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Purpose of the form:

This form has been created to collect information about each pilot project as part of the multi-party monitoring process required by Congress.  This information will be complied for review by the regional and the national multi-party monitoring teams and presented to the Forest Service Washington Office and Congress.  

Congress established the pilot program in order to review the following objectives:

(1) The potential advantages of greater collaboration among Agency officials and staff and stakeholders outside the Agency;

(2) The potential for the new authorities to facilitate effective implementation of project activities; and

(3) The potential for stewardship contracting to meet the needs of local communities.

When should this form be filled out?

This form should be filled out annually and is due to your technical advisor (see below) by September 30, of each fiscal year.

Who should fill out this form?

This form should be filled out in collaboration with the multiparty team and key Forest Service staff.  Each multi-party team will need to develop systems to ensure that people have a voice in the more subjective questions.  Please talk with your technical advisor if you would like suggestions about how to develop such a process.

How should this form be filled out?

Please fill out the form as completely as possible. Whenever possible, the form provides check boxes and multiple-choice answers to ease completion.  However, when answering open-ended questions, please be sure to provide complete and informative answers.  In addition, please feel free to make liberal use of the ‘other’ boxes to address the particulars of your pilot. To successfully fill out this form, some advanced planning will be required. Please circulate this form among key agency staff and the multi-party monitoring team as soon as possible to determine how information will be collected to answer the questions on this form. 

Additional monitoring

Local monitoring teams are encouraged to develop local monitoring programs to address local questions and interests.  Please attach a copy of your monitoring plan and any results to date to this form.

Where can we get help?

Should questions arise, please contact your technical advisor:

Northwest (Projects within FS Regions 1 and 6 - Montana, Idaho, and eastern Washington)

Carol Daly

Flathead Economic Policy Center

(ph) 406-892-8155 
(email) cdaly@digisys.net

Southwest (Projects within FS Regions 2,3, and 4 - Utah, Colorado, New Mexico and Arizona)

Carla Harper

Montezuma County Federal Lands Program

(ph) 970-562-4346
(email) cgh@fone.net

Pacific (Projects within FS Regions 5, 6, and 10- California and western Oregon) 

Lynn Jungwirth

Watershed Research and Training Center

(ph) 530-628-4206
(email) lynnj@hayfork.net

East (Projects within FS Region 8 and 9 - New Hampshire, Virginia, North Carolina, Tennessee, and Wisconsin)

Andrea Bedell Loucks

Pinchot Institute for Conservation

(ph) 202-939-3455
(email) andreabedell@pinchot.org

A.  BACKGROUND INFORMATION









In some instances, the information for this section has already inserted. Each year, please review this information for accuracy and make corrections and additions, as necessary. 

A.1  Project Summary/Objectives:


Please provide a brief summary of your project. 
Recent watershed and habitat assessments have indicated that bighorn sheep habitat in the Vulcan Mountain area is marginal in quality, with a general declining trend.  The area's herd of California bighorns, a Pacific Northwest Forest Service sensitive species, represents an important, isolated relic of native species.  Proposed vegetative treatments are designed to improve bighorn sheep habitat, decrease conflicts with private landowners, restore degraded ecosystems, and contribute to consumptive and non-consumptive wildlife recreation.

Objectives are:

1. To promote the viability of the Vulcan Mountain California bighorn sheep herd.

2. To improve bighorn habitat within the National Forest portion of the herd’s range.

3. To minimize conflict with private landowners by maximizing herd utilization of public lands.

A.2  Project Location:
Please describe where the project is located relative to the nearest community.

The project area is within the Colville National Forest, Ferry County, Washington.  It lies within the Republic Ranger District, Vulcan Mountain Area, and the Kettle River Watershed.  The nearest full service communities are Curlew and Republic, with a population of approximately 940.

A.3  Size of Project Area:

Indicate the number of acres in each of the following:





  Expected


    Actual 

Acres Analyzed


358


358


Acres Treated


358


358


A.4  Proposed Activities:  

Please list and describe the activities proposed to achieve each of your project objectives. Please use the same numerical designations for those objectives identified in A.1. 

1.  To promote the viability of the Vulcan Mountain California bighorn sheep herd.

Improve conditions within bighorn sheep range not currently utilized.

2. To improve bighorn habitat within the National Forest portion of the herd’s range.

Remove commercial conifer species less than 21 inches diameter at breast height.

Thin  conifer species  less than 7 inches diameter at breast height.

Apply prescribed fire.

Treat noxious weeds.

Seed and/or plant browse and forage species.

3.  To minimize conflict with private landowners by maximizing herd utilization of public lands.

Improve conditons on National Forest System lands within bighorn sheep range.

A.5  Authorities Used:  

Please indicate the authorities that your project plans to, or has already, used.

	Authority
	Mark if being used

	Goods for Services
	X

	Designation by Description 
	X

	Designation by Prescription 1/
	

	Retention of Receipts
	

	Best Value Contracting
	

	Multi-year Contracting 
	X

	Less than free and open competition 2/
	

	Non-USDA Supervision of Marking & Harvesting Timber
	



1/ Designation by Prescription is for noncommercial material or scaled sales only

2/ Forest Supervisor must document rationale for other than full and open competition and submit to Regional Forester
For each authority checked, please explain why it was selected.

Goods for services were tested to encourage prospective contractors to bid when the condition existed that the costs of removing commercial material exceeded the value of the material removed.  Removing the material was an essential part of improving habitat for a Regional sensitive species.

Designation by description was used to implement silvicutural prescriptions while giving contractors some latitude in determining how to meet objectives and to improve feasibility.

Multi-year contracting was tested to determine any cost savings from implementing one contract versus developing one contract for each cultural treatment.

B.  ADMINISTRATIVE INFORMATION




  

B.1  Project Planning

Please indicate when the following activities were completed or when you anticipate completion. If certain fields are already filled out, please check for accuracy.

Pilot initiation


X Sec 347
 FORMCHECKBOX 
  Sec 338  
 FORMCHECKBOX 
  Sec 332

Monitoring team formed
Date:
     

 FORMTEXT 
     
NEPA completed

 Date:
6/12/98
DN/DM/ROD Signed

Date:
6/12/98

B.2  Appeals

Was the project appealed? 


X
Yes



 FORMCHECKBOX 

No

Please list appellants: 

Kettle Range Conservation Group, Inland Empire Public Lands Council, and Colville Indian Environmental Protection Alliance
Current Status:      

Resolved at Regional Level

B.3  Litigation

Was a lawsuit filed against this project or has it been directly affected by litigation not specific to the project (e.g., an action filed against your entire National Forest, which delayed or changed your project)?

 FORMCHECKBOX 

Lawsuit filed against project.

 FORMCHECKBOX 

Action filed, not specific to project.

X
No lawsuit filed.

Please list involved parties:
      

 FORMTEXT 
     
Current Status:     

      

 FORMTEXT 
     
B.4  Contract Development

Please provide information on all contracts offered, awarded and/or completed for this stewardship project in FY04. If one or more contracts have been awarded, please provide the following information for each contract (please just cut and paste fields to incorporate all contractors).  
Contract offered  
 Date:
August 23, 2000

Contract awarded
Date:
September 29, 2000

Project Completion
Date:
November 30, 2004, currently being extended

B.5  Contract Information

If contract development is underway or completed, please indicate the type(s) of contract(s) used. If contract development is not underway, please proceed to Section C. If more than one contract, include number of contracts in each category below:
 FORMCHECKBOX 

Timber Sale Contract 

 FORMCHECKBOX 

Service Contract

 FORMCHECKBOX 

Timber Sale Contract with Services Included

X
Service Contract with Product Removal Included

 FORMCHECKBOX 

Integrated Resource Service Contract Tree Measurement

 FORMCHECKBOX 

Integrated Resource Service Contract Measurement After Harvest

 FORMCHECKBOX 

Agreement

 FORMCHECKBOX 

Other (specify) 
_________________________________________

Please indicate why this specific mechanism was chosen (e.g., cost savings, contractor familiarity, legal requirements, administrative flexibility, desire to experiment, etc.)

B.6  Selection Process
If contractor selection is underway or completed, please answer the following.  If selection is not underway, please proceed to Section C.

How many bids were submitted for this project? 


2
Was there a pre-solicitation meeting? 


X Yes


 FORMCHECKBOX 
  No


Criteria used for contractor selection

 








 
How evaluated (e.g., relative 

Criterion





weight or percent of points for each factor).

X
Past performance






B
X
Technical proposal






A
X
Price








C
 FORMCHECKBOX 

Local economic benefit or use of local labor




 FORMCHECKBOX 

Use of by-products








 FORMCHECKBOX 

Other (please specify)








Did community members serve on the technical review panel? 

 FORMCHECKBOX 
  Yes


X  No


B.7  Contractor Information

If one or more contracts have been awarded, please provide the following information for each contract (please just cut and paste fields to incorporate all contractors).  If the contract has not been awarded, please proceed to Section C.

Name of successful bidder:  



Druids Reforestation, Inc.
Address:



237 Marbelle Road







Republic, Washington    99166
For each contractor selected, check the appropriate boxes:

Business or Organization Size:



X  (25 employees

 FORMCHECKBOX 
  (25 employees, but less than 500

 FORMCHECKBOX 
  (500 employees

Is this contractor local (please define local)?
X  Yes



 FORMCHECKBOX 
  No

From the local Republic area and within the existing HUB Zone.

What is the primary focus of this business or organization (e.g., reforestation, thinning, logging, etc.)?

Reforestion, thinning, and noxious weed treatment.
How many people are working on the project? 



36

Of these, how many are from the local area?



5

Are subcontractors being utilized?

X  Yes



 FORMCHECKBOX 
  No

 
If, so, how many?

1

Approximately how many worker days are associated with the project? 
566

What is the estimated average hourly wage for employees? 

$14.82
C.  CONTRACT COST & BENEFIT INFORMATION





The following questions aim to evaluate the cost-effectiveness of the pilot efforts. Please complete each table to the best of your ability.  Estimates are perfectly acceptable. 

C.1 Estimated Total Cost to Implement Project.  Please refer to the total for activities including planning,, surveys, implementation and monitoring.






Amount: $142,540
C.2 Project Funding

Please provide the source of funds used to cover the total cost of the project, as accurately as possible. 











Cumulative







Current FY


Total to Date

Forest Service Appropriations


$       

 FORMTEXT 
     


$139,539.54

Appraised value of products exchanged

$       

 FORMTEXT 
     


$161,882.28

for Services

Receipts Retained or Credits Earned

$       

 FORMTEXT 
     


$       

 FORMTEXT 
     
 (to pay for project services)

Cooperator Contributions

In-cash




$       

 FORMTEXT 
     


$       

 FORMTEXT 
     
      Donated Services

 

$       

 FORMTEXT 
     


$       

 FORMTEXT 
     
Other (specify)




$       

 FORMTEXT 
     


$       

 FORMTEXT 
     
C.3  Costs

Please provide the distribution of total project direct costs by activity.  











Cumulative







Current FY


Total to Date

Planning and NEPA



$       

 FORMTEXT 
     


$70,948

Contract/Sale Preparation


$       

 FORMTEXT 
     


$53,749

Contract/Sale Administration 


$605



$17,534

Service Contract



$       

 FORMTEXT 
     


$5,837

Citizen Involvement 



$       

 FORMTEXT 
     


$1,400 (e.g., field trips, meetings, etc.)

Monitoring/Evaluation/Reporting

$3,100



$5,900(include time/activities associated with public involvement)
Other (specify)




$       

 FORMTEXT 
     


$       

 FORMTEXT 
     
C.4  Material Being Removed 

In the following table, please indicate the volume and value of material that you expect to remove and have removed to date in FY04.

	
	Volume (ccf/tons/cords/etc.)
	Value of material to the government ($)

	
	Appraised
	Removed in Current FY
	Removed to date
	Appraised
	Removed in Current FY
	Removed to date

	Sawlogs
	831ccf
	
	828.86 ccf
	$108,191.69
	
	$161,881.28

	Product other than log
	
	
	5 cords
	
	
	

	Other
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Total
	831ccf
	
	835.26 ccf
	$108,191.69
	
	$161,881.28


C.5   Receipt Retention/Credits Earned

Did the contract have a positive financial value for the government?       
 FORMCHECKBOX 
  Yes

 FORMCHECKBOX 
  No

If so, were the receipts retained?





 FORMCHECKBOX 
  Yes

 FORMCHECKBOX 
  No

What were they spent on?






C.6  Cost Comparison
In your estimation, are there any significant differences in the costs of administering a traditional stewardship contract, as opposed to a traditional timber sale or service contract?  Please explain.

No significant differences.

D.  BIOPHYSICAL ACCOMPLISHMENTS







This section will provide information on the outputs and achievements of the pilots and how the pilot authorities affected those achievements.  If the pilot has NOT entered the implementation phase, please proceed to Section E.

D.1 Quantification of Activities

Please complete the following table as accurately as possible.  In the “Objectives Addressed” column, please use the same number you assigned to each objective in A.1 (above), listing as many as apply.  For example, using those objectives listed as example in directions for A.1, “Roads closed/decommissioned” accomplishments would address both objectives #1 and #2, so both numbers would be entered into “Objectives Addressed”.  Be sure to list other accomplishments, as necessary. Also note, that double-counting of accomplishments (e.g., prescribed burns that improve habitat and reduce wildfire, etc.) is acceptable. Please note that this list is purely suggestive, add other accomplishments as necessary.  

DIRECTIONS:  Double click on the grey box and input the appropriate numbers.








Current

Cumulative
Objectives






Planned

      FY

Total to date
Addressed  
Roads

Roads closed/decommissioned (miles)
     

 FORMTEXT 
     
     

 FORMTEXT 
     
     

 FORMTEXT 
      
     

Roads obliterated (miles)


     

 FORMTEXT 
     
     

 FORMTEXT 
     
     

 FORMTEXT 
      
     
Roads improved/maintained (miles)

     

 FORMTEXT 
     
     

 FORMTEXT 
     
     

 FORMTEXT 
     
     
Temporary roads built (miles)

     

 FORMTEXT 
     
     

 FORMTEXT 
     
     

 FORMTEXT 
     
     
Temporary roads obliterated (miles)
     

 FORMTEXT 
     
     

 FORMTEXT 
     
     

 FORMTEXT 
     
     
Permanent roads built (miles)

     

 FORMTEXT 
     
     

 FORMTEXT 
     
     

 FORMTEXT 
     
     
Aquatic Habitat

Streams restored (miles/feet)

     

 FORMTEXT 
     
     

 FORMTEXT 
     
     

 FORMTEXT 
     
     
Riparian area(s) restored (acres)

     

 FORMTEXT 
     
     

 FORMTEXT 
     
     

 FORMTEXT 
     
     
Culverts replaced (number)

     

 FORMTEXT 
     
     

 FORMTEXT 
     
     

 FORMTEXT 
     
     
Culverts removed (number)

     

 FORMTEXT 
     
     

 FORMTEXT 
     
     

 FORMTEXT 
     
     
Terrestrial Habitat
Forage seeding (acres)


36

36

36

1,2,3

Thinning (acres)



350

     

 FORMTEXT 
     
350

2,3

Pruning (acres)



     

 FORMTEXT 
     
     

 FORMTEXT 
     
     

 FORMTEXT 
     
     


Noxious weed treated (acres)

50

25

50

2

Invasive species treated (acres)

     

 FORMTEXT 
     
     

 FORMTEXT 
     
     

 FORMTEXT 
     
     
Insect or disease treatment (acres)

     

 FORMTEXT 
     
     

 FORMTEXT 
     
     

 FORMTEXT 
     
     


Fuels Management
Use of prescribed fire for 


358

     

 FORMTEXT 
     
358

1,2

      habitat restoration (acres)

Use of prescribed fire for 


     

 FORMTEXT 
     
     

 FORMTEXT 
     
     

 FORMTEXT 
     
     
      regeneration purposes (acres)

Use of prescribed fire for fuel reduc.
     

 FORMTEXT 
     
     

 FORMTEXT 
     
     

 FORMTEXT 
     
     
Fuels reduced (tons)


     

 FORMTEXT 
     
     

 FORMTEXT 
     
     

 FORMTEXT 
     
     
Other mgt. activities (please specify)
200

600

600

1,2,3

Planted 200 serviceberry, 200 rose, 200 chokecherry shrubs

E.  Social Information









Information from this section will be used to track community involvement (diversity and interest) and the impact of the pilot effort on local communities.  Some of this information may have been provided in earlier years.  Where appropriate, please check for accuracy and indicate necessary changes.

E.1   Multiparty Team:

Please list all organizations and/or interests participating on your local multiparty monitoring/evaluation team.

	Organization/Affiliation

	Dick Williams, Logging Contractor

	David Heflick, Kettle Range Conservation Group

	Pat Hamilton, Ferry County Noxious Weed Control Board

	Ken Kerr, Contractor

	Sharon Shumate, Ferry County Natural Resource Board

	

	


In the past year, how many times has this team met?
0

E.2  Stakeholder Contribution.
Please list organizations and individuals (excluding contractors) currently active in any aspect of the pilot project and us identify their affiliation by coding each with the appropriate organizational “code” (see below).  Example:   Idaho Department of Fish and Game (B).  Please note that stakeholders can represent multiple interests. 
Stakeholders Codes:  
(A)  Other Federal agency

(G) Community-based Group



(B)  State Agencies

(H) Commodity Interests/Groups



(C)  Municipal Agencies

(I)  Sport/Recreation Groups



(D) Tribal Governments

(J) Wildlife Groups



(E) Universities/Schools

(K) Community member 



(F) Conservation Groups

(L)  Other (please specify)
Logging contractor, H

Kettle Range Conservation Group (F)

Ferry County Noxious Weed Control Board (C)

Ferry County Natural Resource Board (C)

Planting and Tree Thinning Contractor (L)

Then please check the box that best describes the role of these collective stakeholders in the activities below.
	Activity
	No Role
	Limited

Role
	Active Role
	Strong Role
	N/A

	Problem identification/definition
	X
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	Project design/revision
	X
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	NEPA analysis
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	X
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	Financial contributions
	X
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	Project implementation (volunteers)
	X
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	Developing monitoring plan
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	X
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	Conducting monitoring
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	X
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	Public education 
	X
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	Other:

    
                     
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 



E.3 Outreach Efforts

For educational or outreach efforts used, please check all boxes that apply.


X Conducted Field tours

 FORMCHECKBOX 
  Mailings


 FORMCHECKBOX 
  Videos


X  Meetings



X  Other (specify) _email powerpoint presentations
Please describe these outreach efforts (e.g., impacts).
F.  GENERAL











The following section provides opportunity for general comment and over-all evaluation.  Please complete this section every year and complete this in collaboration with the local team.

F.1  Project Objectives

Please describe whether objectives identified in A.1 were met and how the authorities affected the meeting of those objectives?  Please indicate any problems that you encountered in meeting those objectives?

Improving habitat conditions through vegetation management would not have been achieved as well as it was without trading goods for services.  Precommercial thinning, prescribed fire, noxious weed control, and forage seeding and planting could have been done without the new authorities.  However, removing understory trees (less than 21 inches diameter at breast height) in the amount necessary to meet the objectives without appropriating the total cost of helicopter logging would not have been achieved.

F.2  Usefulness of Authorities

Please identify the advantage or disadvantages associated with the new authorities by responding to the following questions.

· To what extent did the new authorities allow your project to accomplish objectives that would not have been possible under traditional circumstances?  The authority of trading goods for services allowed a project previously advertised and without bidders on a timber sale contract to proceed and accomplish objectives for habitat restoration.  It also allowed many contract items to be bundled together into one contract, saving some contract preparation costs.

· To what extent did the new authorities make the pilot any more or less attractive to potential bidders? Please explain.  Bidder’s lack of experience in some work items such as typical service oriented contractors not familiar with timber sale contracts and subsequent branding requirements.

· To what extent did the new authorities impact on the agency’s ability to maintain accountability for treatments and products removed? Please explain.  No more than accounting for products on timber sale or service contracts.  The contractor added an extra person to account for products for the contractor as well.

· To what extent did the new authorities lead to any enhancement or reduction in the agency’s ability to implement ecosystem management projects? Please explain.  Trading goods for services authority made implementing marginal projects where some limited appropriated funds could be acquired to proceed.

· To what extent did the new authorities assist the agency to better meet the needs of the local community? Please explain.  The mill in the Republic area received 41% of the volume of wood products cut from the project area.  The remaining volume went to a mill 45 miles from Republic.  The helicopter logging crew was from outside the state, the log truck drivers were from within approximately 50 miles of Republic, and the thinning, planting, burning, and noxious weed control crews were from Colville and Republic.

F.3  Unexpected Outcomes

Please describe any unexpected (positive or negative) ecological, social, economic, or administrative outcomes that resulted from the pilot project.  

 F.4  Lessons learned.

Please identify and discuss any “lessons learned” in your project thus far that you feel might be useful to others.

Projects where location, interests, and common goals have not been discussed and agreed upon prior to project design should not be candidates for stewardship projects.  Developing monitoring teams after the projects has been designed and implemented is a frustrating, time consuming task that probably will not result in development of a meaningful team with ownership in the project.

F.5  Suggestions for future improvement.
How could the stewardship pilot program, in general, and the monitoring/evaluation process, in particular, be improved?

G.  FINAL EVALUATION











This section provides overall, end-process evaluation and should be completed ONLY after project activities cease.

G.1  Biophysical:  Project objectives

Were the stated goals and objectives of the project (see A.1) met through those activities identified in D.1? Please elaborate.

Did the stewardship format assist in achieving resource management goals?   Please elaborate.

G.2  Administrative:  Comparing expanded authorities to existing authorities

Please identify the advantages/disadvantages associated with the use of expanded authorities (e.g., attractiveness to potential bidders, implications for the agency’s ability to maintain accountability for the treatments applied or products removed, implications for the agency’s ability to implement multi-faceted ecosystem management projects).  

If possible, would you use the new authorities again? Explain.

Do you recommend that these authorities be made permanent and available to Forest Service projects not administered under the stewardship pilot program?  Why or why not?
G.3  Administrative:  Agency opinion.

Did Forest Service participants view the pilots as successful?. Explain.

G.4  Economic:  Trading good for services (Please provide answers to the following, if your pilot utilized “goods for services”).
If the value of goods sold was greater than services received, how were the excess funds used?

If the value of goods sold was less than cost of services rendered, how was the difference paid for?

G.5  Economic:  Enhancement of local employment.

Did the project help improve the skills and abilities of the local workforce?  In what way?  Please explain.

G.6  Economic:  Business retention and market diversification.

Did the project aid in creating or tapping into new markets? If so, which ones? 

Did the project aid in assessing the need for new businesses and other types of business?

G.7  Social:  Social Impact

Please indicate how the local community was affected by the stewardship pilot (e.g., increased employment, greater stability of employment, increased wages, community cohesion, etc.).

G.8  Social:  Advantages/Disadvantages of Collaboration 

Identify the benefits resulting from or obstacles encountered with increased collaboration.

Did citizen group involvement affect project acceptance and success?

G.9  Social:  Public opinion.
How did the public view the outcome of the project?

G.10  Overall:  Lessons Learned.

Please identify lessons learned during the stewardship process.
Primary Forest Service Contact


Name:				Kelvin Davis


Title:				Operations Staff


Address:				Republic Ranger District


				180 North Jefferson


				Republic, WA  99166


Phone				509-775-7400


Email:									








Primary Multiparty Team Member Contact





Name:									


Organization								


Phone									


Email:									
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