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Abstract; Ground vegetation consists of herbs, shrubs, ferns and vines, which are easily affected by soil factors because of
shallow rooting. In order to assess the response of ground vegetation to topsoil chemical variables, i.e. , pH, total nitrogen
(TN) , available nitrogen ( AvN) , available phosphorus ( AvP) , available potassium ( AvK) , soil organic matter (SOM) ,
and cation exchange capacity ( CEC), plant censuses and composite soil samples were collected from Dalingshan and
Tongsha of Dongguan, South China, which were based on a grid system of 200 m x 200 m superimposed on the topographic
map of the study sites. A 400-m’ plot was set up at the center of each of the 38 grid squares for plant census and the
collection of a composite soil sample. A total of 18 426 vascular ground plants representing 122 species were recorded,
including 12 species of ferns, 52 species of herbs, 13 species of vines and 45 species of shrubs. Multi-response Permutation
Procedures ( MRPP) showed that variations in species composition of vascular ground vegetation was associated with soil
pH, CEC, TN, AvP, and AvK. Canonical Correspondence Analysis ( CCA) confirmed that CEC, TN and AvK had
significant effects on species composition and distribution of the vascular ground flora. Higher abundance in particular

groups of vascular ground plant species were found in soils with lower pH or higher contents of AvK, CEC, and TN. Soil
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TN showed significant negative correlation with Shannon-Wiener index and positive correlation with ecological dominance,
whereas soil AvK and CEC were positively correlated with Shannon-Wiener index and soil AvK negatively with ecological
dominance. Indicator Species Analysis (ISA) identified 23 vascular ground plant species with significant indicator value =
35 as potential indicators for specific soil factors, which will find wide applications in monitoring and assessment of the soil

environment of Dongguan City.
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1 FFRMEARTR
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HUR TR, WL RIRS A, IR ZAE 150m LUT, JEERON 2, — AR E S ~ 15°Z i), SRR THI L
P2 R, P2 <R 21.9°C 1 AP 13.8°CL,7 AR 27. 6°C, iR - 0. 5°C , i 5 i
37.9. WEFRIFTI, FRENEY 1 759mm, EZERTEL ~9 Af, HRFRENERK 80% UL, 24P XAHRR
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IIATELEARZE R LU 2 [P0 BRpR 22 Bl 3t 7 P _E & i 18 1 20 4> 200 m - x 200m f) UTM RIA% , 437> R 4%
HIR IR S BUREE 7T NRIZ (0 ~25 em) L%, B RENHI L A1 kg LR SRR BATL R Z 0T, H7E
TP E OO B BEE S 20 m x 20m B DT IR A RS Y 0 2 BRI . JERAE T 38 S HRIR
AR, MR A EFN 15 200 m* . SRR IR 2004 4E 8 H .

e KT 9 LSRR S, ORI A S A 38, SR P WA 7 351 W 48 pHL {8, BRI (AVN) , A
(AVP) ,HEHR (AVK) , &R (TN) LARAE PR (SOM) 7 4845
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Table 1 Species diversity by plot

G FHEE ZH H' c B il FHEE ZH H' c op); s
P01 18 214 2.8230 0.0654 0.9770 P20 16 161 2.7720 0.0625 1. 0000
P02 19 2483 1.7360 0.2601 0. 5900 P21 8 36 1. 8060 0. 1944 0. 8690
P03 16 1199 1.3110 0.4678 0.4730 P22 16 522 0.9510 0.5700 0.3430
P04 13 130 2.5650 0.0769 1.0000 P23 11 760 1.3410 0.3665 0.5590
P05 21 1257 2.1170 0.2182 0. 6950 P24 19 80 2.3920 0. 1288 0.8120
P06 16 1655 2.0620 0.1675 0.7440 P25 19 313 1.4340 0.4698 0.4870
P07 15 160 2.6990 0. 0680 0.9970 P26 22 88 2.7680 0.0783 0.8950
P08 21 231 3.0230 0.0501 0.9930 P27 10 130 1.0610 0.5585 0.4610
P09 17 203 2.8060 0.0623 0.9900 P28 13 261 1.3510 0.4128 0.5270
P10 14 140 2.6390 0.0714 1.0000 P29 15 206 1.6420 0.3146 0. 6060
P11 11 3182 1.1470 0.5160 0.4780 P30 9 498 1.0830 0.4306 0.4930
P12 6 983 1.0480 0.4428 0.5850 P31 16 132 2.1380 0. 1947 0.7710
P13 6 292 1.0700 0.5129 0.5970 P32 20 906 1.8720 0.2045 0.6250
P14 15 922 1. 9440 0.2019 0.7180 P33 13 59 2.1990 0.1365 0.8570
P15 17 183 2.8210 0. 0604 0. 9960 P34 14 234 1.9730 0.2248 0.7480
P16 6 60 1.7920 0.1667 1.0000 P35 9 56 1. 6540 0.2577 0.7530
P17 25 182 3.1200 0.0492 0.9690 P36 6 45 1.1100 0.4953 0.6190
P18 10 100 2.3030 0. 1000 1.0000 P37 13 81 1.7230 0.2669 0.6720
P19 18 184 2.8880 0.0558 0.9990 P38 16 98 2.3610 0.1125 0.8510

¥ 7 Plot; £ E E Richness; £ & Abundance ; H' Shannon Z#:M:$5%( Shannon-Wiener diversity index; C 4= &5 #vE Ecological dominance ; 44
B Evenness
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YR A R HIEA TR L (R 3) o FERFBH, RAAP YR85 148 pH {H(p =0.0119,4 =0.0737) |
CEC(p <0.0001,4 =0.2303) . +- 454 % (p =0.0013 ,4 =0. 1086) . HZH#s (p =0. 0186 ,4 =0. 0664 ) F13 35 &
(p<0.0001,A4 =0. 1764 ) % T 3R F FHE UMK . KB+ LREHF RS EDHIX 38 NI #1704,
S RAEE YIS B B A AE 2 25 575 (HARE T3 AR (p = 0. 4019,4 = 0. 0038 ) FIA LI (p =
0.1501,4 =0.0274) & B&#H1T 04, KA MREEEDMHRARZ AIAFERE ZR, W HIBHENA
A BB bR 4L AE Y O Fh IS 2 B TC A S e

®2 TEAFERAERGETT RS HIRE

Table 2 Descriptive statistics of soil chemical variables and their grouping criteria (n =38)

kR W 72 (B4 4 Assignment of
HHNTF T Standard B/ME B measured value to groups;
Soil factor Mean . Minimum Maximum
deviation {i% Low 145 Medium & High
pH 18 pH value 4.49 0.34 3.94 5.35 < 4.5 4.5~4.9 >4.9
%L A Available N(mg/kg) 115.59 65.12 14.84 375.82 < 85.0 85.0 ~155.0 > 155.0
4% Total nitrogen( mg/kg) 0.43 0.42 0.04 1.78 <0.5 0.5~1.0 > 1.0
R
Available phosphorus (mg/kg) 12.68 15.95 0.83 93.76 < 10.0 10.0 ~20.0 > 20.0
ﬁmﬁi . 23.48 29.28 3.57 183.05 < 15.0 15.0 ~30.0 > 30.0
Soil organic matter( g/kg)
BH%%B‘E#QE . 326.80 39.49 273.79 413.88 < 320.0 320.0 ~365.0 > 365.0
Cation exchange capacity ( mmol/kg)
AP Available potassium( mg/kg) 18.97 12.16 2.48 42.07 < 15.0 15.0~28.0 > 28.0

*3 ZWEEKRTSELSHTHE(MRPP) 4% iHE
Table 3 Summary statistics for Multi-response Permutation Procedures ( MRPP) of sample units of the species composition of ground vascular
flora grouped by soil chemical factors

SRR WL Delta B Delta T i AfH pfE
pH 0.459%4 0.5000 -2.9649 0.0811 0.0071 **
AvN 0.4996 0.5000 -0.3119 0.0008 0.4455
TN 0.4479 0.5000 -3.7279 0.1043 0.0016 **
AvP 0.4631 0.5000 -2.6933 0.0738 0.0115*
CEC 0.3979 0.5000 -7.1097 0.2042 0. 0000 ***
SOM 0.4870 0.5000 —-0.9663 0.0259 0.1620
AvK 0.4184 0.5000 —-6.0600 0.1632 0. 0000 ***

4r¢H 788 Grouping variables ; Wiill] Delta observed delta; Ti}}}] Delta expected delta; T {& T-value;A {E A-value;p {H p-value; * p <0.05; * % p<
0.01; * # % p<0.0001

3.3 BRI

G L3RR T AR R IR R E IV =35 H p <0.05 MY LN ETERAE R ARIEX —1niE, 122
RGBT 3 23 ROVRITER R Horb, 4 FONBREAEY) 8 ROV A 3 MONEEAEY) 8
FOHEAR (K 4) o LI BT BIIERFA 5 i, T LA S B 18R Fh DU BRBER —Fh, 1%
CEC &R MHERFIIA 10 B, SCRRBE EPAL P A48 42 pH [E RTS8 P, 48 708 80 LR 2 2 i R A9 U 2 A
TIPS EAE 5 Rl R4EEAEY) , T IR B RS BN MK RIS BSF 6 Fio BLoh, BRE
B EAERS DT H R IRATH PP AKX 7 R R SR R E AT LU BRIA S T 60% LA L, BRIN 4R
AMEE M T 80% X IR AP HAA B T ac e i pH (E DL R 2 AL E RS TR MR 1E
Fo B EHERERIRYE BRI £30) ) — A5 i 3R L3 MRBRE 4l L, Horh pH (5.0 6.5
NERYEL, pH fE/NT 5.0 iRk . Rk, A5 RM, B FHE pH < 4.5 5 - 33R85E T 38 /R HIA F
61.3% , IR PR LRI TR R
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Table 4 Indicator species of soil chemical variables with significant indicator value (n =38)
~EY
HoR o km AR s e g AL p i
Indicator species Coding Growth form vari:bleg with ma?(imum observed  Indicator value p-value
Indicator value

Bk Pteridium aquilinum Paq fern AvK 3 38.8 0.022*
MBI Cyclosorus parasiticus Cpa fern AvK 3 46.2 0.007 **
Jil M8k 5% Adiantum flabellulatum Afl fern AvK 1 46.9 0.009 **
T2 HE Miscanthus sinensis Msi herb AvK 2 36.3 0.048 *
4T B % Rhynchelytrum repens Rre herb AvK 2 48.3 0.013*
FRIER Embelia laeta Ela liane AvN 3 69.1 0.009 **
Ji M8k £k K Adiantum flabellulatum Afl fern CEC 1 55.6 0.015*
W% Pteridium aquilinum Paq fern CEC 3 83.4 0.002 **
£ 1B Borreria pusilla Bpu herb CEC 2 45.5 0.027*
Kk #HF Polygonum chinensis Pch herb CEC 3 50.9 0.040*
Y%t ¥ Bidens bipinnata Bbi herb CEC 3 52.1 0.032*
W AERR Sida acuta Burm Sac herb CEC 3 66.7 0.008 **
41 %L Rhynehelytrum repens Rre herb CEC 2 47.1 0.031*
Wi E-BL Paspalum conjugatum Pco herb CEC 3 62.4 0.018*
AT Lophatherum gracile Log herb CEC 3 62.7 0.004 **
B¥4 P} Melastoma candidum Mca shrub CEC 2 57 0.037*
SEJKIBE Gnetum montanum Gmo liane pH 3 38.5 0.024*
%A1 Trachelospermum jasminoides Tja liane pH 3 51.2 0.013*
¥ F} Melastoma candidum Mca shrub pH 1 61.3 0.009 **
T=F Dicranopteris dichotoma Ddi fern SOM 3 48.8 0.044*
41 % Rhynchelytrum repens Rre herb SOM 2 47.8 0.011*
SR M) Breynia fruticosa Brf shrub SOM 3 39.7 0.015*
k4 Rhodomyrtus tomentosa Rto shrub SOM 3 41.7 0.032*
T35 BBk Ficus hirta Vahl Fhi shrub SOM 1 43.8 0.029 *
HLMH-E 4T Rubus alceaefolius Ral shrub TN 2 40.4 0.024*
Wi Adinandra millettii Ami shrub TN 2 48.8 0.013*
k414 Rhodomyrtus tomentosa Rto shrub TN 3 52.1 0.032*
T35 BBk Ficus hirta Vahl Fhi shrub TN 2 54 0.032*
E M4 48 Mussaenda pubescens Mpu shrub TN 2 57.5 0.048 *
K HF Adina pilulifera Api shrub TN 3 62.9 0.003 **

* p<0.05; % % p<0.01

3.4 HRAEEEYHTF I

AR T ZRAR R LR A AL A SR A A S 3B 858 TR ) 0 0 L, IO PR ML e oz 23 (CCA) T
HREATHER it CCA —ZEHEFEI (B 1) o B, “ VRIRAEE WA, SR 7 R A i Sk S84
TN BAKERANEH YIS T R R/D, 87 3k 45 HE il 1 e i R 3R S IR 1
SHEFF RSP/, 853K BT a8 8975 10 1% N 1 1 K i

JRFERF L 73T (CCA) 3 AHERFH BORMIE(E 20 5 0. 542.,0. 488 71 0. 369 ; MR AE MR AR5 + 3% A T
3 ANHEF il B Pearson AHIE R ¥4 0. 935.,0. 906 F10. 876, 7 />4 A7 A FHES 730l B0 &
ALK pHAE 55— 58 —HPROAR S BE . Horp, BHEY 7 5c#e B (CEC) 558 —HEFP il S M i , AR
FRHCH 0.927 , HY B HHR R BN 0. 874, I XN IEA K ; TSR & M pH (H5% —HF MR
Pt F e, (BER R BN SR O6 , A SE R B 4351 - 0. 773 71 - 0. 670 ; pH {H 555 —HE 74l i A 6 Mo,

~0.737 , S A3 s Fh 1- P 5 HEFE M RIS P LB (GRAE ) o
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Fig. 1 Two-dimensional plot of CCA ordination for ground vegetation in Dongguan
CEC, FHESFACHuB cation exchange capacity; AvK, {8 available potassium; TH, 4% total nitrogen;pH, pH ff pH value; Aca £k £k Bk
Adiantum capillus-veneris ; Aco JI:£1 % Ageratum conyzoides ; Afl Jii M4k £k Adiantum flabellulatum ; Afo & %5 4 4 Ardisia fordii; Aho & H %
Ageratum houstonianum ; Aja 1112% Alpinia japonica ; Ake JKAT % Aneilema keisak; Ama ¥§2E Alocasia macrorrhiza; Ami % i Adinandra millettii ; Anv
BFHRAE Anemone vitifolia; Aph 53,03 F 5 Alternanthera philoxeroides ; Api 7K ¥ Adina pilulifera ; Avi B i, Amaranthus viridis ; Bbi Y2415 Bidens
bipinnata ; Bfr ¥ Baeckea frutescens ; Bja i JHF Brucea javanica; Bni Itk Boehmeria nivea; Bor 2 ik Blechnum orientale; Bpi 23 M- Wi 41 %
Bidens pilosa ; Bpu F4E %L Borreria pusilla ; Brf JBJH #l Breynia fruticosa ; Cal 3JEP B Cassia alata; Cca JiI% K% Conyza canadensis; Cco I8 iy HE
Commelina communis; Cfo YT Clerodendrum fortunatum ; Cgr 1. JR Coccinia grandis; Cor K [Jj €. Cocculus orbiculatus ; Cpa #1 E#k Cyclosorus
parasiticus ; Cro } & 4E Catharanthus roseus ; Dca 4= BH-AK, Daphniphyllum calycinum ; Dch {8 ) Desmos chinensis; Dci 2 K Dioscorea cirrhosa ; Ddi £
H: Dicranopteris dichotoma; Den |11’ 2% Dianella ensifolia; Dhe i 3h &. Desmodium heterocarpum ; Din ¥} 3§ Dendranthema indicum ; Eca fi% & %
Eupatorium catarium ;Ech X#51E Eurya chinensis ; Ela FRIEER. Embelia laeta;Equ 44 4% Enkianthus quinqueflorus ; Eso — j5, 1. Emilia sonchifolia ;
Fhi 7L35 B8k Ficus hirta Vahl;Fva ZEM#5 Ficus variolosa ; Gja # Mg T Gardenla jasminoides ; Gla M3 Glochidion lanceolarium ; Gmo 3K bk j#E
Gnetum montanum ;Han 1|2 Jpk Helicteres angustifolia; Hau B-% Hedyotis auricularia; Hbi X\ 1€ B % Hedyotis biflora; Heo < i3 4F H- %5 Hedyotis
corymbosa ; Hdi LMY T B Hedyotis diffusa ; Hhe 2 [ Hedyotis hedyotidea ;1as M§H 27 Ilex asprella;Ich JEffS1E Ixora chinensis;lci £T 58 I #E
Ischaemum ciliare ;Icy 43 Imperata cylindrica ; lel JEM& 3 llex elmerrilliana ; Tpu 275 llex pubescens ;Itr = £ llex triflora ;Jsa 5 #i] Jasminum
sambac ;Lea Ty} Lantana camara ;Lgr + 24 Liriope graminifolia ; Lja #§4:7 Lygodium japonicum ; Lmo % 82 F} Lantana montevidensis ; Lod
YRk Lindsaea odorata Roxb ; Log IR AT Lophatherum gracile ; Maf 25 1E 874t F} Melastoma affine ; Map 75 M- Mallotus apelta ; Mca ¥74L F} Melastoma
candidum ;Mco Pk 2% Mikania cordata; Mdi 111X Il Millettia dielsiana ;Mdo }b7% Melastoma dodecandrum ;Mfl T 5$% Miscanthus floridulus ; Mmi
1 H 34 Mikania micrantha ; Mno J& B ¥4t F} Melastoma normale ; Mpa #fi it M- Microcos paniculata ; Mpu 5 25 %% Mimosa pudica ; Mse $j/{1# Mimosa
sepiaria ; Msi $2 %5 Miscanthus sinensis; Mup T M-4x 16 Mussaenda pubescens ; Mva & 1| 54T Microstegium vagans ;Nco ' Bk Nephrolepis cordifolia ; Oco
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WEM B Oxalis corniculata ;Oun SR K BE Opliamenus undulatifolius ; Paq % Pteridium aquilinum; Pch K j% £ Polygonum chinensis; Pco W H-% Paspalum
conjugatum ; Pen §I| I R\ B PR Pteris ensiformis; Pfa 4 8 KU Bk Pteris fauriei; Phc i B M "F Bk Phyllanthus cochinchinensis; Phy 7K 3 Polygonum
hydropiper ; Plo ¥} 5 Pueraria lobata ; Ppe $1. 4 I3 Polygonum perfoliatu; Ppu AT Phyllostachys pubescens; Psc ¥ 2K Ji§ Paederia scandens; Pse % JL7
Psychotria serpens ; Pth 288 Paspalum thunbergii ; Pts 231} Pteris semipinnata ; Pur M-"F ¥k Phyllanthus urinaria ; Ral $lM-%44F Rubus alceaefolius ; Rch
A Rhus chinensis; Rin % 4£ Raphiolepis indica; Rmi £1. M J§ Rourea microphylla; Rre 41. & % Rhynehelytrum repens; Rto Bk 4 {8 Rhodomyrtus
tomentosa ; Sac ¥ 4% $& Sida acuta Burm; Sch 3% #i Smilax china; Sdi % ffi #) Strophanthus divaricatus; Sdu ¥} H 3% Scoparia dulcis; She 4ii M %
Stenotaphrum helferi ; Slo 3¢ Stephania longa ; Sno 4 E S| Synedrella nodiflora; Sth 48 #§JHE Sageretia thea ; Svi ¥ J& 5L Setaria viridis; Tas ) M
Tetracera asiatica; Tja [ 15 BR R B Trachelospermum jasminoides; Ulo i Bk 7 Urena lobata; Upr % il 35 Urena procumbens; Vse V% 3& 3 Viburnum
sempervirens ; Win | B} F Wikstroemia indica ; Yja ¥#43% Youngia japonica ;Zsc M) Zanthoxylum scandens

CCA —#HFF B B/R , CEC ML KER K T HEEA SHMA MK E (H=4 558 e MR LLE/N,
ULHASE —RhEE A b R T AR REIE BT AE T3 A B B AR {148 CEC 2 Z DL B K X i X,
WREEHYBIE R YA EEELW, £ LEE K CEC A A ST B IWEFE WibB, R EEH
Wi 22 BEWAHXT BT o A8 Al 1), A pH BFE A%/, AT AT R 58 — il pH A% BEAR A4, pH (B X 223 X
W FAH ) G SRt EE R
3.5 FREYYF S IERTREIER ST

YR & BEHE 4L Shannon-Wiener ZFEVEHE B A SN HEERE B % T 58K 8] ) Pearson AHC /MM R
BaR(ERS), ST BERTFSMEHEYMHFEEEZR TR EMR, HTERFHPHL2ASSHEREH RE
BERAHR(p <0.05) , 5HBMAFE 2 BE EAHRK(p <0.05) ; CEC Fl HI3EH S 5 S MEFE L H' A1 #]
BEEEIEMR(p <0.05) , HHH 54 BMABEZ BN AAHRK R (p <0.05) . MoHh, HIELASHEMH S
FHEF3cHhi) ZE 2 HAHK (p <0.05) , HH 5 HE Facf & Z M2 B E EAHX (p <0.05) MR R
B (r=0.8750) s AE SRS 5 8 B SIS BUR A2 AR (p <0.05) o 55 [F] ik #h R AE 4%
BEE NS IR T 2 1856 R T 45 R B AR W) &, 38300 K P T304 BB B3 i Il T R 48 Ha )
R R R, T IR R R RS SR R R T

x5 TEAEFERERESEHEZYHHSHEIEHIER Pearson 18X 91

Table 5 Correlation coefficient between soil chemical properties and between soil chemical properties and diversity indices (n =38)

AvN TN AvP SOM CEC AvK pH S H' c

AvN 1.0000

TN -0.0154 1.0000
AvP 0.0551 0.2452 1. 0000
SOM -0.1149 -0.0088 -0.1001 1.0000
CEC 0.3787* -0.6340* -0.1349 0.2837 1.0000
AvK 0.2557 -0.6461* -0.1383 0.3669 * 0.8750 * 1. 0000

pH -0.4541* 0.2959 0.0240  -0.1109 -0.4860* -0.6158* 1.0000

S -0.1680  -0.1498 0.0081 -0.0852 0.1742 0.1699 0.0019 1. 0000

H' 0.0042  -0.4414* 0.0451 0. 0046 0.3436 * 0.4087* -0.1787 0.6225* 1. 0000

C 0.0014 0.3931* -0.0578 0.0060  -0.2957 -0.3391* 0.1080  -0.4802* -0.9510* 1. 0000

AvN FHE{ A Available N; TN 424 total nitrogen; AvP % available phosphorus; SOM 4 #/L )i soil organic matter; CEC FH B T35 # & cation
exchange capacity ; AvP HRLH] available potassium;pH {f pH value;S ¥ F= & E ; H' Shannon ZHE1:3E %L Shannon-Wiener diversity index; C 4z 2541
#EF Ecological dominance; * p <0. 05

4 itig

THORAEY A AE LR, TR R 2 RS A I BT A I T R, R ERER WA A LA K
FEPER AR L . MRPP 43t SRR, BRE A LA B WL S, 38 pH {E . CEC., 38 & 5 . S350 A T a5 40 2
A R AL R RS R, TN B R AL E Y B 731 o FEXTHEIREVR 5 T 7 (] 56 R A5
RIS S R R E5E A BT AR o A BIA N AR A WL VS B M A A A 4 R
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A KA VR RV YA KT M EEE R, Y SRR R A BB AP IS
REAFYURX FAR PP ST B E . SRS B (CCA) #E— IS T £ 4 CEC & RN
RPN X R A R R AR RV 0 A E EE AN, 7E LR 75 B B B a0 B, R 4
YN ZERR . 3% pH UMY REE M MR SRR — A EBERE T AP it R4
EHYIE A —EFREE L2 B 13 pH [E RN, 76— 28 13 pH EHEAR A B, R 40 B Y 10 2 B
Fo EEMBSHENES LRATRRANITH , HREASESMBERIEMK, SHEWH SHEEER 2
TAIRKR , B BRI B SR R B F B T, X — 5 SHAPF RS RAR M . X AT AR
NEHA T RERA S EFE, ERAMEYARRAER, HF T HAEY) , & B & AR i A5, 5 TS
PHEE , NTHREAR TR etk . SRAMRKR, TR 5 A S M EE R FAER, T SHE Y 2R
B H BIEMRRR . AR A KWEZIUR , FEAE P 8 B ARG, 8 Tty +
T 4 R A R AT R B R SRR RO A, X — 258 5 E WS BT AR 8L
7+ AR A B B X, AT ST T MR R S R R R R T

1997 4F Dufréne & Legendre 3t} F$5 /R b 407 i BB 1238 FE >, I 3 B G 4 % SR 84 m 1R T Y
BroT F B h T E MY ™ KR SR, R A B X R Z AP TR SR 1R
Pt WARTE o ABFFERTALTF AR SER M LA [ YRR L 2] P e e ) St AR A AL BEA T3 /R b o A, SR 2R 3R
B, 364 23 Rt REEE YN FE TR F IR E =35, A BEIERER. Hb 4 fohREmEYy .8
FOMEAY) 3 FONREASIEY) 8 FONHEAR . FE/RHEYIZ N S A A AIHEAR, B T B ST R 3t 9 £ 3
AT AR TARRE B8 £, IR Z 2 THR B BR . X1 045 L3R IN 7 148
AMES, BEBF S R AR 52 0 3 AE SR , X T M DU AP ARSE ) L ARIRSE A B T I O R o
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