 

311-31 Thank you for your comment. Your comment has been noted. 
No response is required. 

311-32 Thank you for your comment. Your comment has been noted. 
No response is required. 
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Public Hearing Transcript, Continued 

311-33 Thank you for your comment. Your comment has been noted. 

No response is required. 
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Public Hearing Transcript, Continued 

311-34 DEIS/EIR Section 1.7, page 1-18, lists the preparers of the document. 
It does not seem probable that such a conspiracy exists. 
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Public Hearing Transcript, Continued 

311-35 If fish passage were not an issue, the gates at RBDD could be 
lowered 12 months per year and water delivered to downstream 
users or an offstream storage facility with the present infrastructure. 
It is true that a pumping plant could provide year-round water 
reliability for TCCA, but if fish passage were not an issue, the 
pumping plant would not be needed. 
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Public Hearing Transcript, Continued 

311-36 See Response to Comment 311-35. 

311-37 See Response to Comment 311-35. 
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Public Hearing Transcript, Continued 

311-38 See DEIS/EIR Section 1.2.1, page 1-2, for the Purpose and Need 
Statement. Also see Responses to Comments 457-2 and 457-3. 

311-39 See Response to Comment 457-2. 

311-40 The EIS/EIR assumed, as the baseline condition, the No Action 
Alterative (NEPA) and existing conditions (CEQA). Those 
conditions were described in detail in the DEIS/EIR Fishery 
Resources’ Affected Environment section under Impacts of Current 
Operations (pages 3-13 through 3-16 for native anadromous 
salmonids; page 3-23 for other native anadromous fish; page 3-26 for 
non-native anadromous fish; and page 3-28 for resident native and 
non-native fish). Also see Response to Comment 457-2. 

311-41 The commentor states that the pump station is not adequately 
detailed and analysis is insufficient to appropriately evaluate the 
impacts. However, to the extent possible, given the stage of design, 
the impacts of constructing a pump station are detailed in the 
DEIS/EIR, and measures to avoid adverse construction impacts and 
proposed mitigation measures are provided. Descriptions of the 
effects to fisheries resources from construction of the pump station 
were provided on DEIS/EIR page 3-63 (under the Gates-out 
Alternative), and proposed mitigation measures were provided on 
DEIS/EIR page 3-66. Effects to water quality, which could also 
impact fisheries resources from construction of the pump station, 
were provided on DEIS/EIR page 3-102, and proposed mitigation 
measures were provided on DEIS/EIR pages 3-102 and 3-103. It was 
stated in the DEIS/EIR project facilities description that this facility 
would be designed in accordance with field-collected information 
that would include river geometry, hydraulics, and environmental 
conditions during project design. It is recognized that river channel 
hydraulics must be understood and accommodated in the design of 
the fish screen and pump station. Until the exact size of the fish 
screen/pump station is determined and the river channel hydraulic 
information is gathered, analyzed, and understood, specific details 
cannot be evaluated and disclosed. In the DEIS/EIR under the 
Proposed Facilities description beginning on page 2-12, it is stated 
that the positive-barrier fish screening facilities would be designed 
to operate to meet CDFG and NMFS criteria for the protection of fish 
at this facility. At this stage, it is premature to discuss details of a 
pump station facility and will remain so until the specific informa-
tion necessary to conduct that evaluation is obtained and analyzed. 
During permitting, the near-final and final designs and exact project 

311-38 

311-41 

311-39 

311-40 

311-42 
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 Public Hearing Transcript, Continued 

311-41, 
cont’d 

details will be scrutinized and evaluated by the permitting agencies. 
Finally, to the extent possible, construction and operational impacts 
of the proposed pump station and fish screens are further described 
in the Draft Biological Assessment (BA) for salmon, steelhead, and 
sturgeon prepared and attached as Appendix L to the DEIS/EIR. 

311-42 The commentor states that the river [Sacramento River] has changed 
geomorphically near the downstream end of the proposed fish 
screen and that for the fish screen to continue operating properly, 
the channel might have to be dredged or reconfigured. The 
commentor suggests that the river is now more shallow than it was, 
and the river has shifted towards the left (east) bank.  

The comment has merit, in that fish screens need to be located and 
designed with a certain depth and length to assure the proper 
hydraulic function and satisfaction of fish screening criteria. During 
the feasibility study work, field surveys were made of the river 
bathymetry from downstream of RBDD to about 1 mile upstream. 
The measured water depths during the gates-up operation appeared 
to be in the range of 10 to 12 feet deep on the right side facing 
downstream. These depths will need to be confirmed again during 
the design phases of the project to locate the fish screen and intake 
facilities.  

The Sacramento River in the location of the fish screens seems stable 
because of the type of bed scour and bank topography. The fish 
screens are located on the outside of a bend that generally has a 
deeper section. Although no onsite drilling has been done, the 
underwater bed formation and the banks appear hardened. Because 
of the apparent type of bed scouring, and the near-vertical banks, the 
geomorphic stability of the river in vicinity of the screens was 
assumed solid. Several years of aerial photographs on the 
Sacramento River can be used during the next phase of the project to 
examine the stability and movement of the west bank within 1 mile 
upstream of RBDD.  

An anecdotal comment about geomorphic stability is that the side 
channel along the 1,000-foot-long fish screen at GCID has been very 
stable along the full length of the screen and, if anything, might have 
scoured in a few places against the sheet-pile cutoff wall used to 
construct the fish screen. The GCID facility is also on an outside 
bend in the bypass channel. 
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Public Hearing Transcript, Continued 

311-42, 
cont’d 

Additional fieldwork at the TCCA site will be used to confirm water 
depths, length, and location of the fish screens for optimal 
performance. Because the RBDD gates are up during the winter 
runoff period, the movement of the river (or lack of) during high 
flows can be investigated using the historical aerial photos over the 
past 65 years since the completion of Shasta Dam. 
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Public Hearing Transcript, Continued 

311-43 Table A-1 on page A-6 in the DEIS/EIR lists the Paynes Creek 
Bypass as an alternative identified in previous studies. Alternative 
screening is described on page A-1 of the DEIS/EIR. An alternative 
must meet the purpose and need of the project to be considered. 

311-44 If fish passage were not an issue, the gates at RBDD could be low-
ered 12 months per year, and water delivered to downstream users 
or an offstream storage facility with the present infrastructure. It is 
true that a pumping plant could provide year-round water reliability 
for TCCA; but if fish passage were not an issue, then the pumping 
plant would not be needed. The NMFS does not have jurisdiction 
over water transfers to Southern California. 
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Public Hearing Transcript, Continued 

311-45 The maximum pumping capacity is 2,500 cfs. The initial installed 
pumping facility would be capable of pumping 2,180 cfs. The 
pumping facility could be expanded to include another 320 cfs. 

311-46 The existing RBDD facility has several offices that employ represen-
tatives from both Reclamation and USFWS, requiring staff to be 
located within a reasonable distance to the project site. Additionally, 
several of the irrigation districts that comprise TCCA are located in 
Tehama County. The remainder of the agencies are staffed by 
personnel primarily located in the northern portion of California, 
including Sacramento and Redding. 

311-47 The purpose of a public meeting is to solicit public input concerning 
environmental impacts of a project pursuant to CEQA and NEPA. 

311-48 DEIR/EIR Table 1.5-1, page 1-13, lists the agency concerns, 
including those of USFS. The USFS has participated throughout the 
RBDD EIS/EIR process, and formal comments from the agency have 
been incorporated into the document. 
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311-49 Calculating the total cost of the project to date is not part of an 
environmental review under CEQA or NEPA. 

311-50 See Response to Comment 311-43. 

311-51 Thank you for your comment. Your comment has been noted. 
No response is required. 
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311-52 Rivers and lakes present a drowning hazard to all. 

311-53 The question is answered by the commentor. 
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311-54 As of November 2007, the selected project includes a pumping 
facility with a maximum capacity of 2,500 cfs. Reclamation 
anticipates a gates-in period between July 1 and the end of Labor 
Day weekend; TCCA has no position on changes to gate operations. 
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311-55 If the commentor is referring to the fish trap in the left bank (north) 
fish ladder, that trap was designed to capture upstream migrating 
adult fish and went into operation 1971. The trapping facility was 
designed to obtain adult salmon for introduction into the TC Fish 
Facility (TCFF) on the opposite side of the river. The trapping facility 
also allows for the examination of adult salmon and steelhead, and 
allows collection of fish for tagging or other scientific purposes. Only 
a small number of adult fish passing through the ladder were/are 
trapped each year because the trap is operated only intermittently. 
The vast majority of adult fish using the fish ladder do so 
unimpeded by the fish trap. If the commentor is referring to the idea 
that fish are “trapped” in Lake Red Bluff, that might not be accurate. 
It is likely that there is a delay in passage, and it might be less 
desirable for migrating juveniles to pass through a lake rather than a 
river environment; nonetheless, Lake Red Bluff does not act as a 
“trap.” Additionally, a large majority of juvenile salmon and smolts 
(dominated by the large numbers of fall Chinook) pass through 
RBDD when the gates are out of the water (>September through 
<May). Those juveniles that pass through Lake Red Bluff when the 
gates are in are thought to pass the facilities in proportion to the 
flows through those facilities, with the majority passing under the 
gates. For additional information see Response to Comment 311-56. 

311-56 The concept of a top-spilling gate at RBDD has been previously 
discussed as a possible solution for reducing mortality of juvenile 
fish as they transit RBDD. Downstream movement of juvenile 
salmon through Lake Red Bluff and past the RBDD facilities are 
believed to occur in direct proportion to the flow in the river. 
Because the largest proportion of Sacramento River flow passes 
through RBDD under the gates when they are in the down position, 
it is believed that the largest proportion of juvenile salmon are swept 
under the gates. Previously, it had been demonstrated that very 
large numbers of juvenile salmon that were swept under the gates at 
RBDD became disoriented and vulnerable to predation by 
pikeminnows (formerly referred to as squawfish) and other 
piscivorous fish that congregated downstream of the dam in large 
numbers when the gates were in. However, since implementation of 
the 1993 BO for Winter-run Chinook Salmon, the dam gates are no 
longer placed into the river until May of each year, thereby enabling 
the majority of the juvenile salmonids to pass downstream of RBDD 
prior to the gates going in, or allowing a majority of predatory  
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cont’d 

pikeminnows to migrate upstream of the dam without congregating. 
This circumstance has resulted in a significant reduction in the 
annual loss of juvenile salmon passing RBDD. The juvenile fish that 
currently pass under the dam gates are likely to continue to become 
disoriented during their passage through the dam, but this is also 
likely for juvenile fish that would be swept over the dam if a spill-
gate facility were installed as an alternative to the existing undershot 
gates. Now that the RBDD gates are only in for 4 months each year, 
the benefit (if any) of installing an alternative such as a spill gate 
would not likely justify the expense of their installation. 
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311-57 See Response to Comment 1-1. 

311-58 The term “natural bypass” did not come from the EIS/EIR. An 
engineered bypass for fish passage would not be natural. 

311-59 Thank you for your comment. Your comment has been noted. 
No response is required. 

311-60 Thank you for your comment. Your comment has been noted. 
No response is required. 

311-61 See Response to Comment 37-1. 
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311-62 Thank you for your comment. Your comment has been noted. 
No response is required. 

311-63 TCCA cannot meet their agricultural water customer needs with the 
present 4-month operation of RBDD. Before the gates are lowered in 
May, TCCA must use their Constant Head Orifice (CHO) to divert 
water via Stony Creek. This temporary method of delivery will not 
be allowed by agencies into the future. TCCA is supporting a pump 
station to improve water supply reliability. 

311-64 Table A-13 of the DEIS/EIR demonstrates the capital costs as well as 
the O&M costs for each alternative. 
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311-65 See Response to Comment 311-64. 

311-66 The RPP would only supply approximately 12 percent of the 
necessary pumping capacity needed to meet TCCA agricultural 
demands (2,500 cfs). 
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311-67 See Response to Comment 31-6. 
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311-68 Thank you for your comment. Your comment has been noted. 
No response is required. 

311-69 Table A-13 of the DEIS/EIR demonstrates the capital costs as well as 
the O&M costs for each alternative. 

311-70 The EIS/EIR relied on numerous studies funded from many sources. 
See DEIS/EIR page B-45 for a complete list of all references used in 
the DEIS/EIR.  
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311-71 A discussion of the legislative and administrative record on the issue 
of authorized purposes of RBDD and the TC Canal are found on 
DEIS/EIR pages 1-4 through 1-7. In DEIS/EIR Section 1.2.3, the 
subject of recreational use and authorized purposes of RBDD and 
the TC Canal are discussed. As stated in that discussion, recreation is 
not specifically identified in the 1951 Report of the Regional Director 
of the Sacramento Canals Unit, Sacramento River Division-CVP, 
California, and the report was approved and signed by President 
Truman in 1953. The TCFF was not part of the original authorization 
for RBDD and the TC Canal, but was added as a fishery mitigation 
and enhancement feature based on the findings of the 1963 Interim 
Evaluation Report of the impacts and mitigation and enhancement 
recommendations by USFWS and CDFG. These findings 
recommended that a dual-purpose spawning channel and a salmon-
access channel (single-purpose channel) be constructed, which, 
when constructed, were estimated to provide for a capacity for 
26,000 spawning fall-run Chinook salmon. Of these, 3,000 adults 
were considered as compensation for those fish that would have 
spawned in the impoundment formed by RBDD, and 23,000 
additional fish were seen as enhancement fish. At that time, 
Reclamation did not support the idea of fish-spawning channels 
because of uncertainties in designs criteria, construction issues, and 
maintenance related to those facilities. A subsequent Fish and 
Wildlife Coordination Act Report (CAR), completed in 1967, 
provided an even larger estimate of 37,000 salmon that would be 
supported by the planned TCFF, and estimated that releases of 
project water at RBDD to Thomes and Stony Creeks from the 
TC Canal would result in annual Chinook salmon runs of 5,000 and 
15,000 salmon, respectively, in those streams. These estimated 
enhancement and compensation fish totaled an estimated 54,000 fall-
run Chinook salmon per year (USFWS, 1998). As stated in the 1998 
Supplemental Fish and Wildlife CAR, major impacts from imple-
mentation of the RBDD-TC Canal project, including entrainment, 
fish blockage, and delay identified in the planning process, were 
greatly underestimated. In addition, during the life of the TCFF and 
operation of the Thomes and Stony Creek Chinook salmon 
enhancement facilities, it was estimated that of approximately 
1.3 million adult fall-run Chinook salmon that were estimated to be 

 

311-71 

311-72 

311-73 

311-74 

No. 311 



SECTION 4.0 RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DEIS/EIR 

RDD/023090009 (NLH2162.DOC) 4-299 

 Public Hearing Transcript, Continued 

311-71, 
cont’d 

produced from these facilities, only approximately 209,000 salmon 
were realized, a deficit of nearly 1.01 million adult salmon. This 
estimated deficit was further calculated to be approximately 
$21 million dollars lost to the sport and commercial fishery as a 
result of the failure of the TCFF program to produce the estimated 
mitigation compensatory and enhancement adult Chinook salmon. 
In addition, approximately $3.7 million was not realized from 
enhancements to trout sportfisheries planned to occur in the 
TC Canal and Stony and Thomes Creeks. 

311-72 RBDD would remain in place as described on DEIS/EIR pages 2-9 
through 2-12. Reclamation anticipates a gates-in period between 
July 1 and the end of Labor Day weekend; TCCA has no position on 
changes to gate operations. In response to the commentor’s question 
of “what happens if a selected alternative doesn’t work?” the AMP 
process would continue to monitor, evaluate the effectiveness, and 
make recommendations for optimizing RBDD operations. 
Depending on the outcome and the results of AMP findings and 
actions, it might or might not be necessary to continue to modify 
RBDD operations to effectively meet the goals and objectives of the 
selected project. 

311-73 Table A-13 of the DEIS/EIR demonstrates the capital costs as well as 
the O&M costs for each alternative. 

311-74 See Response to Comment 311-73. 
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311-75 See Response to Comment 37-1. 

311-76 See Response to Comment 457-13. Larger ladders and/or a bypass 
were considered in the fish passage benefit analysis of alternatives 
considered and summarized in Appendix A to the EIS/EIR. The 
results of ladder evaluations were that the new proposed fish 
ladder’s AWS would need to be nearly tripled in size as a measure 
to attract fish into the improved new ladders. Furthermore, the new 
ladders would need improved weirs, as well as ladder-entrance bay 
improvements. In spite of these major improvements for the new 
fish ladders, it was uncertain if a major problem of fish passage at 
RBDD, namely, delay due to gates-in operation, would be 
sufficiently reduced to significantly improve passage of salmonids 
through newly designed ladders. Furthermore, none of these ladder 
improvements have been proven to improve passage for adult 
sturgeon, a species of concern identified and addressed in the 
EIS/EIR. The existing RBDD center ladder must be installed 
seasonally after large spring flows and the risk to RBDD flood 
operations have diminished. The modification/expansion of the 
existing center fish ladder or a fish lock, or lift, in the center of RBDD 
were evaluated during previous feasibility investigation and was 
again reviewed in the Technical Advisory Group (TAG) discussions. 
However, after significant review of options and methods, center 
passage facilities, beyond that currently provided, were not carried 
forward into the alternatives evaluated in the EIS/EIR because of 
concerns regarding their effectiveness, constructibility, and 
practicality for considerations at RBDD.  

311-77 Thank you for your comment. Responses are only given for 
comments that directly relate to content in the DEIS/EIR. See 
DEIS/EIR Section 3.12, Aesthetic and Visual Resources, for further 
information pertaining to this comment. 
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311-78 Thank you for your comment. Your comment has been noted. 
No response is required. 

311-79 Thank you for your comment. Your comment has been noted. 
No response is required. 
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