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Abstract ; Ecological connectivity is an important indicator for ecological relations among patches. Based upon the least-cost
model, this paper conducted a systematic assessment of Shenzhen'’s landscape connectivity using the Barrier Effect Index
(BEI) and Ecological Connectivity Index ( ECI). This new approach has assisted us revealing new driving mechanism of
landscape dynamics. The results indicate that the two types of landscape — natural vegetation and built-up areas are the
very factors that affects the spatial configuration. Forests and agriculture have low influence, and are isles around lower hills
and some reservoirs. Over half of the vegetation and farmlands are heavily disturbed by human beings, especially area
around the built-ups. Based on the ECI results, no connectivity area ( ECI =1) accounts for more than 42% (with built-up
areas dominate 97% ) whereas forest has relatively high connectivity, accounting merely 25% featured by an isle-like
distribution. The relentless growth of built-up areas has been identified as the leading cause for landscape deterioration. We
suggest three effective ways to increase Shenzhen’s ECI and improve the ecological structure: to undertake a dramatic
change in Shenzhen’s development policy; to meliorate the no-connection areas using the remaining resources and necessary

protection/restoration ; to strengthen greenbelt construction in built-ups.
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TR W A TH RS LT LSS D RBAERIRNEVEKRY XA AR LY
BEMR > ] B R RS e B A A R B 5 BB B S e A A iR ), Tk BBk R RS OB R R
AR S R 28 AT 2 0 T — AR FRAA RO L™ o AR B & B R LISk BP7E R LA B2 T
ISR N, B B R R RS SR R SR ST EPHETREN
BIRRG, R, BN SEEEFESEEE IS T BB E YRR ESEEE N  BRESRER
%5 heEE Fe s i A ) MR A B R D AR A BA AR S TR T LA N
BB RRWIEE BRI T BT L X A SRS 50 RE L ARTSE N LB W, 5 B4 R 26 5%
T BB R 2

RE E 20 RAERPRBEIRTT LT SBOH 24 2 3 X AR S R R AUBIZE48 , Bk IS LS R 41k
1 H e, A AR B A R 2 b R IR A A4 R S TG kA A S T M LA K U R K A B3
ASAMBENERT , R TRE SRR WA 502 A SR, IR Mt B M i, MR PR R
HEASTHAR, 43 K IRAE A 2200 B IR B R e85 1 'Y o ARSC DL B BiE R B v BRI AL i R AR AEE B 2R
YIHIX 1) , | P B/ INEE B B B A B HEAT B B I , M SRR AR RS 2 L e B B R R
BESHHLG] , BRI AL X A AR P B9 2 5 SRR A, A BT B X A R PR s i T AR 4R
Rl R HR
1 BERER BEAERARS &

1.1 IR AER

TN TAE AR E X SN E D3R, 132 3E 30a BB S5 T Ak ad 72 o, 5 WAE AL B B B 1 At IR
A B B AR 25 2 25 A S R K R A AL BN A PR TR AL BRI IR PR M 26 B, B A AR AR
FEAESRDR, TSR A TR 1979 4£1 2. 81 km” REEIENE] 2004 4Ef4 840 £ km®, 52T E
+ B (1952.58 km®) B HLE BT 40% 17, S —FE WAL FRHXT R , 2T 2004 4E DL i Rl A=
EERSFFHHECZRAE 1%,

SR, B T LA SHR AT A AL A 23 R B AT B , 7 7 i B 4 i i & JER R XE DL A B i it
FHEY AT R, I KB MR P FIR T A SR SR TR AR A A EN, SRR MY KR HEx
AR SR 2 BT XM T BRI T BH B & 218 B O i 4
P 2 5 A8 P 2T A 25 R (A M kol R ) 7otk TR R B & R BIBUE R, X Se 4 A
M4 K BB B L E & L FEAT L AT-E IR L SRR L 3 X R0 B 5 R AT KR, TR AR T 2T A 7S
VIR RS2 R R A A X 2 A DB R, A 2T RS R ME S8R TSR BER
i) A8
1.2 iR

AIRBFFT B FERHEAR 9 BYI T 2004 4 1:10000 Fgr + Ho 1 F A8 IR HE , UG $0is # 18 E + vRg
HIGE— 2 AT 99 Ff TR IR, BRI b — Btk M T B M 25 B0 BEAT 18 JE A 9F, IR L AR
20 m x20 m ABTER, BT TORp R A AT R A M KR, 43 B A CL M C2. Bk C3 42
C4(F 1),

1.3 B hE
1.3.1 B/MFEgREER i

B/ NFETREE B 1 I YR 230 AR IR BEL A B 55 L4 43 T RE 3% 1 20 T 238 3 IRBEL ) By o 0% 2 IR ke B
RmAEER” P BX R SRS B I R A B AR I — R R 203k, WO LS BRRE B AR R AR LI
2 H) B AR AT IR AR R . RN R, B E M AT AR T, A e Rk RE T
B T R B R S B o 2 B AR (AN SR RV R 5 05 2 B ) 5 A B D BRI R ) BB BT R B S L
BEA ™, B TFHYIHX S BOR F A 25 P M B bR 4 B R0 £ B R B R Al iy s i PR st i 2 By, B
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TIPS BT 75 B SC LA R TREAS 1 F M 2B R ¥R BT A WA 5 i B T 1B Y A% 5% i 48 3K BEL( Barrier
Effect Index) ; SR/G LA 4 Fp R EADTIREME FHON IR, B NAT8 80 BEL A L, B H BT A S EEE
ECI( Ecological Connectivity Index) $7Eff 45 ,

F1 RYITESRTIEEAMAER
Table1 Ecological functional areas of Shenzhen

5 E i R ST B EL A1
Code Type Area( hm?) Percentage of Shenzhen( % )
C1 FkHh Forest 58893. 68 30.16
C2 Pl # Orchard 27856.92 14.27
C3 $tH# Farmland 4711.4 2.41
Cc4 HBE M, Grassland 47.52 0.02
£ Total 91509. 52 46.87

1.3.2 [ mIsEL

RS R M8 HUR R 235 A [ FH H JE B A A= 25 P M JRE B 2 1) S 445 14y B 2 RBIEK AR B9 BELRR B2 TR AR o
148 Kaule 2 AUBFFTEE R, Fo08 1 RS 0™ A 1Y RS 000 9 288 A 8 It 80/ ™, BV 0 SR B3/ INRE B BEL S
Kk, MIRETIRN BE B/ NFE TR BE B I HOE I . ARIBZBTR A R RIE MO T BRE T RIB M T -

Y, =b, —ksInks, (b, -d,) +1) (1)

A, VAR s FrERi YT 7™ A B BRGS0 5 b, 255 s PR A R BB DR IR AE s s A s, 2 FOR PRI X 4R 4K
BRI 75 19 250 e S ot ok O 2 V8 S b vt B B 28 17 5 o, S T et B/ NAE SR BE B AR AU 38 1 19
B/ANFETEE

BRI A FAP RN TR B SRR A S MAARRAE , 7E BRI X3 < 3 b A\ LI hs A3t 6B (BPA
HERRLEIR) , HSH M RBIFRBR AN LR BB E T 3 BA LM KB G R e ot B8
WESH™ AR I EE ) T A RRR LR SRS R B S 28 (£ 2) .

®2 RYIT3 HEFATERBMEN—F

Table 2 Three basic urban barrier types in Shenzhen — Source

23715 Code 27 Type WE b, Ks Ks,
Bl {KEE 3 A TFi#h * Low resistance urban areas 20 11.10 0.253
B2 A% 3E FiHE Communications 50 27.75 0.102
B3 %1l FiHb Urban areas 100 55.52 0.051

= R TR EZ IR M, GE & & R SR A R ATE B R B KR R K IR K TRARH  Low

resistance urban areas mainly include feedlot, establishment for farming, country road, irrigation for farming, ribbing and bleachers

VLB RN RN T A5 R SRR AR 2 AR IR, B AR XA BT R WL4E 2 ¥ SR A AR B JR U5 9
S FARRB N MR RS B, LU 2 B MESREE BT R RO AERE (B A R) o 5 B H A L 4%
M RATGENF 3 TR, RIBA XIS R BRI i b > B AT S B R R A R 26 3
BAS RPORBEL (IR 3 Frm (R, 0, BT A TRERFIXE V1 ~ V5 AR FId 8B 7= A= B0 i B KBRS, BHL
JHE An ARR T BN TR BTEA R B N BORBLAE, A, =b/a,) .

RS/ METBERAREY, 70 HILASR 2 *P i BL.B2.B3 J9¥, 52 3 SWBH T, v 3 Fb A\ T IGehs Al 262
XHREINTTA R L BB/ MEBREE RS d, , B IRIE AR (1) 2RI A 3 b A\ TRR AT R LAY B8 200,

Y @Y = 2{ Y, I B AR Y; B5H Y S RIEE 4 0 ~ 10 ZORARIGHT #2541 BEL f972

B2 =R ETFLUERER, LR B R L3 A M2 27 20 N R 45 A RS 40 B 2= R 20 3¢
RFIE
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£3 MkitH BEI IRMER—BENE
Table 3 Impact matrix for the calculation of the Barrier Effect Index——resistance surface

5 i) AE FIH B2 R R REL1ME
Code Type Classes included BEl a, Resistance value A,
Vi A#R#X Natural HhHh ForestC1 1000 m 0.1
V2 gl F#h Agriculture FEl # OrchardC2 750 m 0.13
$tH#b FarmlandC3
HrE Hb GrasslandC4
V3 A AR A FI Natural unused WEMZE Tidal flat N1 500 m 0.2
V4 AT EMY Domestic barrier Wehti gl Agricultural built-upB1 250 m 0.4
A% 38 FAHb TransitionB2

1 F# Built-upB3
B #3484 Natural barelandN3
V5 Kk Water 7Kk WaterN2 1m 100

1.3.3 ABEERERK
TE5E AR IR SO R , BT B/ MERIER RN A S EREREOTE AT
In(1 + (% —%,,))
In(1+(x,, -x,))>
R, o, REF MR ITCA BRI FETRIEES , 0 Tl 2,5, 53 IR E K IAE SR IE B O B R RIS /IME ™
Pl 4 PRI A C1 ~ C4 ¥R, BEL HRH T, 1HERE T R B A S MM B/ DFERER D,;

REHEL » = 2{ D, iR HPrA SRR B EIFESRIE RS &5 RS, T LR AR A R AR L ECL 4%

BIEERIS> N 1 ~5 MER . FEGAHE BN LR BE BN 4R 1l FI S ZFIAE 9 2R 45 2 07 T 20
BT B3 T 2B R A S E R E IR, FAE MR BT BRI A E R R R
1.3.4  FRIRGEAS 14 X I R A (R4 B XS Py Y 2 LA 4 20

IR R 0 KBS A B AR BRI KR AR ER 5, AW LR B B B8 A8
WBCERHE , 7T LRSS BT LG AT IR AL E AR . B, AR SO R LR A 18 B AR A i 4 B 0 %
B SRS A AR B R A S RETRE T, LR IEA ISR X P i 5 A 204 R, LA R AL R
2H 53 A TR R e 5 5 R PR A P F) S A AR R L, TR ML R b 207 R A 2 R B ) 2 e B 5 1
BB AR LR, PRI R RRARN A RAESRIPIRB AT AR
2 £R
2.1 ATEBRAHERZREEITSR

TAER AT AR R E 4 (BED 24 4R mE 1 Brs, A RS % BEI KRG 4R &
4 fim. M4 BEL 73 KIS ARARE , TR R M B/ (BEL =0 ~2) B KIS AR LB X oG 27 B
MY 21% LA b, T & T SR % (BEL =3 ~6) fm MR E (BEL =7 ~10) X ER LB M7E 40% £
fo T BRMEGAEY A RO AR LR 47% B 21T , AR IER/DERE R ERE KIRE
BRE PR B R B A SRR R AR A G 38 B9 O TP

M 1 H LA 855 A e DOR 1 B R e AR X AN R X RO X R R BB BRI PI, EARE
S BN e e BRI S i B . B THIIT BRIE 4 T m B B+, SR m e TiE
REAGILVPRE R AW K, ST R KL P2 B 7 — 10 X AL ERMAOKE D, 254
RIS RS —F SRR 06 Xl T RO R AR ERILER R, 23 EE
B BRI TIRBM (N FZ XA LR h o LX) , RIE R BB A SR E R ML 2R E
R E &R

ECI=10-9
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FEAS-R MM 18 %, Barrier effect index

0 EE 3 Em 6
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B 1 B\ BEI 2= [F4% = AP SoUEE )
Fig. 1 Map resulting from the application of the Barrier Effect Index ( BEI) of Shenzhen

*4 BIREBEINZEAZR
Table 4 Results of BEI classification in Shenzhen

BEI 434k BEI class TN 7K S Effect T Area( hm?) Eb ) Percentage( % )
0 FEEWH F1 Non impact 34954.2 17.9
12 ARAS BN H Very low impact 6683.0 3.42
3~4 (KB WA J1 Low impact 14465.16 7.41
5~6 g0 #7 Medium impact 65799.76 33.7
7-8 B 7 High impact 37208.88 19.06
910 AR B BWAH Very high impact 36147.2 18.51

ARSRZ N TR FHERZHERIZ X IBAN RS EROE 2 fin. BETIHM
W, 76 L R R 2R SRR A B BEA I, e o4 3B I UKL 8l b R b (A RS B PR 3 ) (IR
(CRFE AR M b 30 P A0 JHL A 3 i 2 4 P ) A LAt P 3 (G KR R R ) S R (LATF D) . B
SRR 1R PR A Sy BRI T SR WU R R R 82 7 28, B D 2550 R XSRS ) 7 R B R B0
Hi7E BEL/NF 5 B XIS ER L E — B #Bid 50% , e BEI #8316 B9 X IR R 2 30% LT s MR
Fis#E BEI/NF 5 B XIBINE AR HE —E A 20% B KT 6 LA LB KIS N REE B A2 50% LA L5 &
EEARLESS 3 AR 2P0 T W B4R R, FLE(E 70 70 XA BET 05 5 WX, R AT A F 3
FA T ARGEAE BN, BZEFA K BEL & XIBA A G #db s, H BEI B 4 RAHEX T2 X
AR i) 2z 6] 5 R ARG B,

2.2 AREREAMAER

R ERE (EC 5y R PAE 4 R B 3 s , AR ECI % KI5t ingk 5 fiam. WARE ECT X
BHERLESNE, BARTEREXIR(EC =1) AL E, KRB KEEEXIR(ECI=2) , —&FA41THE
BRUERLF2TEERKY 23, AAREEEEFEMXIR(ECI=5) R52X BEM 16% £, MikF HH
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EZ%B‘J EP%I‘!E%E( ECI=3 ) *ﬂ%ﬁ%g( ECI=4 ) B:jﬁ —&— i Forest —— @ Orchardl
AWERLE RGFE 18% , FAHP BB  Jp_ joKE rmland X SR Bulup
?ﬁ%ﬁo 100

WA ECI RIE =R fRIE (B 3) , S8 E
KB B KRR B i By B BRI R S, &
B TR R 2 R B BEK K K IR ARG X S R P A
YEMEIR X0, B IRl B AR TR T B L #E B 4 A R
Fo SUCHERTRL HYFEAR T0 KU R BEHH R 7 9 45

80
60
3
40 Y

20

TR L Area percentage (%)

IR, S22 K G IR T T o IR B T £ K A 0 X=X

FAR B — A KEIBEE, R LEMEN RS BT M AL BET

B 2 5 X 32 3 1 K A 22 B o7 B BE B

Ao ECI 251505 vh A A A R - (1) M2 AR RN R

Fig. 2 Landscape structure of different BEI areas

H AR A X R P Y RS 5 K R T 3
RERE AL, PR E BV RERE RKIR(ECT =2) il (2) NERR SR X — RS K X B
¥ LU 8 A K K BB B (ECT =2 ~3) 5

R5 PRRECIHFHAER
Table 5 Results of ECI classification in Shenzhen

ECI 73%% ECI class B IKF Effect degree T Area( hm?) AR kL] Area percentage( % )
1 TR No connectivity 85015.68 43.54
2 {iKE 3 Low connectivity 44432 .8 22.78
3 % Medium connectivity 19711.2 10.09
4 B High connectivity 14602. 28 7.48
5 RE %M Very high connectivity 31446.24 16.10

A ECI KIBAMRMEM AT ERBA (K 6) , BT X A ER R B ILREOT LI 3 FARH
HEOL: (1) TR XIR(ECI =1) , B A S IR X0, &7 A R I 2 1 78 % X, R
S B RARE 3% HAEBAMA 55 (2) T EBEREXKIR(ECT =2 ~4) , bR 5 31 453 28 K IR
TS5y, Hp ik B TE 55% A4 , EHER B 30% £4; (3) R EEE X IR (ECI =5) , AR KA
P ( EE K PEKTE) S iE e oy, — & At AR L E i 80% o

6 AR ECI BENMRALEH
Table 6 Landscape structure of different ECI areas

ECI 1 2 3 4 5
b Forest 1.02 55.43 51.19 53.84 52.33
FE# Orchard 0.81 27.97 33.27 29.82 13.86
4% Fi¥h Farmland 0.11 4.92 5.35 5.99 2.05
Bk FH Built-up 97.28 0 0 0 0
HAl Others 0.78 11.68 10.19 10.35 31.76

3 itig

3.1 BN A=A R A

ERIHTEERFY, ZEBYIT A — MR B A 2 J B I B AL R AR T B PR ST fh g /2 v, LU B
YK A RE R AN BMBEEH — ER RS RN EEREE . RIBERT B K
RIS S TR BT R SHHMA IR BRI RN KA SERT RN EFH—H S5 HER M
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fiio ERMHTX—RE, SBEHRINW B A BRAES AR IHER A LR B SEH DRSS R Y
W BNREE B RINFARM (AT BUK SR 3B RAR R I RAT 0 X, RE R i RRr e £ 520
RECRGPT 32 B SR 3P B 6K K B B K IR ER P X o T X 26 XS AR B B 25 ) A e 8, TERE R T RV
BB, RIS U E R M E ZRE (8 3) .

HERFGPRE TAEX WRWE S LB IR B AR B, A ST IR NS AR R AL B 0 A% R LR A
REfAT SR G5 B BRI 5K b B R A K TP A S A BB RS U EIERH XA
BEWMEFEEZRIN 3 & (1) FEBRHH LR YR NE N, 2 SRPAERTE-ERAZIE
B, AR B IR AR S A A B T SR o ATE A& b R LA M R B TR A8 LA R IE AR B 5 (2) oy T 1 BT IR
FHE TR, BURE BRI K 40% DL _EBRE T &0t B LRI 00K , B T ML B i 5B vk T & 16 3l , I
— BN T R HY KT P AR AT ; (3) AR LS S5 R R A BRI S E R U K
FHE , 7608 T IF & B D BHRA IREGE R T R R AR T R R BOE X & BRmNE E, &4
T RS B A i R R LA i 4

BRI R SO R AT G R R , ST P SRR SR SRR B AR rp 20 A XS Ak o B Rl R M T AR T
A TIRETE RE S o Hr, 25 b T X EAR 2% B9 AR AR 3 an R8T A 1 B BOR e, H¢
W At VT B B B I M K AR B Rl 5 T o2 X AR 25 R 3 BT AR 50% LA b B2 T30 2 4 IX B Ak s Rk
FME ECIETE 2 ~3 Z[A], ANRX KN4 FEZIE R MY K SBNEIIE R, BB RERRERE
KFRAESRIBE DO HA KB EZERBET AT T . B, A BRSO HE 6 KRN R
B9 B AR AR B BEER , S SRIR T 1O Gt X A5 JA B 4R v 0 A X I 3 B2 19 O T, BB 45
AR ER TR OESZ—,

3.2 XTHRINIMEDRY R DS

AR BRI 1 S BRI AR E 1 TR, A SRS SRE R RS A mEEN ™™
ETX—HW, I IR ENE REFRKFREEER—RAF I, 7EE LR IR B R LR
BUA SYRBESCA N A 5 T BE R RTIR T, 8 A B 3t N TR KRR A i TR % E X IR
SR BOTE— BB, B RV RS L R AL oA 4 R T LA , RS 5 SRS
B TAR BB SRS BN E B 3 M AT

BT, BREOE IR B MY o Bk . RS R S BOR TR AR RERT4R T, IF B
A HSMER] T M BT IRIEFERE , AR R R BRI Y T, S BT S I B R, A — ARk B T
¥ 251 3l 48 KIRAE MR I B TR V) S B4 5 5 i R 45 1R BE A S iY BTA Samia SR1 7 - 3 1)
HLRI 775 o, 7E 103 B R A RS TR (A0 BRI P T A s Xy bR ot ol i ) AR B B ) ok, 58 40 B 9
TF 2 18 Bl %k XS A ARG by 7 A 0 2 B SR TR i o

HK, B TR K BN R E S ER K. BIRERKBALSAHEMHRFNESAGER, W
LA BRI IR AR B TR UG S , RR 2 XM B R EREKT, EEBy BN SR e X
A ARG BATHOR™ o B AR RE), EAsRR LUK ROV R B8 Bk P B, T
HIN & X B E R MEA R RS ENEIRFAN, 45 B H R RAES A EERE, ETKE
T B BN TR A A B MK, JREE T AR AR (B 4) o BT, BRI TTL6 25 A BRZE TT 46 80 7 H AR 71X
SO IRIATIE R H PR AR A b AR, 3 AR5 IR RS R b A iR B R o, T R R
B, NG EEEREERBUE M,

F=, B BUX R BB BRI R B AR . 7EBUA SR8 A X P9 a7 X TR R R
ROMEE R , B LR RAS KRN SIS, TFH B E RIS S5 RARR ™ . XA ER
T, BT BRAF AR R BE SR R, 1R 0 B LA L SR IRTT SR M BE S i, JE T 5 2 STy 40 S IX
PSR LTI B 2 MK O, B BGRBURTT & B K A S R4 TRIEARE" . B, BeEmm

hitp : //www. ecologica. cn



1698 =3

&t
4k
=

28 %

HRHE 3 4

hitp : //www. ecologica. cn



434 Kol % R RS EEE RS 1699

PERAE A THRRIEHE BUK BT R , BARRL MM 45 BEYI T 4R R AL A i TARR B 207 RIEFRIKE
3.3 XTRUWEREIMMTENES

MRS R RE , B E R B VE 75 S5 B w72 I i A= ) 2 R R RO ELE A SR BT o (R X
Bt P ) SOV RS ™ . HAb T AP B AR R A A T H AR IR B A A A PY I FISME,
KX —IrE T BE RS AR RS BRSO SR . E2TH TIEAGRT R, & frt—
HBWAE, AP TAERISRE R, ERERE VRO I5 W LA RO 18 /R A2 BT IRE =2 18] 0 AR ALE , (R B BB
SR BRI AL 3 X A S T R 3 X AR S SR R 2 5 AR R, 7T O 45 i Al i AR AR P A 2L
TSR AL B BB SRAK R o

A, R T EPZHEERITIZ , EREO Ir i R RAA W5 8 B B, SRR 2 T B E i
HORYBUE B RGBS A SO B S A SRR, W LUy R R IR B R 2 A A7 25 8], E T 2% BT )
Ry AR, MALBRYLX AT R B, TR ER AE SR MRS, R T
BB FREASEBR RO TR BITRBRLRE ™, WLk s R B0 35 477 S
ENARBAE S EHEE— S IRE PO RS A R AR, LR IR S H B A R R BT R
X TCEEE R IR 7 IR R B R, R RS TR SN R PSR SRR,

FEXT T A HE XX AR E) B RFNCAE & REPTF , R B P4 7 Th 1 XE LU — e 7 7 35
THY N W, FEFRI BEL T AR A R A R0 & A PR AU TR B (3% 2) MBS &M R B E (3=
3)o TEBRAER SR Z R B R MAT WM FTR T, X 82 80 DUEE T 000 A3 3 B9 75 8 i DL #
ERTH B AR B S B, BT R R PR R B I ST RIS BB 1, B B R RABR
FERHE ERATBHULT RAT R, ARSHESATF R ROPIGHRE" ™ BIEEIN T B8
YRR G E B HIRETT R, BASR& HAR RGP &L 783 B I AR 2 al_ERSHIRE TR
B BRI . X — mRE , AT R R R — i 8 B R MR E R IR R 55 ERUK FIE
SR, A5, EEFEEARREI R XHE, FBUESIE EWEAR T B E LT TS, N R AR THET
HEEAMENERRE,
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Fig.3  Map resulting from the application of the Ecological Connectivity Index (ECI) of Shenzhen
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Fig.4  Result of ECI analysis and the distribution of river system in Shenzhen




	武剑锋.pdf
	04c84.pdf
	04c85.pdf
	04c86.pdf
	04c87.pdf
	04c88.pdf
	04c89.pdf
	04c90.pdf
	04c91.pdf
	04c92.pdf
	04c93.pdf
	04c94.pdf

	武剑锋彩1.jpg
	武剑锋彩2,3.jpg

