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(1 FEPOCHE Bk 54 Bl aale , PRI 4021605 2 T PESCRIABE R MR SHFFE T, BRI 4021605 3 TR SCHEA B IRBEAf
HMEBEHARBERTESLEE, BRI 402160; 4 B R ICHRLPE RS20, EPO) 402160; 5 5 PRSCHIARE K AL Sh YRR
BitEnaT i, PRI 402160)

8 E: BRI LR OREE AR TEREE R LA R AR X, HR RN R SR 28T v - 2k B 1 AR M RN DI R S R
PEITAT I . PR T EE PR K X Bt . TR, . 2 Bl S b R XU 4 P DX o by o - SRk s AP RRAE, A0AT TR TR AR
W FEMER IR ZREMERAE IR AE W /R (B 30T T R AU R R (. BT A L IR HL 46 J& , N [FSR AL ] U 148
R E Y Z HEE D RE 2 HEME(P<0.05) s XU 44 M X SR M ) LR ) R KO dRes , O A TS, Ja 1 X e iR s 2 i
FEFR BRI JEFE B PRt P e I, TR SRR St R 2 Bel S s g i, U, 42 P X s 12 (P<0.05) . Aphelenchoides . Cylindrolaimus
H1 Epidorylaimus J&3i8 ML INTE R AEY) 5 Bastiania J&A VSR HAIHE /R EY) s Leptonchus . Monhystera I Clarkus 2 X544 X 2t
HIFEZRAEY o ASTRDI T SR TR OB R P A T B RS2, SRS SR — 2D B T 4k S XTIR T AE S R e AR B 1 R
B, BT A R R R AL T B AR

KRR lirakih; TfLi; AWM, DRk HENE AR RE
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Effects of Urban Green Land Types on Nematode Diversity and Bio-indication Analysis

HU J ingl’z, LI Yanlin®, CHEN Guorong4, DENG Huan!, FAN Wenqiao5 '

(1 College of Forestry and Life Science, Chongqing University of Arts and Sciences, Yongchuan, Chongqing 402160, China;
2 Institute of Microbiology, Chongqing University of Arts and Sciences, Yongchuan, Chongqing 402160, China; 3 Chongqing
Key Laboratory of Environmental Materials and Remediation Technologies, Chongqing University of Arts and Sciences,
Yongchuan, Chongqing 402160, China; 4 College of Materials and Chemical Engineering, Chongqing University of Arts and
Sciences, Yongchuan, Chongging 402160, China; 5 Institute of Aquatic Animal Disease Prevention and Control, Chongqing
University of Arts and Sciences, Yongchuan, Chongqing 402160, China)

Abstract: The characteristics of urban green land diversity is an important subject of urban ecosystem research under the
background of rapid urbanization and global climate change. In this study, the characteristics of nematode communities were
studied under different green land types. Forty-six genera were identified for nematode. Different types of urban green land types
significantly changed the indices of nematode biodiversity and nematode function diversity (P<0.05). Scenic area green land had
the highest of nematode biodiversity, followed by park green land, and residential green land was the lowest. The maturity index
of free living nematode and the channel ration of nematode were the lowest in the road green land, increased in the residential
green land and park green land and reached the highest value in scenic area green land. Aphelenchoides, Cylindrolaimus and
Epidorylaimus were the indicator species for road green land, Bastiania for park green land, while Leptonchus, Monhystera and
Clarkus for scenic area green land. The significance of nematode on the ecosystem of urban green lands was further revealed, and
the theoretical basis for the protection of urban biodiversity was provided.

Key words: Urban green space; Soil nematode; Biodiversity; Function diversity; Indicator species
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WA IRTTER B R X e e 2 REPE R RO B A MR s (7 M 511

Il T o M ST A 25 AR G A W) 2 PR Y B
RN, f T ARSI BRI s B ST
3 i o b A ) 20 R AR 1) 28 T R R 220 5 M) 2 9k
W XA IER | AEYIREE R | AR Bl AR A
P, AR FOE 13T LR 5 e 55 DhhE, 2kt
ARG ELERE" Y LAY 4
WYL IR Ak A S R ST RE T R
FHFEFCL SR, A OCHFIUR EOHSS , EiE—
WIRAWIIE

b BCR EOR | BEEASI R 2% MR R
Z AR RADE RUE, RE R R R R
FREG, AN, ERRER . FRMEIN . YIhE
WS SR Z A R R A EEERY, W,
Lk HOR By X BRI A9 28 A AT B A R
FUEZSHRE A4 DX R AR 2 [ 23 A1 A% JR R ik T LS e
R GERIETRIDIRE , RERE 2 PEVF A T A HEAR
DU, PRI, A Lk IR RIE, S BTk i
XoF 3ol i 2 it AR 2R DL $8 78 T SO I 2 b A= ) 2
FEVELE S A B G 2

ABEFE LA LS O BIETES G2, PR AL AN [ i 2
MR IR R REVERRAE , S0 AT AN R x2S
LR HURE R B LR W) AR RIS RE AR AE , SR
LR AT R M A BT AR 2R TS, A O T 4
L E W ZREPE ORI S AR DS B A A

1 #MREIE

1.1 HHEiR SHERRE

P XA T PR AT AN XX, 105°38" ~
106°05'E , 28°56" ~ 29°34'N,, i i 4ty 2= KM 11 <,
foe, P 17.7 °C, et Ui 42.1 °C, i
R -2.9 Co AFFREERTE 1015.0 mm, P
HIE 1218.7h, S FHTEFHEW 317d.

WA A N RSEFNEAE P33R £ @36 T 2018 4F
6 H 1 HEZHry Cigrihsr2Shnit ), Ko X
R 53 il Bk bt | TR AESR M | A Bl Sk b AR 44 R X
Sl AR ISP SEPRIE B0, 7 f b M 2 Y rh B
MLEESE 3 NEREFEH, RS E R e . ATt
FRBE R — 8, iAMSM . Kat, e
(Ligustrum vicaryi). VHi(Pittosporum tobira)h %
EAFEY), PR 95%. JEfELkih. &6+,
VL 4 04z w3 (Ligustrum vicaryi) . 16 #iil (Pittosporum
tobira). /NH¥5(Ficus microcarpa (L.) £)R EELH
PAE Y . NP sk . A4, DUH:AE (Osmanthus
(Thunb.) Lour.) .

fragrans H ¥ (Cinnamomum

camphora (L.) Presl.) . #ft {Y (Rhododendron simsii
Planch.)ly FEANHAFHEY) o KA WEIC Sdth . BRIEE,
VAN (Bambusa emeiensis)FIZSW (Camellia sinensis
(L.) O. Ktze.) iy EZARHAFIEY . FEHb - BRI
W1,

F1 MFHARRELRH A h T IF AR %R

Table 1  Soil physicochemical properties under different green

land types
TR bR Gk SRSk e Sk XU EIX St
TokE(gkg) 985 146.6 244.1 364.3
BHL(gkg) 163 17.7 12.6 35.9
4% (mg/kg) 1.1 1.8 1.5 2.3
A (mg/kg) 5.4 8.1 12.4 18.8

B (mg/kg)  112.1 126.7 188.3
T RPEUE N AR T, TR

252.32

THERFET 2017 4F 12 HH 2018 4F 3 H#k17.
FERFEHLN , FIR AR, BrZstb A5,
R0~ 15 cm TJ2R LI 8 5 i DI ARESS,
Fe BT A B Wy, b, — 0 AT 40
FAEPERT AT, 5 — Oy T RHEZ dusrEg . R
HE4e, RREH, 4 CUKFEIRFE
1.2 TEREHSBEETE

FHEERR L 50 ml 42358, JH T & 2Ry
Mo FIHTGEE Y DL 2 s <13 25055325 48 ho M —1nt:
w3 T B R D T AR T 150 AR0), SEE i
R, MR 2T 150 K0T, SR 150 5%,
SRIG AT AT 2 B g, e LA 4a) 43 J 2 498 4 s h
%, LR B R o, 1Lk T fE
KRR B AR B WL | HERL
B AR AR R R ek R I
AL IR cp RBERIHP),

1.3 ¥iESH

131  ZRBE A ZHEAE ST FIH o Z2H0:

D2 3k T e b v 2 AR W) ZREVE KR, FR PR ELEE

Margalef F & B $5 %0 (margalef richness, SR) :
s—1
LnN

SR=

3 A AR 4N FE £ (Shannon-wiener diversity,
S

H): H— Z p;Lnp, 5 2% 452 (Simpson dominance,
1

D): D=1-) pl s LI EEFE B (brillouin evenness, J):
1

J:Li L, S R MR ERANMARL, PR

ns

i P U R BATT AR A SR LU B, N O RER 2
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HEE,
FIH B AR 2t A0 A58 S5 ook )
N, HR¥E Sorensen 8% p= at+b , Hr. a Ml b

a+b+2c

RATEE IR, o HPIANEE LA YRR
1.3.2 MR IIRE 2 HEE S B FIHZ e
22T A 00 3 T g b - SR A RO LA I iR
Yy ARHE , TE PR 04 - ) HH AR T 24 U 45 %R (the
free living nematode maturity index): MI =X v(i)f{i),
Hdr, vy WeE i M ISRty op 1B, fi) NEE
i I AN AT AR RE R T B ARRD) R AL
(the enrichment index): EI = 100x(e/(et+b)); ZEFIFREL
(the structure index): SI=100x(s/(s+b)), FE4HI1HE T
A2 W SCHR[20]. 28 H03 #5458 50 (the nematode channel
ratio): NCR=B/ (B+F), B Hl F /35 4#2k
FIEr L AL R NCR I8 T 0~ 1,2 NCR
0B, SRR S#, 2 NCR R 1B, 4
fift 3t AR A A B A0

1.3.3 LY F 4888 5 B P ES ¥
(principal component analysis, PCA)¥k, X} 4 Fp2s Al Sk
b 2 BER ST THET o O TR R LR, £k
AT B 3 D R 2 S A AR B (X

JE=P/N, i PR D EEF A AR, N
JBEVE kD), T Canoco 5 BEATAIT AT MR
P ELRESRRRBR ME K 3075 (bartlett test of sphericity)i#E4 T
AT B FPE R 56 (P<0.05)!M
WRIEHE S A B A RL R R a3 R~ Ve, LA
WA 26 B 0 R M (specificity) FHE BT 1 (fidelity)
Feht, FHBGEER R 8T G4 labdsy #4402
YA IndVal {8, $# IndVal {EKT 0.5 2%
TE 0 7 O T — A 855 S 0 (%) 5 AE 35 7R 25 B (charac-
teristic groups)!' . A F 42 Ik 0y 22 43 M A Ui 4
Y BURE RS 1] A K 9 25 A FH EL AR FH G 2 R 2 g
B . A3t BEZE SPSS19.0 Al Excel H1i5 4T,

2 HEREHWN

2.1 TELHAYSHEERIE

TH IR T A b - 3R AU A L A B 46 MR (R 2)
T B A 2 Ba2 ZEHEPIY Anaplectus
H1 Ba3 EREN ) Prismatolaimus; JEAELRHALEIEHE
FEAE Fu2 KBEPH Aphelenchus 1 Fud ZSEETRY
Dorylaimoides ; J\ bel S AR H I HE 24 Ba3 K
i) Prismatolaimus 1 Rhabdolaimus; X544 i X &b
DEFAIERE b7 LL A A 10%(35 2).

xR 2 AEWHERM P& RBEAEM

Table 2 Community composition of nematode under different green land types

Ldm YIREARE 1H % 2k Hb JEAE S NSS! AU 44 JHE IX 25t 3t
Axonchium Pf5 - - - +
Helicotylenchus Pf3 ++ ++ ++ +
Rotylenchus Pf3 ++ + + +
Tylenchorhynchus Pf3 ++ ++ + +
Tylenchus Pf2 ++ ++ ++ ++
Criconemoides Pf3 ++ 4+ Tt T
Xiphinema Pf5 - - - +
Longidorus Pf5 - - + T+
Aphelenchoides Fu2 - ++ ++ ++
Aphelenchus Fu2 ++ +++ ++ T+
Dorylaimoides Fu4 ++ +++ ++ T+
Filenchus Fu2 ++ ++ ++ T+
Leptonchus Fu4 - - - ++
Acrobeles Ba2 + ++ ++ +
Acrobeloides Ba2 ++ ot ++ 4+
Alaimus Ba4 - + ++ +
Anaplectus Ba2 +++ ++ ++ 4+
Bastiania Ba3 ++ - + +
Caenorhabditis Bal + - + Tt
Cephalobus Ba2 - ++ ++ +
Chiloplacus Ba2 - ++ ++ ++
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gk 2
B hREZEE TE P JE A Sk UNTE S IS 44 i DX et
Chiloplectus Ba2 - ++ 4+ i
Cylindrolaimus Ba3 ++ - - _
Diploscapter Bal + - + +
Mesorhabditis Bal - ++ ++ ++
Monhystera Ba2 - - - +
Plectus Ba2 + + T+ T
Prismatolaimus Ba3 +++ ++ +++ ++
Protorhabditis Bal ++ + ++ Tt
Rhabdolaimus Ba3 ++ 4+ " Tt
Teratocephalus Ba3 ++ 4+ T+ T
Tylocephalus Ba2 ++ + T+ i
Aporcelaimus Pr5 + ++ + S+
Clarkus Pr4 - - + ++
Discolaimus Pr4 - - n T+
Discolaimium Pr4 + - _ "
Eudorylaimus Pr4 - - + n
Nygolaimus Pr5 - - + +
Tripyla Pr3 - - + +
Labronema Pr4 - - + +
Enchodelus Om4 + + + T+
Enchodorus Om4 - + + +
Epidorylaimus Om4 - + + "
Allodorylaimus Om4 + +
Mesodorylaimus Om4 - + +
Coomansinema Om4 - + + _

T RIMBREE SRR ARKIR A S PRI LA S A SR, AR Ferris SPOMG L MR Sr . PAHAZSZR M, Fu HK
2, Ba AL, Profi skl Om Ze Lt c-p RIMKNE Bongers™; -7 FIRIZL M AR dUBESS b AT o5 19 L) >
T 0.1% BRACAEaL P B R BZASE s 47 FORIZL AT R T BT i L 0.1% ~ 1% “++7 Rz ph Ak it ik oh
B e 1% ~ 10%; “+++7 RIRZLR P SRAE L AR P I i LU TR T 10%.

) FH 52 0y 22 0 BT I R e b DS A0 | BB R (1] HA BEYER I (P<0.05); HURERTRIXT H A1 SR &4
DA R 25 0 RH A G2 A ) 2R PR R R 52 i) BB PR (P>0.05); SR 2B RN BURE I ] 9 AH B4
LEIRRHH . SRR R BEVR Y H. SR FI D $8%K FAXS A= W) ZREME TR B A B TR (R 3),
K3 FHRBVFNEAERT B A 2k HEETE B AR

Table 3  Effects of green land types and sampling time on nematode community diversity

SR 28 LB A Y ZHAPEAREL LRI RE 2 HEAMEAR AL

H SR D J MI NCR EI SI

S S pIA| Df 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3
F 123.180 90.803 34.601 3.279 6.543 8.454 9.453 14.564
P 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.080 0.044 0.043 0.033 0.048

HURE e ] Df 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
F 2375 1.433 6.122 24.636 3.234 3.124 5.453 6.564
P 0.162 0.266 0.038 0.001 0.065 0.123 0.453 0.749

£ b AU < HURE I 7] Df 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3
F 0.697 0.758 1.436 3.230 0.554 2.342 1.432 4.345
P 0.586 0.548 0.302 0.082 0.124 0.345 0.051 0.045

e H: FR-ENIERG SR: Margalef FERERRM; D FERELEG J: BOEREG ML LAUJERR L NCR: 2 dUE i
8% El: WARIEEL; SI &5#fR%k, T,
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P X B A AR K B XU 44
X 2R M B H A8 8RR , LR Pl S i, i £ DX 4
Ml s SR TENXUS A4 R Sl rh fi iy, T8 B A Ml
Bl DAEXG A MEIX S b de sy, Ja A3 S b i A1
(& 1), a2 R RE BAT R R PTUCR R

3.50, a
3.00} ab T
S 2.50 b b
=
W 2,00
§ 1.50
|
& 1.00
K
0.50
0.00 - - : .
IS s KA RSk
L
LM
0.96, a
0.94} ab —
g 092t b 1T
% 0.90} b
ig 0.88}
sp 0.86f
084t
0.82|
30 s s L ;
gLk ARk KX FEfEskih
ES 30
23S

M

FIH Sorensen HFHLLZRFIOH AN [F] 35k T 2 i A AU 4%
HREIE 22 PRI T A0 . R R . KU B X Skt
5 H A AV S AR DI ERAR ; TE L 23 Bl DA S A 4%
Hbu 2 R A RE B 54 1 (R 4)o
7.00 a
6.00 a 1
5.00 1T
4.00 b
3.00
2.00
1.00
0.00

W HEFEHC (SR)

Margalef-|-

AL REAIER S
4
ZNES

SRS

0.96
0.94 a
0.92

a
0.90 a
0.88
0.86
0.84
0.82
0.80 . . .

WEL ARSI RS o St
Lt
AT

WL EREE ()

(I /N SR R 465 2 5 18 (P<0.05), T T IAl)
B 1 iSRRI RS R A

Fig. 1 Effects of green land types on nematode biodiversity

F 4 TR RM LB L HEFTE ) Sorensen H{L R K]
Table 4 Sorensen similarity coefficients of nematode communities
under different green land types

IH BR LR H FE AT Gt ATl St U4 IR X

T8 2t it 1

JEAESEH 0.665 1

INGES: ] 0.720  0.714 1
M4 X Sk 0457  0.538  0.345 1

2.2 TIEZLMIhEE ST

R B A2 Ry 22 A AT e 28 R0 BURE s ] A K
P T AH B X e 2 RE R R i, 25 5 3%
B . 2R AIN MIL. NCR. EI Fil SI 640 LA W%
PEFZIA (P<0.05); HUREI [ X2k B D g Z FE e 40k
H R EER W (P>0.05); LkHbISHUFIIBURE RS [H] 9 AH H
PR ST AT 8 2514 5% 1 (P<0.05) (3% 3).

E— XTI RE AT R L. NCR 4847EiE
Beagk b sy, JER . A DR E Sk kb A Y MI 4R

BT )G X et (B 2), ZediThReZrerkds
AR FR IR IE . AR = S8 8 ED A
SERIFEEUSDRY & X, K 3 A0SR T ORIA] SR b IS 7 + 1
BYMRE, NEaEX ERAELRE B f, Hibst
H A ST ) R E(E AR R BR AL
23 AEWE TSR L HiERE ST

FR AT (PCA)R I : AR Sk b IS 2
A A 22 W . S —HE P il R AR 36%
AR5, 55 ZHEP R RE T 27% AR A SR HD
5 Rotylenchus . Tylenchorhynchus 1 Cylindrolaimus
YRRV G s ALk S Cephalobus % V1A
JEE g5 Coomansinema MR UIA G ; 43R B,
IS 44 Ik DX et A 55 8 AR 2R, AR B BR T k2
PR R AT DI (K 4). TEXZ S, FATHI TS
TR AN [ 3 T 2 M 2 A (i 28 A 48 7R b, 4R
5 IndVal>0.5 WZITE XL, 5HREM: Aphelen-
choides . Cylindrolaimus F Epidorylaimus +=18 }4¢ 1,
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1.00 - 3.00
090} a o
2 0.80[ S 250 . I b
Z 0.70} # 2.00 b
& 0.601 9m
3T 0.50f £ 1.50
# =4
% gigg = 1.00
& 0201 2 050
RN 0.10}+ [ .
0.00 0.00 : : . ;
SRS lﬂz UNIHESS: ) J’Lné_’xﬂll: ﬁﬁ:ﬁ%ﬂﬂ ks ARSkH Ko AR RSt
Lk Sl
LRI B3y
2 W HEM R NCR #1 MI #5508 220
Fig. 2 Effects of green land types on indices of NCR and MI
100 S OPGS
GhRA e ZWB
L
[ ]
e T
A
3 o~
93 50 * % X <
3 N
= | zmo LIC o
W RUSE2, X 4
[ NGES ]
A TS
SIS =
0 T
0 50 100
-0.8 1.0
IR (ED PCI (36%)

(F B BB ED MR R (SDE T IRE, 2R A~
%R D &M Ferris Z:POF57)
3 TIRZEAMBIIGEXRSTE

Fig.3 Nematode weighted faunal analysis

BIFE R AW s Bastiania 275 [E 2% W ) 38 7R B0 5
Leptonchus . Monhystera 1 Clarkus J& X545 TE X 2%
R R AEYIGR 5) .

3 Tt

2018 4F 6 H 1 HAaiAn iy (ki gt o328 hR it ),
TR T S X 3R T 2 b A AR A R 4 v ek i e
SEF R ZREAR, IR T A 2 R G A W PR A
ﬂm“lﬁiﬁ%ﬁwxﬂﬁﬂ%ﬂm,iﬁﬁﬁﬁ
AN 2R, X E5RET S | K AHS AT
TR 11O

3l T T R 2 i e ) R LR A ) 2 B
AR, FLPG AL ARV AR DL vy, T I 2 b
P IX St A LN TR RN 3 R DL 4
Mz ot R NEERE L DA E, FERFST X SR A AR
N, A PR R RAR L, DAERFSE R, MR
A et A BT 2% A B 4 i 7 3 B o A B AR R

(AT 4 A HEF 3R AE(H 5301 0.36 (F=6.956, P=0.022).0.27.0.22
1 0.08, Axo: Axonchium; Hel: Helicotylenchus; Hir: Hirsch-
manniella; Rot: Rotylenchus: Tvl: Tvlenchorhynchus; Tyle: Tylenchus;
Cri:  Criconemoides; Xip: Xiphinema; Lon: Longidorus; Aph:
Aphelenchoides; Aphs: Aphelenchus; Dits: Ditylenchus; Dos:
Dorylaimoides; Fis: Filenchus; Lep: Leptonchus; Acr: Acrobeles;
Acri: Acrobeloides; Ala: Alaimus; Ana: Anaplectus; Bas: Bastiania,
Cae: Caenorhabditis; Cep: Cephalobus; Chi: Chiloplacus; Chid:
Chiloplectus; Cyl:  Cylindrolaimus; Dip: Diploscapter; Mes:
Mesorhabditis; Mon: Monhystera; Ple: Plectus; Pri: Prismatolaimus;
Pro: Protorhabditis; Rha: Rhabdolaimus; Ter: Teratocephalus; Tyls:
Tylocephalus; Apo: Aporcelaimus; Cla: Clarkus; Diss: Discolaimus;
Dis: Discolaimium; Eud: Eudorylaimus; Nyg: Nygolaimus; Tra:
Tripyla; Lab: Labronema; Enc: Enchodelus; Enc: Enchodorus; Epi:
Epidorylaimus; All: Allodorylaimus; Meso: Mesodorylaimus; Coo:
Coomansinema; GGS: 4k ; RGS: JE{1:4¢H; PGS: \FHsk
Hi; SGS: K44 M X £k dih)

B4 IEIT SR 2R A N 2k 4R 454 PCA HEFF
Fig. 4 Correlation biplot based on PCA of nematode commumty
abundance under different green land types

PERINTS, Sl A B R b R A X
Lo 3ty A AFAL 4 L A 5 A A T B S B0 PR
IR R A R RS R o S35, ST IE B AR |
Jo A DX gty LA B2 2 el gt v ) 3852 Nk BRI T
TR EN, RAMYIRE 2, TIER R BT
Rk, )2, Pokae ™, Bt K
g LK EE IR, R B R R 2 R K T
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x5 AREWHEMER L RIEREDT
Table 5 IndVal analysis of nematode under different
green land types

S s A RNk IndVal P
1A [ S Aphelenchoides 0.623 0.032
Cylindrolaimus 0.568 0.043
Epidorylaimus 0.746 0.036
NZES Bastiania 0.543 0.048
W44 HEIX S b Leptonchus 0.563 0.023
Monhystera 0.871 0.044
Clarkus 0.695 0.045

RO R[] SR 2 B A 2 TR 398 5 /K o Ay v i 3t
FEARTRN Y, 5T ) — S 5 kP ) Sk ) T B AT
FEEASL [ ARARBLT 3L B R HoAe AR A f v
RYERIVER, ESK, Nielsen F1 Ball'MA K 7E 1355
FRR AR, KL BRI L R A B & 1
Lo pycR , BAK sz i A, RIEEK G
TR ORI Wy AR Y RGN, DT T S B
BTN TR AR 2RO

MI FEEU e T e S R G R e P MI 78
X 5544 e DX o b o e vy, R T A20ME b P 1) - 3 B ) I
BonkaE®, ERSH MI A, FEEdH T2Em
FU AR TG, FE—LE cp (EE A K AT X
RIHBCR D, L UM RE X R S5 B
E s EIEE YN R G AT A TR
BRMBMERRG T, L RS R | AT
R, AR, KR gt SR
GLRBUNRMARRGE, BR T XM I FF 5 DX 3%
Ab, HAb X 3k sz A bR s, e A pLR
SVELL AR SRR T Ak, KRR E
JECAIE 1 RN RE 8 3 SR Sy - 49 AR g SR AR AR G T 1
TV, PEHFANTE . BRI AR, T —
ARG ML b S E SRR AT R, A
Py ik RS R o AHOCAF SR RS T AE i fhad
A NS TGS, S 3L T AR
RSP ARG BYZE R MIEAR T B 22 07E K% 4k
FRIZE SR, IS4 B X Sk A 3R g, A
SRS AT 22 5, — SRR SR Y - TR AR O -
Jo i RN A S A AL 2 A R A R ™) 39 b Y
AN[F AT RE R i — 20 S 3Gk 2 22 S S AL

NCR {HAFE ok i &, RUIFEHLNAE S RS
e 2h E AN B E A =10 AN Bl St A
A2 X 2R HL ) NCR 7E 0.5 2247, X R IIFEHL N
F14) L BRIV PR i 24k 0 3 ) 58 B4 7S R0 B R B
Tsh, LM INRE SRR TR, K54 X 4%

Hufy RO, HAth 3 840+ RIRIL T B L
XS5 SO AE R P A g X
FOPHTEIEL, SD#E—BUESE: KUt 4 kX rp -3 £y
YRR BE AL T4 LT, 3 Y Ak T4k
PR, Hilh 3 et hb T om UM THOIRE, 4%
YT P W R v A TS 80 +
B AR AR S R | R B AR AR PO, 7
JR A RYESE T, B R RS DL R N A TRAE R
ahn, A R E YA TR E SR, R E L
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