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Salt tolerance of 5 typical landscape plant species in Zhoushan Islands
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Abstract: To reveal the salt tolerance of 5 landscape plant species, Photinia X fraseri, Ligustrum japonicum
‘Howardi’, llex crenata, Euonymus japonicus, Rhododendron pulchrum, a pot experiment for 2-year-old
seedlings was conducted to investigated the 5 plants’ growth status and physiology indexes under different
salinity (NaCl) treatments,design with 4 treaments consisting of 0.28 g¢-kg™ control), 1.00, 2.00 and 4.00 g-
kg™ soil salt mass fraction. Membership function value method was adopted to comprehensively evaluate salt
tolerance of the 5 plants. The results show that the 5 plants showed different degree of salt-damaged symptoms;
When soil salt mass fraction was 4.00 g-kg™, Hododendron pulchrum, Photinia x fraseri and Ilex crenata were
all death, Ligustrum japonicum ‘Howardi’ and Euonymus japonicus survival rate reached 60.00% and 66.67%
respectively. The biomass deceased under salt stress, Hododendron pulchrum decline the largest, 30.03% —
64.72% , whlie llex crenata decline the least, 10.34%-44.46% ; Photinia X fraseri, Ligustrum japonicum
‘Howardi’ and FEuonymus japonicus decline range was 20.54% —47.10% , 18.76% -51.90% and 26.71% —
52.48%, respectively. With the increasing of salt content, the net photosynthetic rate, stomatal conductance and

transpiration rate were decreased, but the utilization of CO, were increased. There were no visible change of K,
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whereas Na* concentration and Na* /K* ratio all rose significantly with the increasing of salinity concentration.
The most increases of Na* was Euonymus japonicus, 6.60-24.31 times more than the ck, and the least increases
is Ligustrum japonicum ‘Howardi’, compared with the ck increased by 1.44 — 1.82 times. The membership
function was used to rank their salt tolerance followed in the order: Ligustrum japonicum ‘Howardi’ > Euony-
mus japonicus > Ilex crenata> Photinia X fraseri>>Rhododendron pulchrum. [Ch, 3 fig. 5 tab. 25 ref.]
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TR A, ST bl bk kA AR W 1) TR R R AUF T T A AH X B, LM A3 4R Photinia X fraseri, 4 #% & T
Ligustrum japonicum ‘Howardi’ , 8 H &% llex crenata, 453175+ Euonymus japonicus, X §% Hododen-
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F L 2 el bR g Al vh ML BY 1 5 FAE ) g 0T 4, JE R 2 AR T AR PR, SR S FhAE I TE A [ h 23 B B
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PER AR RN E RS . &l SR L 0T, A amMmaf4ES S My 2 AR, FEil
B e G2 WG A o I SR B O AT, WRIEBCEROIRL AR 3, oo aE, Hrp, &
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19.3 cm, #1442 3.85 mm; B &FHFEHEE 289 cm, HAF 6.53 mm; 2L G & 354 cm, #1482
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A AR AR T R A5G, T 2= 1= (b )] (Wiwen—iin) o IR EH 25 IR 0 B 45 b5 10 Td 55 5 J R %K
{BL, xy 78 @ WD AEAR DU GE L, o T Wi 73 1) 75 25 RS Tl oo X 102 48 1) B /DML B KR o
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IR, B 10 d WA 1 SOAEPI AR KRB, FREEER 60 d, 25538 . 5 R ) BE (ck) 4k
B, ERIER, YRHMZELER; M 1.00, 2.00 F14.00 g-kg™ 55 3 Fab s, WA [F R 19 52 5 4
R, BAREHMNE 2 iR, BEORE, 5 R YI0 52 5 hE IR Bl 38 Eh 43 5 4 43 5000 T e 0 38 15 i) 17
AR, EER N Bl B ks, B TATREG. S5 FOEY AN R
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i A 11.05%~45.08%; 2.00 g-kg™ /M0 T, bW R EIE RN RS0 Y, HAKEREN T
19.63%~52.73% . #1 M G i fE 4.00 g-kg™ $h4r F, #o BB B W T FHRD, FRiER 22.28%~
43.98% . <z #k L viqE 1.00, 2.00 F1 4.00 g-kg™ £ Wi T, M b AR Y i o 0 B0 BT B 21.13%,
45.59% M1 56.16% . b4 5 FHIY AT A Y m AL T LUK L, 7E 1.00 g-kg™ $hor Ml R, &E
B IR A e K, O BT B 39.24% 5 fa W4T i/, FRIEN 9.16%; A5 FE 2.00 1 4.00 g-kg™ b4 it
T, MR AEW IR RS, ik 62.34%F1 69.60% , i K 1 55 /1N (4 43 ) 2 £ FE A2 95 (9.32% ) Fl 42
AR UT(37.33%) . M EAY R ARG, BRIE = 25 RS, R 30.03%~64.72%; Fefilifa i &
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51.90%F1 26.71%~52.48% . 5 Fii Py (AR 25 o AR A B BH A AL, 200t A i€ 1.00 1 2.00 g-kg™ £543
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Table 2 Salt-damaged symptom of five plant species under salt stress
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Table 2 Continued
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TN E] 4.00 g-kg B, 5 RO 0 6 A R B IR 2 A 50.00% , b iR Y AT IR
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Table 3 Effect of salt stress on biomass of five plant species
T 7l Ab P/ (g-kg™) H b A g R Ayl HRZE /% AR/ (g bR A2 2%
X IR 693 +0.52 a 2.03 +0.07 a 29.56 + 1.55 ab 8.96 + 0.57 a 100
1.00 538 £+ 048 b 1.74 £ 0.10 b 3270 £ 2.87 a 712 £0.52 b 66.67
EANL AR ]
2.00 411 £ 048 ¢ 1.23 + 0.06 ¢ 30.81 + 3.79 ab 534 +048 ¢ 40.00
4.00 388 +0.12 ¢ 0.86 + 0.09 d 2234 £297b 474 £ 0.05 ¢ 0
papilst 590 +0.24 a 1.72 £ 0.14 a 2924 £ 1.17 a 7.62 £0.52 a 100
1.00 4.65+022b 1.54 £ 021 ab  33.19£285a 6.19 £ 046 b 100
BRI
2.00 321 £0.11 ¢ 1.37 £ 0.59 ab  43.07 = 10.69 a 4.58 £ 0.56 ¢ 93.33
4.00 259 £0.14 ¢ 1.08 £ 0.07 b 42.16 £ 375 a 3.67+021d 60
X R 13.81 + 1.00 a 8.30 £ 0.30 a 6042 +2.76 b 2211 £2.18 a 100
oA 1.00 1229 £ 0.27 a 7.54 £ 0.20 a 61.38 + 1.82 b 19.83 £ 0.64 a 86.67
2.00 8.41 +0.84 b 752 +0.14 a 91.50 + 10.31 a 1593 +0.83 b 46.67
4.00 7.59 +0.98 b 4.69 £0.44 b 6425 + 1041 b 12.28 £1.05 ¢ 0
papilst 10.61 £ 0.16 a 6.00 £ 0.37 a 56.50 £ 3.35 a 16.61 £ 0.44 a 100
1.00 853 +043 b 3.64 £0.29 b 42.61 £ 140 b 12.17 £ 0.71 b 93.33
BN EWY
2.00 8.01 £+ 0.28 b 354+£0.14b 4436 £ 3.06 b 11.55 £ 0.23 b 93.33
4.00 5.02+027 ¢ 2.88 £0.39 ¢ 56.96 + 492 a 7.90 £ 0.65 ¢ 66.67
POPI 2736 +0.75a 23.09 + 047 a 84.53 + 3.04 ab 5045 £ 0.84 a 100
o 1.00 1842 +0.65b 1688 +041Db 91.96 + 492 a 3530+ 047 b 73.33
2.00 10.84 £ 0.51 ¢ 8.69 + 0.06 ¢ 80.64 + 4.10 ab 19.53 £ 0.51 ¢ 26.67
4.00 10.78 + 1.03 ¢ 7.02 £ 0.62 d 67.28 £ 1142 b 17.80 £ 045 ¢ 0

BT : 2% ] — 9 RO A A [ 9 S0 B 35 D IS BIHT R AR 22 K0 5 5% 035K

FETE S 3 225 5 (P<<0.05) .

AT RE T 5 R AL T R A AR S Al S Bl R 4 B A B i R R, A 1.00 g-kg” A TE,
SRR LT RIE R, K3 63.30%, &I E RSN,  8.38%; MEh it 2.00 g-kg 1, 5 FiE
Py AL B B B IE 2 R T 50.00%, Hoh B ASAE 2.00 g-kg ™ IFREIE Ay, ik F) 69.28%, LI A7 filifE 4.00
g-kg? WO R, FRIERESS 1AL, Bk 75.05%. MWJT 20 Ma AR, &L vU e 45 1.00 g-kg!
Thhs, BN R (P<<0.05); TiLLMf1A . 430 85 A% 5L S 76 32 43 T i 4 206 31 2.00 g-kg™' 5 <AL
TG W T (P<0.05),

5 TR 400 110 6 Ji) — SR B JEE R 43 B30 AR Bt £ 43 5 0 B 8 I R B N RIS TR A £0 A
ME R L TAEARF TR T, A EE R BIE 2T, HERIFARE . mMaP&E. &b
WA ES, 76 1.00 1 2.00 g-kg™ EhorWpa T, ZREAGIKEE R BUNTRTIR, HRA B EZER, HY
R BGR B 4.00 g-kg™, M IE] AR AR B BE JR 43 B 5 3 in (P<<0.05) .

ZENE SR A S oL AR 80, IR 3o i B0 B i N B . 76 1.00 1 2.00 g-kg
TR, R E AR R BRI IR B R K, RS B BRI R e/ s 7E 4.00 g-kg FhAr AR, S
FRE ) 1 B 4 4 5L 50.00%, Hoh, ERS 78 5 ol R 28 R RE, FRIRIS B i, N 83.71%, L0t A1 fif
MR fc /N, N 60.28% , J7 20 HT 45 R . S ARl . W AT R 4 1B M 7E ER 40 R 4 B0k B
1.00 g-kg™ i, ZE M AT ff il 25 A% T %0 BR (P<<0.05) 5 1715 21 A Ak 0 RS 76 88 43 k38 5 2 73 80K T 2.00
g-kg ! HF, XRS5 5 (P<<0.05) .

2.4 HHEEX 5 MEYHFMETF (Na) RESHA N

FEER 7y (RS 3 T, Na“Fl Clgg 7 XA 4 1 8 35 VE AR GE , PG, W1 A NatJii & 43 50k fi &
W) 52 FERRRE . 5 R Na &0 BUs e i 1 s .

ML Af LB e B 50 T 50 3 n, 5 Mgt A Na' i o B0 BT no ke s, b adig
BRI R AL Wk, LT HRR N 6.60~24.31 £5; ARig /R4 Ao vl , B0 BR R Ry 1.44~1.82 %5,
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x4 HOMEBTSHENDEEXLEGSHNETL
Table 4  Variations of photosynthstic parameters of five plant species under salt stress
HOLA A/ (ol - m+s7") AL/ (mmol - m +57")

X i 1.00 2.00 4.00 g-kg™! X Y 1.00 2.00 4.00 g-kg™!
I A 3.69+0.12 a  3.37+0.46 a 2.93+0.66 a 1.25£0.50 b 53.33+8.80 a 40.00+5.80 ab 23.33+6.70 be 13.33+£3.30 ¢
L# vl 6.8120.58 a  3.96+0.35 b 3.32+0.44 b 3.25+0.13 b 100.00+10.00 a 36.70+17.60 b 43.30+6.70 b 40.00+11.50 b
a4 d 5912003 a 3.00£0.11 b 2.47+0.08 ¢ 0.71+0.04 d  43.30+3.30 a 23.30£3.30 b 16.70+3.30 b 13.30+3.30 b
Ml 2.01£0.10 a  1.76£0.23 ab  1.22£0.12 be 0.84+0.25 ¢ 80.00+5.80 a 73.30+8.80 a 20.00+5.80 b 36.70+3.30 b

i ol

By 1.24£0.04 a  0.95+0.05 b 0.47+0.04 ¢ 0.31£0.08 ¢ 43.30+8.80 a 36.70+3.30 a 13.30+£3.30 b 13.30+3.30 b
- it TE1) - 4R A 1% B 2K 43 %5/ (pumol - mol ™) ZE 5 3 72/ (mmol - m2 -5
X R 1.00 2.00 4.00 g-kg™ papiist 1.00 2.00 4.00 g-kg™!

LI fl 272.67£4.98 a 238.67+10.27 a 174.00+8.14 b 260.00+19.30 a 1.18+0.19 a  0.99+0.07 ab 0.66+0.18 be  0.47+0.02 ¢

44 vi 251.33£0.88 a 225.67+32.62 a 248.67+30.33 a 245.33+11.55a 1.77+0.13a  1.31x0.15b 1.09+0.10b  0.58+0.03 ¢

o 47 158.00£1.00 b 131.33+20.33 b 157.67+12.02 b 341.00+13.43 a 1.23+x0.01 a  0.50+0.04 b  0.58+0.04 b  0.35+0.03 ¢

G 294.00+4.62 b 306.00£9.85 b 266.67+12.72 ¢ 338.33+x8.57 a  3.39+0.06 a  2.48+0.23 b 1.66+0.21 ¢ 1.26+0.05 ¢

g 327.33+2.60 b 297.67+2.40 b  313.67+21.22 b 432.67+13.87 a 1.49+0.06 a  1.40+0.04 a 1.05+0.13 b  0.24+0.02 ¢
LT v i) — AT BUT AT AN R 98 307 B35 g iR B AR 224 06 5% 35 K F- o

Jr2E e REW . SR ol A A&E . Gl EgMESTE 1.00, 2.00 F14.00 g-kg™ k53 /A
T, WA Nat B 0 F0e 2 5 T X R (P<<0.05), M2l A i A 4.00 g-kg™ £h o Whia T 5 X R B
th i % 22 5 (P<0.05), 7F 4.00 g-kg™ horhin T, AW A HFMEN ¥t A Na i 52 B e T
1.00 1 2.00 g-kg™ 438 (P<<0.05); ERSTE 4.00 g-ke /0 M0 FALE 2 T 1.00 g-ke 4bBE (P<0.05),
52.00 g-kg'! ZMIFFIC R 257 MLLM AR A4 4% 2o 0t 3 FlOR R 370 B B2 [ i 22 R R 3
25 HoMEX SMEMHAEEF(K)RESBHZIE

5 R B K i o 3 AL WL 2. MBI 2 thE t: ML Na" B 71 5, 2EA ] BT i 4 508k 70
B, SR KRS80k a#It s —3. BRCRE, W A&F Wb Ko &t o 8k & 56 o it
G B 3G T G Uk R A, BRI R 17.24%~35.52% 5 4 31 W A 10 AR Ak R SN AH B, 1S IR R 0.62% ~
10.00% ; X A5t K* T 53 %5 bl 6 57 5 20 B0 in 42 Je 24 5 s i A8 A G 34, 20 i o A D) 96 B0 S 0
Ja 3 s AR AR 2 vTAEAS [ R BT o B e T i R KB o BOF IR R B AR A

WT5 220 B 45 ROk B, AU M A FALE 4.00 g-kg™ R T, MR KT 40 50 28 7 X7 #d
(P<<0.05), HAth 4 FPAE ) A [ A0 B[R] ) A B 35 22 5%

30 - 20 -
O %) i @1.0022.00 M4.00 g-kg™ O % i EB1.00E 2.00M4.00 g-kg™
‘_’\ a a
220 ad
%
4 a
{ a dg a
S 10 Siby, a
S
0
G el E
X7 WM
i ol
B Bamhiast S MMt ANE T Yh B2 BAMiast S AAHe R A E T YA
Figure 1  Effects of the concentrations of Na* in leaves of Figure 2 Effects of the concentrations of K* in leaves of five

five plant species under salt stress plant species under salt stress

2.6 HoMEX S FEWH FNa® /KL ER 0
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Al Na' /KA S Na B 0 80— 2k, BIREER SR 20 S0 38 0 3, K o 39 e e oK g ot
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Gy, WA E T 6.14~20.74 £ 34 iR /Nl 4 3r 00 %1 1 E21.00 92,00 400 g-ke”
AR VT, BO AN T 1.68~1.80 1,

T REW . AR FEESBEMET, &R a . aa
UU, 4R B A Nat /K 3 s T (p< b
0.05) 5 £ fig 1 4 £R 2 0T 19 3 A AN 5] 6 5 & 43 $k 2 ) ol b
AREWNES, &NEWTE 400 g-kg” R T 5 1.00 bb .

il 2.00 g-kg™ b BHF2 B ) 0 % 2% 5 (P<0.05); KA 4.00 g- -

kg™ 4b BB E & F 1.00 g-kg‘;(5<0.05); & F HTE %% %@% 2@;:; %ﬂ% i
4.00 g-kg™ i T B E S T B (P<<0.05), 1 e

1.00, 2.00 g-kg™ F X MR 25 I A 3 B3 #Homriast Syt A Nat /Kb
2.7 TEMEEIEN 15 84 % 8

AR ARE RECERXT 5 PR Y AE L 23 38 N B9 7 Figure 3 Effects of the concentrations of Na* /K* ratio in
A KR PR bR HEAT 28 G VAN o JE SRR R RO & AR leaves of five plant species under salt stress

00 5 L2 A8 S TR eR KB AT B0, O S9BGEAT A R R 18] 1 U3 P 3 S R B (B, Ul A A
Wy rey i ER PSR o XS R BT 2 SR eR BUE HEAT HEF AR IR 5. £ 1.00, 2.00 F1 4.00 g-kg™ 4 3 il
WA T, S5 R 0 ERBE 0 M e BRI 2% 22 01> il d i >t WA T > L0 A i > RS .

x5 SMEYMRERREERYERMEESESTN

Table 5 Function value of subordination and synthetical evaluation on salt tolerance of five plant species

B wm mwm gemae mmie mocamse g 0K e magmm waiby
(g-kg™) JE IR 53 B
M 0.03 0 0.82 0.80 0.33 0.39 0.25 0.37 4
oy s | 0.47 0.60 0.97 1.00 0.27 0.46 041 0.60 1
1.00 fmHPEXEF 0 1.00 1.00 0.68 0 1.00 0 0.53 3
4l 021 0.80 0.87 0.27 1.00 0 1.00 0.59 2
By 1.00 0.20 0 0 0.27 0.05 0.45 0.28 5
a4t 0.05 0.20 0.51 0.86 0.33 0.90 0.07 0.42 4
L 0.76 0.30 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.42 0.47 0.71 1
2.00 fafLds 0 1.00 0.77 0.70 0.11 1.00 0 0.51 3
Ll 047 1.00 0.83 0.26 0.22 0.30 1.00 0.58 2
HhaY 1.00 0 0 0 0 0 0.44 0.21 5
gt 0.08 0 0.67 0.32 0 0.92 0.12 0.30 4
SRRl 0.61 0 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.33 0.71 1
4.00 fHLXE 0 0.90 0.14 0.14 0 0.49 0.61 0.33 3
Sihwtly 030 1.00 0.26 0.18 0.88 0.50 1.00 0.59 2
Y 1.00 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.14 5
B o+ 2o IR b G AP T M A I R

3 k4R

TEER T W38 BORTFE R, R TR 25 2 BRI A ROAR B2 TR R BE B EOWLA R B, XS T 2 4R AR A
KU, TERRMHOSMT, A AR A R A — D TSR AR . AR, xR e
EOMEAEIR E BRI R aRAEEE L B, I A KUBR IR SR BEROIR, AR I
DA A 2645 o [ N O AT 008 AR ) B RS 3 R R TN AR 0 O T R, 91 G RS 45 AR 0/ \ A
SRR R B AR 0 2 ARG, MR 2 FARBOT N R e . TR AR S AR AR R AR K 2
IR0 2 it 56 25 ZOR AN TS LS8 11 AR AR A £ 1, 45 2R 5508 I SRm eR B0 7 I 458 B — 2L
ARG, S PR YRR Wa TR B R R AR A 2 EAIR, BRI A AR G R
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Mgk BB, TAIREREG, RIGHT. S FAEYI 2 FRER LA X ORE, &AL vl
PERMEAT, 76 1.00 g-kg™ $horphia T, A IW] WA 32 FAEIR, 762.00 F1 4.00 g-kg™ i v, 2
FICT MR D T oAt 4 iR . HUOE Gy, 3K E5 AT, 1.00 F12.00 g-kg™ #h 43 W if H L
FETC 1 #K, 4.00 g-kg' $h0 NA S HRIET, A HIASF1E 1.00 F12.00 g-kg™ £h70 Wi T A £6 2 L 247 T
CLN AN LS, (HZLN ARG TE 1.00 1 2.00 g-ke™ $h73 W30 4715 SR AT e T RS o ARIRX AN 2518, 5
oo R P 1 T S P v AR HE s 5 AR T 5 e 2 AR A0 SR i ek 00 1T 349 B A 4 SR A — B

WEFEF B B 2 o 6 i A B 3 n AR R BR AR A AR AZ B, DRI TR A 0 A=
K, B, AV R i RO SRS I, YRR R RIEH 2 HR N E SR, BN
JEESL Ry s R A BER 2 W am WA R AR T 3 e WAR Quercus virginiana AR Quercus acutissima b,
EESA R AR, AR ST R 4 AR 43 A8 X o T AR E T B A SN B R, (H R R TR
BRHL AR B aE . ASWRIE T, 5 R P 4 AR W e X B A 0 5 A BO B i b o A RS A
Py it ER vk P DUSE o FEAE — i I R) ER B8 S5 R TR AR A SR RPN LUk BT R 43 LR Al i . A DA AR
e, AW E R AR Y R R s, RIS AR MR 25, TR T A E IR /D, DT R M B A

HE 25 LU A 22 Ak S et R 0 A [R] P 67 0 6 Join 3 B B i SRR AR S, DA 5 | AR A ) 6 3 AR Y A2 4k
I, Ay i o3 O RS R A Y ZE SR A R B AL 2 — " ASRIRE RS A A B 0 Ikt k43 T3 i AL A
Tl o WEFRRIIN. EhE T, AP R A KO BUS AT B, Rt R AR N R
M, X —Se g Eh AR ok U, AR ZR 0T 3h 40 030 1) RO B v T ARy, PRk, TEmER AT,
R 25 LOAEL S T SR AR ™ o AR5 o 20 I A A G AR B S 20 SR A0 T8, 3R 40 % b 1 A AR K i A
K, My FAEY R R R T R ARy, MR B, WTE S R E G A T, R KRR E Y
Wi, T AR AR W i R R T, AR S s A AR AR Y S T AR AT Fh o i, [ e b 2R
Syiapth FESIE T, WORAEY T EER, B, RSB R, A A sk Ul AR 4y
BRI, MARZEIE TR, fEmEiis T, MR EF, AR RIS AR E T2 Melaleuca erici-
Solia™, FE @GR/ i TG T AE W EAR R A E , AR HE AR R XK A3 B SR AREL, DA4ERFAE P 2R
KaeJy, WHBE THRANES . AT MER L ITEARF R8I T, R RE R TR
W, ULBHER 2 30 XA P b AR 2 A A R S AR TR T3 T B 03, A B R R A, b i B
A ke LGS IR0, 35 AR JRUAE S E S 4 SR AH — B

MG SECS AP Eh 0k 1 A bR, AR TEARRIREE | SRR E T, SeE S Em AR
AR KR E S . TESORE R A . &P Tavodium distichum W) N6EHE % . SIS E SRR
WA £k 3 J5T R 43 B 4 RN R B o sk I 2145 0% [ 8] Sophora japonica %5 JLRN R M BFIE R W], BBk
Juglans regia F1H #k 46 4% Populus x euramericana ‘Zhonglin-46" YL 43 Wrid M AN E GG HERH BT
W5 B A Fravinus velutina WREBRH/)N,  H BB 32 — & I 18] A5 R 20 KO 6 70 haen s i AR AE —
IF () AR BT A 8O E T, oG HOREES: BT, BHET, T A YO SRR, T
A 3RO AR A RGN BHUR, oy EEAE R T Mgk, Btk K,
TOCH I B2 RO A0A Ty, FRAIHE XA P 00 5 e e R BT X AR AL A, B AL SR
AL VE T, AL OGP 5 1R A 400 A P9 — S AL Ttk P sl 2 ik 3 3 AR P 4% PR 40 41 e [ £ 2ot 722 o ) A
KEFIEE, HaUUEtGEeE, NmMGEY S ER: A —FULs0AN, R AMYIEN, IR
T hE R EARMEENESWE, StE AR NMEBIBIN, i @K R, T
WG ER . WABFF A RKRE, S MY RGO G R | AL B M8 1 3 R B 70 TR 0 B T
R, M) S AR B R 23 BBk 23 B Ay B B I 2 8 T R fe BT, di Sy E KRR, #
Gy E XTI S TR OG5 AR T A% 5 0 BT 22 1 322 R P A0 L 1 €8 R 2 BN R S B0 AR R R R

A, SRR T XY T E . BB RE IR T AT AR . 7 A G Na'
M CIX ARG H, FEEEMEE K, WM, SRS LE; BiEkE EZ2h T
M ZRFREE T 3 Wk BE R 00 B8 - IAETE , SR BOBOK S TR ME 5 B R T BRI v B i B Ar B HE SR T
RS, THMHYRECE TR, ERANFRSICRZ , Y A K> Nat il KO w1 T ik
FTBEMT I EZEE T, ANEHEYA AR PR, AR W& A, 455 Na/KeH
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(ELA - 55 2 ABL ) EA T 18 35 0 9 RO FE AL 2 LD RO TR R R IR R TR NatFl CIHE A, Me il K*
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