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Advances in the studies on new soil fumigant dimethyl disulfide
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Abstract: Using fumigants for soil disinfection can effectively control soil-borne pests in facility agri-
culture and high-value crops. Methyl bromide, the most effective soil fumigant, was banned due to
ozone destruction, resulting in significant problem of lacking efficient and stable pesticides for soil-
borne pest control. Dimethyl disulfide (DMDS) is a new fumigant with good control efficacy on harm-
ful nematodes, some soil-borne pathogens, and weeds. The characteristics of broad-spectrum, safety,
and high efficiency make it one of the most promising methyl bromide alternatives, which may make up
for the lack of nematicidal fumigants in China. In this paper, the research progresses in DMDS activities
and mechanism of action against soil-borne pests, the environmental behaviors like degradation, emis-
sion, diffusion distribution and residue of DMDS, and the effects of DMDS on soil nutrients, microor-
ganisms and non-target organisms are reviewed, with a view to providing a reference for the develop-
ment, popularization and application of DMDS.
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AR LR Z SRR T B, 2010 4F &
UORARF AT A Ry - 398 S 2R 500 g, o] A R ol 4%
I SR AT MR 45 2k HURNS o0 A i HLSL ETH AR (E
F IR P it A N RTE AL (de Cal et al.,
2004 ; Fritsch, 2005 ; Wang et al.,2009) .

TR TR R YR LRI, BRGR
RS SRR S — Pt i AR 1 RER ), IR T
AR FAE B L) R IR AR R 36 A A el
SR M AR B, A VR T b SRR R R K
ALEEE AR H R R HER (Agelopoulos & Keller, 1994;
Cabrera et al.,2014; 4445 ,2021) , ZELER I L IEER
i E T EAE A (Vriens et al.,2014) . B4h, —FH:
it nT VR S ESINRE H (Zanén et al.,2014) .

2010 4F 36 [E FRAF B i — F L A b
;2% F N, B 86 44 o8 Paladin® (Leocata et al.,
2014) , 2012 4F7E - HHAE AR 25304554, 7l feif
N B VEYIA T it R 507 8 R AR
RS BC PR R KR AMEL DR BEGE R
(median lethal dose, LD,,) & 290~500 mg/kg, J& T
e & #M LD, KT 2 000 mg/kg, J& TK %
T 4 K AFEYE LC, o 5.24 mg/L, JL-FTC 81
90 d H 42 7| A R0 A e B0 R AR R
SRR T A8 B A R 5 DR 2R AR B e (o P A S 44 R B
4 (USEPA,2010) . {H 475 S Hp — H 3 — fi vk i
T 25 mg/L i & S HOR RUAE BUE KA E IR
BTG E N S RS =B TS TR SRR 2R A
Fe b5 B ZFEA% (Liang et al.,2015) . 7EHE, A%
L A Ol - S S RS 0 B R & R (R F1)
Z1.200810000854.4) FH H [ 4 Ml B2 Be Al 9 PR 37 i
TR LA SRR A P I B R VLIV B ik T
PR, 128 R IEAE HIIER — W 3 —aAE  HgE
AP TEAE (R BC POR BLE 28 2 Bl A
oA 245 S 7 T )

1 ZHREZHAEWEERIERYIERR
Eid

IR ERANCAT AR A 13 L R A%
o7 BT L R PR3 AR REARL A — i 1Y B 1A 4 1 (Garca-
Méndez et al.,2008; Leocata et al.,2014) . FKIKREE
(2008 )it i 28 A AR 435 P DN 2 2 98— PP B — B o AR
gl ) BE R B2 (half lethal concentration, LC,,)
} 5.4 mg/kg, X4k I T 1 LC,, A 3.8 mg/kg, Xif 24 KL
o, J¥ Digitaria sanguinalis 1 18] §k Abutilon theo-
phrasti 1 LC,, 53 %]k 10.1 mg/kg #1117.2 mg/kg.
] 25 R0 5 R ] — L 154 10~100 g/m’

Fsf X5 7 73 L B AR 45 2k B Meloidogyne incognita 11
Bl 76 50 N 809%0~94% , FH 18 A 10~80 g/m’ i}, AN [F]
R BE AL ) F it 7 G i 3 25 57+ (Yan et al., 2019) .
22V 7 (2018) 438 1 H 60 g/m’® —HI B i v] LI
BB VAR B R iR AE 4 . 5 (2017) B
FEE SR R W 40 g/m® = F JE R EAT - 4T
BE ST AT R AL 2 5 ARZE 4 iR Y 1 3 .
1 R T Al 24~80 g/m’ ], TG AR i
A5 RN A SRR rp AR S5 4 e ST A 2 e
Rhizoctonia solani M BN FEAL A Verticillium dahliae
& FE W) (Fritsch, 2005 ; Leocata et al.,2014) ., Pa-
pazlatani et al.(2016) 8 i SE 7' 5E i PCR FOR T
BT W TS R A B b A R A
PRRRRE RS2, 25 SR B — W 5L ] I 25 RN
f %k 71 & Fusarium oxysporum F1 7. Ak 22 ¥ 1 0 %X
i, HACR Al i 84T il 2E K 2% . Pecchia et al.
(2017) W55 2B 60 g/m® — H JE i n] 45 & il i
KRR T 46 e 20 , BBARCR 581k
MR E A TC I E 25, AT S T
FIXTHR, Cabrera et al.(2014) & BUAER 45 4= K00 FH
11.2~89.7 g/m® — B BE 7t ] A 455045 ol 7 46 el A4 A
2k Ht Tylenchulus semipenetrans \Fg JTARZEE HL ET2&
W Paratylenchus spp. ¥ 1L Mesocriconema xeno-
plax BN HE S FNASTE S T B B IR SR 2 . Tlieva
et al.(2021) BR¥EF 1 — HY I 0 B 2 X AR 45 4 L 1Y)
B AR Kt 2 J 450 d 1) =28 N i, 45 SR
40 g/m’® — HIEE TR HR A5 2R BB B AR5 96%,
=R R ST IS 65.5% . 80.0% 12 100.0% .

Mao et al.(2014;2019a,b)J5E T —HH 55
R B AR 1, 3- N DL R R 4
- 48 S R B 0 AR U R B BRSO , 4
R R S A A AR X AR 2 2y s
B0 SRR IR BE R R0 B IR EAT
HERE s FE s IO B i B3GR
FAL BRI B A RSCR S B . AR
PRER R — W R R A R RO R 2 (H A
Ao SR A TR S R R RNt T TR A T AL
TR FHE T (Gilardi et al., 2017 ; Stevens & Freenan,
2018;Yuetal.,2019),

Dugravot et al.(2003 ) AIF5% & 3 — 5L B A4
R MR 100 pumol/L T 38 i # ] B s P AR 28 R e v
(A L 6, 3R ¢ SR Ao ™ A R HUTE P L X Al sl B
J AT T 440 B P R R R4 A% 1 — 5 11 (adenosine tri-
phosphate, ATP) & J& , W T & HUMf 2850 ATP 4K
I , R A AL R R A
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50%

Jei WIARME P 7™ AE S AE L . Gautier et al. (2008 ) 1iF
BT T H 3 TR 1 pmol/L Rl A 5 | S
I v DT VR 45805 S B 8, W U R
Ha R 28 o WA R 3R B R ) B e AR B B A
o Tyagi et al.(2020) BF57 & 30— F 6k — fi 3= 258
IR /INE 35 T Sclerotinia minor /) 20 i B X} H: 7=
AEBUrE , I L ) O R A 1 K A T TSR
A FAEYIXIME R R R G

2 —HRE—mER. EBMARIHE
MREER

20 ZREZRERSPHIMEER
TR TR AU A R B R A R

i —HIEE TR A I R R A IR A
TR H TR B SR T R AT A
JL W7 %4 (Parker & Kharasch, 1959) . — 3t —Fi 7F
SR AT T H R A 2D SO0 DA SR 5E F i A
D7, 77 A FERR SR F B , 4k T ek R A Ak SO A
JCH Bl PR AR (IRT 1) 5 78 KA Y 32 2R =X
JEFRHE A W AR 5 [F A R BRIC R B AR IE S
TR TR AR AL [ BN )0 CHLSNO
(Graedel, 1977)., Wine et al.(1981) A& 81— H 3& —fi
5 A WA RN 5 IR AT ARG R, [
Wtk ARE M %k, Hatakeyama & Akimoto (1983 ) Ji&
(1 BB St 8 SR W A0 — R R A
FKT 4%,

NO, 0, O, OH o 0o
5050 F———— 80, ————[ 1150
o Ho, cugso, |0 O O, HO,
on /CHBSSCH3—>CHBSOHi : LCHO,  |—2»CHO, —=>CH,0,
H,0, CH,SO,H
CH,SSCH, o

CH,S00

hv

NO, O, HO, 5

2 2

g : HCHO RSR’
}> CH,s0, 44—} cHiso, .

0l ]
§y SO
NO 0, OH

hv: YERRZEMT s M: (FHVINT 10% 9GE&42. hv: Under the light; M: assumed to be less than 10% of the overall reaction of adduct.

Bl1 ZHEZRmERSPHSLIREMIERE (Graedel ,1977)
Fig. 1 Photodegradation pathway of dimethyl disulfide in the atmosphere (Graedel, 1977)

2.2 —HEZHREKPRIERR

Han et al.(2017a) 2G5 T W 5 i ek
) R B3, T IR LR R R R R FEK
R i 22 R B 2 SLrh ZE AR K had i AR
Ref it 11 — VP S i o o A 1Y) 21.5% , B —
O i K A ) 27 A R A WA 5 I A A
R I R R R AR K AR ) A2 pHLRTI B 5 )
BEK, HAE pH A 9.7 1S (1R 2% s T R 7K i 2 2 40
I35 10.5.10.8 F113.9 d, £ W — H L B e Rt
M FRERAS . I BRI 5N RR
FTHRRER , B 25 R 2 & e v R ORI
DATEREE 25T A 7K i 28 3155 (Yin et al., 1990) .
M pH 70, ZHEE TR AE 15.25.45 Fl65°C il B
AN RS 0 51 15.8.10.8.9.8 F1 7.7 d,

NO 0, OH

NO 0, OH

U HH I TR A AR AR S R B ARG
2.3 “HREmETEPHERR

I A R Y R T SO AR
f# (Smith & Kelly, 1988; Ito et al., 2007; Qin et al.,
2016) . Han et al.(2018) BF 53t & BRAE AN [F] -3 v
A A W O O R R Y
36.929%~94.24% . Tto et al.(2007) iff 5% % W 5 G
P Pseudomonas fluorescens N [fif— H & A7,
Hh ] P A F B , e A ) ok W I RN AL &
MTEIR A SRAE T, 23 D R Pk g i M e — A% 1
T i T (nicotinamide adenine dinucleotide, NADH ) /£
G 43 B9 F B ml AR B 1) FH BRI
AR A A B, 20 — AR A R R 56 (14
2)(Smith & Kelly,1988).,
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Fig. 2 Biodegradation pathway of dimethyl disulfide
(Smith & Kelly, 1988)

TR T AR A B AR AT 22 IR
T K DA ROt 2 & 1 52 A K . Qin et al.
(2016) #F 5% % B 20 mg/kg — F AL — B 75 [) 25 A5
+ M R A 2 = I TE 2.2~5.0 d Z [B] . Han et al.
(2018) BF9¥ %1 25 meg/kg — F 5L B 7 10 Fh A ]
+ e R R I E 07~7.9 d Z B . U7 A
(2017 )Xo — P 35k i 7 2 i AR - S8 v 4 T i sh 2SR
FEEAT TS, 45 5 07 A i A - 498 v g e ¢
5% S 38 /N T R AR I VA B 0.01 mg/kg s H LA
MK FTT LA R T AL R4S 5 i 4 s
() A 2 ATE 0.3~6.5 d 28] . 25 BTk, &L
TR R I S R XA G . Han et al.
(2018) 5538 A oA 2 0 — W B i e -
IR I S AP S R IEAHC, 5 L pH 2
ARG 5 HHAE A 38 v 0 B2 fife i 3 Bl 2 1 49800 B 1Y
T e G B, 76 R3S KN 5%~15% 31
Bl A B 2 38 K g s i b, FH - ek i
WA F TR COME AR PRI T 3R M AR
W B0, K IAE — 2 YO Il N - B e W A B0 Bl
B RIS K A AT R, Bt T R
it 78 4 3 b /Y % f#% (Han et al., 2018) . Qin et al.
(2016)WF5E 45 2, — W 3 —mide B3 pd
M 20 mg/kg b T3 80 mg/kg i , FLFR M1 w5 1 FE K
T 3.4~17.31%. Han et al.(2018) B 55t B 24 —
FE R A AN 15 mg/kg B TFF) 45 mg/kg J , FLRE
fiffa RS T 2.3 /%

SN e R sk Ar - SRR T S
AEIRETR Ak 2352 0 — W B AR 1 4 b i
724 . Han et al.(2017b;2018) B¢ T A HLAE Ak2#
JEAKN ARy Jic 3 - 498 e R 0% — HH i i A 1 48

HREARA T M A sE A, 45 SR B H I RS i AL AR
Yy RN B I S — R i R R A 4 i
I INEEAC B A7 A0 o £ JE — F L AR AR A% . Han et
al.(2018)M5E 1T A HLIE 5 AE 4 ot — FH B it
FpfE 25 SRR BT AILIE 55 2 4 o HAT 5 W FfF , %
YERD T W 5 ek i e, AT
T B TR TR AR AR 22 T AE S k2 kS +
BERS A T R R U AR sg i T U AR
T EEP R . HR TS A SR A
S HAE 3P A A% . Stevens & Freeman(2018)
FF 58 A W R A A IR S 7E S i F
MR IR0

24 “HREHmETEPHIBRASEL

EARERAENEN . I E AR/ 3 b Y 8GR
O3 RAEE S HBPHASCR B VI G . B 7E
TP AR AR S HAKEE ZE AR A
I F R RS B S EME A O, t 5t ) X
FE R RN ek R R R
St G (Gan et al., 1996; Zhang & Wang,2007) .
TE 20 I FH 21 - 498 v 5 7 s SRR T A A
il B2 26570 5 & k% . Qian et al. (2011) F28 P &
T3S A 27 PSR EON R R Y
RELRRME , 2 I 58 4 AN 375 S o — VP 5 A7 P oL o P e
568, [ B 2 AR 2 () B TN BEL P A 2 , RS T g
HEM10°C, B 2835 R BE N T 1.5~2.01% ; Wang et
al.(2019) RGN T 4 FhERHE RSN — HH 38 —ai i
FH B P, Horb 2l — 54 & % (polyvinylidene chlo-
ride, PVDC) i Fll 0 £ Ja B AL 5 W) (ethylene vinyl
alcohol copolymer, EVOH ) & X — F & — i (1% BB
P B 2 T3 204 (polyethylene, PE) B FIER & 4
(polyvinyl chloride, PVC) i ; 4 Ffryb 5 1% BEL P 14 57 il
5 TRLE () T v T RARAE , S s 3/ VKU Sk PVC >
PE Ji$>EVOH R>PVDC i ; 4 Fir ¥ B 11 BH b 12 37 182
JEE 1) 5% W A AN — 2, Horp EVOH JIE A2 52 de K
PE 25048/ N, PVC JIEHI PVDC AR Z 5001
Mcavoy & Freeman (2013) #F 5% & Bt + 1 % i
e A NIz R L AR T R i KA Y
PR b b, R T AR FLF D 4096~
50%. Wang et al.(2018) /57 1.3 B 7 it 35 5% )
TR TR B BTN, FE 40 g/m’ F1 80 g/m’
FARR 4 = B R A A k0 B O it FH
(1) 74.8% F1 68.9% , 7 75 PE JIE f ik 36 5 Ay i ) o
(1) 4.2% F19.6% , 7 55 56 4 A 175 i e ok i £ Ay it
JHE 1Y 0.02% F10.2% ; H AN W& 1 7 — ik
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AR S AR RE T R i TR E
T TR ARG, R R TR 40 g/m it
72 hJ5 8 55 PEBEAISE A RNIERNY 60 e IR 1 )2 —
FH 5 B AR R B 43 ) R A A SR 6 A5 A T A

Wang et al. (2018 5¢ T —H 3L i frer g 1 |
W3+ K PR R U SRR FNER R AT AL , 45 R
FU R B ROk GBS T
NFCMRER WP+ DL 2 413 b R T B
TR kiR (15% 7247 & m TR (7% 2547
T HE TR RN P AT RS BE T B, R
(IIEFERE IR 2 FELTHE 4 BT AL RE F1 8555 5 #8
Jer B A rp TR TR A AR B A, 2D T A AR
BRI R R B I . RIS KX
T TR AR AL 52 3 K, Sumner & Culpep-
per(2008) A5 & B 1= 38 & /K 1 M\ 5% T3 10% 1},
TR R TR R R SRR T 42.6%; Tk AL
(2019) 52K B 3 57K 18R 6%0~18% I}, — 1 3k
TAE HIE TR AR ) 5 RS KR R UG,
TEALRE J) bl 3 E K GBS NI AW AR, Wang
et al.(2016)WF¥ & B - HER 4 i AE 4 o nl i 2 1
G R R i 1) R R e bt e, LA E
A1) o A R B S ) — PP R AR

Fritsch (2005 )% Lt 1 {3 S it 245 A 45 it 245 f
Herh LT RRY BN 2 S SRR R T
SRTE R EGR G, Jn R i 2 e
TR AT EIOR BT U E i 2 ¥ A), 4 15~
30 em R ARHR BE - A R il £2 T 1 FH (area under
the concentration, AUC) 7E 3 821~7 783 g-h”''m™
[i] , J5 bt 24 )5 15 om DR B v T HU R TR Y
AUC 5T 30 e R -4 (S 2% g & 2
S TEHE K B 6 L/mP Al 12 L/m> b 3% 3 v — i
FE TR AUC {E B2 25 578 1 3

3 ZHEw SRS AR RIS

3.0 ZHEZHX T EFS KRN

TEZRIH TR H AR R R K+
TS EE MR VE R, Rt 25 BB e A K
FRAE—E MBI .+ R T IR
ARG 7 R 508 S50 B e T R e B %50 ek
RO AR B R R (Ruzo, 2006 ; R4 ,2018)
TR AL (2020) X + e BRAL M TR A 24 T 40T & B
TR TR RE N S R, T
e S RN IS E R DS S A =
PERAE Y AT RS A R K. R T A B 1 4
(A6 HIL BT B 1 AR S 8 38 I 0 TR A g

Yan et al.(2013a,b) & L AE H 8 J1 S R UG
T AP LAY - TR B 2R S R A AN A T B A 1] A
16, S IR IE S BRI B2 A PRI 27 T IR AL
VE AR, oA B 78 X0) R - 8 v e R A bk 3 A It
8] £, 1 BRAESE 2~3 J&] , B L33 b B R 7R 2~3 AN
T LA AR AT B A R il A5 2, T ZE 78 Ah B ) - 38
i KA A 28R AR B ] 1, K TR EEZE A0 B 1
B ; TR Qb O] PR - SBE A i A AR FH I I B R R
XT38 A A AR FH A0 i e ) e e TR ZE b P A
B A AR FH e 03 o0 S o, s 30 SRS A A FH g
GRS, 135 pH RN BT -2 52 e i A AR R S
M) FEEH . EZERE SRR R R A
% FIEASALAE R, T H IR i ARV E T, A
BT g AR ik, 48 m AUE R A R
(i) s B 2 ) A, 25 S ) 3 rh R S A B, B 7R A
PR AT DA B0 - 45 vh o Ao ) B i, E AR 2R
X A W AR A FH (Huang et al.,2020)
3.2 “HEIFHX T EMEMR T

AR T2 ), P AR 45 L A AR
Jir G 1 [ s 6T - S E ARl A 2 7 A — o 5
(Ridge & Theodorou, 1972;Ridge, 1976) ., Hf£1 4555
(2012) ] Biolog J5 ik VM4 -3 E W 2060k, K&
PR — R AT I S — e R A
il Gl A W) Z2 R P H5 B Shannon Z £ PEFE %1 Simp-
son ZFEPETE KM MclIntosh 22 KEEF5 4045, (05 11
K4 . Yakabe et al.(2010)#F5¢ & B — H AL — fi
THEEG I TR TRt W i . 7 3CA:(2019)
R FH e 000 3 A S R 9016 5 i PCR AR BIESE 1
T R T T PR R T AR ) R M
M) , Jhc RHL AT e 4 ) - B SV AR Y e 2R
FREVR 35 K6 45 5 T L A T P 0 38 v T - 198 5 40 s 1 41
TR ARG Bl 0 - S B S, e b,
T R R AR T AR R AR {168 rRNA JE[A]
P8 DUB ST RS 24 R 5T R S22 A0 B 5 T 7E PR 4
WA, AR5 10,24 .38 159 K 16S rRNA JE[H
$ DU 0 AR T AR SR 28 Ab 3 JL Ak AR 4 v
A B RS 38 R AT K &Z ) JEIKSF- | 1 7 PR
PRLTEE, B RE SR A5 AT (59 &) 4 S 3= B R
HEMRA .

Fang et al. (2019) i 1 %} + 3 A AH D e i A=
W) B ARSI B, — FR 3R i - 3B i T AR RRAIG
Z 5 R el g E AL 404amoA . AOBamoA
FlnxrB | [ E I nifH U AEACIE R napA \narG
nirS.nirK .qnorB .cnorB Fl nosZ iX 11 1T REFE K 1Y
FRE H 3K Se T g e DA Y = BN E 2 s ) ] 328
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PRI B BEOK P, EE 22 0 D Re JE R 4 AOBamoA
nxrB  nirK .nirS . gnorB Fl cnorB W) 3= [ 7+ 52 7% J5 1]
03 2 = X R s A R W 3 R T
B R SR UL R 5 B Azoarcus T g AL YR B
J& Mesorhizobium =<, {H %[5 A 0 28 28 AT 7 s
Paenibacillus F1i5 A6 240 T i £k B 14 J& Nitrospira 5
FLRHMHRIVE ] o RIS A 3 — B xS e
SR AR 20 T 1 52 e /0N (EAE FR 75 I I Y 10~59 d
S YO NNEE RS 8 Streptomyce TG ENT & Achromo-
bacter FUER H 0 1 J& Pseudomonas %5 W =EE . DIGE
T 0 2E R S B AR A 2 i 1 338 S IR 55
Tifie, Fang et al.(2019 )% ita i —H 3k At 22 11
T IEHEAT R ST, Kz A A B amod
SRR Z 2N, 25 RAEE R A AL
YEF T8V AAE T s e £6 ) fb/ 54 it 3o 78 LA M AT
MU A i R L DR S BE IR 1) e 3k A2 B g, 3
WR S b T 5 B T LS 5 A
IR Wi BR B SE I, fl ik U A AR o

4 ZRE X IR E MR R

e TR JRE R i 2 RO 1) B R R RN
WA, KBTI A5 2% AMRBTH L R SE N b 3R
gt MG R G VA S R G075 (B —
#%,2021), Tlieva et al.(2021)F5E T i I 3 —
TR AT I TS X 44 FpAEREERZR HU 2 | 25
R AEREARL BRI AEN 24 /5 51 H RS 310 BROK
-, AR AR 2 A R . USEPA (2010) W58 $icdis
& ] W R T 0] 2 W TC g, X LA 88 Oncorhyn-
chus mykiss RV KO HA B B2E1E , X DABE
i Danio rerio fCFRIIRK 0 HA a8 E,
X IR 7K T #E 3l W) /K % Daphnia magna F g 2R
Americamysis bahia 55 BAG WP REVE, X DR A
33/ M Cyprinodon variegates BAT W AFHE M 4
AL SEHY T Colinus virginians @2 O3 R =5
5 RE

ZE LTIR, W Ik TR A L B T,
SRR JBUA BT ECE R R AT e R A e
P8 B A BIA RO . T 3k TR RO K
R A BT D WAl e /N T30 d,
38 S5 b G L T A A R, A I A i YR
IR AT A AR A Ak itk | BE 25 I S AT 4 e A

AR o R R AR AU VR IR AN ]
i, T ZERABT I E HAR LR BARSCHLEE . 55

S, FAT R R 5 SN i it 2y, T2
It 2 RS LR , AR A ZEIE 5T T TR A
FRURL SR T Ui i R et 2y, L. — W
e T T RO AR AR AT T L OR
KT PR AR A A B ISR A 22 4x e, 4
S I Y

TR R 1 A AT 8 FE 5 A A e
TR AR B SR S A, S L N A
WA REE AL (ERKER,2017) 0 HAh ) LAk S5
XA B L R AR T PR R TR Y e, TS 2 AT e i
18 P 2 T A P R PR TR R B = 1 R
T P Rt SR AR IRT A2 400 77 hint, 153 B AL
VEM AL IZAF I (ZE 2542, 2019)  ARESL G H
MRS, BT LA R TR AT R A A5 1]
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