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Study on runoff in Dendrocalamus latiflorus plantation used for

shoot by the different management measures
7HENG Yu-Shan, CHEN Zuo-Mei. QIU Er-Fa,YOU Zhi-Da, HONG You-Wei, CHEN

LL1-Guang (Fujian Agricutural and foresty university, foresty department,Fujian 350002,China). Acta Ecologica
Sinica ,2003,23(11):2387~2395.

Abstract: Dendrocalamus latiflorus is an important bamboo of wide usage. fast growing and wide
adaptability. Dendrocalamus latiflorus spread widely in Tropic and Subtropical areas, especially 1n the
southeast of Fujian Province. Bamboo shoot of Dendrocalamus latiflorus not only tastes delicicus but also
has abundant nutrition. Its strong root has great ability to maintain water and soil resources effectively.
Dendrocalamus lati florus has high economic benefit, as well as social and ecological benefit. However, the
knowledge about silviculture technique of Dendrocalamus lati florus was still in the superficial stage because
its biological and ecological properties have not been fully recognized. Furthermore, unreasonable
management mesasures taken by the farmer leads to the serious soil losses in Dendrocalamus latiflorus

plantation. Therefore, effective measures for water and s0il conservation in management of Dendrocalamus

lati florus plantation should be taken. Experiment plots with were established in Xiaoshangcheng working
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unit of Nanjing Stated-own Forest Farm, which include overall tending, strip tending and ditch tending.
The soil and water losses of each plot were measured for one year. The results showed that the runoff
increased gradually with the increase of rainfall. Furthermore. runoff increased slowly at the first stage,
then did faster . Surface runoff happened when rainfall exceeded 10mm. The over 60mm rainfall accounted
for 59. 50 percent of the total annual rainfall, however it’s surface runoff accounted for 79. 58 percent of
the total annual runoff. The monthly soil and water losses in the ditch tending treatment was the highest
in August during whole year. The runoff in overall tending treatment and strip tending treatment was In
June. Annual surface runoff and soil losses in the overall tending treatment were 30. 37 mm and 234. 45
kg » hm ?,respectively. There were in the sequence of the overall tending >> the strip tending treatment
>> the ditch tending treatment. There was obvious difference between the ditch tending treatment and the
overall tending treatment through equation analysis. There were obvious seasons dynamic change in runoff{
and soil losses ,in sequence of rainy season > drought season. The correlation between Surface runoff and
rainfall could be modeled fairly by index. Dendrocalamus latiflorus plantation was suited for planting in the
southern subtropical areas of China. For possessing the function of maintaining water and soil resources.
tropical and Dendrocalamus latiflorus plantation also could be specially used for soil and water
conservation.

Key words : Dendrocalamus latiflorus;surface runoff;management;used for shoot
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RRRMM EEEMNAK AR RPERT AT, LN SERE-LE4 KK, EHRF
MK T R BRI S EH— M EEEEY. FRARABRXNKERFERE . ER X BN
AKEFRRE BRI REOARERFARESF EHRKXFNEERE IR KERARPHH
B4 .

MNEMHERASHBRENEE4RES . AER 100 R . AL BEAKEHEK 1/4,. TES
ﬁ&ﬁﬁ,ﬁﬁiﬁﬂﬂiﬁ?&iﬁmﬂma WY (Dendrocalamus lati florus) R ERHE RERBLPERFNE
mEEAM. . H2FnEn. AR . ZRE.FVME. BEEEE EURREENER . RAREN
BMEAE HARIHERANAAERNLERR . THERENOHSKBMESNE, 1864 £, 4R
I Ebmayerd 7EE AR F B 37 T 28 — 1 FRAKST R 05 L Xk H 6 K 7R IR L 4 B 3 oo o b, 1 7 B2 000 R o A
E. HKE - BANFRT BRI A BN MR, Burch SY B KX BN ETARTTHRS.H
ST ESERENERAIEEEAHAIBZNMRRBELS BRI AEMTHREERENTIRES &
BREH. BRESEZEROEW, QHEN. IR XK BE BRUEALXERSIBHRBERREN, I
UHREATHKEANRRERNEEEERBE -TNRRENGERY, FXFTEMIFRETERZAE
METALHAEESHE BV REAREFTEATER . MELEARTRNBERHAR . BHNETHER
ATLBEARE KT EERD HEREBAW HERF B X BEENZERMHBEBIEHKE.

1 AR EARR '

HERPHTERNEAKSPDUB IR, gREV TEEEAES N AR BT HR ¥ %
R 280 m, MBS LB A, BERE 117°0,J655 24°26' ~ 24°59 , MEERFFNEBRK . L5
ETHRRER 2.6 2 0  HbhHAKEWP=90%)R 13.66 { m*;4EHRE 21 C,1 BHEHSE 8. 7~13
C.7 R FHSE 28 C,HummiE 40.5 C.HERMKE —2C. =10 CHESHHR 5323. 1~7512. 7C, ¢ &
X¥273~31d. KEXLE . XBRWEH 322 d;/p iR X S5 H BT % 2051.6 h, HB A4 46 %, KA
EBHAEAH5000.52 ) vm s, WERAM . KEBZAF . 2B EHSHEKE 1587. 5~187%. 6 mm,
BhTEHEEFE HNBE 9% ~87% . AREMERKNBEX.

MUBIX L RRTEFRETFAYILBLON, TR ABCHE, LEER, KBA2ZE1.5m M, LK
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B, M pH 457, HERRE. LA A SRS RABEKIER, LI K (Dicranopter
dichotoma) . B ¥ 2 (Miscanthus floridulus) . ¥k & B (Rhodomyrtus tomentosa ) F1 B& 25 (Pteridophyta) H

F 01,
2 RBiGITMHARAZE
2.1 RBFIT

RIHF 1996 sE BB BB EH IEHITE 5 mX 5 m §it. B E Dy 400 #k « hm™*, 2000 ¢ 5 A
B R — S ECEE N 2K ERARERNRAAET AR AR RN B In FREH
(BRHE 20em), R (AR A ML MEB, G4 3 ARV AR AEE3 HARN LR ERE YRR
% .
2.2 #msEk

BHHEEFE K 20m BE5m KEARI00m’  KABEEHTERE, A 5FRKFT. 50
EEtOREAE BARKE L HFEHENYFHKE. HFTRIEREREKN, TREAR. Bk
KRB o, EEBRE I m AMHE.EXT I0M9HAL. TR IR, UREZHENAT I
AW A RME 1 m. B 0.5 m, & 0.8 m*,

2.3 REFREMEM 200045 AREB 2000 F5 5. EEBRHE 10m KRB ERETER 1 T,
SRETBENEERENREARY FEFTRE A HH#TEHITGNE1.2),
2.4 MBRKHRRYIEHME

ERREERANBESRRE N ARTH FTEARITE Q=1+10z(x HEFTHE ,m*); W

A . RERTEMERRD SRS,
3 WRESH
3.1 ARZERERT A RERNLE

WESRESEAR EARE BKEENE R AR B, DIREH 08 R
B S EGHNEAERY,

3.1.1 FARERSEZEFRFCENBERAE EFFARENRANSHENTRER.ERNEZIZEW
BB ERARANNEEERZ — E-EREEEZA.ERHMERMEZNN LT B REH
BEMESS, SUMBESRE  EREZN—REENREHXRBLSZEFRM.

W1 AR, TR/ T 10 mm B, 3 M2 E RN A L R RS R, EHEE 10~60 mm =
BT AL S E R S A 20. 42% MR B > 60 mm R RERT & £ 4 ERT A 59. 5000, 7 &
MR BRRLRYEFEERBREN 75-58%. ARAR, A RERFERRBAHERRNE. EHIH
HESTESARNNBRBRS G L TREZRM.,

NRFBHERERAE SR BERE, AETRAT 10mm i, FHHT XL BRER, 28
R ZEME R R AT 20mm A EBBRMT AL, HEBAREBRARKEFETR /DT 30mm &, B LT R
S HKESBALE ERFRAT 30mm &, MU BEREX, FREF RANET X AR EZFRA
L RRREKNESBX, 0. ERFHER 30~40mm &t , EBMOB T REN 0.57% . 4R WY 78
1. 16 4548 1. 32 % ; i 24 K 77 & & 7+ B 150~ 200mm &}, & WRIEFRBOEF 2. 91% . 2 FIRHFHAY 7TH
L4 M L7 MR LED., SREANSERBM LN EBERA MM T WA RE, B R T LINAE &
VR ERERE/AGMETANFRAFTRAE NS THRBRMF=E 7 KE . RA R, B8 E—
BB LROTE A TERRLEASASOES . HWNOSIRA. MEAEAS. LXAEDUER. &
SR BZN, LETRRKA, M RBRIE RN LERABE.

IR IE T MR, 5 JLUGE DR B R ] 2 T A R AR B R I ERN RS HRRRAX
E B RANNAERNSNNRARYE HALARSBHERTABRBHSETROBXTE.:

28 Y=01586X1.0224" T, fH=14.2 (1)

WP Y=0.1080X1.0228" T, fH=16.7 (2)
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9w Y=0.1093%X1.0187" T, {Hi=31.9 (3)
Ty Tom=2.704 FRHYFAAZEEKFE. F.Y A ERZRE. X HEFR(mm),
3.1.2 ARAISEREHRIALERRMBSES MR 2TEH WEREFNRA MRZHBLIK.3BA
RABEE P ERREE 22.20 mm, 5EEW 99. 2% . MEEUNRFHER . IJLF LB ERLFTE R

2001 FE 3 HHEHAT FLRBRIEFE 2),
®1 FAEAZEMN.TEERRKETSHIERER

Table t Surface runoff of different management measures and rainfall

R € - 3358, 15 % & Runoff(mm) & # B ¥ Runoff coefficient( %)
Classes of  Rainfall £ B 489 rx FME 4N 8 FR PHIE
rainfall (mm) (mm)  QOverall tend Strip tend Ditch tend Average Overall tend Strip tend Ditch tend Average
5~10 42. 9 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 g.0 0.0 0.0 0. 0
10~20 107. 1 0.0 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.0 0. 1 0.1 0.1
20~ 30 103. 7 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0. 1
30~40 218.2 1.2 1. 1 0.9 1.1 0.6 0.5 0. 4 0.5
40~60 335. 5 4. 7 3.2 2.1 3. 3 1- 4 1.0 0. 6 i. 0
60~ 8Q 269. 1 4.0 3.3 2.2 3.1 1.5 1. 2 0. 8 1.2
80~100 273. 6 4.9 3. 6 2.3 3.5 1.6 1.3 0.8 1.3
160~150 384. 2 6. 5 4. 3 2.8 4.5 1.7 1. 1 0. 7 1.2
130~200 324.2 9. 4 6. 1 4.2 6.6 2. 9 1.9 1.3 2.0
<60 851. 7 6.0 4. 4 3.3 4. & 0.7 0.5 0. 4 0.5
=60 1251. 1 24. 4 17. 3 11. 5 17.7 2.0 1.4 0.9 1.4
44 Total  2102. 8 30. 4 21.7 14. 7 22.3 1. 4 1.0 0. 7 1.1

e, ARRHENAREEETO =R BN % 7 a5 g
N EREFRAEAKANET . ENEMAMNTLED =7 {40 %
BHERLLEES ML, MW,.2000 4 10 AREFRY g : 130 €
151. 10mm, H, 2001 4E 4 § /), {B 3 Fp 2 5 i bk b 7 é 4 :i—;é
HBRBHE 1.80mm, A FEEMN 1. 36om; EHRE 3 3 Is 8
WACH 64 H H FEE 2000 4E 6 B ~9 H K& 2001 4 4 5? j;.g:
F~s B MRERERAN 6 P ADmAE200 Holea™ . J5"K
6 F~10 5 % 2001 45 . K0T 2 A BOM K PO R Reintall oy
ERE RS FRWAND., XRENHEM LR
KB —E R BUE R AT RE T 56 A £ 3P R N B 1 NIRRT A A R O

g KB A N T B, TR R e F8 1 Surface runoff of the different rainfall
B, MRS ER LARFILATARY A XHEHE PR ABED 2,

AFLEHREABA N BRR R BB A BINE 2000FE 9 A LERBEKH 2000 6 HMlET
3AH B THRAMPBLAOE KNS EHNER. €288, h T 2000 F 5 ARKHERM. X
AREN M EZRARAEEATIBE, AMRREHRE 200045 6 ANBIFHKX,

AR EBERABNBREHE. 2FEHERRBERRNEZT SO, X 30. 37 mm, KK A
HBAHYT 7,49 % 21.67 mm A 14. 73 mm; B 20004E 10 BRI 2001 E S A2 . ARABBRNVES
BOHAKREER . BDATGEBE200FE3ALERZE MTFHAT ANERRERE 2. XEH
HEEMXEARAHNAN EANREERNNBEMBELR > EREEEA BFHREHEBNK
EHEANNBRZHBBELBRR . AB/N FTHEAN BTN EZRNRAEABEES8E
HB.ETMHERK RN T2BENY AZE. d THERBEHRL L0 TERTE, /DREENX BRI
R A HIFIER,. M 20004 10 AM 2001 F5 AZNHEEREMN. 200048 10 AR 2001 F 5 AHB S
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Table 2 Monthly surface runoff of Dendrocalamus latiflorus forest land by different management measures

%% & Runoif(mm)

%% A Runoff coefficient(%%)

w RRE  Tm wm rx L, oM B TR L
Time (mm) Overall  Strip Ditch Average Overall  Strip Ditch Average
tend tend tend tend tend tend

2000 #E 6 A June 2000 481. 2 9.7 6.3 3.6 6.5 2.0 1. 3 0.8 1.4
2000 £ 7 A July.2000 256. 8 2.2 1.4 1.1 1.6 0.9 0.6 0. 4 0.6
2000 % 8 B August, 2000 455. 5 9. 6 6.5 3.9 6. 7 2.1 1. 4 0.9 1.5
2000 £ 9 A Sep,2000 155. 9 4.2 2.5 1. 4 2.7 2.7 1. 6 0.9 1.7
2000 £F 10 A Oct,2000 151.1 1.5 1.7 2.2 1.8 0.9 1.1 1.5 1.2
2000 % 11 B Nov, 2000 34. 8 0. 0 0.0 0.0 0. 0 0.0 0. 0 0. ¢ 0.0
2000 4F 12 A Dec.2000 56.5 0.0 0. 0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0. 0
2001 4£ 1 A Jan.2001 64. 3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0. 0 0.0 0.0 0. 0
2001 4 2 A Feb,2001 21. 4 0.0 0.0 0.0 0. 0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0. 0
2001 #£ 3 A March, 2001 77.9 0. 0 0.1 0. 1 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.1 0.1
2001 4 4 A April, 2001 184. 7 1.4 t. 4 1.3 1. 4 0. 8 0.7 0. 7 0.7
2001 % 5 H May, 2001 162. 6 1.8 1.9 0.9 1.5 1. 1 1.1 0.6 0.9
i Z Rainy season 1847. 7 30. 4 21. 6 14. 6 22.2 1. 6 1.2 0. 8 1.2
2% Dry season 255. 0 0.0 0. 1 0.1 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
24 Total 2102. 8 30. 4 21.7 14. 7 22.3 1. 4 1.0 0. 7 1.1

W% % 2000 £F 6 B ~2000 4 10 H.2001 & 4 AK 5 A .B %4 2000 € 11 A ~2001 ¥ 3 A, Rainy season refers
from June 2000 to Oct. 2000, April and May 2001; drought season refers from Nov. ,2000 to March,2001

12 - 30
E 10 ":‘ 25 g
g 10f 1 %
=] )
g 1 4.0%
E 6L 115 &
& 2
e T <110 ;
= * *
2|.. ‘0.5*
o ).t § - |
0 L 0
$5383;;::5%83
E§ g EEEE2:288¢88c¢
B {2 Month
—— LWMAREN -3 - FARAERNK
Runoff of overall tend Runoff coefficient of ditch tend
—— WEARER -~ 8 - EWMEEREK
Runoff of strip tead Runoff coefficient of strip tend
- FRARRA - - - SPERRY
Runoff of ditch tend Runoff coefficiont of overall tend

Az FRAREEEMBREHNA DS

Fig.2 Montly dynamics of runoff of the different managements
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Bt AB¥AKIHAERE. 2HERERERBERY ABEEM ARFEEMR. AEEESFR
F:MHREREERKEIRRHEN BSTF XBMERHAAHR . MABXRBIHIETTHE. T
AR A,

3.2 ARIZEHEERRREWEL S RE L

AMHpBREZAGIEFERMB IS RRPARLZEEH . R BUIRSRABZIEER

FHEKHEHX WERERERAX. EPSHRAE.

Ry FRoEHR R4 AEELBARELNESER
Table 3 Analysis of Variance table Table 4 Variance of mean value in different management
W EFAH Lol
FEtfrs Sum of Eiﬁ Mean  F{H Foos M %*ﬁlyﬁ-ﬁ X,—X; X,—X: X,—Xi
sguares sguare €an value ¢1 1actors
23§ ) .
Managment 10" %5 2 51165 3.86% 3.4 X, 2.531  1.303* 0. 725
f’lonfﬁ 190. 28 11 17.2983 13. 05~ 2.26
» % X2 1. 806 0. 578
29.16 22 1. 3256
Surplus
Eé H 229,68 35 X 1. 228
um

W% "RERBE.“ » ”—Obvious difference in analysis of X1-Xz M X5 3R EW. HF WY 7T Xi-overall tend,
X,-strip tend and Xi-ditch tend * [6] 3 3 the same as table

3

MREEABHERABBELELARBYAEEE . 20EBEHEER . EINESMAHAL M2
EAHRBUMTFENEBERERX ERYPHALABHB KT HBAT A8 234.45kg " hm 2, 4R RE _#H
B L63fEM2.61M5. NMEESHREBWESRAOASIETKE B 20004 10 HH 2001 £ 5 AZH Bl E

2B BBRERHEDTRBX . X E5EFRLEHEBRELERAA DEHA.
xS FTRLTXANKTHBRED CBROANS

Table § Monthly dynamics of soil losses by the different managements

variance

B3 (kg hm~?) ERIEEHEEY/RZHID
Hip P — Soil losses Rate of erosion(soil /runoff)
Month Raintall <8 i TR ¥ #{l el ﬁ_ﬁ f’fﬁ . 347 A
Overall  Strip Ditch Average Overall  Strip Ditch Average
tend tend tend tend tend tend

2000 3£ 6 H June,2000 481. 2 87.3 40. 8 18. 2 48. 8 9.0 6.5 5.0 7.5
2000 4£ 7 A July,2000 256. 8 18. 4 11.0 8. 6 12. 7 8.4 7.9 7.8 8.1
2000 #F 8 H August,2000 455. 5 54. 3 34.9 20. 5 36.6 5.7 5. 4 5.1 5.5
2000 3£ 9 A Sep,2000 156. 0 30.0 17. 4 9.7 19.0 7. 1 6.9 6.9 7.0
2000 & 10 A Oct, 2000 151. 1 12.8 12.9 12. 7 12.8 8.5 7.6 5. 8 7.1
2000 4 11 A Nov,2000 34. 8 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0. 0 0.0 0.0 0.0
2000 4 12 A Dec, 2000 56. 5§ 0.0 0.0 0.0 Q.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
2001 4 1 A Jan,2001 64. 3 0.0 0. ¢ 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0. 0
2001 £ 2 A Feb, 2001 21. 4 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
2001 #£ 3 A March,2001 78.0 0.0 2.5 2.9 1.8 0.0 3.7 29.2  30.3
2001 £ 4 A April,2001 184.7 16. 6 9. 4 9.1 11.7  11.8 7.0 6.9 6
2001 £ 5 H May.2001 162. 6 15.1 14. 7 8. 1 12.6 7.9 8. 4 8.3 2
i) & Rainy season 1847. 7 234.5 141. 1 R6.8 154.] 7.7 6. 5 5.9 .9
B % Dry season 254. 9 0.0 2.5 2.9 1. 8 0.0 31.7 29. 2 30, 3
£ 4 Total 2102. 8 234.5 143.6 89.7 155.9 7.7 6. 6 6. 1 7.0

AES TLURH RUSEZERENER . EFEATESRAYN. BE. 2BRARHTE, AW
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hEERBFE BB AAA 2.5 M 2.92kg - hm 2 AH R E2F/ 1 77%H 3. 5% . ¥ iR
BB BB 2000F 8 A . SHERLAHMAB KA HYME  Tidk G T & E B K 2000 F£6 H;
A T 2000 £ 5 ARBETES . b RBE. LRER . HRFEY & RE 2000 5 6 ARNBEHERX

(A 3),

100 —Iﬂig
i
90 - <
-~ 30 B
E 80 I "E
S 70 25 &
o, g
g 60 ¢ ZOE
8 so 8
3 4of 15
g 30F -10%
[ 20 ﬁ
10|~ 3 +
0 1 i | 1 1 1 0 *
g 5 8 g s = %z 8 8 3 3 o

g g 2 I I T 2

: £ £ E 8 E 858 8 ¢E ¢

H £ Month

—— 2 WEDPAEK Rl RS ot RS §4. %
Soil losses of overall tend Rate of soil crosion of overalltend

—a— RSk c- ik FRBRRE LTI HRE
Soil losses of strip tend Rate of soil erosion of strip tend

—h— FARRDIR - =l e FARKLMBTE
Soil losses of ditch tend Rate of soil erosion of ditch temd

B3 FARALEXERYSROADS

Fig. 3 Monthly dynamics of soil losses in different managements

WARABEARSEREALECRRY SBNERMRATHEMMN KNR6. K7 ALUER . &
ARZARELEHRBEZAREERNBIIRERKFHLEE 25T ANERLRBYTRE
REIBE FWET A ZANBREIRPIREFTIBE.

Re FTHIHN X7 FAEEXBEEHAHER
Table 6 Analysis of varience table Table 7 Variance of mean value in different management
N % 7 2 Iy HKPEH{E
~ : X,~X: X,~X: X,—X
F;Ectfrs Sum of aff& Mean F1H Foos Mean value of factors m X X, 2 ! :
squares square X, 19.537 12.061°" 7.57
m%rfgi;ﬁ;t 891. 69 2 445.85 3.92% 3.44 X 11. 967 4. 491
X 7.477
ﬁonﬁi 8019. 62 11 729.51 6.41* 2.26 -
M & Xi. Xo 1 X: Bl BB . FBRBY X Xi-overall
2501. 32 22 113. 69 i . oo, o
Surplus tend, Xs-strip tend and X3i-ditch tend x ”[a] & 3 the
.%umﬂ' 11412, 64 35 same as table 3
“ % ?[@] 7 3 the same as table 3
4 @ie5itie

(DFEAATHBREBRRENRA KRG ZEFTRED 10~20mm; KMREH B NESEKRE
E&ARE, ARNSEREEAGT . RREN R M EAEARNGENETHER ARESRFREE . &
EREZRNXETERARNANKHEL, B HRERERSRAERREEEHR T HERRX
% {5 7500 3 B MK AL U A S e 1 (R T X R B R K S B AR — TR
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) RHBRTEHEHR . BHEES LA AZH eSS HEEEENASKROTWN. &
Fop KA AR RNR AR, T R R AL FLBAR K EA R KRR &L B A AT e
MLORBRRAKRE. %ﬁﬁﬁ&ﬁ“ﬁﬂimﬂkﬁﬁfﬂii’mﬁwlﬂ:ﬁq:.Lléﬂ%ﬁﬂiﬂﬂﬂﬁﬁlﬁﬁ
WoHE AR TLBRERKEHSER 3 MEEPREN. T REBEEN 9.62 mm » min™', ER Y
BRIFZ AL W ERRS B R, K MO~ 20em)$ B EF 7. 63 mm - min ' AT LUE B OREUA
FHZEBREE MmT LN BEEE B TERNEE.

(LM RPN 3 MRS EX BT RPN 30.37.21. 67 M 14. 73mom, IKfT £
BB HRR SR B PR FGCHITA LA ERYVRERN XN SREKBREELREMERX,
Ve & AT K 234.45.143. 61 1 89. 72kg « hm LM 2 AR A EAMBA LB ETY AEREEX W H
SPRZRNERAEY . RERHRE RKUEBERESEFNHREBPEXRRERARARD T RY
HEABHENTH . HEATESE,

(4) NEWHERER 2SS ERBEVHAHBME . EL2ERT AT RFAZTRR 285 AHNEK
FEE MRITHERIENRETHTRRLIEERE B, MR B EBOREREEN £ £1TT
NIRRT ARERD R AR 89. 72kg  hm™*, MIBR L BE KRR Y R KR H 252. 84~629. 24 kg » hm™*
(P89 X S ERRERAH L CHETERE LM AFRHARERK . S8K G, R
WAL MK L REFRHNBBROKS . ARBREAANRSKINAER, 2BERMRTRAIED
SBREEEX. MEBSF RERAE Y EATATH, IRKEAFNZLERBENITRES R EHE
FEEGEH. BN AT UBEETRBEMARIEISBEREANRL HEYRATHFHAEHRER
AR BRI R — S R EF REBE FENFTARRE . FRALREHESSHS
BB HFRIIBEBET., ALTEMBERAETREABENETAIKBRERR BWH L RFTEHE
AR ETHSHREAHLHNNERSE. RAKRMTATIHAT BN KERREIMBYEEE . M
BRANBULIRB /D ECERART AT ERFT R ORI LA RENSRRAERK LRI,
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