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Abstract

This research aimed to evaluate the potential of local agricultural materials for
use in mushroom spawn block production. The study was conducted in three phases.
First, the components of mushroom spawn blocks and available agricultural materials
were explored through in-depth interviews with community enterprise leaders, group
representatives, and agricultural product buyers in the study area. Second, the selection
of suitable agricultural materials to replace rubber tree sawdust was carried out using
a Multiple- Criteria Decision Analysis (MCDA) approach. Third, the proportions of the
selected agricultural materials were analyzed through proximate analysis to assess their
feasibility for spawn block formulation. The results revealed that rubber tree sawdust is
the primary component currently used in spawn block production. Local agricultural
materials found in the study area included rice husk, rice straw, corn cobs, and sugarcane
filter cake. Among these, rice husk and rice straw were identified as the most suitable
for partial replacement of rubber tree sawdust. The optimal formulation was 80% rubber
tree sawdust and 20% rice husk, which demonstrated a promising potential for practical

application in mushroom cultivation.

Keywords: local agricultural materials, rubber tree sawdust, mushroom cultivation blocks
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winluana Pleurotus spp. 1uiindiléfuanudenanniiaaluussmaiuiazeglususu
aowawaiaialan dneglunatd basidiomycetes L“’ﬂuﬂfjm,ﬁ?jyaﬂﬁﬁl,é'ﬂa%ﬁun (Tsujiyama &
Ueno, 2013) finsug nlui@ sl v wazdlaammnaaswgiadeud1eunn laun P, Ostreatus
(WAwesw), Peryngii (Winuasuviaa), P. Pulmonarius (Wawawl), P. Djamor (inunssudvum),
P. sgjor-caju (WinuSsNBULAE), P. Cystidiosus (Lﬁmﬂ’lga), P. Citrinopileatus ({AinuesNEND9)
waz P, Comucopiae ( Wiaunesunas) (Zhang et al, 2016) nMswneiiailenld7idoeldienamns
Fadunanaseldnngmamnssunlsguliiduianudnlumaime 3dlsiszansammadanm
uaznandngaalunsmnziiaunssui dmsugnidendeglulsenauniaide egalsiny
nsvIakAaUAUE1INTIITARANIT I BT ddg@msuguaadia (Shah et al, 2004)
‘wmaﬂﬁsimmﬁwméﬁyL?{adﬁaNWﬁwqﬁummﬁmnﬂm'w 50% luiagUunilssaussyniisenm
28,000-30,000 U (Nukpook et al., 2019) 3ornninmuszesneiinty lunsimizidia

aunsaansunuIInMRiLTandelinianisinees ulidanuteulddidesldonmis
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Tunistmziiausiinuiardneg 1909 AU 95y mmaaii’fi’aqmwﬁ'uaﬂmﬁamﬂ%‘ylﬁ'aﬁl
lfgnawsd i utagmdeldmianisinuasuazgnaimnssunie 4 naunuld ldun
nndalng wnau Sides v udes dainlne Tuits Tur Tumes avitedn Wsdn whedmand
wwine Lesnul ewdadas i aundos wazsiavnsza1y uenandannsaldinwnda
gnamnssuinunsidaisusznevvesdnluwaglaa 1y waglaa 1efilwaglaa wazdniu
(Zakil et al, 2022) nsudaiaws LIS unanassldlunsinnsvezdanndoy
waznsidavends mamizfinunssutieifiuyaailiiuasegia Nuyduwndou wasanu
funsmsemsilan mandainidunidunagnsiianunsalddmiunisunsnussnnueinay
iesiodiunngynlarnms JsfimsfnwiFosssansamnsldvendensmsinumsiagly
nanaeglsnfivgnamnssuinumsfiflluviestuievssidumadulaanudululimansugia
LagNaNARvRIHARTUIALAN Ll o3EyBadUsENOUT AT gALazIzauTuTanlunisudn
WnUN9sU (Besufekad et al,, 2020)

ety msfnwanudululalunsldiagnisinuasviesduiilondnfeutannizivia
Fefinruddgidludsinnisuasmadluldaiduiiug lneymianfununisuds anns
ﬁﬂwwi’aﬁlaﬂﬂﬂﬂauaﬂ LLaza'qLﬁ%yﬂﬁﬁ%’ﬂné’wEj’miﬁaﬁua&mﬁ'jum Wisandgmvesdiuia

I a

lugnwy MsfnwdidunisAndenianainundsiidegass Inefarsanusuumsldnaend

efvnzay waganantinnenmuaned dWedutaanisinensluiodiudmsunisndn

flouTannizifinvesyuy

AU

msAnwnSaudsoondu 3 Sunou TeazBen dil

Fumeudl 1 M3dunwaiiedin (in-depth interview) 31nnguF0g 1A MR aTLTY
U 2 nau lneAndenannUsesungy

Funoud 2 é'fmLﬁaﬂifaamimwmﬁmmzauﬁ’m%’wmLmu%yl,?{aﬂiﬂ&mwnﬁﬂmammeﬁ
msinauluuumaIenat (Multiple-Criteria Decision Analysis ; MCDA) @sUsvnausiag 5 wneust
fio Anuatiaue Usina s1en Arsnsdiunsuausielulnsian (/N ratio) azANMLIWIY
mislrirzuuuianmanunsUsenousie (Weighting) wae (Rating) tnausin s AL ULLARIA IR
#i 1 (Table 1)
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Table 1 Scoring criteria for agricultural materials suitable for substituting rubber tree sawdust.

Rating Weighting (%)
(Level) Consistency Quantity Price C/N Ratio Bulk Density
(25%) (25%) (30%) (10%) (10%)
2 9-12 months high 0.5-1 THB/kg high high
1 4-8 months medium 1.5-2 THB/kg medium medium
0 1-3 months low 2-2.5 THB/kg low low

o
o

Jupauil 3 Tiaszidadiuvesssdisznauiannisinuasiiesduidululddmsundn
flewianmziinlngisinseidiusznounanineyussana (proximate analysis) anuesdUseney

mail 91nm15ei 2(Table 2)

Table 2 Chemical Composition of Agricultural Materials Used for Mushroom Cultivation.

Chemical Para rubber tree Rice bran Rice straw Rice husk
components sawdust

Cellulose 37.8 15.5 36 35
Hemicellulose 16.6 31.1 24 25

Lignin 27.6 11.5 15.6 20

Ref. Inkrod et al., 2017 Sunphorka et al., 2022  Bakker et al., 2013  Bisht et al., 2020

AMNUNIANTDEATAULANANY (percentage difference)

ANgasiiseanslSeuiisu—Aangnsaiuay

1N&UNT Percentage Difference (%) = ) X 100
ﬂ'm"lﬂ?d(ﬂiﬂ'}Uﬂll

Aasgideyaneata lnemAnafeuazdiulonuunnggu

Nan133dY
1. wansdun1wl@edn (In-depth interview) MNnaupg1Ramiaguvy
1.1 dnvaizvesnguinuwndunauiamieyueu Afluszaunisallunmdniou
Tanunzifianagnandalidesndn 1 U $1uu 2 nauAonduil 1 TamRayuwunguianne
wnzdinsuatsiug uaznguil 2 Jamiagueuthuthads swasndeadsil
111 nguil 1 ﬂduﬁmmm%wm’wLﬁmﬁi’waQJﬁ’]Léﬁ ﬁ@lgqmju 1aviil 260
w3 10 shuaysign sunevavdn Swdamasysal Sadanduidle T we. 2550 FaunFndusi
Uszana 10 38 Sagiiuilduuandnimmn 39 518 audndnugusznevordwdunuasnss

wazAwne andunisunduszezioat 8 U dseldndudaifisuvaangu 10,000-15,000 U
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lngvinnsndniaiionsan uwaskdnioutannziiauuadu nianeniin wasndntouiannie
win A Wieneihggiu Wiewesuan wiayy dielawies wasifiniladu 9 auiignAtdandn
lnguusanusuiareudungurinieuTanmiy nauveente nquatakaziiuienanan waz
naxdnTmLg

v
7 '

112 nguil 2 ﬂfjfga’mﬁmgmuﬁ"mﬁ’m%’q Ananga 1avil 3 1) 7 datauna
gnevdui Jminmysysal Sadandandte T w.e. 2556 auTndudulszana 12 18 ety
flan3nsuau 22 518 aundndnidnguszneven@mnuasnssy warudieialy dudunisun
Wuszozinan 11 U f51eldledeseiieuvesnagu 8,000-12,000 v lagvhnsudadiaiientsin
wavndndouanmziiawuadu ndaneniia wasndndeutannzia ldun wiauneiinggu
Winunegam Wiadsn3 iaymy inveuun uaziiaun sufadinulindu o suiignandendn
TneuusrusvRaveududiends ldud nquvhdeutanms nduveende nauguaLazL U
HANER NFNIAT NG wagkeUseanduiug

1.2 wamsdunwalldedn (in-depth interview) lgafussduseneufeuaninie
din wuth nasdamRaguruit 2 nau ddunsmzdalugaaaiin Taewiafifeums THud
Fiaunes Wieunei wasdiaymy Tneldtideslionmnsdutagdnlunmame waeiinslivan
Alfundsomsiasuunnsnsusenly sndegratu Talalus GUdy nszdudu usueuilusa-

Talwi glam wag udsdhaniles lnedUsunanuanasiudananslunisned 3 (Table 3)

Table 3 Components of mushroom cultivation substrate blocks.

Material (kg) Mushroom farming career Ban Namkhrang community
development group, bung enterprise group

namtao subdistrict

Rubber tree sawdust 100 100
Rice bran (fine) 8.33 4.00
Epsom salt (MgSO,-7H,0) 0.22 0.13-0.20
Lime (CaCOs) - -
Granulated sugar (C;,H,,0;;) - -
Dolomite [CaMg(CO5),] 1.94 0.67
Gypsum (CaSO,-2H,0) 1.00 0.67
Ground Leucaena (Leucaena meal) 0.83 -
Montmorillonite clay 0.56 -
Phumite (volcanic mineral) - 0.27
Glutinous rice flour - 0.67
Water added to reach moisture 60-70% 60-70%
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1nN1sduNIval 19 2 nqu wnenaassrianluriesiuinusuldunuiidesld

8191151 undvlifdndruiiuduou waznandninliduainanisudn lnetagfiaetnmeass

q
v

whumldheluiesiu fuTumnnaseasdusrsaign teidumsandunuiidesldonmns
fiflsAgs

13 wiavesTanmanunsiosiunnnsdunvaliedn undssutonananmenis
\nunsvesdaninmesysal nud Yaqnisinensvesiiuii AnwUsEnaudae unauaINAaIn
FridenUszddia annsalmsinunsinesysal $1in vsdninssatouuazmieily
Fadnrlmwannanusudodninathultiuas suneiies Smdamesysel uasmnngneudesan
U3Hn Inegasesgnamngsy 911in awnesmm

Tnsunavnaziadrnduiagmisinuasfifuiinauniian wazfanuadiase
naontiad Fainlnauazninpgneudos liutagmainunsiifunauggniaiinnuasiiaue
lnzagna fuIA Wi Wutagmsinepsidnauneiige sesasnfeunau Fadnnlng
uaznnaznaudos fauandlumsned 4 (Table 4) uansliifiuinluf uiidnu i Tanumaold
mannnuasaulngianiiols Fsdinmsugniludnunnluiud widloasuniuuvasiuie
KanAIINITAYAT Nud Sninedningazgninlulfdudomadunisudalniees

lsaliin@auta wazdudagnisinunsiidugudeiiuninagnoudes vasiiunay

v 2 o aa' % S & &
LLagwq\j‘iU'TJLﬂu’)aﬂﬂ’ﬁLﬂwmiﬂaqﬂqﬁﬂﬂqiﬂma@ﬂﬂﬁlﬂuwuw

Table 4 Consistency, quantity, and price of agricultural materials in Phetchabun Province.

Agricultural Material Consistency Quantity Price

Rice husk year-round high approximately 1.8
THB/kg at the rice mill

Rice straw year-round high 40-45 THB/bale (2-2.25 THB/kg)

Corn cobs seasonal only abundant in season 0.5-1 THB/kg

Sugarcane filter cake seasonal only abundant in season no cost for sugarcane farmers

dnsuinaunagnsd@umsuaumalulnsu WAZAUVLUILYDI TR MSLNEATARNTAN

ntoyaven Ui RuLardTnuM U SUNRUNeINYATNTTU FIM151990 5 (Table 5)

Table 5 C/N ratio, and bulk density of agricultural materials.

Agricultural material C/N ratio Bulk density

Rice husk 91/1 150

Rice straw 89/1 125

Corn cobs corn stalk 62/1 na

Sugarcane filter cake 146/1 sugarcane leaf 100

Ref. Land Development Department, n.d. Office of Agricultural Land Reform, 2025
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2. wamif?fmL§aﬂi'aslmiLﬂwmﬁmmzaué’m%’vmL.mu%‘ut,?{aaiﬂmdww’ﬂm&ﬂ%’mr:wﬁ
msfnduluuuaeinmst (MCDA) nanmslinsuuuannininunslusu anuasiiase Ui
WALIIAVRITANNITNYAS ﬁmsmmﬂmamiﬁﬂwwﬁmaqi’aﬁlmimwmﬁmﬁu 91NN13
Funwalltedn Lmdq%’wﬁyﬁmamﬁmmamil,ﬂwmsuaﬁwi’ﬂLW%iuusfﬂ naMABLN (weighting)
e wdLeil AU 25% USinadia il nwindu 25% sienitArn e wiaiu 30%
uwidsensveusielulnsauiatmtniiy 10% waserumunuuvesTandaiwiin wity 10%

P

wazusiaz Janiaziuy (rating) ag¥niN 0-2 NamIAnwkandluM15197 6 (Table 6)

q

Table 6 Weighting scores and rating scores of local agricultural materials.

Criteria Weighting score Rating score (Level)

(%) Rice husk  Rice straw  Corn cobs Sugarcane

filter cake
Consistency 25 2 2 1 0
Quantity 25 2 2 1 0
Price 30 1 0 2 0
C/N ratio 10 1 1 0 2
Bulk density 10 2 1 0 0
Total 100 8 6 a4 2

91nA157497 6 (Table 6) leliAziuuTanaininasifinmuasa 5 1naef wui wnau
il 8 Avuuy W99 6 AzuuL Fednlng 4 AzuuL waznINRZNEUSeY 2 ATuuL Tedioth
dhvednunesst (weighting) x AzwuUIEn (rating) ax1duAIAzIUUAIMLNZ AL VDITER TILUN
ALLAUTIA 9 5 LAaU ﬁawu’limﬁ’lmﬁmLﬁaﬂ’?ﬁ@mqmiLﬂwmﬁaqﬁuﬁmé’umamﬁaui’ﬂ@L‘vm

WinTmnzaulalaefiansanainAiiuinfigaduandlunisied 7 (Table 7)

Table 7 Suitability scores of local agricultural materials.

Criteria Rice husk Rice straw Corn cobs Sugarcane filter cake
Consistency 50 50 25 0
Quantity 50 50 25 0
Price 30 0 60 0
C/N ratio 10 10 0 20
Bulk density 20 10 0 0
Total 160 120 110 20
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9170151971 7 (Table 7) wansloifiuin WNAUHAZLUUTINGIGA 160 ATLUY WY
120 AzLuL 99919100 110 AZUUY LagNINALNBaUs 88 20 ALLUL WNAUIAIASLUUAIY
AuAELeLAzA WU FUAT 50 ATWLL AUTIAT 30 AZKUY AIUSRTIdILANTUBLsE
TulAstau 10 AZLUL LAZAIUAUNLIRLY 20 AxuuL sasfinied 1 Tudiuvessunisild
naenTIUNaTAuUTIIA Tduas 50 AYLUY @IUSIAN 0 ATLLY AuumasnsUsusielulnsLau
10 ALY LALAUAILVILILYY 10 ATUUY nfiansananmsildnaoniUiassulSana

wnausaznsdsdinswuugulu 2 Suduwsn Memeil wnauwazredn Jududagnisinuns

o

nAadend msuldsnduuidesldsnams erhlvlnsevdadiuvesianaunudmniy

=)

€

@

b
a @ J
dnnoulagmiziiasaly

>

3. HamshneidndiuvesnsdUszneutanmsinuasviesiu Mlululddmsunan
floutannziiia lnedsinseiidiulsznoundnlagusyunas (proximate analysis)
3.1 MUUAFAAIUYDY LnauLaEH1IT1) Lﬂud”aqmLmuﬁL?{aaiﬂmawwm WJu g
STAU ADVIALVU 100% VALY 50% ALY 20% LLazTﬁﬁ'vgﬂi'aqiué’mdauﬁLviwﬁu NANAUBIMNT
wsunansveInsivINIsnenslady 8 gnsfe
(1) Aidenldienannsn 100% (YamIUAL)
(2) ¥19912 100%
(3) deelenamnsn 50% v 50%
(@) Tdeldenansn 80% vhedn 20%
(5) wnau 100%
(6) deelsenannsn 50% wnau 50%
(7) Wdelsfenannsn 80% wnau 20%
8 %IL&E]EJLLMEJNW’W’] 33.3% W99 33.3% Wnau 33.3%

a

3.2 HaN1TANINBIAUTENBUNILANYOIUNAUKAEHI9Y1T AI8T5TIATIEN
duusenaundnlagyusyanns (proximate analysis) 8adUsznaunaiivszneuluieivaglaa
wilwaglaa uazdniiu vesgnsdmiundndouianmiziiia 8 ans Inerdwinianiziagman
Tumaimngd 100 Alandu $1917 4 Alandy Sawdudunmiinluenavesensiasy Tiud
Ande (MgSO,.7TH,0) 0.2 Alansu Yuw1a (CaCo,) 1 Alansy LaTUIRIaN51E (CpoHp0y)
1 Alanu whathundunmumesdusenoumaailéun waglaa ifieaglaa Anfiu 91t
AnspissAdszneumanilaeitinseidinuszneundnlasUszana dauandunsied 8

(Table 8)
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Table 8 Chemical composition of substrate formulations for mushroom cultivation.

Formula Cellulose Hemi-cellulose  Lignin
1) 100% rubber tree sawdust (Control) 53.30 47.70 43.20
2) 100% rice straw 51.50 55.10 31.20
3) 50% rubber tree sawdust 50% rice straw 52.40 51.40 37.20
4) 80% rubber tree sawdust 20% rice straw 52.94 49.18 40.80
5) 100% rice husk 50.50 56.10 35.60
6) 50% rubber tree sawdust 50% rice husk 51.90 51.90 39.40
7) 80% rubber tree sawdust 20% rice husk 52.74 49.38 41.68
8) 33.3% sawdust 33.3% rice straw + 33.3% rice husk 51.73 52.94 36.64
Mean 52.13 51.71 38.22
SD. 0.91 294 3.86

NANTT 8 (Table 8) wuin USinadeeiadeves waglaawiniu 52.13 + 091 wilwaglaa
51.71 + 2.94 uazaniu 38.22 + 3.86
3.3 HANITATIMAIAISONAZALLANAN (percentage difference) Wan1sAny)

wandlunng1edi 9 (Table 9)

Table 9 Percentage differences in cellulose, hemicellulose, and lignin contents of various

substrate formulas compared to the control (100% rubber tree sawdust).

Formula Cellulose  Hemicellulose Lignin Average
diff(%) diff(%) diff(%) diff(%)
1) 100% rubber tree sawdust (Control) 0 0 0 0
2) 100% rice straw 3.38 15.51 27.78 15.56
3) 50% rubber tree sawdust 50% rice straw 1.69 7.76 13.89 7.78
4) 80% rubber tree sawdust 20% rice straw 0.68 3.10 5.56 3.11
5) 100% rice husk 5.25 17.61 17.59 13.49
6) 50% rubber tree sawdust 50% rice husk 2.63 8.81 8.80 6.74
7) 80% rubber tree sawdust 20% rice husk 1.05 3.52 3.52 2.70
8) 33.3% sawdust 33.3% rice straw + 33.3% rice husk 2.95 10.99 15.19 9.71
Mean 2.20 8.41 11.54 7.38
SD. 1.70 6.15 8.94 5.41

99M15797 9 (Table 9) wuindidegldenamsn 100% Jugaaruauiiemeisesas
AULANA wansliliudnfiesAusznauniaaiiilndidssiuyaaiuauuiniign Jennednn
fA1AULANAI9EER 15.59% auaaeunay 13.49% wiuldivsdnuazunau lufinig

winnzanlunisiumawnudideslisnanislalaense wailaununlesuduiaesldenanis
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szvilirALuanasanas Tnsdideglfonamnsn 33.3% 1ed1a 33.3% wnau 33.3% SAn
ALLANANS 9.71% T1aoulEnannsn 50% W1eda 50% dAnAnuLaneng 7.78% 31aeeld
191157 50% WAAU 50% §AIAINULANAIS 6.74% 18 eulla1emns1 80% W1eda 20%
fiAnAnuuAndng 3.119% wastidoslsionams 80% unav 20% SaArAnuusndsaad 2.70%

G‘]’Q‘Liduﬁluﬂ’]ﬁﬁﬂLa@ﬂ’?ﬁﬁlﬂ’liLﬂ“lfmiﬁaﬂamﬁawG]LLVlu%{La‘IE]EJbLﬁEJNW’]ﬁ’]ﬁWﬁi_Jwaﬁlﬁau
Fammzinlasnisdadulawvuvatsinus 11519418 08 la19w191 80% wnau 20%

fpeausznaumaaiilndifissdiutiiosldenanisn 100% wniign

anusiena

a v

miﬁﬂmi’aqmﬁmwmﬂuﬁmﬁu deldnaunmidideslienmnsdmiunsnandeu
Taaunziiin Wudnnsidenuuulanzas (purposive sampling) Iﬁmqmwé’nmmsﬁ‘umﬁﬁﬁaeﬁa
Hdefne dymn 9357 Usendaaildane (Ramkhamhaeng University, 2019) msdunuwallfaan
(in-depth interview) iumsduamwaiuuuiazdnseyana e doyaildunsihnsinude
ﬁﬂwmmmﬁmﬁwﬁ@uﬁamLLasé”mmama@mé’ﬂmmawqwﬁLLazmmﬁmLamwamﬁ%’a
shemssngmanguiiiidululinuinguszasdvesniside (Pinthapataya, 2021)

n1sassiissuiisulaseadamaniivesesdusznaudautanmiziiia 910073
proximate analysis 115310 51¢% wudeloanzaruiifulasiadiavesdiia Wy ey dnflu
wazladiwaglaa lnegnedsesdUsznounaaiilasaasnavesiiy 30 (Inkrod et al,, 2017;
Sunphorka et al., 2012; Baker et al.,2013; Bisht et al., 2020)

nsfnwiannisineasdmsundndeuiannziinveswinmesysal naainnis
Aoun LA UTanarARINSINEAT wagn s Tagnnnensluiesiuldin wnav v
117 F9917InA uaznInaznoudes daenAnesiudoyasisruanIunIsainITinivdmin
wwsysal U 2562 wuin %waﬁﬁuﬁtﬁmﬁmmnﬁqm 1,116,987 15 anusieunguiiels Lawn
Fnlnadesdiringru 698,788 15 drilnadiesdninguds 119,703 13 uazdoslssnu 548,224 13
(Phetchabun Provincial Agricultural Extension Office, 2019) 3svinlviilianvdealininisinuns
TuuTunaea Fanmsdmatnlnadedn’ wardealsenuasiianizuistionm n3iian
‘vmmsmwmﬁmﬁuﬁm%’uwﬁmﬁaui’aﬁlLWﬂzLﬁmﬁL‘vmwauﬁaamzmumsﬁm%u%LLUU'Via’lEJ
védnunast 13RI siuTymnsinaulafiinduladeadenadeniiiiiga aneldns
fsamaneinasidaniu Ineinaeiflflumsfinsandesdauad@nlildluluiiamadionty
(conflicting criteria) (Opasanon, 2013) 9 nnsyurun1sanduladsldunauuarietng My

Jaanunsinuasviesiulunisfiazihunduagunziie Sarmunsuiidnanmlunswieuian

widenenisinens Widuewnsiidauamielaguinisas Taamienianisnensaiusanie
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Winunasuld 1wy vheim vhatnand vudes Tides wnau Feinlne Wudu Akter et al, (2022)
nan1i1 madentanungiuegiuaumienuarsadadudiuddalunisndniin maden
daunandmiuniamziadaudidyy Weliudlainfanugnuuunanaansaliarsorms
UATWIEIAUTELANGNA figndudmsunisasayivinventia Abdul et al,, (2023) 189U
NanNsAnwIBsAYsENoUMALATiLadnuaEMINEN YD TanNeNTnYRSTasAY Winana
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