500 #4552 st = = Eire Vol.29,No. 2
2009 4£2 H ACTA ECOLOGICA SINICA Feb. ,2009

AW I E £ 7555 i8R E (Gymnocypris
przewalski (Kessler) ) AP EF £ AR EE S HE

1,2 3 g, 1,2 s 3 N
Fom e EAe K B ARBEST T
(1. EAK PR B RV K =BT BT, M /R 15007052, WK™ K24, L 200090;3. Mgty .0, 5% 810016)

BE - FENREEHFENE WA A, B THXAESTENERA, 5 X et R E BB, 2004 FHEFERRE
EirEERASE(HEYMOELT) B IR IRAAEYR-UKREEERB I0MEELZSNHMTIE S
FARC, Kl 6 NEF AR EREER AR AT BRI VDRI B S R SRR A R TR R T B JRK R AR R SR
SERF EFNEAL L EAEEEECR 2 ~8 A, K/ME 161 ~486bp Z[H], ARFEAFEFEAE 1.00 ~5.45 4, FHEHER
EE R4 0.3642.0.4044 0. 3830 ,0. 4047 .0. 3869 F10.3940, Toiw WLl Z4 & BE K EII(EFE 0. 4145 ~0. 5105 Z &), 68X JLA
HERBETHPESS, BESHEHKTRER . RIERAREE S B R A A R PR B, 7 W B R 5 IRk R B R Z (R 13t
EREB R (D, =0.1607) , My /R ZET R A4 5 SR o T B A 22 (8] Y 13 (5 BE B e /N (D, =0.0125) , Hy UPGMA RSB I A1 P /R 36
TR B BRI — 40 3, PR T DT BB AIRAK R 4 MR A — 1Ko

KR FIERE; RSN TR

XE4E:1000-0933(2009)02-0939-07 HESFES:Q145,Q016,Q17,8931.1 TERFRIRHEG:A

Microsatellite variation analysis of genetic diversity in six wild populations of

naked common carp [ Gymnocypris przewalski (Kessler) |

JIANG Peng'-?, SHI Jian-Quan®, ZHANG Yan'?, QI Hong-Fang’, SUN Xiao-Wen" *
1 Heilongjiang River Fisheries Research Institute of China Academic Fishery science, Harbin 150070, China

2 College of Aqua-life Science and Technology, Shanghai Fisheries University, Shanghai 200090, China

3 Rescue Center of Naked Common Carp ( Gymnocypris przewalski) , Qinghai 810016, China

Acta Ecologica Sinica 2009 ,29(2) ;0939 ~ 0945.

Abstract: Naked common carp ( Gymnocypris przewalski) is the only one economic fish endemic to the Qinghai Lake.
Recent years, the number of naked common carp has decreased dramatically due to over fishing and deteriorated habitat. In
2004, this fish was listed in China Species Red List as one of endangered species. In this study, we utilized ten
polymorphemic microsatellite makers to detect the genetic diversities of six wild populations, abbreviated as BHH, SLH,
HEG, QJH, HMH and DSX. Basic data statistics showed that the observed alleles per locus was 2 — 8 alleles with size
ranges of 161 —468 bp, the number of effective alleles ( Ne) ranged from 1.00 to 5.45, the observed heterozygosity ( Ho)
from 0.4145 to 0.5105, and the polymorphic information contents ( PIC) from 0.383 to 0.4047, respectively. Obviously,
the above-mentioned data showed a relatively higher genetic diversity in naked common carp. In addition, the data of
genetic similarity and distance showed that there was little differentiation between populations HEG and QJH (D, =
0.0125). The genetic distance was further between populations BHH and DSX (D, = 0.1607). The UPGMA phylogenetic

tree showed populations HMH and QJH clustered into one group, and the other four populations converged into the other

group.
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HIGWIAREL[ Gymnocypris przewalski (Kessler) J{AFx“ 126", BEIE B , 818, HE A U, REE, HiF
WRREE ZFH A, AR KRG (BN BRSIE L 05 , T s 2, Tt 3008, R I ME— AT s, TR TR
AR, TR 2 100 RAR ARG 2 H RIS 2 10 455 T 0 18 (BT 7 B0 35 18 2k LA e it BEA 5 , (3 fa A
BEBCE MR AR | 5 0 W R YT U T I TR MR . 2004 AR P EIRBE & R E PR A 1R R 5 S 7EH E b
LLEL T P, I B R

1 T (microsatellite ) 5 g 3 4F 3 & R TRGE T2 M FARICZ —, BAMFLA , Easmimit
B EAEE R ANE. EANSNEAE IR, k&8 T RS TR B sn e giEigs
BRGSO e SRR AR Y . BAT, SRR IR HR3E T 7 M MR A 8 1 S AE PR ) RAPD 404, 144
SR IRAE T N W ERLRL IR DNA SR VERTST , (856 T35 % W a1 T E AR T 5 T BT R AR .

AL R AV R-BERE R, G T 10 MEA SN T E S FAnic, LT 6 1 I B e
BY A BB S Z R AR RER R 451 , 0 F T AR BRI R 18 1% G5 M R R ARE I s Bast A IR i OR3P SR {1t
LEBSEISRIS
1 #RITTE
1.1 #8

SE5 B FUARBREE (AR B T W) & 20 3, A4 AR PR TR YDA R SH AT R TR RS R R AR K R, B
5% 30 B, FraBREEFEA Y R BEHLEUE .

1.2 FE
1.2.1 ZE[H4 DNA HJ$2E

BT e (0 I, VR RIS , B S0 b 4R BOE R 4 DNA, 3% FIBE F 40 DNA ikl & ( g T) #F—
Hoiidl, BES RS W™
1.2.2 5|tk

SRR T BE ST IR S & )5 , 3h3K15 636 PR TERE A 123 MEAE 'R 75 A L
W51, 519 B 3K Primer Premier 5.0 31, 22311 30 X9 514, Brix it #5149 B LA TAY) TREARR
FARMAE G M. H,10 X598 8552 (Table 1) , FTHEE 5
1.2.3 PCR R WiEF

PCR ¥4 [z Ji7 s A& AR 25wl , Hirp403% DNA #84k 3ul (15 ~35ng-pl '), 10 x PCR buffer 18l ( & Mg**
(25mmol+ L") 1l dNTPs (4% 2 mmol-L™") 1pl) ., E F## 5|44 0. S5ul (10pmol - L™" ), Taq DNA B4
(Promega)1U,2.8pl ddH,0 """, PCR JEFFFEF :94°C FiAS 4 3min ,94°C 254 30 s, & 14 30 s,72°C 741 30 5,26
AMEFE , B T2°CHEfH 10min, %4 [ B EAA MR ER 1,

1.2.4 Y

PCR 43 52 B2 7= W) 2R I 8 %o 3 7211 588 P9 4 T P 45 JSE P, DK 64T 2089, FBLUEE 9 8 Ve, HR K JE T 0. 1% FHBR
WYeta . FIH Gelpro BA4L (3. 2 WA S A BN B 47 I K/ K A [RI RN 2 A DAy 2 BB R AL ) — 146
(V- S5S|8
1.2.5 BHES

RN RHREA AL SFALHE R S5 (allele frequency, P ), BIRE—ANSEAEER iz s b 557 HE P &
B Lo F WL 2% & BE (observed value of mean heterozygosity, Ho, RJSZRRIME]#4% & FAEREA BT 5
HGB B S E9ME 5 SE AR 44 & i (expected value of mean heterozygosity , H,) ;48 %0 55 3 F 45 ( effective numbers
of allele, Ne) ;1% &40l & % ( genetic similarity index, I ) ; B {4 [&] 35 1% PE B ( genetic distance, Ds) ( Nei,
1972) , 2754584 & (polymorphism information content,PIC ) , 3## Botstein 25 A 3144
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PIC =1~ (%5)- (3, 3 2ip))

A, P PARIRERS @ SR j DN E R AP RMR, j =0 + 1,n NE-FFEEMN RSN
55k 8

Popgene (Version3. 2) #3617 K A 56 il 14425 B E7E B MR 2 B S hardy-winberg SF-14

KA PHYLIP V3. 6™ g 3 F R R R B (5B B, FE2E1T 1000 IR bootstrap #: %, FHi MEGA3. 0
(http: //www. megasoftware. net/ ) {4221 R G K AW .
2 #£8
2.1 PCR Y HggEHR

10 Mg PR/ FARCTE 6 MREEEEA Y38 H B H B BEFE 161 ~486bp Z [A], &35 R B I 4%
PEEEBE N 2 ~ 8, FHEMFEFEE R 2.95 FEIE 1,

*1 SHENREMIESMRETHEER
Table 1 SSR primers and PCR amplification in naked common carp

EHE  Cenbank PTG SN | san R
Locus No TImer sequence Repeat motif nnealling temperature uct size
(39 Ta(C) (bp)

F:CGAACGCAAAGAAACA
HLJQL1 EF686215 R.GTCGGACTCGTAACCC (CA)29 49 171 ~231

F:TCACCCCTCGCCTCGTT
HLJQIA EF686218 R, TTCAGCCGCCGCACAG (CA)31 49 209 ~221

F: TTTTGTCGTTCTGCCTAT
HLJQL14 EF686217 R:CAACCCGATGACCTTT (CA)17 52 240 ~486

F:GTAAGAGGGACAGTAGACAG
HLJQL16 EF686221 R.CACCGCTCAGAACATC (AG)26 49 252 ~285

F:GGCGTCCTGCTGAATGCT
HLJQL30 EF686223 R:AGGCCAGAGGTTCTCCAAGT (GT)23 (TC)8 52 330 ~385

F:CGAGACACGGATGAGA (CA)23CG(CA)

HLJQL EF686216 R:ATCGTTTGACAGCACTA 6(TC)28 49 161 ~185
F:AGAGCATGGTGGACAA (GT)8(GT)6 (TG)9

HLIQLS EF686219 R:TGGCTGGAATGGTGAG (TG)13(TG)11(TG)72 9 175 ~206

F:TAACCCGATGGCTCAGTA
HLJQL31 EF686224 R .CAGTTACACTCTTCGTCCTCT (GT)23 52 326 ~384

F:AGGCTCTTTCGCTGTTAC
HLJQIL26 EF686222 R GTCCTTTCCAGGCACTCT (cA)10 49 300 ~360

F:ATCCCGAGGGGTGTCT

HLJQL £F686220 R:AATGGCTGCGGAAAAT

(TG)8 (TG)6 (GT)22 49 250 ~268

2.2  F¥IK hardy-weinberg -6 56

R R 7 R & A 10 22 25 R A AT A6 ( multi-locus test) & 3,6 T MBI BRELAE (K hardy-weinberg
R B B R A T A RIRREE R ES (R 2) ,6 MRHA P R B B M BN A 3,5,5,5,5,4 4 R
A — @R E RS T hardy-weinberg P-4,
2.3 WASFAER

6 ™ VI BRI ET A BEIRTE AL HLJQLA F HLJQL6 b IS BRI AR 34 LI 1, FEJEAL HLIQIA L,
AR E B(221bp) 7E 6 /B A BE MR RUSR 22 43 42 B 0. 0370.0. 0000..0. 0500 0. 1000..0. 0667 .0. 0667, 7E
JEEAL HLJQL6 |+, %8 HE Al B (268bp ) 7E 6 4™ HF A 14 1 55 3 43 47 4377 )& 0. 0000.,0. 0617 0. 0667 .0. 0833
0.333.0.0617,
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®2 6 ANEiFMRERAEL hardy-weinberg L FHFRIEH P &
Table 2 P value of Chi-square test for hardy-weinberg equilibrium in the 6 populations of naked common carp

e P AT U IR SR Ly KA
Locus BHH SLH HEG QJH HMH DSX
HLJQL1 0.975029 0.959278 0.097677 0.016485 0.720070 0.736769
HLJQIA 1..000000 0.959278 0.815391 0.581396 0.736769 0.736769
HLJQL14 0. 000000 0. 000000 0.570727 0. 029968 0.001431 0.008336
HLJQL16 0. 000002 0. 000000 0.000011 0.000011 0.000011 0.001222
HLJQL30 0. 158024 0.110311 0. 004255 0.037987 0.000471 0.023023
HLJQL9 0.035145 0. 000017 0. 002022 0. 004537 0.013757 0. 000365
HLJQLS 0.001443 0.491268 0. 605452 0.185164 0.930864 0.433898
HLJQL31 0.015880 0. 007864 0. 006909 0. 000958 0.002164 0.011637
HLJQIL26 0.016820 0.003120 0.003312 0.000374 0.001763 0.027398
HLJQL6 - - 0.815391 0.000013 0. 894626 0.000013

— KN R —EALFE A There is only one allele at the locus

B Allele A Allele B
1.5 -

HLJQL4 HLJQL6

> % g

3 5 10 x50
B g 2 g
H & <

# 205 &3 o0s
= e

0

BHH SLH HEG QJH HMH DSX

LigecyiUics Lugacyi s
Wild population Wild population

Bl 6 5 BIARRES AL B ATE (L HLJQLA F1 HLIQL6 b i35 HE PR 54 43 A
Fig.1 Distribution of the allele frequency in six wild populations of naked common carp ( Gymnocypris przewalski) at locus HLJQIA and HLJQL6

2.4 BHEBE SRS

7E 6 MNEREREE A R A 10 M T EAR ORI B & AR T S AL B F 5 51 3.0.2.7.3.0.3. 1,
3.1 0 2.8 ToAmURIN 2% & BE P METE 0. 4145 ~0.5105 Z i), Z8F 8 & & FHETE 0. 383 ~0.4047 Z[a], i}
HiZ 6 MR R, BE MK . BARGIHHEIR LR 3.
2.5 BHAIE S EAHDUREAR Z IR

FIF POPGENE {4115 T 6 ANFHAR Nei [Cift {%FE B RISt (A LR 8L, ARG R LR 4, SRR
AT A S IROK RBFAZ 8] 38R R B B K, MR /R S T A 5 R 5 T AR Z ) st AR B B A/ o
2.6 REGHTER

MR8 % B B 2 F§ UPGMA YEXT 6 N I MIARERRE AT T R0, NIE 2 Hra] LUE H A e Tl AR A
VIR O —2 s e R B AHA S RS T RHAR I —2K A NS RKRBHER N —K  RAF SR ENR
AR —28, 4 1000 IR bootstrap FHIFERL I RGM I AT M, RINE 43I bootstrap fHTE 930 ~ 1000 Z
[, 2% R Ge v AT SEMEAR S o
3 i
3.1 FHilGHIRERH AT A SO R

6 MEFAEBREBBEIATE 2 NN BRI A S AR E N AAE (B 1) . Hrb, BB HLJQLA b /547
F B(221bp) ZEVPWIAIEE A A E R , BB HLJQLO 585 B(268bp) ZEAAFE T BEIAR I K . B FiifE
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PR B BE A S5 I IR , BUfob ik e S (7 5 DR 7 77 T R A T A 3 2 o TG W T2 8 25 2R A SE HIL, TR B A TR LI
LR TR AR TP X LB AR A X R A5 08 A\ D ik BE A 55 LA B i Xof 7= B 37 B R 47 T3 BE , A S 3 S 7 VB R
B AL SRR TR

£3 61 BBHMEEREE 0 MEIERREN S HEIEY
Table 3 The genetic diversity indices of 10 microsatellite loci for 6 naked comon carp populations

R JRE BHH SLH HEG

Locus Ne Ho He PIC Ne Ho He PIC Ne Ho He PIC
HLJQL1 1.47  0.3277 0.3704 0.3025 1.33  0.1876 0.2000 0.1754  2.45  0.6017 0.7333  0.5142
HLJQIA 1.04  0.0370 0.0370 0.0687  1.00  0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 1.11  0.0966 0.1000  0.0905
HLJQL14 4.81  0.8071 0.8889 0.7664  5.01  0.9667 0.8124 0.7717  3.95  0.9333 0.7593  0.7190
HLJQL16 1.38  0.2830 0.0370 0.2392  1.81  0.5085 0.7326 0.3750  1.98  0.5034 0.9000  0.3725
HLJQIL30 1.52  0.3522  0.4444 0.2859 1.54  0.3638 0.4667 0.2937  2.00  0.5079 0.8000  0.3903
HLJQL9 2.09  0.5318 0.7778 0.4427  2.93  0.5079 0.9000 0.3747  1.88  0.4723 0.7333  0.3566
HLJQLS 2.00  0.5087 0.8148 0.3746  1.97  0.4944 0.4333 0.3746  1.92  0.4881 0.5333  0.3648
HLJQL31 1.72  0.4249 0.5926 0.3300 2.48  0.4520 0.6667 0.3456  2.10  0.5333 0.6667  0.4403
HLJQI26 2.16  0.5472 0.7778 0.4682  2.31  0.6028 0.8333 0.5246  2.22  0.5588 0.7000  0.4646
HLJQL6 1.00  0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 1.00  0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 1.14  0.1266 0.1333  0.1168
FEHME Mean  1.92  0.4244  0.5267 0.3642  2.14  0.5105 0.6306 0.4044  2.08  0.4822 0.6059  0.3830
P QJH HMH DSX

Locus Ne Ho He PIC Ne Ho He PIC Ne Ho He PIC
HLJQL1 2.58  0.6232 0.8333 0.5340 1.14  0.1266 0.1333 0.3892  1.74  0.4750 0.5367  0.4244
HLJQIA 1.22  0.1831 0.2000 0.1638 1.14  0.1266 0.1333 0.1168  1.14  0.1073 0.1019  0.0965
HLJQL14 3.99  0.9843 0.7621 0.7186  5.45  0.9261 0.8305 0.7640  4.82  0.8598 0.9209  0.8412
HLJQL16 1.98  0.5034 0.9000 0.3725  1.99  0.5062 0.8000 0.3725  1.98  0.4870 0.7853  0.3677
HLJQL30 1.87  0.4723 0.6000 0.3832  2.05  0.5203 0.7333 0.4600 2.26  0.5294 0.6780  0.4176
HLJQL9 2.00  0.5079 0.7667 0.3747  1.92  0.4881 0.8000 0.375 2.00  0.4968 0.7458  0.3727
HLJQLS 1.90  0.4808 0.3667 0.3610  1.30  0.2350 0.2667 0.3747  1.99  0.5010 0.5198  0.3748
HLJQL31 2.41  0.5949 0.7333 0.5022 2.15  0.5441 0.7667 0.4722  2.28  0.5645 0.7288  0.4654
HLJQL26 2.54  0.6164 0.8333 0.5224  2.47  0.6051 0.8333 0.4824  2.29  0.5992 0.7571 0.5112
HLJQL6 1.18  0.1000 0.1554 0.1411  1.07  0.0667 0.0655 0.0624  1.18  0.0333 0.1554  0.0682
FHH Mean  2.17  0.5066 0.6151 0.4074  2.07  0.4145 0.5363 0.3869  2.17  0.4653 0.5930  0.3940

F4 6 ANBFEMBRERMAE Nei [KIREREER (LT M) 5REAURB(AH LMA)
Table 4 Nei’s standard genetic distance (below the diagonal) and genetic identity ( above the diagonal) in 6 naked common carp

At BHH UHIA SLH /R 3 HEG SR QIH ATy HMH WK & DSX
BHH ® % ® K 0.9681 0. 8945 0.8735 0.9137 0.8516
SLH 0.0325 ® ok ok K 0. 8925 0. 8805 0.9287 0.8737
HEG 0.1115 0.1137 R 0.9876 0.9666 0.9453
QJH 0.1353 0.1273 0.0125 EIE 0.9633 0. 9464
HMH 0. 0902 0.0740 0.0339 0.0374 I 0. 9564
DSX 0.1607 0.1350 0.0563 0.0550 0.0445 * k% %

3.2 FHIGHIREERR 1L 2R T

EZBMEBEE(PIC) RERIMCESIEBIFIIFEIR. Botstein' * 42 th T BRI FZ R BRERMMEE
R B & BIEIR: 2 PIC >0.5 I IRBEAL 5 BE LA HENL; 24 0. 25 < PIC <0.5 W, 22 (oL v BE 5P JRE A7 5 24
PIC <0.25 i RSN, B3R 2 AIR, FEH I IR EEA) 6 NBF AR BRI RO T T2 e i, JE i HLJQL14
RI M= LA, AL HLJQL1 , HLJQL30 \HLJQL31, HLJQL26 HLJQL9 . HLJQLS . HLJQL16 R I 3+ %
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&, B4 HLJQLA . HLJQL6 R NREZ . 6 1 HIE

0000380  HEG
00980

AR AR I b 235, X FE 7 U AT T ) 0010 0.00870 EJH}:-I
B T EARCRER A SOt A 56 75 15 W PR BT A 1A N B
BRI SRR E O | oorssl SO

REERERBBHALERN T REGSH. T 0.03651 DSX

G B NI DL 4 T a8 SR 0 K2 6 S UPGMA KA

o REEBE, RWXIAEKBESHEEBE; X kg 2 Dendrogiam of relationships among 6 naked common carp
Z, ULBABE R BB Ae —BE R . BFFESE SRR M. using UPGMA method of clustering

1E 6 5 W R AT TR A R R B AT AP LR A WS s HEG (R /R 3 BV, QUH Fo 25t
IATHTREK (0. 5267) , B i 2 B I BEK (0. 4145) TR, BHH A28 A3 W9 B 44, SLH AR 38 v 3 44 , HMH R
PRI G 0. 4145 ~0.5267 2,5 SE0 D BRI T
Takezaki 45" UM TR 5 i i 2 & BEVEEL R 0.3 Shaliu river; HMH: Heima river; DSX: Dan shui pond

~0.8 MW G, BT HA ERHSERUL 6 MRER K

WSRO EE  BR —ERNBREERE .

VL JLAESE , 75 Vg BR A 0 e B RUASE IEZE B 080/ , T B B R/ N AR P AR 2 i — N E R RN, 2
B BB 1 2 — IR AE AR B/ N SRR (e SREES SR B DIAE ST | IR /NP BERR 5 32 18 15 T AR T
T8 AR R ) 2R B 8, T2 BRI R 3815 2R TR 2R, LY BREE 22 AL K BE ) L 2RIk, BRI R AT
SRR AP 1 AR SR AP R ELIBUD AN A& TR, i X By 1R VR B AR S MR e e B
BEHE L.

3.3 BHAMBRG KR SisE 0k

Thorpe J PY* 0 : R FHIE B MRS 1=0.2 ~0.8 GfEHERS Ds=0.2 ~0.8 ), FRLEBEAKE 1
=0.1~0.5 (Ds=0.5~0.9), [EFELAN I= 0.8 ~0.97 (Ds =0.03 ~0.2) . TiixX 6 N5 WIEERREA AR
L R ELAE 0. 8516 ~0.9876(Ds =0.0325 ~0.1607) Z [H], 5 Thorp J P MBFFT 45 REEAAHSE , BB 1L 4347 FEAS [ 7]
T 6 ANFHANLE TR —Fh

BB T BT FBERI R R RIT . PR ST BT R F BB B RS, R E X R &
VT 5 A PR T AR FIIR K R BFACBRZ A B B iR, SRR R . 6 MEFAERF AR I AT J3 3« W8 /R 3 T AL SR
T P ER IR — 033, AT P R ST FIR K R 4 MHEAR N 7 — 103,

TEE AT, BRI B A TR, W T _E SRR, BT UK M E KN SR AR E 2
TRAE SR AR R, SN OP I (028 L B i 3R 1 22 IR s IR, A< 30 P fd 4 (s AR = BR BHAB = 2R T
M. TEBRERMANERILFEZ T, EARERE RS S5 R SR . A WS TR F SR 5 R F 1) B A
ACHEILA& 53 ST R ORI O, R BB AR XS LU A 8 , R SR R E & B R i, BT AEER 2407
OB EER R I o SR TR TG /R SR FIVDMINRT 2 (8] . DA HEIE 43 (4 BE b, SR 75 19T 1RGSR 35 T R
AR A — X BURIR E W PSR B VDT 3 N REIARSR — 3, (BAER S0, IR 35 T AR Sy R A
R — 3, TV PR AR ST B — 32 o X Ud B i AR 35 728 Ak P B R S A00 L 56 N AR 33 1 5 4 i 77 A 1) 5 Tl
TRT HUBR A % Ee i

B[] B R R A Y E R 3. 6687 ,iX 7E— & F2 BE 17T LABH 1k H 38t 1% 348 T 5 | R AR A A 8 17 T W ) 4k
B, 6 NE UG HIRBLREA R HF 1 F L 0.0628 , B 6 AR E] R IR H s e e B TR
BRI Z [R]85 S AL AR TE , (AR PR R VR BRI B FT RBE , BRI, TR 5 BRI IR B T 1B W AR T U5,
N BRI R RCR 27K R EAS . [A] B 2 hn s %t B Ji U B AR A TAT | 2B Shm) SR 35 0 Vo
TA] MR ST AVHFT] A AR, Wil 45 P R VR AR IR e X 75 VA AR B8 15 S AR T 7 AR R ), X SR S X AR
TR ST T AR B IR B S E A
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