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Abstract The progress in the alternatives to methyl bromide (MB) was summarized in this paper. Updated chemical
alternatives to MB used in soil disinfestation include encapsulated and emulsifiable chloropicrin formulation, fosthia-
zate, cyanogens, nitrolime, allyl isothiocyanate, methyl isothiocyanate, methyl iodide, propylene oxide, sodium az-
ide, and sulfuryl fluoride. The main application technologies are chemigation and shank injection because better dis-

tribution could be achieved. Biofumigation and soil amendment, non-chemical alternatives to methyl bromide, are

drawing attentions. The technology to reduce MB use is developing rapidly.
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