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The response of soil nematode community to vegetation restoration in Shimenshan

in Dalian
ZHANG Weidong* , SHANG Yanfang, WANG Xuefeng

Department of Environmental Science, College of Life Science, Liaoning Normal University, Dalian 116029, China

Abstract: The soil sample of different vegetation restoration practices were surveyed from September in 2007 to August in
2008 in Shimenshan in Dalian. The nematodes were collected from the soil using elutriate-sieving-shallow pan method. The
species richness, abundance, diversity index and ecological index were analyzed. A total of 8577 soil nematodes were
collected, belonging to 2 classes, 7 orders, 26 families and 43 genera. The individual density was 4.77 inds. per gram dry
soil. The results indicated that the number of soil nematode fluctuated significantly with season, the number of soil
nematode in autumn is significantly more than that in summer and in spring. Shannon-Wiener index, Pielou index,
Margalef index and Trophic diversity index were used in analyzing the diversity of nematode community, ranking Cc > Pm >
Clc, while Simpson index ranking Pm > Clc > Cc. The value of f/b, MI index, PPI index, MMI index, MI2-5 index, SI
index and EI index were used in analyzing the characteristics of the functional structure of the nematode communities,
ranking Cc > Pm > Clc, while PPI/MI value ranking Cle > Pm > Ce. It showed that the Cle was disturbed significantly. Soil
physical and chemical characters were correlated significantly with the number of nematodes, the number of genera and
ecological indices. Thus, we conclude that the dynamics of nematodes are an important biological indicator for vegetation

restoration.
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TEYIARBRIBZORGL, W ] BB A A 2 16 B 55 4 P-4, ETTSE B RS 4. RIS, M Al
VR B S TR S R G R BE RO, T8 3B At R R A, T RS bk &
TESSH AT RE BB ARRI AL o BRI, -+ 38R B 76 A WL M8 LD F2 0 Ak T2 35 A0 B 3P 1 AR R B AR
R R R R E RS YR DA R A T A T EL AR A, o AR A A
I R4, 3 ECBF AU B TR T3 78 R G IS5, 3B 7T AR BEE 6 TR A S e E A H ik
Yo MR T HRETIBE R EY Y . Ll B W+ 3 R G 7 R BLBE 1™ AT IR AR R A
BRETELBEMIRE T . TS B R 2R R R T IR R LIRS RS S RIKE
AR 20 4R 80 AR ISR E AP T AR RFRE &0 R AE B T LK h RSN REE
B FRE A 20 42 90 AERTT M AR CRE 2

ULAER B R AEBRGIKE SERENPIFR RN Z X1, AFS3H L300 TR KE M+ 98 R
o BB, T SR M RN ETI RS RAL . LIRS KPAEELT, R EESREHA
R4y EN AR5y, ENFE A AR s bR HIRMTE R S 2T T YRR SRR LSl
WA EEMER, B e LA LR 7E L IBAE S R G A R E B E MTER R R FRES RS
MK S .

A SCLURHET A T IR RIS R S SERe R e , 7 ST TR B PR 4R B0 TR E M\ SRR
J7 T IR SE AR , SRR A AR S A R A W 2 R DA 39 W) A M AR P R B R R ERE, 4
PR R G R R R AR
1 MR

RIEH AT TR F RET S, BB YR O XAHFHF X, BT KESE, FFYENEE
650—790mm 2 [i] , FELEHLE4—6 H G 7T—9 A, AWK HrEE P pE 3 35, MR E
BT A okt RRIR AR R AR AET AR 3 FhEEY . OB T, LR, DIEBRUE, HEOR T,
EHIRIR AKX MR LR AR L, FERE WA SRR SRS RBR LR B AR
& PHERLPE R AR B M 5 R 70% L AETTE M RN 0. T5ke/m” 5 BRI AR IX. + 35 A g ik 1,
FEAEY AL AR, A A H B KRS A MY, HE 35 1K 90% AE RS MR N 1kg/m® ;4
AKX A 8 1, FEAEI RS LA T RAAFINAG 0 & B 36— S B KT MR R A 4 M 5 3
80% , 4 F &&= N 0. 5kg/m2c>
2 MRAZE
2.1 PERRESKE

F 2007 429 A% 2008 4E 8 A ,#%H(3—5 A#) H(6—8 Ay) Fhk(9—11 Af) It 3 YXHHFFe bk s i
7k B, o A e iy T2, LR RS G 3, T LA TR R, AR (RS I
MK B AR) TR 3 A IRA BURE B, SR M BURE R B 20em , #3983 T R 43 0—10cm ,10—20cm Fi )2,
SRR 54 43

4y HREFRER 100g +, R A BE-52 1R S 5L 30 35 20 B R P, R bR A R EARIE F (O E
TSR REL) K R EDR IR LR R TR AR BT B RS 100g T A
S L N0F S G
2.2 HIEBEAIEPRIE

T AR RF T HBE ; H A HURR KA MER IR -ER- L S AR ARm 2 i
(R RS ) 5 W75 Z20R P MR TE M 15 5 380 SR D A 0 L ok o 5 O SR i NaHCO, 332 $R-4H B ML 1L
3k, R RIK A B B A AL 5 1,
2.3 FdREabH

(1) BERBBEZEORS  MEEE BHIEE 10% L EE REERC+ + +),19%—10% Jg 3 WK
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Table 1 Soil conditions of different restoration stages of vegetation

RSB Bt ks AR AR AR BB HR
Restoration Soil moisture Organic matter N-NH; N-NO, Available K Available P
stage /% /(g/'kg) /(mg/kg) /(mg/kg) /(mg/kg) /(mg/kg)
1BAZHk Mixed forest( Cle) 15.11 40.15 11.13 4.95 131.98 7.83
[{# M-k Broad-leaved forest ( Cc) 30. 30 42.29 12.91 7.61 186.30 7.23
&k Coniferous forest (Pm) 30.00 35.88 9.99 4.50 105.25 5.17

HRABL HCLFIE S FHMEABUCR AR S0 TR U LU 4 NEFRERF: BAIEEHF (bacterivores) (B
EF LB (fungivores) HEY)EF 428 (plant parasites) JHEISHE/ Z4 22K FE (predators/ Omnivores )

(2) ZHMESREUTHE A SCR A Shannon-Wiener P35 51, Pielou 345 BE 8 % Margalef 3= & BEFS L.
Simpson {EFEE TEHORLZE BB IR SARMERR R TD THESAE SR B B L& Btk e, AT

Shannon-Wiener Z2FEVEFEEL(H') H =- 2 n,/N X In(n,/N)

K, n W8 DRBEAMAEL, N RS b PR SR MR RS

Pielou #J5] BEF8%(J) J= H'/InS
K, S L

Simpson {4 BEHIH(C) c-yP
X, P,=n,/N,

Margalef & & EF5$((SR) SR=(S-1)/InN
LEFRZHIEIER(TD) D =1/ p;

(3) hRERBEIE R HE A SR WI (wasilewska index) 38 8. /70 B H 4E 15 £k 1 U 48 B MIT
( maturity index ) FE#Y) 34 26 B B E FE 40 PPI (plant parasite index ) | 5\ SEE 550 MMI . MI2-5 3550 . 5544
8L SI( structure index) | & 535 %L EI( enrichment index ) . ZEAl 15 %% BI(the basal index ) | £k H13# Bg 35 %L NCR
(nematode Channel Ratio) ik # 458 3Lk MBFR BB AFE . FREOTE AT

WI( Wasilewska index) = (f+b)/pp

KA f0 B pp 735 0 B E B R AR A A AR PR AR

n

MI $5%5 (PPI 5% MMI $5%¢) MI (PPI.MMI) = Y cp; X p,

=1

KA, ep JoARHEY A7 A e (R A7 k) L IR SR KR colonizer-persister {H ; n Jy AR M) A7 A= 1 (18
YraF A tE) TIRECRARRESL; PO IR R AR A AR M (R A R 1) TR SR SR @ SRR PR
& AR L

SEMFEEL: SI = 100 xs/(s+b)
R EI = 100 xe/(e +b)
e G E BI = 100 xb/(s+e+b)

Hop, o RERBY R AR, 29 Ba2 M1 Fu2 IFMREF (I RARLRMBEELR T o H
2 BERE) e KRBWMHBE £, EEIE Bal Fl Fu2 XPANKH(AIRAEKRT op HN I MIRE
R op 109 2 BIZRRE) 55 RRBWM H LM, 245 Ba3—Ba5 \Fu3—Fu5 ,0P3—OPS5 \H2—HS5 J&H¥
(R B R BRI R R op fHh 3—5 BB LI RL R op fH 2—5 BIKH) ,
be Tl s Xt BLEYE MBI N Shyn, , Sk, A0 She,n,  FLAR oy kA0 k25 2B XE R A IAZ (FLEAE 0. 8—5.0 2
[8]) , T oy \m, A0 SO 45 SRR B AR 22
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2 HuE PRI NCR=b/(b +f)

Hep b ff R B AL R R E RS (H 2R RSB B, X —HEAE 1 (0 58 2 i 4
B 0 (/i R 58 4l E R ) Z A 3h

BARGE AL 7 22 00 S AT EITE Excel (SPSS #1447,

3 &R
3.1 R[FEFE K E B B 3Lk Hu R v 4 LR R R AE
3.1.1 ZHBFEA R

WHFE AR A AR 3L 8577 4%, 43 BB TR BT 2 407 H 26 $H43 JE (3K 2) o HHBLJE (Plectus) iy
PR, AMMAEE EHIRMARE 1 10. 10% ;% IR Z , A% Filenchus 45 22 J& , MK L SRR &
i 82.57% , M JREIK 2 , A4 T1 )& (Aphelenchoides ) 55 20 J& , MMARL by SR MAE 7. 74% . HRHEJR
AE LB AR I G B IRNMEBE R 92. 67% , X EERBENERE S, MR T BT X 3Lk R
Fik,

RT3k T2k o0 35 J& 2970 Jk, R3JE HBLJR (Filenchus FIE Y J& ( Eudorylaimus) , MAEIE &
AE LSRR 38.72% 5% WLJE A R TE )& ( Helicotylenchus) %5 17 J& , 3t (5 B4 3RAMALLH 53.91% ;
A J& Heterocephalobus %5 15 J& , 3L 5 B IRAMEER 7.37% .

WE AR b A BR 1 A e 42 8 2865 Jk . HLrPIREVE MIRTE)E , St b SR AR 13.37% W R A L
RJBSE 24 &, 3L 7 B HAMAR 80.03% R RIR J1R A 17 J& , 3t 5 SR MR 6. 60%

FEitbkep gk gLk ik 39 J& 2742 5k, H iR R A RLR 3t SRR 13.64% ;W LR A
Filenchus % 20 J& , 3t (5 SR AL 78. 15% s AR AR IR 18 J& , 3t 5 S M%) 8. 21% .
3.1.2 ZMBESFAHE

IR BB ER 4.77 &/g T4, Hdb 0—10em +EHHEEFE R 6.60 5&/g T 1,10—20cm + 2R
4.08 %&/g T+,

A RIAE B SR B B A3 4 R B B B A0 23 AR, 0—10em R IR ASARE T 1 AR AN S Ak,
10—20cm +/ZIRATAR > REH-HE > £HHAK
3.2 R[FIFE KR BB ALk B IR S FRAE
3.2.1 LAMBEEASA

2R BB B AR BEFE & IR W B b il 1 2 TR BEH fin 2 BB ke 3, X M IR AEF T MK E I N B
B, MEREANE, XATRRESAFZFEFHIRESR K, 0—10cm KL RHEZ 10—20em [ 1. 62 £%,

3.2.2 LABEFTIHE

LKINMEFEEKENRRETEEMES, HhF MK E M 8] 1 2 5735 2% 8.2 K F (P <0.01),
SR B, 7E 0 - 10em 2, MR B XRBAER K B K IH 1 2 7 AR B B & 7K F- (P <0.01) 5
£ 10—20cem + )2, MABEIEFK (P <0.05) FHHK(P <0.01) #X B BE KT, YiHIREZE LR L R B
ZZT RN LR R IR R (E 1),

3.2.3 LHMBHEZHAERHE

FKRZAEME H 885 T 188 FEE SR 188 MMEE C 18BFNE R 210 TD 18 80T R A FEH
TAEALRBIE S, R 3 BUR W IR, S RE N B HEIR U B S IR E T E 16 SR 1
BEIRZHEIREL TD 25 [0 0 A 2908 - AR (Ce) > SFiAR(Pm) > 1RSSR (Cle) , TLHBEEFEEL C D : Sk >
IRZTHR > FEM R, IR SSHREAEME T RERT B2 B T RE Y EFEA F 8 M2 B T ImE B
3.2.4 LMBHEIRERBFRE

K WIH8%8 /b MI $5 %0 PPI $8%{ . MMI $5 %5 . PPI/MI $5 %k .MI2-5 5% . SI 5% EI ¥8 %% . BI 35 %K.
NCR 8B A RIS R T 3Rk HUBF I8 D) BB 45 4 1) 22 53¢ . T BB 2R R0 40 Pl op B I 7 58 L 3R 2 o A R4
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Table 2 Composition of soil nematode communities in the different vegetation

% R B3k Cle & Ak Ce £tk Pm A1t Total e
Genera of nematode Mg fREEE MR% iEeE MR EE MERE (R Guild
Ind Dominance Ind Dominance Ind Dominance Ind Dominance
L5248 )& Plectus 314 + + + 178 + + 374 ++ + 866 ++ + Ba2
# Filenchus 530 ++ + 76 + 4+ 89 + + 695 + + H2
HP )& Eudorylaimus 306 + + + 113 + + 145 + + 564 + + PO4
W2YiEJ8 Helicotylenchus 137 + + 383 + 4+ + 210 + + 730 + + H3
i 28 J& Acrobeles 37 + + 51 + + 69 + + 157 + + Ba2
LT 2E J8 Acrobeloides 72 + + 109 + + 191 + + 372 + + Ba2
H3kMJE Eucephalobus 98 + + 94 + + 215 + + 407 + + Ba2
BRI B Wilsonema 44 + + 33 + + 51 + + 163 + + Ba2
% Monhystera 43 + + 83 + + 44 + + 170 + + Ba2
H Y2 & Eumonhystera 133 + + 223 + + 119 + + 475 + + Ba2
£ H )& Chronogaster 211 + + 225 + + 224 + + 660 + + Ba2
=FLJ& Tripyla 84 + + 62 + + 108 + + 254 + + Ba3
# Paraphelenchus 183 + + 121 + + 74 + + 378 + + Fu2
#1'J& Paratylenchus 269 + + 83 + + 83 + + 435 + + H2
St B2 J& Heterodera 96 + + 28 + + 55 + + 179 + + H3
% Dorydorella 32 + + 111 + + 53 + + 196 + + PO4
% Microdorylaimus 54 + + 71 + + 93 + + 224 + + PO4
Wt 71)& Aphelenchoides 31 + + 2 + 19 + 52 + Fu2
* Aporcelaimium 44 + + 58 + + 24 + 126 + + POS5
# Clarkus 33 + + 25 + 6 + 64 + PO4
% Heterocephalobus 28 + 55 + + 105 + + 188 + + Ba2
FEffIR)E Cervidellus 19 + 40 + + 16 + 75 + Ba2
A& Panagrolaimus 11 + 5 + 41 + + 57 + Bal
# Trischistoma 16 + 31 + 14 + 61 + Ba3
# Teratocephalus 1 + 36 + 54 + + 91 + Ba3
# Pseudhalenchus 13 + 142 + + 120 + + 275 + + Fu2
# Coslenchus 23 + 195 + 13 + 231 + H2
* Epidorylaimus 22 + 69 + 21 + 112 + + PO4
/NFFJ& Rhabditis 13 + 18 + 9 + 40 + Bal
T @ Alaimus 14 + 19 + 17 + 50 + Bad
248 J& Hemichconemoides 13 + 14 + 4 + 31 + H3
# Aporcelaimellus + 7 + 20 + 33 + PO5
# Paraxonchium + 22 + 6 + 37 + POS
& K2 J& Diphtherophora 24 + 22 + 15 + 61 + PO3
# Bursaphelenchus 7 + 7 + Fu2
B8 Panagrobelus 18 + 4 + 22 + Bal
W)@ Prismatolaimus + + 5 + Ba3
F1#FJ@ Mesorhabditis + 21 + 28 + Bal
W& Tylencholaimus + 3 + 5 + PO4
i FLJE Prodorylaimus 15 + 10 + 25 + PO5
507 J& Achromadora 4 + 4 + Ba3
# Seinura 5 + 5 + Fu2
W& Discolaimus 2 + 2 + PO5
431 Total 2970 2865 2742 8577

(1) Ba RANEIHE; Fu REEARE; PO M RIH/ R RHRE; H YA ARAE; (2) BaFu POH FHME FRERNELMBIBK o H;
(3) » KREAHRATHA XA
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Fig.1 Seasonal distribution of soil nematode in the four stages. The code are the same meaning as in Table 1
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Table 3 Diversity of soil nematode communities in different restoration stages

i H Item BAH Cle [ -k Ce & EAK Pm
ZFEMEFE S Diversity index(H') 1.4807 2.5503 2.3546
Y51 EEHE % Evenness index(J) 0. 5459 0. 8906 0.8582
& B4 %L Richness index(SR) 1.5131 2.8598 2.6531
M EEFE %X Dominance index( C) 0.1165 0.1090 0. 1400
BIFLZHAETEEL Trophic diversity index(TD) 1.6934 2.7657 2.3200

F4 TRRE M BRI I EE B

Table 4 Characteristics of functional groups of soil nematode communities in different restoration stages

Rk Cle & M-k Ce B Ak Pm

Wasilewska index ( WI) 1.63 3.09 8.97
f/b 0.13 0.27 0.15
H B A TE LR B BE HE B0 (MT) maturity index 1.48 2.55 2.36
FE Y P A 2R B A EE 38 8 ( PPI) plant parasite index 1.59 2.57 2.45
A HE B (MMI) Total maturity index 1.63 2.55 2.47
PPI/MI 1.07 1.01 1.04
MR-5 3.10 3.64 3.17
LERFEEL Structural index (SI) 32.28 49.76 44.43
B 4458 Enrichment index ( EI) 12.16 27.78 17.48
FEatHE %L Basal index (BI) 24.78 36.21 40.59
28 U B 5 3 Nematode Channel Ratio ( NCR) 0.57 0.83 0.88

AT LA, K BB WIH8 %0 BT 35500 NCR 45 8359R BN - £ HAK > FHpR > IRSSAR, RIS B Bty
AR RHEE N E, T MAIU N AR . 0 f76 16 M T 3850 PPI 3850 MMI 3550 MI2-5 $8%. ST 35 50F EI 45
BOYRIN - FEHAR > EHIHAR > IRSIAK, T PPL/MI 15 5OWRBL D IR SSHK > SHHAK > Fi bk, T H, FAKE
BrBt EL 4850 ST IEBH/N T 50, R 3SR /RO 2 T H 32 TR R, 0 PR I8 sUihE , & ¥ M
B1.
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3.3 S B AR R A A i

HIE 5 ATRAE AN R A9 SRR BN A Rl S AR R B AR ST BRI A ] . HIREKE 54
BYE SR B REA BENTAMRER, WS SIA BE K IEMAKRER; AR5 2R & Hm
PPI/MI A B IERRKR ;SRS MI2-5 SI.EI #l PPI/MI B BEKIEMR KR ;SRS NCR A BEK)
TRIRRKR, TS /b H BERIEARKR B 5 SRERE(H) VERSHEERE(TD) MEEA B3
IEAHRRR, M-S B (C) A B AR KR ; B S MR2-5 F BE EMARK R XM T HHPHIK
SRR AP IR HUREVE X T AR AR R LB R A WA B o

®5 SHEYE.RBHESERS TEBLERNAXS T

Table 5 Correlation coefficients (r) between the number of nematode, number of genera, ecological indices and soil physico-chemical

properties
HAKE  ABR BAR O WAR MW
Soil moisture Organic matter ~ N-NHj N-NO, Available K Available P

£& 1% Number of nematode -0.605** 0.355 -0.191 -0.333 -0.021 0.088
JE&%( Number of genera -0.071 0.654 ** 0.111 -0.223 0.492* -0.055
FIRE B B SR

The dominant genera in different restoration stages

LeLR @ Plectus -0.629** 0.112 -0.413 -0.389 -0.343 -0.096
Filenchus -0.160 0.382 0.108 -0.328 -0.114 0.371
HEF )& Eudorylaimus -0.495* 0.154 -0.246 -0.319 -0.108 0.126
12 e @ Helicotylenchus 0.086 0.602 ** 0.217 -0.125 0.431 -0.109
H 54650 Ecological indices

ZEEMEFE B (H') Diversity index 0.144 0.462 0.185 0. 069 0.591** 0.014
Y5 BE45 %0 (J) Evenness index 0.272 0. 006 0.142 0.394 0.433 0.076
EEEFEE(SR) Richness index 0.373 0.386 0.214 -0.087 0.431 -0.194
B35 %0 ( C) Dominance index 0.011 -0.258 -0.019 -0.191 -0.481"* 0.047
B IELHEEFEEL(TD) Trophic diversity index -0.039 0.256 0.143 0.314 0.536* 0.381
Wasilewska index ( WI) -0.071 -0.392 -0.254 -0.003 -0.453 -0.439
/b -0.136 -0.407 -0.031 0.717 ** 0.256 0.352
AR TE LR R BVE HE B M) maturity index -0.080 -0.113 -0.324 0.302 0.080 -0.003
FE Y 75 A 2R i B EFE 8 (PPI) plant parasite index 0.410 0.449 0.320 0.050 0.403 -0.178
S ASEHE B (MMI) Total maturity index 0.073 0.029 -0.133 0.377 0.271 -0.065
PPI/MI 0.399 0.470* 0.494* -0.167 0.296 -0.128
MR-5 0.264 0.219 0.534* -0.195 0.164 0.495*
ZEAFE R (SI) Structural index 0.611** 0.011 0.548* 0.224 0.303 0.398
B 45580 (EI) Enrichment index 0.257 0.219 0.693 ** 0.213 0.443 0.376
Fti+E %% ( BI) Basal index -0.039 -0.198 -0.165 -0.147 -0.253 -0.262
£% U #4550 ( NCR ) Nematode Channel Ratio -0.032 0.291 -0.141 -0.620** -0.281 -0.449

%P <0.05,% %P < 0.0l; n=18

4 itig

AHFFEEE SRR, TR R RRE K 2 0 Ak R EA AR B BoAr A B 22 53, IR T 4 AR v R AL
PRE B RIMA L o 5 8622 5 W] BE-5 S RIS R B A2 W 24 e i L PTG B A B U A 5 o DA B - S B A A o

AP AR ORI

HAERAGLE INHR ARG E G B R SE R B —RE 2270, Ho, B ARt Ak R
H—MEBE , THRHA 3 MERRE , X T RE- S A RKE G BRvE WP IR a Y M a2 TR
AR MAIHAESTEGBPHIAT 15,17 w18 &, YiHIH 6T B IH AR/, BB A T8 g 2

HITERAEZ
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—fRIEBLT , Lk S YRR A AR R B B KRR X EER N Y
B4 52 IR M R A SRR 25 ,0—10em 12 ERAEYIR R4 X, L IEARXT B RS , WS ELF,
BIREE, W YA 2, AP R A R WIE R T X MR, 0—10em L2 BAHEL T 10—
20em +/RE) XEYFELEN S  HYRARRZWEM M ERZRRZ —. A05H, BiER 5AILRE
R IEARSE, IEARE T 53X — AR

S B 21T AR AL i B 3 B B T TR BRI S R IR TR BE RN PR SE S A R
LATERIFTIERN S . KRR RME LR ENEERNE, ABRS, SRE BB + 3L AR B
PN ZE B R TREMES, XS % KR EE L3RSk B MFMEA SR K F R R T EFAM
HF AP A REE S HRESKEREE MK RIERHR T X -, FRERSERALES 1%
AR PR T 38R B AR X FE AR g n LR R R4 T IR ST LA,

TREREPWEERRRESREZ BN TR BUEMEIRE R LY . DRERBE RO BURIEIRZ —
MI $5%0R PPI 45 %5 5l Bongers $RH] , [ B A 3REE VS D BESS MR AL , I APROY A8 T-H0 75 3h % £ 3k
BRI . MIAEREE S T3 B AT S r-Re B AN h-RE R LU, SR 4R A A 3 SR Y VBB AT
PURE ST I3RS 5 PPI 8BNS /R A7 R L0 r-BE 0 A- B B0 U], S A W) A7 AR S I L T RE S AN K
FHAETTo JEOR Yeates R T MMI48%1. PPI /MI{E ) FI/Z Bongers1997 4E4 Hi i, ) Sy BV AIAL &
i 3R A, PPL/MIETHR , RZ MBI BRI 0 IR BBRE PPL/MI BRI TR 13, 72—
&M PPL/MIE R A RGEXSNR T AR AR BE AT BESE U™ o Kandij 2500, RZMBH LS
RGP HIRA M SRR . AR 33K 4 BB LAE ), IR SR IX P BHZE LU bR DX AR X B B

REEBE R L I SRR SO BRI BORATANY TR R S5 (L BB , EIRA
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