5542 5 1 FEREMBEXRLHFR Vol.42 No.1
2024 1 H Agricultural Research in the Arid Areas Jan. 2024

XEH S :1000-7601(2024) 01-0133-09 doi : 10.7606/j.issn. 1000-7601.2024.01.13
AEEKREMHBFAXNTERS K
FFFEMRRNEN
EEE, TRAE,ERZR, A A, GEE,AEF

(CHR AL TRH AR B, Hlr 28 733006)

 E.T2021—2022 FARAHE KRS, UEKENEX,3MEKESLH K 3750 m” - hm?(W1) 4 500
m® - hm?(W2) 5250 m* « hm™(W3) , #3 F X 4 8l X ,2 #7 X4 Bl 216 (B1) \F1E(B2) 48 X F B AR 3
BHAMAECEMWRGLE B SR LERPCEN YW, FRKV MARKENHEKX,0~20cm £ 213
AR BER EE ARSAEE TREY MEXMEELE EARETE, X+ W2BI LEXRARE;W2Bl L #EH
FhE EM AR ER R ERERM T EN S THALE,HEL AN 1.94% ~19.79% .2.71% ~ 28.87% .
8.22% ~31.68% ,12.22% ~57.81% %1 12.31%~58.01% , WIB1 LB FH L 45 TREHE TEEEREHESGES S
FHMALFE HHE 25 H 7.25% ~18.19% ,1.35% ~6.19% 4.20% ~39.67%F1 7.58% ~ 19.10%, 3§ #E4 BRI K WIB1
>W2B1>W2B2>W1B2>W3B2>W3B1, # K B AR A TH AR ZF R A MEEAKERT, 2EF AL THEH
HTHLEHBRE, BLZERP2IMEETIN AL EGFHEFFEMGRAURLERLEEN T MAN, EAE
4500 m® - hmPEAZEFARRRE, EAKES250 m® - hm P EAFHEF RBARKZ,
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Effects of different irrigation amounts and cultivation methods
on soil nutrients, yield and quality of Jerusalem artichoke

SHI Zhiguo, WANG Zhenlong, SU Cuicui, ZHOU Qi, GAO Zhengrui, ZHOU Yanfang
( Gansu Academy of Agri—engineering Technology, Wuwei, Gansu 733006, China)

Abstract ; The field split zone experiments were conduct from 2021 to 2022. The three irrigation amounts were
3750 m’ - hm™, 4500 m* « hm>(W2), and 5 250 m’ - hm™>( W3), respectively. The cultivation methods were
ridge planting (B1) and flat planting (B2). The effects of different irrigation amounts and cultivation methods on
the yield, quality, and soil nutrient content of Jerusalem artichoke in the desertification area of Hexi were studied.
The results showed that with the increase of irrigation amount, the content of total nitrogen, avaiable nitrogen, total
phosphorus, and available phosphorus in the 0~20 c¢m soil layer showed a downward trend while the content of a-
vailable potassium first increased and then decreased. The W2B1 treatment performed the best. The plant height,
stem diameter, number of tubers per plant, tuber mass per plant, and yield of Jerusalem artichoke treated with
W2B1 were higher than other treatments, with increases of 1.94% ~19.79% , 2.71% ~28.87% , 8.22% ~31.68% ,
12.22% ~57.81% , and 12.31% ~58.01% , respectively. The total sugar, reducing sugar, soluble sugar, and inulin
content of Jerusalem artichoke treated with W1B1 were higher than those of other treatments, with increases of 7.25%
~18.19%, 1.35%~6.19% , 4.20% ~39.67% , and 7.58% ~19.10%, respectively. The inulin content is in the order of
WI1B1>W2B1>W2B2>W1B2>W3B2>W3B1. The results suggested that increasing irrigation was not conducive to the
accumulation of inulin content in tubers. Under the same irrigation quota, ridge cultivation was more conducive to the
accumulation of inulin in tubers than flat cultivation. Through principal component analysis, the comprehensive evalu-

ation of the effects of different treatments on the yield and quality of Jerusalem artichoke as well as soil nutrient con-
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tent showed that the combination of 4 500 m’ - hm™” irrigation with ridge planting had the best effect, while the com-

bination of 5 250 m® + hm™ irrigation with flat planting had the worst effect.

Keywords; irrigation amount; cultivation method; Jerusalem artichoke; yield; quality; soil nutrients; princi-

pal component analysis
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R (P>0.05) , & 8 BAE R W 3% (P<0.05) 5
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Wi 2 4K 5 (P<0.01) , =35 38 HAE I 48 F bk e 52
WA 23 (P>0.05) 52022 4EAH L 2021 445 AL HE T
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Table 1 Effects of different treatments on soil nutrient content
s e LA S ﬁ’rﬂfﬁ ﬁ»ﬂcﬁ’i’f\ ﬁiﬁl@? ﬁﬁl%ﬁ‘
Year Treatment Total N Total P Organic matter Available N Available P Available K
' ) /(g-kg'") /(g-kgh) /(g-kg™h) /(mg - kg™") /(mg - kg™") /(mg - kg™")
WI1B1 0.69+£0.01b 0.83+0.01a 9.71+0.15¢ 84.47+0.34b 32.28+0.72a 148.65+2.12d
W1B2 0.49+0.01de 0.71+0.00c 8.37+0.17¢ 87.15+0.97a 23.73£0.91¢ 165.39+1.78bc
2021 W2B1 0.81+0.01a 0.76+0.01b 10.55+0.20b 79.82+0.60c 27.74+0.34b 188.06+8.25a
W2B2 0.60+0.01c 0.64+0.01d 8.63+0.13d 85.99+0.25ab 12.60+0.33d 159.28+3.53cd
W3B1 0.46+0.01e 0.63+£0.01d 9.57+0.17¢ 80.13+0.54¢ 9.20+0.38e 177.78+5.35ab
W3B2 0.52+0.01d 0.64+0.01d 11.16x0.11a 66.36+0.58d 9.23+0.20e 162.41+3.16cd
WI1BI1 0.80+0.01b 0.84+0.01a 13.18+0.32b 89.35+0.69a 34.45+1.16a 156.51+2.12¢
WI1B2 0.77+0.01b 0.85+0.01a 12.74+0.20b 88.17+2.37a 30.03+£0.26b 169.80+1.78bc
2022 W2B1 0.87+0.01a 0.79+0.01b 14.28+0.16a 82.39+1.73a 28.32+1.35b 191.85+8.26a
W2B2 0.65+0.01c 0.74+0.01¢ 11.73+£0.21¢ 87.49+4.41a 17.60£1.15¢ 162.80+3.53¢
W3B1 0.61+£0.01d 0.70£0.01d 9.02+0.05d 81.98+2.12a 11.51£0.43d 177.71+5.34b
W3B2 0.56+0.01e 0.71+0.01d 9.54+0.07d 69.08+2.68h 13.57+0.34d 165.77+3.16bc
WKW 260.40 * * 408.31" " 6.23" 13.86" " 239.05" * 6.19"
F FHIr B 227.93** 117.00* * 0.77ns 2.0lns 34.95%* 7.78*
WxB 74.16" ¢ 48.00 " * 187.76 " * 6.23 25.09 " ¢ 13.79* *

1 : [P [ ING B8R [A]— 4R 4% b T A 2% 5 i3 ( P<0.05) 5 + 3R P<0.05, * * F/R P<0.01, % B8 5237 X ;ns R P>0.05,

ERIGFEL, T,

Note : Different lowercase letters in the same column indicate significant differences between treatments in the same year (P<0.05). * indicates P<

0.05, and * * indicates P<0.01, with a statistically significant difference; ns represents P>0.05, with no statistically significant difference. The same below.
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Table 2 Effects of different treatments on growth indicators and yield of Jerusalem artichoke
Year Treatment Plant height/cm Stem diameter/mm ’ ’ : o Yield/(t - hm™)
per plant per plant/kg

WIBI 251.43+4.41¢c 20.29+1.33h 49.00+4.36a 2.80+0.42ab 66.74+10.11ab
WI1B2 246.07+3.82¢ 24.95+1.87a 43.67+£6.94a 3.44+0.41ab 81.94+9.86ab
W2B1 294.88+4.05a 25.49+1.83a 53.33+9.96a 4.01+0.54a 95.40+12.89a

2021 W2B2 288.65+2.80a 24.14+0.69ab 47.33+2.19a 3.52+0.45ab 83.73+10.82ab
W3B1 285.46+3.68a 24.28+0.39ab 45.67+3.18a 2.82+0.14ab 67.09+3.38ab
W3B2 272.51+4.62b 22.86+0.83ab 45.67+£3.93a 2.38+0.12b 56.69+2.82b
W1B1 252.29+3.49d 20.61+1.13¢ 47.00+1.00b 2.95+£0.27¢ 70.35+6.46¢
W1B2 247.40+1.14d 25.23+0.55ab 43.33+2.85he 3.44+0.18b 81.94+4.33b

2022 W2B1 296.37+0.96a 26.56+0.55a 52.67+1.76a 4.04+0.12a 96.23+2.84a
W2B2 290.74+2.48ab 24.89+1.60ab 48.00+1.54ab 3.60+0.04ab 85.68+1.19ab
W3B1 287.83+0.97h 25.86+0.75ab 48.67+1.76ab 2.85+0.04c 67.81+1.10c
W3B2 272.95+1.02¢ 23.08+0.89bc 40.00+0.58¢ 2.56+0.04c 60.90+0.98¢

HEKE W 244,99 * * 4.37" 4.53* 15.99 "~ 1599
Fo OB 24.14" ¢ 0.25ns 8.96 0.29ns 0.29ns

WxB 2.32ns 9.74™ " 0.48ns 3.94" 3.94"

IKERT AR Bk & A K]
R A5 200, 3 58 B T A S e =5
FH; PIAEH W2B1 AP 2SR5 K, 40 1% WIB1
FHEE 25.63% 1 28.87% ( P<0.05) , 2021 4, & 4b
P2 0] 45 2800 10 35 2% 5+ 2022 4F W2B1 Ab 3
225 i £, 5 WIB1 , WI1B2 ,W3B2 22 5 i %,
TR K T Y SR R A S AR T e B
M (P>0.05), —~#F B BEAEHZ W R % (P<
0.05) , 2022 4EAHHE 2021 4F4% 4L PR A9 34 2 7=
Pofg R, Hodr, 2022 4F W2BI1 4b B R R S
(96.23 t - hm™), 5 W2B2 ZbF 2% FOR 3 W3B1
F1W3B2 b3 P B AIG, BAE 4300l A W2B1 Ab
FAAIK 29.53% F11 36.71% ( P<0.05) , 15 B 19 Foh ok 55
J5 2T K o R ek — o PR 2 il A A T
TR,
23 AELSEXNFFHRERRAZMN

M2 3 AT MK R DL R I R AR
I35 mT M 5 35 5% 1) s W R 2 A B = (P<0.01)
2022 4L 2021 4FE4% AL HLR B B R AG R R G
W1 A8k, W1B1 Ab PR A 34 by die e, 2021 4F SO A
B g HAth &b R 4331 $2 55 6.51% ~21.34% F16.91%
~22.18% (P <0.05), 2022 4E 4> 9l 4% 5 7.25% ~
18.19% 71 7.58% ~ 19.10% ( P<0.05) , W3B1 ,W3B2
Qb B OB R A B SR I, 10 W B B R K kY
T, PR ) RN A8 05 S s, H 2B AR T ORE,
FETK B A IR RO S T B B R (P>0.05) , AR
B0 0] I 2 R A A JEOHE B & (P<0.05) , PRI R 28
HAE RN 3 (P<0.01) , 2021 4EZB1EAL B 4%
KB (WI1B1 ., W2B1 \W3B1) ZRZ R A EE 3 4

TEACER T 2B 45 b PHIA RS & & B35 & T A R
YEAL B ;2022 45 W1B1 A1 W1B2 AbH[H] 34 5 &
255 W HoAth s A P IR) G B 35 22 5 0 K R
ERM A T R A R (P<0.01) iR 85 O =R
PR ZE A HAE I JC B350 (P>0.05) . PN
AEAR PR 355 7 2T R P 5 o 2 Bl K o
REBIEE)G T3, oK 2 ) 2 5 B3
WI1B1 &b B £z 55, 2021 4F 4 FCAth &b P I 25 2 =
22.70% ~72.56% (P<0.05) ;3 Fhi /K H T 2B 4F 4b ¥
ATV R AR AR AR 3, 2021 AR R
#(P<0.05) .
24 TEUEMREFFERKERMREZRRLN

iEES ks

R REGE X E i A BEEWNS %
B, — M 7, A OC FR 80 1Y 42 o 2 ik A TR — A
TR AEBEAH OC R BN, B s 45 hg e g T AR o
FEERAT A R4 UER, LEER
5 R AP A O HACHR | SRR 25 WA AR
W TE A COE R, HHOC R B 5 0.818,0.948
0.874 .0.891 ,0.830 F1 0.846; 1 54 HL T 1776 1
FIEME LR (MR REHN 0.822) , 50 W14
P R A O R (R EH 0.986) 5 L3 L
T S5 SO | AR | ORI 4 W A A 3 R A G
KF R ET 9 0.882.0.853 ,0.826 F1 0.840;
A O S SRR A D TE AR DG OC R A
BN 0.820,0.830; 45 bk o 5 BRZE T I M AT
FE 0 E W AR DCOC R M E R EC -0.836; 2515 5 6
WEZ 8] A7 76 A 2 35 B IE M DG 6 R, M R R BUH
0.999, 5 HAMFE AR A AH SRR I 2%
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Table 3  Effects of different treatments on tuber quality of Jerusalem artichoke
Ay Lb T S W CIRE i Bk
Year Treatment Total sugar Reducing sugar Soluble sugar Inulin
WI1B1 634.68+6.72a 30.58+0.09a 49.67+0.72a 604.10+6.80a
W1B2 558.78+3.60c 27.96+0.73bc 40.48+0.33b 530.82+3.98¢
2021 W2B1 595.90+3.62b 30.82+0.12a 30.42+0.59d 565.08+0.88b
W2B2 555.73+1.00c¢ 27.14+0.12¢ 28.78+0.25¢ 528.59+3.69¢
W3B1 527.19+5.60d 30.20+£0.25a 33.43+0.49¢ 496.99+3.83d
W3B2 523.04+3.88d 28.61+£0.08b 31.18+0.27d 494.43+0.57d
WI1B1 631.26+3.87a 30.69+0.93a 43.41+1.58a 600.57+4.79a
W1B2 555.30+10.55¢d 28.90+0.23b 41.66+0.68a 526.40+10.41cd
2022 W2B1 588.56+4.74b 30.28+0.54ab 31.34+0.73¢ 558.28+5.07b
W2B2 564.18+4.96¢ 29.23+0.52ab 31.08+1.02¢ 534.94+4.92¢
W3B1 534.12+6.60e 29.86+0.26ab 35.13£0.39b 504.25+6.63e
W3B2 538.03+5.56de 28.97+£0.27ab 34.91+0.66b 509.07+5.76de
HEKE W 41.87%* 0.14ns 78.03 " * 39.56"*
F B 37.56" " 745" 0.96ns 33.26" "
WxB 19.88 " * 16.47" 0.48ns 18.61" "
2.5 ERSDH BT I AR A T AR v A A B AT B 2 20 RN 4K o

S A8 2 A K R ] R 22 R — 3 1 38 B
KR lVF LG B R AEZIMESE™ 850
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WUCAAHIC 25 G e bR, H RB#E S ik 4 3845
PRI ALY KR o B2 ARIFFE B T S
B KA TR bR At 15 TR BEAT R0 b,
A 3% 15 WY BRARAE I, e 7= A 3 A sy,
5 WAL 3 A E RS AE AR IEE 53 5 5.337 .
0.416 3.186 , HX 7 22 W BTRR %73 51k 53.633% |
25.833% 11.523% , MRARHEHCE BBy Z R 5T
HRR = 85% 1 JE I, 3 4~ 3 M43 1 7 22 RELTTHR R
BEfE LA FE R 90.989% 115 &, Ui B 3 A 3 sy
Al DU X 15 MRS ITA (R R .

H128 5 WA, FHRRIEAE 7 A B R AR ) o i U ]
TR SRR R Z B R IE G R 5 RRE 0] i
AL RHERIE . 7E55 1 00 b, SRk 288 i
ffRRL T BRRR B A A 4G BB A AL
JEA BRI [ i, 3 B X 645 A Sz e = 38 v 1)
I BT P o X 4 2 B 25 7= o 10 Jo 11 56 5 7 56
2 FRr b AT RS MR 2R A AR A
BRI )i (E, 7] UL 3 S8 bR i Wl 7 i X 2 2R A
KGR 26 3 T b, 0 RO AN s A R
[ et (B, JF v 3 DR A R 1 A ) i, T L A
SRR it LR A SR I SRR Y B
2.6 BEFESH T ZAERIEH

AGRES 15 A4S AR AR A4 A A K TR bR
BARRIA R, HHACE H22 BB K, IR

BTN G5 T 50 DR 35 B3 o3 B 45 SR 1 2 0
PEFIRL 2= PE . AR EAL IS T8 45 5 B ZSN L ZAN |
ZYD . ZSH . ZLL . ZTS . ZTN . ZOM . ZSS . ZPH . ZSD .
ZTP ZAP ZRS .ZAK Fow, FERAE 15 Mrifk
TRV MG B R 053 0 R 45 48 A AE X 1 Y
FRAE M) (2 5) , I AT #5452 o Al iR R ik X
F1 = 0. 913ZSN + 0. 896ZAN + 0. 735ZYD +
0.735ZSH - 0. 732ZLL - 0. 725ZTS + 0. 706ZTN +
0.669Z0M + 0. 240ZSS + 0. 077ZPH + 0. 176ZSD +
0.516ZTP+0.543ZAP+0.152ZRS+0.438 ZAK
F2 F3 [FIFERT LR 26 5 AR EfL AR iR
I S8 RS G ITNE D (HIT5A A 45 W2B1
AbBEAS 43 F i (0.991), HR Oy W2B2 (15343
0.866) , W3B2 Ab¥i4553 5K (0.253) , HE44 i W2B1
>W2B2>WI1B2>W3B1>WIB1>W3B2, i B # /K &=
4500 m* « hm™* Be A AR 7 RO B fd:, #E K i
5250 m’ - hm P ECA AR BRI 22 (3R 6) .
3 9 1’
KEIMEM AR E BN ERHNER, LR
YERVEY A K B8 R SRR, 2K B R 3K,
RGP R R 0~ 100 em + )2+
R A S 1, 20 em )2 LUR MOBR R AL S R BE A
KRG R R, AR R, A5 A
0~20 em 12 IR A S R A WI>W2>W3,
R Z A 1 b i i 20 2 e o VR K B 1) 34 o g
s FLRE E K B I 3G 0, 3 Bl RN R
SRR , X 5 L P BT A R — B, AT
G R I, Bl A VE K S 3, O i R
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Table 5 Principal component analysis of each index

affecting the growth of Jerusalem artichoke

5 Ei=t7N TS FAUY2 ERG3
Number Index Component 1 Component 2 Component 3
1 FAPRHZER SN 0913 0.126 0.119
2 i AN 0.896 -0.213 -0.091
3 7= YD 0.735 0.401 0.523
4 Eﬁ%ﬁ%;fiﬁgg 0.735 0.404 0.521
5 A% LL -0.732 0.549 -0.144
6 SO TS -0.725 0.543 -0.178
7 A% TN 0.706 -0.275 0.593
8 FHLT OM 0.669 -0.225 0.59
9 nrAEbERE SS 0240 -0.961 -0.070
10 ¥k PH 0.077 0.932 -0.107
11 2541 SD 0.176 0.705 0.460
12 Sk TP 0.516 -0.656 0.516
13 W AP 0.543 -0.633 0517
14 JEHE RS 0.152 -0.136 -0.955
15 B AK 0.438 -0.145 0.883
J;Evﬁe 5.337 0.416 3.186
COiEﬁTififﬁﬁﬁ 53633 25833 11523
Cumulative contribution 53.633 79.465 90.989

rate/ %

BERIG I B S, BEKBER 4 500 m® + hm ™[5
EROR, XS P R B R R R 2, Al
B2 PR A A JHE /Kt 1) 38 1 R, - 3 OB Y 1
R B AR BE 2338 i, BEKIERE 3 40 em DATR, 32
WV VE I SE I TS 2 E L R A . A SRR
B, FEAHRIE K BT ,0~20 em + )2 R34 A AL
BRAIEAL B0 5 i AR N B TR, &
SRR E RAL R R AL A R )ZE A
S AR A B R R e T
APV A R 1 ) SR, A 7= A
B UM AMER I, AAE P e R T
ARSI AR /N 22 R AR I B e AR A
/N S W T BUE B IR, 2R IR AR Ko
WE, R MR A, 0 i R o 7 32 R R A P
BN R R, B Aa R, BOX
SRR A B, K R o SRR A 10 A K A
SMERAT K E RO, 25 i b B A 0 I 0 ok e
AR R N, SRS R B, YK E
UL 4 500 m® « hm i, ThAS A P R AR A
TR 7K Y 3 O AR, 2 B A T8 7K 1 P 2 0 114 7
UK R T 5 460 m® - hm A, B HE K Y
S, SR R B PR AR A, HE

xR o6 AEAAENFFFEMREUAL TERAEGRZEHEGSIEN

Table 6 Comprehensive evaluation of the effects of different treatments on the yield

and quality of Jerusalem artichoke and soil fertility index

b Y

s P B B BT Y AR
WIB1 0.509 -1.586 -0.545 0.940 0.000 0.229 0.583 5
WI1B2 0.220 -0.778 0.948 0.831 0.319 0.833 0.686 3
W2B1 0.668 0.866 1.360 1.000 0.969 1.000 0.991 1
W2B2 0.574 0.944 -0.831 0.965 1.000 0.113 0.866 2
W3B1 0.008 0.481 -1.110 0.751 0.817 0.000 0.674 4
W3B2 -1.979 0.074 0.179 0.000 0.656 0.522 0.253 6

KHEEH 4 500 m* - hm G bR R 2R 2R
HOR ik 2 3k B e R fE, L BE A HE K B R B, 2%
A s 1 BRAGHE 5 /N 3 X m] REJE T
Z MR BATNR] T AR ZR G, AR A B A Bk
K BETTRZ M VE D A B i 3

il i PO 2 7 i SR AR AR, ARATSE
KK 3750 m® « hm P EA BAERE AT,
AT BREE TR A WA R R s T A
AbHR TR 3 ASHEAKGE BT, 2021 4F 28R #8507 s
S JFORE S L TP R AR B R
PR S KR B A 192D 2590 I, T i Y
TR ETE ) T A DL R A LR e 2R A
HE K b FRAT T A 5 IS 2T A5 B R W, 2B 4R

J7 ARG I Al S R B TR AE T A
0.295% , LA EWF5T 4 5 A BF 78 45 SR AR AL, Ui IH 7E 28
VERRRE 7T 38 Y 10 8 = HE A AT 05 2 e 45
SRV A

M FEIE S AH A AT R, RIS A bR
[ FR I W IEAH DG OC R | 45 H 2K b SO A
BEEG RS LIRS AL AR e R
TEARSCOCR VI U T 5 X 3 AR AR ARG
PERGR AR, A S T FEAE P R AR 2
I ARSI o T O R R R
TE b2 R AR 2 R S 15 N FRARRE4E 4 L
3AFERT, H B FTTER R 90.989% , B fift A, 4>
A ADLTT PRPCES bR R T i 7 h S
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FEGHELESS 1 F Rl EA R B E, S A3
W TR bR AR SE 2 B EA R
BT A, SAER G SRR S 3 A s AR
A E,3 N EMT T T 6 T HEL2ETE AR 9 1
AWEEdatE, RS s AE BIC R R, U WA ] 3 4y
A3 AT A ] Ak B G A 48 5T o DA M 2 7 R
B sEm 2 AT S, X 15 A b 2E FE P 2E 4
FRIEAT TR VRN, IS TR AL B 19 3 B0 75
SPVFN PR ERET THER 25 AL BRI W2B1>W2B2>
W1B2>W3B1>WI1B1>W3B2, i)t B 7 /K 7 K 4 500
m® « hm > FLA ZEVE RS A3 7 R RO e

4zt B

1) BE A FE K i 3 K, 8 4 L A AL A
Wl A AR o S TS A AT A a0 SR
RS BTG TR A RIE K S BT, AR K
R B VAR TR,

2) FEKEH 4 500 m® - hm i & 28R 5
T 2R 2R PR P 2R A R e 2R T A
P B R T H A A B A HC A kb B 7 R R
12.31% ~58.01%,

3) HEAKSER 3 750 m® + hm A ZBAER 7 =
HOEEg & W e T A AL B, R W1B1>
W2B1>W2B1>W2B2>W3B1>W3B2, HJI 7K & 1k
AN T2 0 5 e AE B ZE i R B M [RD O K
T, ZBVER IS B E A R T HCEE R

4) FRAT TR A PR A SRR K 54 500
m’ + hm AL A BV T 3G e 8 S & R
IR E PR TR R, HE K & 5 250 m® + hm T
GE T AR e 2, 2 A8 J7 UL R A 3
AR R R K i, H Rk Ot 8
YERCRAE TP
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