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ABSTRACT
Objective: To analyze available information about constructed wetlands and to identify the design, substrate, 
and vegetation advantages that could be an alternative solution to pig production system wastewaters.
Design/methodology/approach: A broad literature review was conducted to identify the main characteristics 
of constructed wetlands (CWs), as well as the various plant species associated with these systems, and the 
substrates used as filter beds.
Results: Vertical CWs have provided the best organic matter removal results, estimated indirectly through 
chemical oxygen demand (COD) and nitrogen derivatives such as total nitrogen (TN), ammonium (NH3), 
nitrate NO3

−( ), and nitrite NO2
−( ) . Several substrates are used as filter beds, but they must be evaluated 

according to their availability, cost, and feasibility for colonization by nitrifying and denitrifying bacteria 
to degrade the dissolved pollutants. Combinations of plant species can reduce more than 10% of nitrogen 
products and organic matter.
Study limitations/implications: The lack of monitoring for the satisfactory application of water care 
standards by small backyard and transition producers limits the adoption of environmental technologies for 
livestock sustainability in Mexico.
Findings/conclusions: Constructed wetlands are inexpensive, easy-to-use, adaptive systems that can be feasible 
alternatives for reducing the pollution caused by the swine wastewater generated by backyard producers.

Keywords: Wastewater, livestock pollution, wetland design, phytodepuration.

INTRODUCTION
	 Over the last decades, the nitrogen nutrients concentration in water tables has increased, 
resulting in a strong eutrophication problem, which limits the use of water for human 
consumption (Brix, 1997).
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	 Industrial, anthropogenic, and agricultural activities are the main sources of nitrogen. 
Agricultural activities include substantial amounts of excreta, urine, and uneaten food 
from pig farms that are discharged through wastewater (Pacheco and Cabrera, 2003).
	 Pig farm wastewater provides a 25,205-mg L1 chemical oxygen demand (COD), 15,042-
mg L1 total soluble solids (TSS), 2,034-mg L1 total nitrogen (TN), 2,032 mg L1 total 
Kjeldahl nitrogen (TKN), 0.63-mg L1 nitrous and nitric nitrogen N- NO NO2 3

− −+( )( ),  
and 1,760-mg L1 ammonium N-NH4

+( ). All of this depends on the number of animals, 
production process, local climate, among other factors (Garzón-Zúñiga and Buelna, 2014). 
While livestock activities contribute to rural development, it is necessary to perform them 
in a sustainable way, preventing pollutants from reaching natural waterbodies (Contreras-
Contreras et al., 2018).
	 Due to its size, backyard pig production is not usually considered as an activity with a 
significant contribution to nitrogen release; however, the establishment of small backyard 
farms in Mexican towns has boosted the risk of contamination of natural waterbodies. Small 
producers do not usually carry out water treatment; they indiscriminately discharge their 
wastewater —including solid waste— into waterbodies, croplands, or municipal drainage 
(Solís-Tejeda et al., 2021). This causes soil contamination problems and unpleasant odors 
in the surrounding area.
	 In Mexico, the Law of National Waters (DOF, 2020) and the General Law of Ecological 
Balance and Environmental Protection (DOF, 2021) are implemented in a regulatory 
way. Those laws establish the following indicators: NOM-001-SEMARNAT-1996 
that establishes the permissible pollutant limits for wastewater discharged in national 
waterbodies and assets; and the NOM-002-SEMARNAT-1996 that establishes the 
permissible pollutant limits for wastewater discharged in urban or municipal sewerage 
systems.
	 The waste released by livestock activities must be quantified in order to regulate it. 
Conventional wastewater treatment processes have high installation, infrastructure, 
maintenance, and labor costs; consequently, adopting them in production systems (such 
as backyard swine) is difficult. Therefore, it is important to provide small producers with 
affordable solutions that they can adopt and adapt (De la Mora et al., 2014; Solís-Tejeda et 
al., 2021).
	 A variety of technologies has been established worldwide to minimize the impact 
generated by livestock farms —particularly, pig farms. These technologies range from 
biodigesters or bioreactors (Venegas et al., 2017) to practices of dietary management that 
minimize nitrogen release (Cervantes et al., 2009).
	 In contrast, constructed wetlands (CWs) are a low cost, efficient, and easy-to-use 
sustainable technology that can be used to treat wastewater (from pig farms and other 
sources) with a high content of nitrogen derivatives (Sandoval-Herazo et al., 2020). 
Consequently, the purpose of this literature review is to analyze the information generated 
about constructed wetlands and to identify the advantages of the designs, substrates, 
and vegetation that can be used as an alternative solution to swine production system 
wastewater.
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Constructed Wetlands
	 The first constructed wetlands (CWs) —formerly known as “root zone method”— were 
developed by Seidel and Kickut in the 1970s (Brix, 1997). CWs are man-made engineering 
systems that —with the help of soils, vegetation, and microorganisms— are meant to mimic 
the processes of natural wetlands and are used to treat wastewater. The first CWs were 
used in the petrochemical industry, slaughterhouses, meat and dairy processing plants, 
and paper producing companies (Vymazal, 2014). These wetlands have efficiently reduced 
nitrogen and other environmental pollutants.
	 CWs reproduce natural processes and their effectiveness depends on the technical 
design specifications, type of substrate, hydraulic loading rates, plant species, f low type, 
hydraulic retention time, load of applied pollutants, among others ( Jun et al., 2017).
	 The substrate is the filter material to which bacteria that will degrade the compounds 
adhere; therefore, it must promote the development of microorganisms. The substrate 
adsorbs up to 90% of the pollutants (Luna and Ramírez, 2004).
	 The processes for the elimination or retention of nitrogen derivatives from the water in 
the CWs include: volatilization, nitrification, denitrification, nitrogen fixation by plants, 
microbial adsorption, mineralization (ammonification), nitrate reduction to ammonium 
(nitrate-ammonification), anaerobic ammonium oxidation (anammox), fragmentation, 
sorption, desorption, burial, and leaching. Microbial nitrification and denitrification are 
the most important of such processes ( Jun et al., 2017).
	 One or more methods for reduction of nitrogen derivatives can be managed according 
to the CW design. Nitrification is the use of nitrifying bacteria to oxidize ammonia ( Jetten 
et al., 1997). This process is achieved through the aeration of the problem water and by 
nitrifying bacteria. This usually takes places in the vertical f low CWs, where water cascades 
down through the substrate and dissolved oxygen is obtained (Sandoval-Herazo et al., 
2020). Denitrification (Figure 1) takes place under anaerobic conditions and is a process in 
which NO3

  transforms into dinitrogen gas N2 ( Jetten et al., 1997). This process takes place 
at the bottom of the wetlands where an anoxic environment is generated (Sandoval-Herazo 
et al., 2020).
	 This establishes the theoretical basis for CWs as an alternative solution to high nitrogen 
wastewater discharges, in compliance with NOM-001-SEMARNAT-1996 and NOM-
002-SEMARNAT-1996. In both cases, wastewater discharges must contain 40 mg L1 
(monthly sampling average) and 60 mg L1 (daily average) of nitrogen.

Figure 1. Nitrification and denitrification processes in constructed wetlands.
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Constructed Wetland Design
	 Traditional CWs can be divided into two types: the surface CW (in which water flows 
over the substrate) and the subsurface CW (in which the water flows through the substrate). 
The latter can be categorized into two types: horizontal or vertical, according to the 
direction in which the water flows (Figure 2). There are hybrid systems made up of the 
union of two of these three designs. CWs with more than two stages —with the addition of 
mechanical or artificial aeration— have also been designed and lately circular flow designs 
are being evaluated (Rahman et al., 2020).
	 Horizontal surface flow CWs have been assessed for swine wastewater treatment. To 
achieve an acceptable reduction of N and COD (70%), a division into two blocks of 
treatment must be carried out, as a consequence of the high amount of nitrogen products 
(De la Mora et al., 2014). Horizontal CWs are efficient secondary treatment systems which 
contributes to the elimination of the finest particles in the effluents and their installation 
requires a larger area ( Jaramillo-Gallego et al., 2016).
	 Vertical CWs have been used to treat wastewater with high N content, such as urban 
sewage. Treatment plants based on these systems have eliminated a high level of nitrogen 
pollutants (90%) (Paing and Voisin, 2005). There are several ways to transform nitrogen 
through CW systems; however, only few processes can remove TN from wastewater. The 
removal of TN in both CWs varies between 40 and 55%, depending on the design and 
the input load. Nevertheless, the magnitude of the processes responsible for the removal 
of compounds differ between both systems. Vertical f low CWs successfully remove 
ammonia, but a poor denitrification takes place. Meanwhile, horizontal CWs provide good 
denitrification conditions; however, their capacity to nitrify ammonia is limited (Vymazal, 
2007).
	 Vertical partially saturated CWs (VPS-CWs) combine nitrification with denitrification 
in a single system, maintaining an area with oxygen for nitrifying bacteria, as well as an 

Figure 2. Main constructed wetland designs.

a) Horizontal constructed wetlands.

b) Vertical constructed wetlands.
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anoxic area for the production of denitrifying bacteria. Compared with the treatment of 
pig wastewater with traditional vertical CWs, a higher reduction of pollutants —such as 
COD (5%), TSS (20%), N-NH4 (25%), TKN (32%), and CF (20%)— was found (Sandoval-
Herazo et al., 2020).

Substrates Used in Constructed Wetlands
	 Substrates are the main element of the CWs. They play an active role in water 
purification. Substrate porosity is a requisite for the facilitation of the pollutant adsorption 
process and it is a medium for the fixation of the bacterial biofilms that will transform the 
contaminants adsorbed by the material (Gao et al., 2018). Substrate efficiency is affected 
by the hydraulic retention rate (HRT) which is the time that a volume of problem water 
remains in contact with the substrate ( Jun et al., 2017).
	 Based on these qualities, several types of substrates have been studied for the treatment 
of effluents from various activities (Table 1). It is important to consider the use of recycled, 
inexpensive, and readily-available materials to supply replacements (Zamora et al., 2019).

Effect of Vegetation
	 The relationship between CWs and macrophytes has been studied since 1950 
—particularly, emergent and submerged vegetation with f loating leaves. All CWs 
efficiently remove organic matter and suspended solids; however, nitrogen removal may 
be lower, although this can be improved by vegetation (Vymazal, 2010). Plants must have 
certain characteristics to perform their function in CWs: 1) tolerance to high organic 

Table 1. Main advantages and disadvantages of constructed wetlands.

Substrate Advantages Disadvantages Author

Oyster shell High reduction of total nitrogen (44.3%) and 73.1% of 
nitrite. Economic. Requires very low HRR. 1

Zeolite
High reduction of total nitrogen (43%) and 22% of 
ammonia. Porous laminar structure. Facilitates chemical 
absorption and bacterial adhesion.

Costly. 1

Gypsum Economic and easy to supply.
Low reduction of total 
nitrogen. Lower HRR 
compared to zeolite.

1

Ceramic Reduces 45.8% of total nitrogen and 23.5% of ammonia. 
High microbial area. Costly and difficult to supply. 1

Tezontle (coarse pumice)
Reduces 70% of COD and 49.2% of ammonia. Porosity 
0.53. Large contact surface. Inexpensive and easy to 
supply.

2, 3

Sand (25%), peat (12.5%), pebbles 
(50%) and rock fragments (12.5%)

Reduces COD by 68% and ammonia by 66-83%. 
Inexpensive and easy to supply. Low HRR to avoid clogging. 4

Porous construction stone (50%), 49% 
fine pumice (tepezil) and 1% soil

Reduces TSS by 34-35% and COD by 76-78%. 
Inexpensive and easy to supply. 5

Polyethylene terephthalate (50%), 49% 
fine pumice (tepezil) and 1% soil

Reduces TSS by 34-35% and COD by 76-78%. Very 
inexpensive, easy to supply, and ecological. 5

HRRHydraulic Retention Rate. CODChemical Oxygen Demand. TSSTotal Soluble Solids. 1 Jun et al., 2017. 2Mateo et al., 2019. 
3Sandoval-Herazo et al., 2020. 4Rodríguez-González et al., 2013. 5Zamora et al., 2019.
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loads (5-day biochemical oxygen demand: BOD5), between 3 and 25 g BOD5 m2 d; 
2) abundant roots and rhizomes; and 3) above ground biomass to assimilate nutrients 
(Vymazal, 2011).
	 Plants degrade, absorb, and assimilate organic matter and nutrients (e.g., nitrogen) 
in their tissues; furthermore, their roots provide a medium that favors bacterial growth 
and retain suspended solids, acting as a filter medium (Upadhyay et al., 2016). Common 
plants —such as reeds (Phragmites australis), bulrushes (Typha domingensis Pers.) or tule 
(Schoenoplectus spp.)— have proved to be efficient and have therefore been studied. 
Recently, ornamental plants —such as gannet (Zantedeschia aethiopica) and lilies (Canna 
spp.)— have been researched. The performance of lilies in the absorption of pollutants 
improves the landscape; additionally, these plants can also be commercialized (Morales 
et al., 2013).
	 The plant species that are intended to be used in the CWs must be previously studied: 
sometimes they do not have favorable effects and the organic matter of the roots of some of 
them may even increase values such as BOD5 and COD (Jaramillo-Gallego et al., 2016). 
When the system does not obtain the expected results, HRT can sometimes be adjusted, 
increasing the contact time with nitrifying and denitrifying bacteria.
	 Rodríguez-González et al. (2013) recommend yellow lily in vertical f low CWs to improve 
the removal of organic matter. Yellow lily improves the treatment for DOC elimination by 
13%. In addition, it reduces 10% more ammoniacal nitrogen. De la Mora et al. (2014) tested 
surface flow CW related to bulrushes and species of the genus Sirpus to treat swine waters. 
Acceptable removal percentages attributed to the plants were achieved: 75% and 70% for 
COD and TN, respectively.
	 Yellow lily (Iris pseudacorus) improves the elimination of organic matter and nitrogen 
in CWs through plant adsorption by 13% (Rodríguez-González et al., 2013). Sandoval-
Herazo et al. (2020) compared the effect —reducing pollutants in dilute swine wastewater— 
of blue lilies (Iris germanica) as VPS-CW vegetation with lilies (Canna hybrids), removing 
90% TN. No significant differences were observed between them. The adsorption effect 
of Canna hybrids was quantified by Mateo et al. (2019) who found an 18% reduction in 
N-NO4.

CONCLUSIONS
	 The literature shows that constructed wetlands are efficient and low-cost systems for 
the treatment of wastewater with high loads of nitrogen products; therefore, they can be 
ideal for the treatment of swine wastewater. The horizontal constructed wetlands provide 
a considerable crop area for the exploitation of plants and reduce nitrogen; however, 
studies show that they have less impact than VPS-CWs or hybrid systems that combine 
nitrification and denitrification processes.
	 Further research supports that plants of the genus Canna absorb a large amount of 
nitrogen; these plants have suitable characteristics for the treatment of swine wastewater 
and they can also generate an additional income to production. Tests performed on 
substrates such as tezontle, tepezil, and recycled materials have efficiently eliminated 
nitrogen products and organic matter; they are also considered inexpensive and easy to 
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acquire. In order to maximize its effectiveness, the size of the substrate particles and the 
hydraulic retention rate must be taken into account.
	 Government incentives focused on increasing livestock infrastructure must be directed 
towards the installation of swine production systems which consider constructed wetlands 
as an essential element in the reduction of environmental impacts.

REFERENCES
Brix, H. (1997). Treatment of wastewater in the rhizosphere of wetlands plants the root zone method. Water 

Science and Technology, 19, 107118.
Cervantes, M., Sauer, W.C., Morales, A., Araiza, B., Espinoza, S., & Yáñez, J. (2009). Manipulación nutricional 

del cerdo para disminuir la contaminación ambiental. Revista Computarizada de Producción Porcina, 1, 
13-22.

Contreras-Contreras, E.A., Gómez, R.S., Bustos, C.D.E., & Ángeles, M.L. (2018). Propuesta participativa para 
el manejo integral de excretas de ganado en sistemas de producción de traspatio, caso microcuenca La 
Joya, Queretaro. AgroProductividad, 11, 145-153. Doi: 10.32854/agrop.v11i9.1227.

De la Mora, C., Saucedo, T.R., Barrientos, J., Gómez, R.S., González, A.I.J., & Domínguez, A.G. (2014). 
Humedales artificiales para el tratamiento de aguas residuales provenientes de granjas porcícolas. 
Instituto Nacional de Investigaciones Forestales, Agrícolas y Pecuarias (INIFAP), Folleto Técnico Número 
2, 54. 

DOF (Diario Oficial de la Federación). (2020). Ley de Aguas Nacionales. México, 112.
DOF (Diario Oficial de la Federación). (2021). Ley General de Equilibrio Ecológico y Protección al Ambiente. 

México, 128.
Gao, Y., Zhang, W., Gao, B., Jia, W., Miau, A., Xiau, L., & Yang, L. (2018). Highly efficient removal of 

nitrogen and phosphorus in an electrolysis-integrated horizontal subsurface-flow constructed wetland 
amended with biochar. Water Research, 139, 301–310. Doi: 10.1016/j.watres.2018.04.007.

Garzón-Zúñiga, M.A., & Buelna, G. (2014). Caracterización de aguas residuales porcinas y su tratamiento por 
diferentes procesos en México. Revista Internacional de Contaminación Ambiental, 30, 65-69.

Jaramillo-Gallego, M.L., Agudelo-Cadavid, R.M., & Peñuela-Mesa, G.A. (2016). Optimización del tratamiento 
de aguas residuales de cultivos de flores usando humedales construidos de flujo subsuperficial 
horizontal. Facultad Nacional de Salud Pública, 34, 20–29. Doi: 10.17533/udea.rfnsp.v34n1a03.

Jetten, M.S.M., Logemann, S., Muyzer, G., Robertson, L.A., De Vries, S., Van Loosdrecht, M.C.M., & 
Kuenen, J.G. (1997). Novel principles in the microbial conversion of nitrogen compounds. International 
Journal of General and Molecular Microbiology, 71, 75–93. Doi: 10.1023/A: 1000150219937.

Jun, C., Guang-Guo, Y., You-Sheng, L., Xiao-Dong, W., Shuang-Shuang, L., Liang-Ying, H., Yong-
Qiang, Y., & Fan-Rong, C. (2017). Nitrogen removal and its relationship with the nitrogen-cycle 
genes and microorganisms in the horizontal subsurface f low constructed wetlands with different 
design parameters. Journal of Environmental Science and Health, Part A, 52: 8, 804–818. Doi: 
10.1080/10934529.2017.1305181.

Luna, P.V.M. & Ramírez, C.H.F. (2004). Medios de soporte alternativos para la remoción de fósforo en 
humedales artificiales. Revista Internacional de Contaminación Ambiental, 20, 31-38. 

Mateo, N., Nani, G., Montiel, W., Nakase, C., Salazar-Salazar, C., & Sandoval, L. (2019). Efecto de Canna 
hybrids en humedales construidos parcialmente saturados para el tratamiento de aguas porcinas. Revista 
Internacional de Desarrollo Rural Sustentable, 4, 59–68. 

Morales, G., López, D., Vera, I., & Vidal, G. (2013). Humedales construidos con plantas ornamentales para 
el tratamiento de materia orgánica y nutrientes contenidos en aguas servidas. Theoria, Ciencia, Arte y 
Humanidades, 22: 33–46.

Pacheco, Á.J., & Cabrera, S.A. (2003). Fuentes principales de nitrógeno de nitratos en aguas subterráneas. 
Ingeniería, 7, 47–54. Doi: 10.15517/ring.v7i1.7685.

Paing, J. & Voisin, J. (2005). Vertical f low constructed wetlands for municipal wastewater and septage treatment 
in French rural area. Water Science and Technology, 51, 145–155. Doi: 10.2166/wst.2005.0306.

Rahman, M.E., Bin Halmi, M.I.E., Bin Abd Samad, M.Y., Uddin, M.K., Mahmud, K., Abd Shukor, M. Y., 
Sheikh, A.S.R., & Shamsuzzaman, S.M. (2020). Design, Operation and Optimization of Constructed 
Wetland for Removal of Pollutant. International Journal of Environmental Research and Public Health, 17, 
1-40. Doi: 10.3390/ijerph17228339.

Rodríguez-González, M.R., Molina-Burgos, J., Jácome-Burgos, A., & Suárez-López, J. (2013). Humedal de 
flujo vertical para tratamiento terciario del efluente físico-químico de una estación depuradora de 



188 Agro productividad 2021. https://doi.org/ 10.32854/agrop.v14i12.2146

aguas residuales domésticas. Ingeniería, Investigación y Tecnología, 14, 223–235. Doi: 10.1016/s1405-
7743(13)72238-8.

Sandoval-Herazo, M., Nani, G., Sandoval-Herazo, L.C., & Alvarado-Lassman, A. (2020). Evaluación del 
desempeño de humedales construidos verticales parcialmente saturados para el tratamiento de aguas 
residuales porcinas. Tropical and Subtropical Agroecosystems, 23, 1–12. 

Solís-Tejeda, M.A., Lango-Reynoso, F., Castañeda-Chávez, M.R., & Ruelas-Monjardin, L.C. (2021). Analysis 
of the environmental impact generated by backyard swine production in Tepetlán, Veracruz, Mexico. 
AgroProductividad, 14, 1-7. Doi: 10.32854/agrop.v14i6.1875.

Upadhyay, A.K., Bankoti, N.S. & Rai, U.N. (2016). Studies on sustainability of simulated constructed wetland 
system for treatment of urban waste: design and operation. Journal of Environmental Management, 169, 
285-292. Doi: 10.1016/j.jenvman.2016.01.

Venegas, V.J.A., Medina, C.S.E., Guevara, H.F., & Castellanos, S.J.A. (2017). Biogás: situación actual, 
potencial de generación en granjas porcinas y beneficios ambientales en Puebla. Revista Mexicana de 
Ciencias Agrícolas, 8, 1001-1005. Doi: 10.29312/remexca.v8i4.24.

Vymazal, J. (2007). Removal of nutrients in various types of constructed wetlands. Science of the Total Environment, 
380, 48–65. Doi: 10.1016/j.scitotenv.2006.09.014.

Vymazal, J. (2010). Constructed wetlands for wastewater treatment. Water, 2, 530–549. Doi: 10.3390/w2030530.
Vymazal, J. (2011). Plants used in constructed wetlands with horizontal subsurface flow: A review. Hydrobiologia, 

674, 133–156. Doi: 10.1007/s10750-011-0738-9.
Vymazal, J. (2014). Constructed wetlands for treatment of industrial wastewaters: A review. Ecological 

Engineering, 73, 724–751. Doi: 10.1016/j.ecoleng.2014.09.034.
Zamora, S., Marín-Muñíz, J.L., Nakase-Rodríguez, C., Fernández-Lambert, G., & Sandoval, L. (2019). 

Wastewater Treatment by Constructed Wetland Eco-Technology: Influence of Mineral and Plastic 
Materials as Filter Media and Tropical Ornamental Plants. Water, 11, 1-12. Doi: 10.3390/w11112344.


	_GoBack
	_Hlk48923442
	_Hlk48923432
	_Hlk40866119
	_Hlk48208258
	_Hlk40783206
	_Hlk48208190
	_Hlk48208119
	_Hlk48208232
	_Hlk40865780
	_Hlk48207979
	_Hlk40865977
	_Hlk48208014
	_Hlk54782460
	_Hlk88384606
	OLE_LINK1
	_heading=h.nhkq2i4onhkj
	_heading=h.8i1phwtiwyih
	_heading=h.q6pdrmxg2rle
	_heading=h.w7douk7lfsfa
	_heading=h.t21tc99oevpo
	_heading=h.u2oavhg8yfxa
	_heading=h.gke3a9rmlui1
	_heading=h.12qhjk83bkb
	_heading=h.bj6qb8lyiwb3
	_heading=h.18podujhbq08
	_heading=h.8hiwk02j4nz0
	_heading=h.ggzgeluof2jg
	_heading=h.uwppqkf11qtx
	_heading=h.vjh8xvtdsz2l
	_heading=h.h87h887b26u3
	_heading=h.sjh8muyok4en
	_heading=h.hkmzc4fd1v8m
	_heading=h.ajxscrixt6ps
	_heading=h.4jalsq8lei66
	_heading=h.qd23o9vxjk78
	_heading=h.pzldnx21g7bw
	_heading=h.a3fucxyvghq4
	_heading=h.w7qn8v2whlp9
	_heading=h.cjiua2rpiwm5
	_heading=h.ogl0q3v7x4f6
	_heading=h.on116v12l9g
	_heading=h.4bw6cl8jaoz
	_heading=h.c5hharvub2ko
	_heading=h.p52uedred5q9
	_heading=h.z8os88jdal5
	_heading=h.2lx6hcsw8o5l
	_heading=h.bb8ttnuxjz7l
	_heading=h.avpog6co0tlh
	_heading=h.kt9lnavwsbi1
	_heading=h.cmzw40g74pnt
	_heading=h.lv8udb4hwe05
	_heading=h.vn3alipd9rvh
	_heading=h.drkb40szxk6c
	_heading=h.ystej0k3j61o
	_heading=h.3k0dbjmhevqz
	_heading=h.h1u2uy2422cv
	_heading=h.yjewns6z6c3m
	_heading=h.oaa06agwlxpg
	_heading=h.dfcmkbocdad5
	_heading=h.pnxpon9di9in
	_heading=h.994ws5nn6z7y
	_heading=h.5haxncee8ztq
	_heading=h.gm4gepx2uaek
	_heading=h.m3counc0oj2r
	_heading=h.5tflqtu9l9u1
	_heading=h.m537dhxxoa22
	_heading=h.dtrbz72hu4i0
	_heading=h.sg8wy3w50j7x
	_heading=h.dqu5e9hoh6k6
	_heading=h.smslvf55beoc
	_heading=h.gucvznbot74b
	_heading=h.wr0dc9q0sxmh
	_heading=h.b9460ldi4i34
	_heading=h.to993vk3z5ey
	_heading=h.udxrwhhwa9oi
	_heading=h.rapdmw50qs9c
	_heading=h.5c16u7hrrjh4
	_heading=h.wex4kuaffmx7
	_heading=h.apjgz35zi707
	_heading=h.b7wc9c89vlyy
	_heading=h.t6r1i93etuvc
	_heading=h.oowwirr4oq6
	_heading=h.fvvzr194diud
	_heading=h.2et92p0
	_heading=h.26in1rg
	_heading=h.3znysh7
	_Hlk90892368
	_Hlk89861212
	_Hlk89860470
	_Hlk89888192
	_Hlk89643826
	_Hlk89640440
	_Hlk89632197
	_Hlk89959612
	_Hlk89959805
	_Hlk89646838
	_Hlk89960089
	_Hlk89816549
	_Hlk91106078
	_Hlk90208977
	_Hlk90318918
	_Hlk90230682
	_Hlk83755623

