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BE X PEA R IMG A RERREBUBEAZ ( Eucalyptus urophylla x E. grandis) 58N THAESRGERBITRITR,
7 ) B 4 R AR R N TR EE B AR S R A 4 ( HI3E RE Y ST ATEAR) MR & & B i X5 Bk R,
ZERFH (1) EEMRERAPATHAESRER —-ZRNFE—&E (B4 5) k& BEERRRAKBARFEEZS HERAS
BE(p>0.05) ;MARBRMAFLRZE (A7) I BRHEFHEE (p <0.01) , RIFANTHAS RGN YR BT R E
Xt A B INE RE, (2)7.6a BEMERAS R EEH8 127.649 t-hm ~  HeE 1 /R(134.411 t-hm ) i 5.03% , %
FAREZE(p>0.05) ; BRI B I 2 B A FFIRIA HIEZ > FToRRE > WEDZE > KTITHEWZ. (3) FIEARS&4H
BRI & BREFNBRI B I FEE RIS OIS DT B (4) X TR A2 A & W )2 BRI R e /0, (B LG AR T A A A0+
R B RE A o SRR N TAREE R R B SRARARAR R LV 38 LB 4 Bt S5 R a0 ARt ) R R T 3O A 4%
R B RN R,

KER: BEM B AT IRE & RIS ER

SLE RS :1000-0933(2009)08-4242-09 hE4SHS:5792.39 CEkERINAD:A

Effects of continuous cropping on the carbon storage of Eucalyptus urophylla x E.

grandis short-rotations plantations
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Abstract; Plantations of Eucalyptus urophylla x E. grandis in the Dongmen National Forest farm of Guangxi were studied
over an eight-year management period to determine the effects of continuous short-rotation cropping on the subsequent
carbon content in these ecosystems. The carbon sequestration rates and storage, and how carbon is distributed across the
ecosystem components were examined for pattern changes as a result of management. The components studied include soil,
litter, undergrowth, and tree layers. The results of the research showed: (1) There are differences between the carbon
content of the same component in the same layer of short-rotation Eucalyptus urophylla x E. grandis plantation because of
continuous cropping and the stand ages. but no significant differences were found (p > 0. 05) ; there are significant
differences for the carbon content of different layers and component(p <0.01),it shows that the species composition of
plantation and its characteristics have great impact on carbon content. (2) The average carbon storage of 7. 6a continuous

*, and was 5.03% lower than that

Eucalyptus urophylla x E. grandis short-rotation cropping plantation is 127.649 t-hm~
of the first generation (134.411 t-hm ) , no significant difference was found within each layer between the first and second
generation(p >0.05) ; Significant differences were found between the different layers in the order of soil layer > tree layer

> litter layer > undergrowth layer, (3) Carbon content of two generation increases as the plantation ages increase. (4)
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Continuous cropping has the potential to influence the patterns of carbon accumulation and storage in Eucalyptus urophylla x
E. grandis plantations by increasing the percentage of stored carbon in tree and litter layers, and decreasing the percentage
in the undergrowth and soil layers. The main reasons of decreasing carbon in the undergrowth and soil layers are the
continuous disturbance of falling trees, mountain smelting and tractor plowing in continuous Eucalyptus urophylla x E.

grandis short-rotation cropping.

Key Words: FEucalyptus urophylla x E. grandis; short rotation; plantation; carbon content; carbon storage; continuous

cropping

£ 20 42 , K H ) CO, ¥ BE M 280 pumol - mol ™' 1% % 367 pmol - mol ~' ' | K5 ZHh CO, R BB T 28R
TREERMERIBR AL, B E 2RESHEMARER SRR, BESRIEZAIE, (KEGES
1A ALHEZE /A 29) (UNFCCC) R A Y BRA L AN 5 Al 2, f thE 54 B 0 X8R RUBE I Py i b T/ R A% SR T 5%
Bttt RBQAMAFAR R E RN PR R FERA”, WM EE R8T . HRESRS
TEAEY X IR AR S PR AN IR P-4 07 TR B LB MM o i T R AR ZRPR A1 3 5 A8 S e
AT A EGE L 3, i A+ B 35 A8 RN CO, HETR Y SE — KRR o W ZRARE R 388 i A Ak
TR R 8 R PR A B e T LA i A R 0 S BRI 7 B TR R COL7E RSP AR B %

TSR T B BHEREB N T HRMES RGBT B RESETT ™ B T — R, ks
A& E TR 2 HIH A e A YR 3R E A WU BT T B A E R R T RE £
B S RGBT, 77 Wi S5 2 AT D B A TR Z R &3 B iE" . PE
EHA EATHREFRREZHER, TTERE AN THRERERKWE X . AN TARKBRICIREHIA 28 %
SRS —F R R . BET WA TR IR E R & B BRI Tk, R E 5
200 J7 hm® " o &R A A R TR 8 i A 2 SR O o SRR X R A AR 7= L 3
FI R R SRR AR B B 20 ok BRI BB 5 25 R SR P T 3 2 B LA S () AR R 1 B
B AT K SRS AR D, e R R TR B S S B E MBS iR R AR . EE T
1998 ~2005 4F, 5% A28 51 e A M A 45 A 9 05 2 B SE A Rl 3k AR B8R B 4% ( Eucalyptus urophylla x
E. grandis) 5 AN THAER R Gk & B BRI R 3hS RHA RO , B 0 IEAR PFAk AR 48 R B0 AR [
C VR RBSRALIIARIE , [RIETth 3R [ FRAR AR 8 R e - T 53 S BE LR WL o
1 #R5FH=E
1.1 5ol 55 it

BRI XRTE) P9 E A RIS E R (22°17' ~22°30'N,107°14" ~108°00"E ) , J& JLHiH 2 18 18 <%
X, AEHSIE 21.2 ~22.3°C,1 AFEHSRE 12.5~13.8C,7 S E 27.2 ~28.6°C , Wik B &6 34.0 ~
41.0°C  #RIR B AEIE —4.0 ~1.9°C , =10°C AEFE 7190 ~7762°C . 4ERET & 1100 ~ 1300mm, EEEHIE 6
~8 A, H&FEHEWNER 51.03% ,F7K k& 1600mm , FHXHE B 74. 8% . X161 80 ~ 95m, 3 [7] NE30°
~NEA40° 3 B 8 ~10°, +IENRPTUA R B HIRLIE, A E, 138 pH{E5.0 ~5.5,

TEFESL AR RIS T, ELABE IR 7 1 2 Rk bk st (56 2 AR0) A BR kst (36 1 4R0) 1R D il et , T AR
3.2hm’, REHIBEE ST , R AAVIEE 2 B, 4% BE AR [ R AREst 1] (1998 4F 4 A 6 H) AHRIEMAMF (BER
ToMER : DH30-1) AR AR BE (BRITEE 3. 4m x 1. Tm) FIAH [F] e AL B4 1 (GEARET MEES BEBRAE 0. Ske/ Bk,
WG B R E AL 2 K, ELEE 2a, SEEE:N80.2 t-hm™ P }0.15 t-hm > K 5 0.1
t-hm ) FATIREG . FREMYER B B e, R 3 NEEFAM, 5P R 667m” , 4% i HESL
WFE1,

1.2 AEYENE
F 1999.,2001 ,2003 F12005 £ 12 A R FAHN A KEPIMEFAZEYR . B SCFERE#b P9I E 5 Hobk
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A BIFRFIAR = , SR TERE B DE RIZE AR % 2em — 2B BUE M BAEAR , BRIR T ~9 #k, 3 34 ko FEAREK
)G , #b LR 734% Monsic 232 VIERE , & 2m y— K0 B, 0 T4F T B OGAL AT E & 3 R B4R
FAZY: HARGE R (RAREARE >2.0em ) AR € 0.5 ~2.0cm ) FIHAR ¢ <0.Sem) Jll5E B 5 , 4351
RESAEER, TEAL SOCHE MR BEE, A SKRNTE, AIAEASSEEYESUKNET
(D*H) Z[BFAER RBOR R, B & S B AR AR E K TR (r =0. 918 ~0. 998, F =53.51 ~ 1420.75),
F AR AR AT R T (D™ H) A2 B AW ROMI A KR, ST R AR AR

R1 JEMABRL

Table 1 Site locations and soil variables in plots

) M Bz A E AYLTE &
Cei-ehr%ion %ﬁ? Altitude E:fi):]lre Slope Volume weight Organic matter
(m) (°) (g-em ™) (%)
1 Fg-1 90 NE27° 9 1.326 1.626
Fg-2 91 NE36° 8 1.344 1.714
Fg-3 92 NE38° 8 1.317 1.683
2 Sg-1 85 NE30° 7 1.272 1.687
Sg-2 84 NE30° 7 1.299 1.662
Sg-3 89 NE32° 8 1.326 1.598

TEAE I REDLBEE 5 AN Lm x Lm B/NEDT , SRR O 43 5 T 5 kT HEA B A A
Prd i L FR S LT S AR, TR — /D5 Fp R R T BT &, AR S AR, TEALL
BOCHEIR TRt = E , TH Sk R T E,

1.3 s R AR R E Y AT &

HE LB, R (2 18)1.6.3.6.5.6a 1 7. 6a FFAZ KA M43 B2 24.209 ,43. 531 .84. 127,
94.289t-hm ™', 3 1. 6a 1 3. 6a FAEY R HLA 1 £8(25.305t-hm ~>F145.995t-hm ) {153 HMK 4. 3% F1 5. 4% ,
{H5.6a F1 7. 6a [ LLES 1 48(78. 047t hm > 1 88.950t-hm ) [ 43 57% 7. 8% F1 6.0% .

HE2E ), ERAMA.6.3.6.5.6af017. 6abk FHEA M A4 B4 5] H1.046.1.318 1.082¢hm

1200 - & i Leaf HEAH L5 TEAH R R4
& # Brunch Shrub aboveground Shrub underground
T Bark O #EARGI W GEARH EE A
100.0 F4f Trunk Shrub total Herb aboveground
m ## Root A B FAH TS 0 HEAA
— i ? 100 Herb underground Herb total
5 8001 - BB K O SR
= A A 3 \ i Forest floor
& : o I T I ~ 80
4 N N N :
g 001 % % % % S 4o
@ g 60F
§ 400r 4 oE NN NN a 40
- NN NNNN =
200 by B % % % % \Q % ﬁ 20
IO RN NN R ~
‘IR RENE o]l
PR 1 P 0 I
2 a2 F| L KL & 2 a2 &
¥ gl g|lg gl « € £ &
B B R B B B B R B BB B
1.6 3.6 5.6 7.6 R 5.6 7.6
Mo 4ERS Stands age (a) M4 Stands age (a)
K1 AERETAREYE K2 ARRERT YL YRR & o &
Fig.1 Biomass of the tree layer in different generation Fig.2 Biomass of under-plant and litter in different generation
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0. 662t-hm ~ {25 1 A4 H9 0. 38.,0. 28.,0. 34 £5F01 0. 24 1% ; HAK T HAM Y K A=W & 453510 1. 046,
1.318.1.082.0.662t-hm > {KIKZE 1 fCHK4) 0. 88.0.76.0. 82 4%F1 0. 71 1%, Hih B RE Y IEE S B N
3.139.7.372.8.418 8. 814t-hm‘2,ﬁﬁﬁ’\%% 1 AR 1.22.1.41 1. 32 4501 1. 15 £%,
1.4 FEACRE LR E B HrFsR & T8 7 ik

FEWE A ) T, 43 B bR AR R B AR MR I RERE (FERCRIEARL) T8 W B AR R HLAR | 4R 5 TR i
HREEER B AR T AVE AR 2 3050 5 30 T3040 VAR J2 1 b 13405 1T 840 SObR b R 9 4 R L B IR
BAEE (RAD) S 6 MEM . EFMRENEIIRE 5 MUERME LPERAE A, 0 ~20em 20 ~40cm F
40 ~60cm +JZ R4 +1ERE 5 ; R FIZE T (100em® ) SREAEJFUIR £, 47 [ S 30 =0 A E .

FHBERRE- K-S IMPEP M E RS E (R0 MEEERK C &8, 8 MEREE3 R, 7
FEYE (S5 EWEMARZER LIERE CREEE x LIEAE) RIHMM K C & &, 158 HX
# C &,

fdi F SPSS11. 0 ZR A AN ARG R BN I 2 5 B T T
2 ZRESH
2.1 EBRMNEBRRESH RS BB HIZ MW
2.1.1 REMEHFERSEDIS

AFEBERBBEMRSHERRSEIENE 2, HR2 BB, ERMAS 2 R) ARFER S E MWK
GERAMEESE 1 REOHEY;RTENTEEEN 47.43% J5E IR 47.52% ,WiENAHZE0.19% , ZF A8
Fo BB 1.6.3.6.5.6.7.6a HiRSE-H4-5 8 46. 83% 46.91% 47.68% 48.29% , %5 1 REIMKIR N
46.94% A47.01% 47.78% \48.33% ,HIBEFKIS (3 I T A B s (3K 2) s 2R 58 5 MR B 7 20 %
B, [ — R B F] — 2 B AR Z Bk & BN ZE R AR EE(F=0.69 ~0.83 <F, s =3.01,p>0.05) ,1f
[F] — MR R Bk S B 2= F WA B B 2K F(F=11.38 ~12.53 > F, ,, =3.36,p <0.01) ,7£ Sk L&
ARSI Bk & B, T R R ABREAR RS E IR, B R, B R E R R RS EWE
L2

R2 TRAEHZRVEERBMISEILR(%)
Table 2 Compared of carbon content of Eucalyptus urophylla x E. grandis of different continuous cropping generation

i
; R AR
I , Root
T S T o SR S S o B S S 2
Genera- Leaf- Perennial- Root- . diameter . ®
. Age Leaf Bark Trunk . diameter diameter  Average
tion branch branch tip =0.5~
>2cm <0.5cm
<2cm

1 1.6 51.03 48.12 47.76 44.91 46.69 46.18 45.96 45.13 44.92 46.94
3.6 49.91 47.97 46.92 43.67 47.76 47.47 46.07 46.95 45.53 47.01
5.6 49.15 47.39 47.67 42.74 48.34 47.72 46.83 47.68 46.11 47.78
7.6 48.43 46.98 48.88 42.26 49.58 48.09 47.34 48.01 46.32 48.33
14 Average  49.63 47.62 47.81 43.40 48.09 47.37 46.55 46.94 45.72 47.52
2 1.6 50.24 48.13 47.07 45.69 46.31 46. 66 46.05 46.62 44.80 46.83
3.6 49.36 47.81 46.88 43.27 47.41 47.17 45.95 47.15 45.17 46.91
5.6 48.75 46.91 47.84 42.26 48.47 47.26 46.42 47.53 45.86 47.68
7.6 48.69 46.43 48.55 42.87 49.13 48.21 47.96 47.83 46.08 48.29
-5 Average  49.26 47.32 47.59 43.52 47.83 47.33 46.60 47.28 45.48 47.43

-}y 1 t-check® 0.189 0.297 0.153 0.059 0.121 0.027 0.037 0.151 0.215 0.073

DZH:- Y RN Biomass weigh, @ t, o5 =2.447

2.1.2 M AEYE A MR YRS B S
HIR 3 &, BB AE 1 AT HEARRR S B AP 3{E 205y 44.09% H145.37% , Hif# toJa & i)
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1% 2. 82% s MK T FEASHE ) AR BUAEI 5 WD AU A 40.27 % \39.90% F11 43.04% \41.93% , Hij# HLE# 9 7
B 0.93% 1 2.65% ,ZRIIARE . NERERMID GBRE 1AM, AT AN EAEY) K555 2
BEARES RS A AR A — B0, BT B RBUME-R -5, 5 & RN R --F -k XMAREZRE THATE
AFITEA ) (9 4L PR AS HEAR AN IR FITR A SZ 40 PR BE (28 Ak T % A S IR AR AR B o 5 22 4047 B , [
— QR Al— A7 (AR EA Y SR EY) FEA AR Z AR S BN ZERABE (F =0.37 ~0.53 <Fy s
=4.76,p >0.05) , ifi [F]— A A R 270 Bk 5 B FR) 22 53 WA B S8 38 /K P (F =12 17 ~ 14. 03 > F o =10.91,
p<0.01), £ZRER2 MK 3 BE 2 UME | KD SZRERROR S EFIEFIIIRINTAZ > #
ARz > R REWIZ > B4, AU & H o0 M5SR4 UK R AGAR BE i B T
FEAR: o

®3 FRERRBHATEY ERAFFEZUWRSELE (%)

Table 3 Compared of carbon content of understory plants and ground litter of different continuous cropping generation

LAY R et

82
é’gfil ik;&f ?E*;&hrﬁ]%ﬁﬁz\ ?’E*;ffll:.r"li o ?’Eﬁi@ " ijﬁ 4 fw‘;ifﬁ 4 e ﬂi{){fg );;?
ration (a) aboveground underground average? aboveground underground average? Forest floor

1 1.6 45.82 44.97 45.14 40.77 39.61 40.05 41.04
3.6 46.94 44.63 46.43 39.56 40.47 39.89 40. 69
5.6 45.39 43.17 44.33 41.47 40.01 40.76 42.23
7.6 45.77 42.72 45.59 38.89 38.92 38.89 43.77
-3 Average 45.98 43.87 45.37 40.17 39.75 39.90 41.93
2 1.6 44.85 42.97 43.97 41.24 39.91 40. 66 41.63
3.6 45.75 43.27 45.10 39.98 41.02 40.35 41.82
5.6 43.15 42.14 43.01 41.83 40.53 41.25 43.68
7.6 44.62 41.37 44.27 39.33 39.44 39.41 45.03
1 Average 44.59 42.44 44.09 40.60 40.23 40.27 43.04
K3 t-check® 1.084 0.738 0.814 0.202 0.397 0.374 0.436
OLEY RN Biomass weigh, @) g g5 =2. 447
x4 TREHKRBMFBTHBEELE(%)
Table 4 Compared of carbon content in soil of different continuous cropping generation
REL generation %?i )age 0 ~200m i};i%:)oindepth 20 ~ 60cm 3 Average®
1 1.6 1.322 0.933 0.676 0.994
3.6 1.425 1.043 0.645 1.019
5.6 1.495 0.962 0.675 1.089
7.6 1.586 1.003 0. 664 1.112
-3 Average 1.457 0.985 0.665 1.054
2 1.6 1.287 0.892 0.668 0.969
3.6 1.356 0.999 0.611 0.961
5.6 1.405 0.975 0.655 0.947
7.6 1.511 0.862 0.636 1.009
- Average 1.390 0.932 0.643 0.972
+-K 5 t-check® 0.338 0.596 0.808 0.837

D2 A TEHAL Soil density weigh, @ g o5 =2.447

2.1.3 HHERSEIS

HIR 4 AL, AR AR NSRS 1 AUMK b 4 38R 5 8 5P 39 B2 3 0. 972% 1 1. 054% , Fij % Lo Ja # ik
7.78% ,ZRARE NERERMM GERE 1AM, KRR S B BRTEYFAS RO ~
20cm - B B BRSO3 AN T 38 0 5 55 bk b R ¥ e & B AL e #—B5h, 20 ~ 40cm F1 40 ~ 60cm
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+ 2 M AR LR AR S B 5 T [l —ARie i H IR s B E R B DI B 2R, 3R L2 R i T
M, HEMER, A—RKHFE—LBEERRKBRZ BREENEZEFABE(F=0.92~1.13 <F,; =
4.76,p >0.05) , 17 [F]— ARG A [7] + 2 55 & 2 1 22 57 03k BIAR B /K7 (F =102. 39 ~126. 13 > Fy,, =10.91,
p<0.01),
2.2 EBIMEDRESHMRY B KIS IR
2.2.1 HEYIEHBREEHE

HARIEE (B4 0) £E (E 1 RAE 2) REMMAK C F& (K2 MR 3)IHESE, ER kA TARE
1.6.3.6.5.6.7. 6a FIBRIE 431 11,291 .20. 422 40. 115.45. 532t -hm 2, &5 1 [RARA B4R K N 11. 837,
21.623.37.292 42.987t-hm %, ¥ bk 4> B9 F Y8 (29. 340 t-hm ) Hb4&5 1 fAAk4 (28.435 t-hm ™) &
3.18% VP HHERBENE KRB ARHENERRBE (1=0.028 <1, =2.447) . BFEFRMTFIE 104K
MBI EEARTRIC & (t-hm %) {44051k 0. 452 Fi1 1. 523, §ij & Lt )5 # 91K 70. 32% , 2 R B3 (¢ =
2.528 > 1, s =2.447) ; HLEAMY BRI & (t-hm ) SFE35543 5124 0. 649 F1 0. 808, i # LU )5 # FI1K 19. 68% ,
ZRARBIE(1=0.596 <ty =2.447) ; HARH I % P2 BRI & (t-hm ™) SEE4350 % 3. 009 1 2. 320,
B G E IR 29.70% , 27 A BE (1 =0.383 <t505 =2.447) o BRW A1, T ARJZHE 8% B AR IAE
) BRI - B2 A A P B8 T 388 o, TRIAK S AR 45 £ POl I 2 ) e R i F 348 1 222 S 88 J5 ks 4, B
BRI B 257 R E A S H AR N2 S AR AU A A B (B 1 I 2) .
2.2.2 +EEHBRUEIHE

NF 5 B, SRR A 1 10 0 ~ 60em + )2 KX B 40508 71.297 .81, 758t-hm | §ij# tb
JEH B 12.80% ,ZRABE (£ 5) ; H A ERRIV B 3 BRI 3 K038 i, ELBE 398 R BE AC 385 i i 88 06K, LA
0 ~20cm + 2RI B HE 20 ~40em + 2K 40 ~60cm + 2 HIHRARE, X 2 i TR E YR8 ik R 5
P TFHERE  HEE(ER ) ALERES THERRK.

%5 TRARMAHTEHVEILE(1-hm?)

Table 5 Compared of carbon storage in soil of different continuous cropping generation

%% Generation il Age 0~20 cm 20 ~40 cm 40 ~60 cm 41t Total
1 1.6 31.322 24.933 18.976 75.231
3.6 35.312 27.786 18. 408 81.506
5.6 38.601 26.243 19.427 84.271
7.6 39. 840 26.981 19.203 86.024
-5 Average 36.269 26.486 19. 004 81.758
2 1.6 29.287 19.092 19. 168 67.547
3.6 30.969 19. 184 18.795 68.948
5.6 29.216 23.722 18.378 71.316
7.6 34.431 24.757 18.190 77.378
-5 Average 30.976 21.689 18.633 71.297
t-Ko 56 t-check 0.788 1. 864 0.470 1.234
ty. 05 =2.447

2.2.3 AEBREMEERE SR

RBEMATHESRGERE BERHTARZ AN THEYZE (BT EARMEREY & ESARA R,
&F 1.5m, BUEBE S HRI—DZK, TR JAEYEMLIEE 4 MERORC B, HE 3 Fd, &R
REMATIMHESRS 1.6.3.6.5.6.7. 6a K EHRIE &5 81.930.93.825.,116.260,127. 649t-hm 2 5f 1
FREUR IR 7 87. 062.108. 461 .126. 539 . 134. 411t hm 2, ¥57 Fl AR i i 388 im T 38 K, BT 3% 19 % 2918 ( 104. 916
t-hm ) HoJ5# (114.118t-hm *) f{i 8.06% , ZF A BE (1 =0. 242 <1, s =2.447)

HE 4 B, RS RGN B 25 [ 5010 7 50 7E Sk 558 1 Rk 2 A —30m, RIh +
BIZE > IRZE > REWZE > T HEYZE. R, ARBRFBRR AR ZRRRE & 5 ESRE SR 2N E 5
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RIFUERRE SR ERKDTTAZ MPE Y Z IR 5510 28. 13% F1 2. 87% , 53 H H &S 148
(24.25% F12.03% ) {3 AN T 3. 88 A1 0. 84 A~EH 43 il ; HAK T Y= A 3R #9-F- 2B 5511 09 1. 05% Fi
67.96% MUK HLEE 1 £R.(2.07% F171.64% ) Fysi/N T 1.02 F13.68 NEAME o

F*ARJE Trees layer B #%%)Z Ground litter
O A FHMZ Understory plants T2 Soil layer

100 -

FeRE 8 #H%EYE
Trees layer Ground litter
O ATk g2
Understory plants Soil layer 80 I
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BRIP4 i

Carbon storage distribution (%)
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36 | S.6kp 7.61%
3.6age ' S5.6age ' 7.6age ' Average

B3 REABUR BRI

Fig.3 The carbon accumulation of different generation

B4 RFERAER BRI S B

Fig.4 The carbon accumulation distribution of different generation

3 £i5itie

TERMA S RGBT BRPTTH , EFR_E#H 0.4517°1 5 0,50 4 gk MR v% Y 7 35 S i R I e e
R AHREYR, BERL 7. 6a MO A FEFEY MK & B0 39.41% ~48.33% (BSR4 R ECh
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