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assistance goes for rural housing. 
That’s the second point I wanted to 
make. Much of what we do is, in fact, 
to improve the efficiency with which 
programs work, and the committee has 
had a chance to bring several bills to 
the floor that do that. We will be doing 
more. 

The gentleman from New Hampshire 
mentioned one of the conflicts we are 
trying to resolve here is between the 
rules that apply when you were trying 
to use tax credits for low-income hous-
ing and those that apply when you 
were talking about the programmatic 
legislation. We do something about 
that here. 

Under the leadership of the chairman 
of the Committee on Ways and Means, 
the gentleman from New York (Mr. 
RANGEL), and the Financial Services 
Committee, we are working out legisla-
tion that will do that kind of reconcili-
ation for all housing programs. And we 
will shortly have on the floor of this 
House a bill that will greatly increase 
the efficiency with which all housing 
programs can be merged, tax-based 
ones and appropriations-based ones, in-
creasing the amount of housing we can 
build at no further increase to the tax-
payer. 

And the third point I would note is 
that this is rural housing. Too often 
when people think about Federal hous-
ing programs they think only about 
the urban areas. Urban areas are im-
portant, but so are rural areas. And I 
am very proud that this committee has 
given equal attention, or let me say ap-
propriate attention, to both. Obvi-
ously, the need is often greater in the 
more heavily populated areas, but we 
have given fully proportionate atten-
tion to the rural areas. 

So, I am very proud we have a bill 
today that shows how you can be bipar-
tisan, even while there are legitimate 
partisan differences, that aims at in-
creasing the efficiency with which Fed-
eral funds are spent and which recog-
nizes that people in the rural areas 
have a need for housing assistance, to 
some extent, just as do people in the 
urban areas. 

I thank the gentleman from New 
Hampshire for the leadership he has 
shown. I appreciate the gentlewoman 
from West Virginia, who has become 
the ranking member of the Housing 
Subcommittee and with whom we have 
very good relationships. And I hope the 
bill is passed. 

Mr. HODES. Mr. Speaker, I thank the 
gentleman for his comments and re-
serve the balance of my time. 

Mrs. CAPITO. I have no further 
speakers. I urge passage of this bill. We 
have the best of intentions here. We’ve 
worked out any kind of differences we 
may have had, and the end product is 
going to be better and more affordable 
and more accessible rural housing 
across America. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. HODES. I thank the gentle-
woman for her work in a bipartisan 

way on this bill. And I thank the chair-
man for his great leadership for rural 
housing over many years. 

Mrs. MILLER of Michigan. Mr. Speaker, I 
rise in strong support of this legislation. 

This measure corrects a problem which has 
been culminating since 1974 when the Na-
tional Flood Insurance Program began sub-
sidizing flood insurance rates. These rates 
were designed to encourage participation in 
the program and to generate sufficient income 
to pay anticipated claims on these properties. 
Originally, Congress had expected that over 
time the percentage of these structures would 
decline and that most of them would be sub-
ject to actuarial rates. However that has not 
occurred. 

This bill corrects this problem by removing 
subsidies for properties that are purchased in 
excess of a half of a million dollars. 

Sadly, this is just one of the many problems 
the National Flood Insurance Program faces. 
Currently, FEMA is engaged in efforts to mod-
ernize flood maps throughout the country, 
which in many places, are horribly outdated. 
Utilizing antiquated data impacts millions of 
property owners, property owners that live on, 
near or around the Upper Great Lakes, which 
is essentially everything in the Great Lakes 
Basin upstream from Niagara Falls. So Lake 
Superior, Lake Michigan, Lake Huron and 
Lake Erie, Lake St. Clair and the St. Mary’s 
River, St. Clair River, the Detroit River and the 
Niagara River. 

Unfortunately, FEMA’s efforts in the upper 
Great Lakes are being conducted with flawed 
and outdated data. The data currently being 
used is from when Great Lakes water levels 
were at an all time high, and in the 20 years 
since this study was completed, lake levels 
have fallen for 11 years. 

Let me use St. Clair County in my district as 
an example. In St. Clair County, FEMA is 
abusing the authority Congress granted them 
through management of the National Flood In-
surance Program. As the agency continues to 
modernize the maps in the county, the effects 
will double the number of county residents 
who will be forced to purchase flood insurance 
even though they are at virtually no risk of 
flooding. More specifically, Lake St. Clair is 
currently more than 55 inches below the cur-
rent flood level, and over 6 feet below FEMA’s 
proposed flood level. This means that St. Clair 
County alone has subsidized the flood insur-
ance program to the tune of $8.2 million. 
Using such flawed data is nothing more than 
a waste of FEMA’s time and money not to 
mention the waste of taxpayer dollars. 

How can the FEMA justify doing this? The 
agency claims these residents are at a higher 
risk of a flood and wants to raise the base 
flood elevation which determines the bound-
aries of the 100-year flood zone. As a result, 
states like Michigan become ATMs for FEMA 
to withdraw money and spend it in regions of 
the country that experience high levels of re-
peated flooding. In Michigan, we look down at 
the water, not up. 

Certainly we can all agree that using sound 
science in this instance—when hundreds of 
millions of dollars are about to be assessed 
against American property owners—is the 
most prudent course of action. It is time that 
FEMA stop using antiquated data and forcing 
the American people into purchasing a product 
that some don’t need. 

Mr. HODES. Mr. Speaker, at this 
time, I have no further requests for 

time and I yield back the balance of 
my time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the motion offered by 
the gentleman from New Hampshire 
(Mr. HODES) that the House suspend the 
rules and pass the bill, H.R. 3873. 

The question was taken; and (two- 
thirds being in the affirmative) the 
rules were suspended and the bill was 
passed. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 

f 

NATIONAL FLOOD INSURANCE ACT 
OF 1968 AMENDMENTS 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, I move to suspend the rules 
and pass the bill (H.R. 3959) to amend 
the National Flood Insurance Act of 
1968 to provide for the phase-in of actu-
arial rates for certain pre-FIRM prop-
erties, as amended. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The text of the bill is as follows: 

H.R. 3959 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. PHASE-IN OF ACTUARIAL RATES FOR 

CERTAIN PRE-FIRM PROPERTIES. 
(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 1308(c) of the Na-

tional Flood Insurance Act of 1968 (42 U.S.C. 
4015(c)) is amended— 

(1) by redesignating paragraph (2) as para-
graph (3); and 

(2) by inserting after paragraph (1) the fol-
lowing new paragraph: 

‘‘(2) RECENTLY PURCHASED PRE-FIRM SINGLE 
FAMILY PROPERTIES USED AS PRINCIPAL RESI-
DENCES.—Any single family property that is 
used as a principal residence that— 

‘‘(A) has been constructed or substantially im-
proved and for which such construction or im-
provement was started, as determined by the Di-
rector, before December 31, 1974, or before the ef-
fective date of the initial rate map published by 
the Director under paragraph (2) of section 1360 
for the area in which such property is located, 
whichever is later; and 

‘‘(B) is purchased— 
‘‘(i) after the date of enactment of this para-

graph; and 
‘‘(ii) for not less than $600,000.’’. 
(b) TECHNICAL AMENDMENTS.—Section 1308(c) 

of the National Flood Insurance Act of 1968 (42 
U.S.C. 4015(c)) is amended— 

(1) in the matter preceding paragraph (1), by 
striking ‘‘the limitations provided under para-
graphs (1) and (2)’’ and inserting ‘‘subsection 
(e)’’; and 

(2) in paragraph (1), by striking ‘‘, except’’ 
and all that follows through ‘‘subsection (e)’’. 

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE AND TRANSITION.— 
(1) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments made 

by subsections (a) and (b) shall apply beginning 
on January 1, 2011, except as provided in para-
graph (2) of this subsection. 

(2) TRANSITION FOR PROPERTIES COVERED BY 
FLOOD INSURANCE UPON EFFECTIVE DATE.— 

(A) INCREASE OF RATES OVER TIME.—In the 
case of any property described in paragraph (2) 
of section 1308(c) of the National Flood Insur-
ance Act of 1968, as amended by subsection (a) 
of this section, that, as of the effective date 
under paragraph (1) of this subsection, is cov-
ered under a policy for flood insurance made 
available under the national flood insurance 
program for which the chargeable premium rates 
are less than the applicable estimated risk pre-
mium rate under section 1307(a)(1) for the area 
in which the property is located, the Director of 
the Federal Emergency Management Agency 
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shall increase the chargeable premium rates for 
such property over time to such applicable esti-
mated risk premium rate under section 
1307(a)(1). 

(B) ANNUAL INCREASE.—Such increase shall be 
made by increasing the chargeable premium 
rates for the property (after application of any 
increase in the premium rates otherwise applica-
ble to such property), once during the 12-month 
period that begins upon the effective date under 
paragraph (1) of this subsection, and once every 
12 months thereafter until such increase is ac-
complished, by 15 percent (or such lesser amount 
as may be necessary so that the chargeable rate 
does not exceed such applicable estimated risk 
premium rate or to comply with subparagraph 
(C)). Any increase in chargeable premium rates 
for a property pursuant to this paragraph shall 
not be considered for purposes of the limitation 
under section 1308(e) of such Act. 

(C) FULL ACTUARIAL RATES.—The provisions 
of paragraph (2) of such section 1308(c) shall 
apply to such a property upon the accomplish-
ment of the increase under this paragraph and 
thereafter. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from 
Massachusetts (Mr. FRANK) and the 
gentleman from New Jersey (Mr. GAR-
RETT) each will control 20 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Massachusetts. 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, from time to time in this 
House we are asked to choose, to some 
extent, between the strong views of 
people concerned with excessive spend-
ing by the Federal Government and 
those interested in environmental pro-
tection. Let me say to the Members, 
today is a happier day because we bring 
forward a bill today out of the Finan-
cial Services Committee which is au-
thored by the gentleman from New Jer-
sey (Mr. GARRETT), who will soon be 
speaking, which advances the legiti-
mate concerns of both those interested 
in saving taxpayer money and those in-
terested in environmental protection. 

We have a Federal flood insurance 
program that exists because of market 
failure. That is, we do not believe that 
if you abolish it altogether the private 
market could entirely handle this. In 
fact, there are some areas where this 
committee is moving, and this House 
has voted, to expand the role of Federal 
flood insurance, particularly in the 
area of disasters. But as we do that, it 
is important that we do it in a respon-
sible way. 

There has been legitimate criticism 
of the flood insurance program as it 
was existing before. Frankly, this com-
mittee, both, again, under Mr. Oxley’s 
chairmanship and recently, addressed 
it, and it encouraged people to build 
where they should not have built from 
an environmental standpoint and in-
curred too much taxpayer money. Es-
sentially, there was too much subsidy 
in the program, from both the environ-
mental and fiscal standpoints, to build-
ers. 

In the bill that we adopted last year 
in the previous session, we began to ad-
dress that. We began to charge people a 
more appropriate amount, but we did 
not do it fully. The gentleman from 
New Jersey had an amendment that he 
wanted to offer that we considered in 

committee, and we had talked about it 
being offered on the floor. I regret that 
he wasn’t given the chance to offer it 
on the floor, and I gave him my word 
that we would, as soon as possible, 
bring it forward. And it is my inten-
tion, if this bill passes today, as I ex-
pect that it will, if and when we get to 
work with the United States Senate on 
comprehensive legislation, this will be 
a part of this. In effect, this is a de-
layed amendment to the flood insur-
ance bill we’ve already passed, and it 
will be treated in any deliberations in 
which I am a part as if it had been in-
cluded back then. 

So, I think the gentleman from New 
Jersey has done us a service by giving 
us something that is both environ-
mentally and fiscally responsible. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. GARRETT of New Jersey. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield myself such time as I 
may consume. 

First of all, I begin by saying thanks 
to the chairman of the committee for 
his help in working through this piece 
of legislation, and also for the ranking 
member for her working alongside the 
Chair as to facilitate the moving along 
of this legislation to the floor today. 
As the chairman indicates, we had the 
opportunity to discuss it in committee, 
which is, I think, and I think he will 
concur with me, is always the best way 
to deal with all legislation as opposed 
to bringing them up later on. It’s best 
to get out there so we can have full and 
adequate disclosure and discussion on 
the issues. We were able to do that; we 
just weren’t able to get it through the 
next hoop. But now we’re able to jump 
through that hoop today, and, again, I 
appreciate the chairman’s work on 
that. 

What this is all about, very simply, is 
this. Back in 1968, that is when NFIP 
was created, the National Flood Insur-
ance Program, and that was done, as 
the chairman indicated, way back then 
three or four decades ago, as I guess 
more and more people were building 
homes in places maybe they shouldn’t 
be, along coastal lines and what have 
you, it was just next to impossible to 
buy flood insurance. 

b 1330 

So Congress stepped in and created 
NFIP, and that allowed folks the op-
portunity to buy flood insurance for 
the first time. When they did that, 
however, they realized that here again 
we’re talking about two sets of houses, 
those that were already in existence at 
the time and those that would come 
afterwards, called pre-FIRM and post- 
FIRM homes. They thought Congress 
back then, probably in its wisdom, re-
alized that it wouldn’t be right to tell 
those folks who were already in the 
floodplains that this new program was 
going to come along, that they were 
going to impose upon them a mandate 
of buying flood insurance when they 
bought and sold their houses; so what 
they did was instead to provide a sub-

sidy for those pre-FIRM homes, and 
that subsidy has existed up until today. 
Unfortunately, we know that the flood 
program has had some problems in the 
last couple of years, most notably be-
cause of Hurricane Katrina and Hurri-
cane Rita. All the money that they 
have had to borrow to pay out for those 
huge flood losses, they are now $18 bil-
lion in debt. And that’s the reason why 
the committee is now coming back to 
relook at the flood program, and that’s 
why we have done that. 

The legislation that the chairman 
talks about that we have already done 
I appreciate that we’ve moved through 
the House. I am a little bit dis-
appointed, though, in that legislation 
in one regard, in that it increased the 
exposure to wind damage in the flood 
program. But despite that what I call 
an error in direction on that legisla-
tion, the underlying bill did make 
some substantial improvements to the 
overlying program. It updated the flood 
maps, increased the phase-in of actu-
arial rates on vacation homes and also 
second homes and on nonresidential 
properties that have been subsidized by 
the program since its inception. 

The one area, though, that was not 
addressed was these pre-FIRM homes 
and the fact that the subsidies con-
tinue to exist. So to that effort, we 
have tried to get a compromise be-
tween those who said let’s not do any-
thing and those who said let’s have 
those pre-FIRM homes immediately 
put in on the higher rates that would 
occur without the subsidization. 
Through the committee efforts, 
through the work with the ranking 
member and the chairman, we were 
able to come through with a com-
promise. In essence it says this: If 
you’re a pre-FIRM home, your rates 
will still be subsidized until that home 
is basically phased in, sold and phased 
in on the same rate schedule as the un-
derlying bill, and only for those homes 
that are sold for over $600,000. A move-
ment in the right direction with regard 
to the subsidization, the problems of 
the underlying program, and for that 
reason I think we are moving appro-
priately, and I look forward to those 
deliberations that we may have some-
time with the Senate on this legisla-
tion. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. I 
thank the gentleman for his kind 
words. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance 
of my time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
HODES). The question is on the motion 
offered by the gentleman from Massa-
chusetts (Mr. FRANK) that the House 
suspend the rules and pass the bill, 
H.R. 3959, as amended. 

The question was taken; and (two- 
thirds being in the affirmative) the 
rules were suspended and the bill, as 
amended, was passed. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 
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GENERAL LEAVE 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that 
all Members may have 5 legislative 
days within which to revise and extend 
their remarks on H.R. 3959 and to in-
sert extraneous material thereon. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts? 

There was no objection. 
f 

HONORING THE CONTRIBUTIONS 
OF CATHOLIC SCHOOLS 

Ms. LINDA T. SÁNCHEZ of Cali-
fornia. Mr. Speaker, I move to suspend 
the rules and agree to the resolution 
(H. Res. 916) honoring the contributions 
of Catholic schools. 

The Clerk read the title of the resolu-
tion. 

The text of the resolution is as fol-
lows: 

H. RES. 916 
Whereas America’s Catholic schools are 

internationally acclaimed for their academic 
excellence, but provide students more than a 
superior scholastic education; 

Whereas Catholic schools ensure a broad, 
values-added education emphasizing the life-
long development of moral, intellectual, 
physical, and social values in America’s 
young people; 

Whereas the total Catholic school student 
enrollment for the 2006–2007 academic year 
was more than 2,300,000 and the student- 
teacher ratio was 15 to 1; 

Whereas Catholic schools teach a diverse 
group of students; 

Whereas more than 25 percent of school 
children enrolled in Catholic schools are 
from minority backgrounds, and nearly 14 
percent are non-Catholics; 

Whereas Catholic schools produce students 
strongly dedicated to their faith, values, 
families, and communities by providing an 
intellectually stimulating environment rich 
in spiritual, character, and moral develop-
ment; 

Whereas the Catholic high school gradua-
tion rate is 99 percent, with 80 percent of 
graduates attending four-year colleges and 17 
percent attending two-year colleges or tech-
nical schools; 

Whereas in the 1972 pastoral message con-
cerning Catholic education, the National 
Conference of Catholic Bishops stated: ‘‘Edu-
cation is one of the most important ways by 
which the Church fulfills its commitment to 
the dignity of the person and building of 
community. Community is central to edu-
cation ministry, both as a necessary condi-
tion and an ardently desired goal. The edu-
cational efforts of the Church, therefore, 
must be directed to forming persons-in-com-
munity; for the education of the individual 
Christian is important not only to his soli-
tary destiny, but also the destinies of the 
many communities in which he lives.’’; and 

Whereas January 27 to February 2, 2008, 
has been designated as Catholic Schools 
Week by the National Catholic Educational 
Association and the United States Con-
ference of Catholic Bishops: Now, therefore, 
be it 

Resolved, That the House of Representa-
tives— 

(1) supports the goals of Catholic Schools 
Week, an event co-sponsored by the National 
Catholic Educational Association and the 
United States Conference of Catholic 
Bishops and established to recognize the 
vital contributions of America’s thousands 
of Catholic elementary and secondary 
schools; and 

(2) congratulates Catholic schools, stu-
dents, parents, and teachers across the Na-
tion for their ongoing contributions to edu-
cation, and for the key role they play in pro-
moting and ensuring a brighter, stronger fu-
ture for this Nation. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentlewoman from 
California (Ms. LINDA T. SÁNCHEZ) and 
the gentleman from Florida (Mr. KEL-
LER) each will control 20 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentle-
woman from California. 

GENERAL LEAVE 
Ms. LINDA T. SÁNCHEZ of Cali-

fornia. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous 
consent that all Members have 5 legis-
lative days to revise and extend their 
remarks and include extraneous mate-
rial on the bill under consideration. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentle-
woman from California? 

There was no objection. 
Ms. LINDA T. SÁNCHEZ of Cali-

fornia. Mr. Speaker, I am pleased at 
this time to yield such time as he may 
consume to the gentleman from Illi-
nois (Mr. LIPINSKI), the author of this 
bill. 

Mr. LIPINSKI. I thank the gentle-
woman for yielding. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise today in support 
of H. Res. 916, honoring the tremendous 
contributions that Catholic schools 
have made to our Nation. 

Since 1974, Catholic Schools Week 
has celebrated the important role that 
these institutions play in America and 
their excellent reputation for providing 
a strong academic and moral edu-
cation, as well as teaching community 
responsibility and outreach. 

I am proud to sponsor this resolution 
again. And I would like to thank the 
gentleman from New York (Mr. 
FOSSELLA) for once again working with 
me on this resolution. 

This year’s theme of Catholic 
Schools Week is ‘‘Catholic Schools 
Light the Way.’’ This theme focuses on 
the leadership that Catholic schools 
provide to our Nation, producing grad-
uates who light the way for a brighter 
future for all Americans and for hu-
mankind. The theme also highlights 
the spiritual foundation of Catholic 
schools by reminding students that 
they are called to ‘‘light the way’’ for 
others. 

Nationally, about 2.3 million young 
people are enrolled in nearly 8,000 
Catholic schools. These schools have 
more than 160,000 full-time professional 
staff, boasting a student/teacher ratio 
of 15:1. On average Catholic school stu-
dents surpass other students in math, 
science, and reading in the three grade 
levels tested by the NAEP test. The 
graduation rate for Catholic high 
school students is 99 percent, and 97 
percent of Catholic high school grad-
uates go on to college or technical 
schools. These are amazing statistics 
in America today. 

Catholic schools are also highly ef-
fective in educating minority students 
and disadvantaged youth. The percent-
age of minority students in Catholic 
schools has more than doubled in the 
past 30 years, today representing more 

than one-quarter of all those enrolled. 
And almost one in seven students in 
Catholic schools is not Catholic. The 
success of Catholic schools does not de-
pend on selectivity. On average Catho-
lic schools accept nine out of every 10 
students who apply. 

In addition to learning reading, writ-
ing, and arithmetic, students also learn 
responsibility and how to become per-
sons of character and integrity. Com-
munity service is a priority in Catholic 
schools; 94 percent of schools have a 
service program, with the average stu-
dent completing 79 hours of service. 

I was born, raised, and I live in Chi-
cago Archdiocese, which has one of the 
most successful school systems in the 
country. Today more than 106,000 stu-
dents attend 276 schools. In my district 
alone, there are five Catholic high 
schools and 34 grammar schools, in-
cluding one of the best in my home 
parish of St. John of the Cross in West-
ern Springs. 

My wife and I are each products of 12 
years of Catholic education. My wife in 
Johnstown, Pennsylvania, at St. Pat-
rick’s Grade School and Bishop 
McCourt High School; and myself at 
St. Symphorosa Grammar School and 
St. Ignatius College Prep. Like so 
many others, I understand how impor-
tant Catholic schools are in providing a 
spiritual, moral, and intellectual foun-
dation. My 12 years of Catholic edu-
cation provided me with the knowl-
edge, discipline, desire to serve, and a 
love of learning that enabled me to go 
on to earn my Ph.D. and become a 
teacher before I was elected to Con-
gress. 

As we recognize Catholic Schools 
Week, we must pay special tribute to 
the dedicated teachers and administra-
tors who sacrifice so much, usually 
getting paid much less than they could 
to dedicate their lives to teaching at 
Catholic schools. I have fond memories 
of my teachers, who taught me not 
only the value of a good education but 
also the values of faith and service. Al-
though I began in Catholic schools 35 
years ago, I still can fondly remember 
my teachers at St. Sym’s, from Sister 
Mildred in the first grade to Sister Xa-
vier in the eighth grade. And I still 
fondly remember Sister Diane, my 
coach on the Student Congress Team in 
high school. Millions of Americans 
have similar memories of sisters, 
priests, and lay teachers who gave 
their hearts and souls and made such a 
big difference in the lives of their stu-
dents. 

Mr. Speaker, Catholic schools have 
made a big difference in my life and in 
the lives of countless others. As an im-
portant complement to public schools 
and other private institutions, Catholic 
schools contribute a great deal to 
America. And let us not forget that 
every student who is taught in a Catho-
lic school saves taxpayers money be-
cause they are not part of the local 
public school system. 
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