55 36 &5 5 FEREMBEXRLHFR Vol.36 No.5
2018 49 H Agricultural Research in the Arid Areas Sept. 2018

X E 4= :1000-7601(2018)05-0149-06

doi:10.7606/].issn.1000-7601.2018.05.22

MEAEWM/ NEREREREFAERHAR
k HLBEET AAA HREE IEN HBX, SEL

(A TR A BEAR A BRI BT A9 1~ 832003 )

B EAAEERE FAMERR AR/ DEZ RS ARG R A UL AHEASTE L RRE LR
FRAERRKWZR, AL A REMAFE G HA AN E B AESEAEILE, LR AT R A 20 58 L84 8 AlA
SNEMZRFIEEHREAEREARTNTORAR . BIEEKR SN N ZOKRE NDFF & F AR S R 2 mA P
A AEAAFRET DL 4R RN ARAH ERACA HIACN H A 120,200 em 42 ;43 At/ M Z L4
AENMERMEE S AWEHEAETE PR E—Z RS TERXAEERS,

K A N B RRAIAER
FE S .S344.2 SCRKARARAD ;A

Differences of absorption and utilization for nitrogen in jujube

tree/wheat agroforestry system in Hetian

ZHANG Wei, DUAN zhi-ping, HAO Xiang-dong, LIN Hai-rong, WANG Bao-ju, Gan Ya-wen, LI Lu-hua
( Farming Staff Room, College of Agronomy ,Shihezi University, Shihezi, Xinjiang 832003, China)

Abstract: Field experiments were conducted to investigate differences of nitrogen acquisition, and utilization in

soil depths, and clarify the compensatory mechanism of space niche for efficiently utilizing nitrogen in jujube tree/

wheat intercropping system. Junzao-winter wheat No.20 intercropping system was tested and its nitrogen acquisition

and utilization were determined by "N stable isotope labeling The results showed intercropping system with higher

nitogen acquisition, NDFF and nitrogen use effecency

than which weighted average of mono cropping system.Nitro-

gen use effecency of jujube tree was lower than which of wheat. The lowest value of UFN in all treatments were ob-

served at the imbedding depths of 120 and 200 cm of °N. The findings suggest fertilizing in the system to mitigate

nitrogen competition between jujube tree and wheat.

Keywords: jujube tree; wheat; nitrogen; the differences of absorption and utilization
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RGO AR IZ S AAT T SR A
PP 2 U b Ak T 000 4t S 8 20/ /N 22 SRR ) A A
AP Z RN, AR/ NERNE G RGN 57
XA AR TT T A RE AR D JEHE T R IO &
JE PRI 5 2R GE X - 3 U F M RS 4 7 THI Y
BORHE A ST R, AT AN R LR
FRICHYTT %, 8 2 18] 1 56 F S 50 ) A 4R R P 1]
PRI IAS P 329 (5 X 58028 WSO T ) 22 57t LA K
S AT RS AN [ - HE TR JBE 1 S Jot R W Wi A
P25 R A [ R SN I 37 70 BBV A
25 ) Y A 1 /0N 22 52 A 2 S0 3R T ORI
(12 ] A= A AP

1 ARSIk

1.1 #F#

TR T FH 0 35 Y b 2 R T R . A/ INEE R
%20 *5 (Xindong 20) , #5F0 H 12k 2014 4 10 H 25
H Wik H 10 2015 4F 6 H 25 H ;AR g &
(Junzao) ,YAK HI A 2015 4210 H 5 H,

1.2 Ak

1.2.1 K%t BB R, #ON A
FA TR FE AL 5 R FAS K2 3 02 20, 40,
80,120 #1200 cm, %3k 6 4>/, H A BE AL HE
G R BERE T 4 AEAERHEY (2011 AERA) .

AR/ /INAZ AR /N X T AR 15 mx2 m =30
m’ 3 WE L, AR AN /DX 15
mx2 m=30 m*,3 WHE , KMITHE N 6 m, ¥R 1
m;/NEATEE 15 em, /N2 5 HE 78.5% , 4 5
21.5% 71 6 T/NX,

JIT A 1 6 1 i KR AT Sy R ZZE 30 000 kg -

hm™, AN (N) K 60 kg - hm™; A AR 1938 AL B
W 2 /INZ R RN 22 R R i BB IR 6 R
(N)207 kg « hm™ 8 7 XM 12 | 0 i 2510 24
Mgl Az F T T AT K S IR, B R £ 900
m’, 2015 4EHEKE R A3 A 25 H,4 H 14 H,
SH2H,S5H23H,7H25HfM9HASH,
1.2.2 SN#aAFHFDRERE  FHSN -5 E
SHEAEARTR L2 TP A PN SR TR R 2 A fE A
HRIFI/INZE X R R TR, %075 T XA
— AR Y K A A R R A R A b b R A
YrZR 20 b T LR S N REAE S A AR 2R X P N
Jiti AL A5 R R RE 71

VR AR, AN B AR 2 (8] f /N
2974 800 cm, DX FE AT DAkEG N B 28 s, DL
BB BLL 78RN 50 em (1R b ek 444

B 8 AN, B4 5.5 em By T4 1 FFT4L, AR
TR 8 AR AR, B A R IR B A
PHOGEEE 35k 20,40,80,120 cm #1200 em, FEAR
REXF R — N REE, S IRE R, HEHEN S A
[ FE R PVC &40 AFT 47 m9 3R £l F 2015 4F 4
A 17 B¥EE N 5.22 %N RS pve
TS AL EAEL SN B
TN 1 g PN Y RE A R AR AL R A S AP
FH 20 ml BYZE4EK Pk PVC 4 DURIEAS BE |- 5% 57
BN T A B AR LS BB B it A S, YE
AR N TR,

B XA RIR A BRI A LR 25 &
Wl A A MBS A
1.2.3 BHEF x5 54 /INEMKRBEELE 2015 4F
6 12 HilfAT, /INAREMRAE S it e PR R R
L 51153 53 3 1 B o L = TV VA = AN < o
WCAR B2 A T 5 A 25 7 d RUFE R i, JF Bl
PEK AR N By it BN MEAREEE . DA R
s, WA R 1B B B N2 R B 20 em BG— ] L
FIFE R 1 m ik, 2015 410 A 5 H X 4R 451
HEATHURE . BUE AN AR 30 B (430 B A4
15 AR, RIVEAA 15 BR) o B ARFE L o 3 A
g5 R R S PO A3 I A A TR A AT AT

JUT A RELAARAE ot 2230 P o [ 4l oK 2% 9 A 2 Bt
AR Pk R 7 R B RS AR AT 4 B o AR A il R
HIYITE 80°C M 45 14 F ML 72 /INBF, SR I R B AL
PEATHLEY (R WS R A AR <1 mm) | P FHER BB A aE
TR 240 8 08, [\ 57 3 BT 3% AX B 45 2 MAT - 251
(Finnigan, fE[E) , #5845 58 HF o8By
WA R R A LR LA (% NDFF ) FIAEY) % AL A
FH#(%UFN) .

2 HEab

2.1 HFEHE
2.1.1  YEBOM R R B iedt ey s 5] (%NDFF)
YERI SR R K A BRI HL ] (%9 NDFF) i isd T 31
/W AR
%NDFF = 100%(a-b)/(c~d)

K, a Rt E AL BAEARFE S AN FBE (%) 50 R
AWEAEAEFRRE AR EE S BN EE (%, RHIEME) ;¢ A
[ ZARICHEAR P A N EBE (AR N 5.22% ) 5
d AN HRFRE(0.366%) .

HAE/NF %NDFF = 54 Ax I J % NDFF + 54
BxZEFF9%NDFF+HAE CxFFRL%NDFF

PAVERNF%NDFF = BAE D x| 9% NDFF + BAE
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ExR 529 NDFF + 54E FxKf %% NDFF+34E Gx 3
+-9%NDFF

[ 1 /N2 % NDFF = [}/ Ax W 5% NDFF + [i1] /&
BxXZEFF%NDFF+[E/E Cx¥Fki % NDFF

[ 4244 % NDFF = [a]/F Dx I J % NDFF + [i1] /&
ExF:529% NDFF+ A /F F x4 25% NDFF + 8] /E Gx &
+%NDFF

BAE AL 44 {8 % NDFF = B4 /)N % 9% NDFF x
78.5% + HAEARI%NDFFX21.5%

[ {7 2 % NDFF = [a] { /]s 2 % NDFF + Jif] /£ %
% NDFF
KA, A /NE R BT E G (%) ;B R/INEZEFF
ST EIEI(%) ;C R/NEFFRLETE LEI (%) ;D
R ST E (%) s £ R RS T H
I %) s F MBS ST EILE (%) ; 6="LR
FHETEEH(%) .,
2.1.2 ey RAeH A E(%UFN)  fEYHEE
F| % ( Percentage utilization of fertilizer, %UFN) i
SR NI/ W7 < R

%UFN = (%NDFFxS)/R
Ao, S RAE MR A E R (kg - hm™) 58 0
N Wl x T B i (kg - hm™) N W B
A B2 s R A E NG B (kg N+ hm™) .

FE/NAZ % UFN = BAfE AXI % UFN + $4E B
XZEFF% UFN+BAAE CxHFki % UFN

PASEA % UFN = BAE DX Fr9%UFN + FAfE Ex
BR%UFN+HAE FxB 2% UFN+HAE Gx T %UFN

[ /E/NA2 % UFN = [Al4 AxI % UFN + [A]{E B
XZEFF%UFN+[E{E CxFfki%UFN

[ VEZ % UFN = [A14F DX F%UFN + [al4E Ex
RAGUFNHAIWE Fxi 5% UFN+AIVE GxET9%UFN

PR I ASF- 34 5% UFN = B4 /N % 9% UFN x
78.5%+HAE M % UFNX21.5%

[ VE 1 2% UFN = [8] {E /N 2% UFN + [a] /&
% UFN

WAbA, B, C, D, E, F, 6 X 5211 ,%
FHTE
22 FitHH

B4 FHl Microsoft Excel 2003 3% 3 5 F] SPSS
(19.0) BJFFE 0.05 7K F-ib 4777 2243 B, - Fl fie /)N ik
FE2E R (LSD) T2 H IR,

3 iR 5550

3.1 NWR=
[BIVEIR R ) N W TE PN i A B AR 1

3= TR A2 N R B PEIR R N
W Sef 3 i) LE BRI AT M ME = i 83.5% (P <
0.001) .76.1% ( P<0.001) .91.7% ( P<0.001) ,98.0%
(P<0.001) 1 97.4% ( P<0.001) . At /N3 Fl i) £
INZZ IR N ISR AE PN it A 1R 20,40 .80 em =N
FEALPRIR) 2 5 W 2 AR /N B N IRST B 43 31 L [
YE/NAE B 16.3% (P=0.037) .14.2%( P=0.039) FI
9.7%(P=0.045) , {HZ [ /EE R 5 HPAEAM Z 1]
ZFARRE ., PAENELESN HA A R R B Ak 2

IAERE 2R (R,

R®1 EW/INERGENRKE (kg N« hm™?)

Table 1  Nitrogen acquisition of jujube tree
alley cropping systems
b SN i AR/ cm
ik Imbedding depths of >N ~ enriched CO(NH,),
Treatment
20 40 80 120 200

'E”/Ew’%. 266.32" A¥252.9aA 252.6aA 261.5aA 254.0aA
Intercropping

T4
il{’ﬁj]u+1$ I 145.6bA 143.6bA 131.7bA 132.0bA 128.6bA
* Expected
il /= 2 Ay
Intercropped 163.5aA 173.2aA 171.5aA 168.0aA 170.5aA
jujube tree
B fRAT AR
Monocropped 172.6aA 168.9aA 171.7aA 175.1aA 175.5aA
jujube tree
Palffe/h e 102.8bA  99.7bA 101.1bA 103.5aA 101.4aA
Intercropped wheat
LR

138.2aA 136.7aA 120.8aAB120.2aAB 115.8aB
Monocropped wheat

1 T B £ A I B S D AR /ING R R R T
SRR B AR (RS ZIRITE LSD P<0.05 KPR AR E (EH K
T b 45 ) 32 AR TR R B B8 R [ AE P ] — 4~ R 48 P AS [l B N it A TR
JEZ A LSD P<0.05 /K22 53R @35 (K5 i HL R ) 5% R 8
VESRE 55 B A /N AT 3508

Note: Values are weighted mean of observations; ! Treatment com-

parison between monocropped and intercropping system is followed by
lower case letters. Treatment values followed by the same lower case letter
(within column) are not significantly different at the 0.05 level of proba-
bility; > Within—treatment comparison among five imbedding depths fol-
lowed by the same capital letters within the row are not significantly dif-
ferent at the 0.05 level of probability;* The weighted means of corre-
sponding monocropped crops.

3.2 1EMRIEE =k BRERIAILE B ( % NDFF)

)4 i 2R 55 BRAE A 2146 (1% NDFF 765N
JE AP 25 % 5 A B () 25 5 2 B 2[RI VR AR &R 9%
NDFF 43 Fo 5 AR fin A-F 4 4 & 3 13,18 (P <
0.001) ,12.33( P<0.001) .13.16( P<0.001) .11.76( P
=0.003) F1 6.6(P=0.017) > A F3 15 ; BV AR 5[]
VEAR 4% NDFF 76N jii A ) 20,40 80 em VAL
P[] 22 5 0 25 [ VE M 1% NDFF Fb BRLA/E A
1 2.01(P=0.026) ,1.38 (P =0.038) Fl 2.59 (P<
0.001) N E 43 s, [MIAE /N 22 5 BAE /N ZZ 1% NDFF
TESN Jiti AR 20,40 .80 120 em T 2 Ab B ] 22 5 i
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%, [AVE/NZZ (9% NDFF L/ /NEE @i 4.16 (P =
0.022),3.7(P=0.040) ,3.4(P=0.034) Fi1 4.59( P<
0.001) MHITR(FK2) o
®2 ER/INERG NDFF/ %
Table 2 Percentang of plant N derived from fertilizer

(9%NDFF) of jujube tree alley cropping systems

: BN it AR/ cm
ik Imbedding depths of ®N - enriched CO(NH, ),
Treatment
20 40 80 120 200

@1/[5121:,% 24.95a) A?24.61aA 25.62aA 19.19aB 13.89aC
Intercropping

L 37, 3)
IEMECEEI ) 2900 12.28bA 12.46bA 7.43bB 7.20B
Expected
[F) VR4 A
Intercropped 7.68aA 7.24aA  8.74aA 7.07aAB 6.08aB
jujube tree
AN
Monocropped 5.67bB 5.86bAB 6.15bA 7.14aA  6.87aA

jujube tree
RN

Intercropped wheat

AN
Monocropped wheat
T R TS EEE Y S WA - 48, 1) M RNE S BREEROR
F4EPY, B AR (R EE) ZIAIFE LSD P<0.05 /K F22 78 i3 (kK
J7 1) HE) 52) M) RS B3 7R A48 Y ] — AR G AR P N A
REZAITE LSD P<0.05 /K22 58 .3 (K7 I L) 53) R
AR 5 BN (W INASCF-244H

Note: Values are weighted mean of observations; 1) Treatment com-

17.27aA 17.37aA 16.88aA 12.12aB  7.81aC

12.89bA 13.67bA 13.48bA 7.53bB  7.62aB

parison between monocropped and intercropping system is followed by
lower case letters. Treatment values followed by the same lower case letter
(‘within column) are not significantly different at the 0.05 level of proba-
bility; 2) Within-treatment comparison among five imbedding depths fol-
lowed by the same capital letters within the row are not significantly dif-
ferent at the 0.05 level of probability; 3) The weighted means of corre-
sponding monocropped crops.

3.3 {EMIRIRBBRI FHE (% UFN)

[ FEIR 2R 5 B INAOT- 2119 % UFN. HAES N Jii
A 40 em TR AL E] 25 53 8 3 IR R R 1%
UFN 7EIZ IR LSRR B & 1,64 D E 4
F(P=0.037) ; [A/ERR 5 AR R A% UFN 7E°N
Jiti AF8 20 .40 .80 120 em BRFEAbFR[A] 2 53 .2 | [l /E
R % UFN HEAAEARAIL 0.47(P=0.015) ,0.45(P
=0.025) ,0.8(P<0.001) F1 0.15( P=0.037) > [ 43 .,
[N IR N Z R 22 AN B 3 (R 3) .

4 B ow
4.1 N WRig=

SRR R AER R N R B R E I
FINMBCE A1 = Y 88.7% , Ut I IR /E 1A 22 5 B4 A
FHAYIR M N RN B SRR A E]
YRR A N WS 22 ) 22 5 A8 S 32, SR T 7 Al i
ZIAAFTE G TS AR A (R VE R Y N IR S 45
YEEREH 1.1%, Jose S5FIA N ToHR R 53 P A R 1Y

FREA N RS B A AR L Al 7 A
B/ EKE ARG R ITCH R o3 b B2 R BE A N
W B AR AR W 1 15.5% 32 R TEAR &
53R AL B ) A2 AR R AR 2R M TR)AE 52 5 R g2 b e 32
TRR, T LME TR F 0 B A BEAYRZ R N I
L=
x3 EWM/INZRGZREFABE UFN/%
Table 3  Percentage utilization of fertilizer (% UFN) of

jujube tree alley cropping systems

b SN i ATRIE/ cm
A Imbedding depths of >N - enriched CO (NH,),
Treatment
20 40 80 120 200
ID”/EM&/%. 9.37aV) ABY9.85aA  8.26aB  4.72aC  3.99aC
Intercropping
S A 3)
iﬂzb[ﬂﬂ?ﬂ]{ﬁ 8.73aA 8.21bAB 7.53aB 4.46aC 3.89aC
Expected
il /= 2 Ay
Intercropped 1.08bA 1.03bA 0.98bA 1.06bA 1.07aA
jujube tree
B fRATpR
Monocropped 1.55aAC 1.48aAB 1.78aA 1.21aBC 1.03aB
jujube tree
[B] e/
Plffe /)i 8.29aAB 8.82aA 7.27aB 3.31aC  3.70aC
Intercropped wheat
LA\

10.69aA 10.05aA 9.10aA  5.35aB  4.67aB
Monocropped wheat

1 R T A RS A I E A2 ME 1) MRVNG FhRER R
FAEPY, 5 6 VE ( RSE) ZAI7E LSD P<0.05 /K2R B2 (FH
J7 18 FE# ) 52) TR RS B3 7 TR A7 P9 el — 4~ R B8 AN [6) P N it A
VREEZ[TE LSD P<0.05 /K25 R 8.3 (KFJ7 I He ) 53) Fom
PRI 5 B /N B AR

Note: Values are weighted mean of observations; 1) Treatment com-

parison between monocropped and intercropping system is followed by
lower case letters. Treatment values followed by the same lower case letter
(within column) are not significantly different at the 0.05 level of proba-
bility; 2) Within-treatment comparison among five imbedding depths fol-
lowed by the same capital letters within the row are not significantly dif-
ferent at the 0.05 level of probability; 3) The weighted means of corre-
sponding monocropped crops.

MR/ FEAE /N ZZ B N Wi i 22 (8] 3R 9 S
—E R 2S5, A AR WA B AR /N /Y N
W AL RV E /N 22 8 ) 10.2% , B4R /INEZ A
R A T LN W B R VE N
Zamora %5 7F K JE ¥ ( Pinus taeda L.)/F3 16
( Gossypium hirsutum K. Koch.) & & R4 5528
UBIEEE " AR R FRAL B AR A2 B 412 L JCAR
Ao IRAL LAY N ORCE RrHh 21% . Allen S5 4E S
IAZ Bk ARAE S & R GEvh R IR 2R 40P Ak B 0 AR AE
AL TR R FRAL B N Wit 5 i 18%
MR R I PR AL B AF T 3 T AR A AR AE AR &R 38
GO 3R 53 B A B D T8 I 45 2R 1 2
PRI U 25 R e g Tl fiE
TEABEFE Y AR/ N DR A b E] AR 2R 58 4 S BOH R
Y B A/ N, BT DA N IR Ak, TN
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ANTRIER I b B[] VR /N 22 45 VR B (B WA 22 5%, T
WA N —E R,
4.2 e R E Rk BRRAIRIEE 5] ( %NDFF)

[ VEIR R 5 BAE R RT3 {E 1) % NDFF £
TE 22 5, HIEAER R (199% NDFF 4 54E inAF
Piffm i 11.67 A BB R A8,
KRG G R G EAE RS L RAE RG%NDFF 511
JE PR 32 AR T4 5 1 0 0 R0 28 W SO R B ] A 2
LR REHEUERL R, VR —Fh
YEI(A) X5 0 A WA FE B ) B 55 — AR
(B), K> B 1EYr ik A &R W s e e VEY)
ABELHET HEPH—IOAR, EHERS
Y+ SRR AN RGAR, B [ R 50 P m A
VEYIH B BAAE R G0 08 Z2 0 R FH T it A 1) RURE, e X
e fE RS BAE R G % NDFF &1 ZEFRATY
WFSE X, &/ N2 Sl T = A W F e i 3, i
REAE = 7 2 DU R0 b i 2 a1 /N 22 5 Tl 4
R FIH AR, I LR R RN AR K
4 RS T Z2 B R T it AR IR, Hi% NDFF
BAEINACE S 5, AL A 45 e R 3
V4 I A I N - B R S DL LR A 3
EI-J_‘LIE[IO,IZJ .

[ VR /N 22 RN A /N 22 1% NDFF 2 [7] 25 57 1@
FRME/NZZE B NDFF 5 5B /N2 i 16.26 T~ H
Iy R, TEVEZRR )% NDFF B8 BVE ARt 5.12 4>
B, Zamora SETE KBRS/ FRAEE G RGP 153
KAL), TR ZR o b Ak B A AR AE B % NDFF
AR R PR AL PR 33% —40% , JCHR 2 43 B Ab B -k
YEAA )% NDFF 2N 1.05%, 1 AR 28 43 B& 40 38 4 0.
31%., Allen ZFBAELINNEN/ MR &R G T R
BLICHR 2243 B b B H K A6 119 9% NDFF 2R 2 43 Ak
P 22.5 %", Rowe ZEIN X FRELG ) & A 2 X
AR ZR 43 R A B P A AR B8 KOHE PA AR 2R B 28 S i
O AT HFP R AR, WA W UE A 2+
e
43 HEFAZER(%UFN)

RIEAE R, MIAVER R 5 AR R R IMECE-
A EF R —E 25, HERRHEAZF
FHEAR B AR R MABCE 418 & 1 3.37 A4 43 4
Lehmann 2575 40/ 15 S (R VE & A B & 2R a) 7
FEAMAZEFARE THRMERLES . BN BRT N
Mo - F AL ON 5 i 2 5 RE AR AT 3
B E RSN, FATTIN A (B 1A 2 5 i
YEIRHE 2R 53 i T T VA 22 T8 o A A R R &4
HA—ETTk, ¥ =50, 75 3 28 s ARy v

UG 0 5 B A Fh 5 VR W) IS (B4 2 Ge b ik
T S A e VR B ) 20 AR RD M SRR U8 Y W B oy
i TALRE AT NN T8 3R 496 1Y) % 43 008 A, B8 v ARk 1) 572
G37KAF PRA b S 40 AR 1) A i R A b R O V%
Vv, T VAR A R AE R MR B RS 352 3 18 T
TETE e R R TE M A R ET ) R
H TR AR A 2 S8 1 3% W IR & 53 i 1) HL LA A
KiGHE, B 2R BELEFIEN T LR
XJI-IL){_:—([ZO—ZM .

AR I (] 4 A 118 28R R FHRCR 2 [ AF
TE—E 22 5%, [A) B P b B B 2 () A7 7E 4 BH S 1)
e, AR Y A R A HRCR B R E AR & i 1.83
ANEG R Jose SEIA N RIVERTA R hy ot 1) 5 40 1717 JC
AL AR AT AL A 25000 1) FH 45 e ) v g 5
53, 3] BE SR ] VR A A IR FFH AR T A 1
R P /INZE TR /N 22 19 5808 R R0 22 [
225NN SR IR AT R W 28 3] — A4~ W i 14
P BVE/INZZ B9 AR R SR B AR /N2
5.62 A ST AL FRATIN IR R A (VR /N 22 B B A
N Z R T i bR, F)H B Z 06 R
#FBE Z M CO,, MTTHE 1T H AR R R,
I R 55 R FH N e 2 [R) A2 28 7 /N 2 /358 25 (R4
RGO, N AT LS AR AR R N R
eI EEYIEARSE

FATTA A 7 [ Bsf o 2 BH PR o V9 %0 /028 A g
WHA R 22 5, AR & Ak 31 i) 0 R ]
PR T/ INAZ  ARW R AE A R A e 4 A
1 /NA . Nissen SETEAER /B OSRRME S RGP
WAAFIEMLEL . NN EARNARRELIZRE,
L RENE RGN RIPER & RGN AR A
R ARAE LA HIRAE 120,200 em AbFE 33X AT E A
R /NFEM R AR R Z A 53 A B T 5 | R TR 2
RE AR A

5 4 ik

KR HEW/ NERGRENEETRAEN
FRRIZE 4 [AIVER 2R A N I A 58 B AR 1A 2R A
XA BRI AT DR B X — i, RIEAR R Y
NDFF 3448 BAER R IACE B8 5, X 32 AR AR
B RG T 5 1R Y% 20 R WOR] FE B 1] B8 AN [R)
i, TRAER 3R B AR AR R AT S A
RARCE R, RVBER R e A AR A
FHIIPEA, AHIEST [R) B 2 B, A 19 0 R R SR AIG
TN % REM AR AR B AVE Y B AESN
Jiti AT 120,200 cm b3 X SAEPIR RTEIR)Z 5340
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