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Abstract ;. Taking annual grafted seedlings of Populus x delioides ‘2025’ and its two bud mutation color-
leaf cultivars of P. X delioides ‘ Quanhong’ and P. x deltoides ‘ Zhonghong’ as experimental materials
changes of MDA content and activities of PPO, SOD, CAT and POD in their leaf after drought stress for
0,4,7, 14, 21 and 28 d and rewatering for 7 d and correlations between MDA content and four enzyme
activities were analyzed, and drought resistance of three cultivars was comprehensively evaluated by
subordinate function method and grey relational analysis method. The results show that with prolonging of
drought stress time, MDA content of three cultivars appears a generally increasing trend and is
significantly and extremely significantly higher than that of their respective controls at the middle and later
treatment stages. On the whole, PPO and SOD activities firstly increase and then decrease and are higher
than those of their respective controls at the earlier and middle treatment stages. CAT activity of
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¢ Zhonghong’ and ‘2025’ firstly increases and then decreases, while that of ‘ Quanhong’ decreases
continuously, and is extremely significantly and significantly lower than that of their respective controls
after treated for 14 d. POD activity of ‘ Quanhong’ and ‘2025’ firstly decreases and then increases and
is lower than that of their respective controls, while that of ‘Zhonghong’ appears a fluctuant trend but
overall with no significant difference in comparison with that of its control. After rewatering for 7 d, MDA
content of three cultivars all decreases, while PPO and CAT activities all increase. SOD and POD
activities of ‘ Quanhong’ and ‘2025’ increase, while those of ‘Zhonghong’ decrease. Under soil
drought stress condition, there are only extremely significantly negative correlations between PPO and
CAT activities and MDA content in ‘ Quanhong’ and between CAT activity and MDA content in
¢ Zhonghong’ , there is no significant correlation between other enzyme activities and MDA content in all
*Quanhong’ , ‘Zhonghong’ and ‘2025’ is 0.482,
0.527 and 0.533, respectively. Accordingly, among three cultivars, drought resistance of ‘2025’ is the

cultivars. Subordinate function average value of

strongest, while that of ‘Quanhong’ is the weakest. Correlation degree of drought resistance of three
cultivars with physiological indexes all is higher than 0. 64, in which, that of drought resistance with CAT
and PPO activities is 0. 793 and 0. 761, respectively. Therefore, CAT and PPO activities can be regarded
as main indexes for evaluating drought resistance of cultivars of Populus.

Key words: cultivar of Populus; drought stress; protective enzyme activity; drought resistance;
subordinate function method; grey relational analysis
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®1 TETEPEREKE3 MEHEFHITH MDA §E/EH (X+SE) Y B
Table 1 Change of MDA content in leaf of three cultivars of Populus after drought stress in soil and rewatering (X=SE)!)

Hi22) IRV AL BRI E) R MDA 54/ wmol - g=! MDA content in leaf at different treatment times

No.?) 0d 4.d 7d 14 d 21 d 28 d 7" d¥® SFH4{H Average
Q1 17.77+1. 14Aa 19.14+1. 08 ABbe 16.88+1.30Cc 18.90+1.37Cc 15.92+2.77Bb 17.60+1.34Bb 19.10+1. 83Bbe 17.90+1.23Bb
Q2 17.77+1.14Aa  18.22+1.73ABbc  24.91+3.56Bb 26.59+2.99Bb 35.18+1.07Aa 44.66+4.31Aa  38.05+2.91Aa 29.34+10.24Aa
71 16.96£2.59Aab  16.17+0.59Bc 19.94+3.19Bbe  15.35+1.31Cc 15.98+0.65Bb 18.12+2.98Bb 19.78+4.19Bbc 17.47+£1.85Bb
72 16.96+2.59Aab 21.95+2.63Aab 29.98+2.37Aa 37.71+1.66Aa 33.22+4.14Aa 40.90+4. 19Aa 24.90+5. 06Bb 29.38+8.63Aa
Y1 14.49+2.48Ab  16.02+3.74Bc 17.31+2.54Cc 19.94+3.10BCc  17.93+0.78Bb 15.03+1.30Bb 18.01+1.27Bec 16.96+1.91Bb
Y2 14.49+2.48Ab  23.26+0.92Aa 28.63+2.23Aa 40.01+5.96Aa 31.39+3.34Aa 39.93£1.69Aa  20.56+4.08Bbc 28.32+9.64Aa

D )51 Hp A 5] B9 R S NG k43 B 2R 22 500 .3 (P<0. 01) F1 2 2 (P<0.05) Different capitals and small letters in the same column indicate
the extremely significant (P<0.01) and significant ( P<0.05) differences, respectively.

2) Q1. AP ety X4 The control group of cultivar ‘ Quanhong’ ; Q2: WA gty TR 4 The drought stress group of cultivar
“Quanhong’ 5 Z1: &FP 4047 XFHRA] The control group of cultivar ¢ Zhonghong’ 5 72 P« H 4145 T F Wil 4H The drought stress group of
cultivar ‘ Zhonghong’ ; Y1 @A <2025 X H4] The control group of cultivar ‘2025 ; Y2. f#Ff <2025° TS Wrifi 24l The drought stress group of
cultivar ‘2025’

NEIKT dJE After rewatering for 7 d.
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%2 TETFEMEREKE3I MEREFMI S PPO FEIEMTH (X£SE) Y N
Table 2 Change of PPO activity in leaf of three cultivars of Populus after drought stress in soil and rewatering ( X+SE)!

a22) AL BER [R] A PPO T 1/U « ¢=' + min~!  PPO activity in leaf at different treatment times

No.?) 0d 4d 7d 14 d 21d 28 d 7" d3) FI{H Average
Q1 26.30+2.40Aa  26.39+1.21ABb  28.92+2.46Bbc  27.13+2.52ABb  27.61+0.10Aa 26.42+2.35Aa 25.87+1.37Aa 26.95+1.04Aa
Q2 26.30£2.39Aa  29.64x1.90Aa 36.43x1.13Aa 26.73£2.78ABb  20.57+3.25BChc 17.48+1.34BCc  17.87x1.84BChc  25.00+6.88ABa
71 19.37+0.79Bb  18.40x1.94Cd 20.49+2.00Cd 18.82+2.45Dc 20.85£1.93BChe  19.98+1.37Bbe  19.02x1.94BChc  19.56+0.91Ch
72 19.37+0.79Bb  19.68+0.74Ced ~ 26.27+2.19Bc 30.12+1.23Aa 18.72+1.21BCed  12.58+1.26Dd 14.60+0. 66Cd 20.19+6. 16BCh
Y1 20.51£1.39Bb 21.33+1.26Ccd 19.63+1.37Cd 21.81+0.60CDc 22.63x1.12Bb 20.52+1.37Bb 20.45+2.51Bb 20.98+1.01BCb

Y2 20.51+1.39Bb  22.62+2.21BCe¢  30.53+0.90Bb 24.94+2.38BCh 17.65+1.19Cd 13.80+1.16CDd  17.19+£2.62BCed 21.03+5.58BCh

D [&]%1) EPZ:EE"]j(Eﬂ:ﬂ/J\E$%ﬁuﬁ%ﬁ%*&ﬁ%(]’<0 01) i i, & (P<0.05) Different capitals and small letters in the same column indicate
the extremely significant (P<0.01) and significant (P<0.05) differences, respectively.

DQL; Fhfl 2204y X ZH The control group of cultivar ‘ Quanhong’; Q2 AhFh < 22145 T S M4 The drought stress group of cultivar
‘ Quanhong’ ; 71 fhAr e A S IRZH The control group of cultivar ‘ Zhonghong’ ; 72 . AR gty TR A4 The drought stress group of
cultivar ‘ Zhonghong’ ; Y1 B AR <2025 XFHEZH The control group of cultivar ‘2025 ; Y2. AR 2025° T2 A 4H The drought stress group of
cultivar ‘20257

DAZIKT dJ5 After rewatering for 7 d.
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2.1.3 BAAYHACE(SOD) FHey T/ T
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W AR 20250 M R SOD 3 M TR TR IR 4L T
CLAg RN ardy i R SOD TEPENMIR T4 B 1Y
XTRRZL A S X R T B E 255,

AT 2 TR, LT R &4 F ,
REahAh a2ty ity F2025° it Y SOD T
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ZBUr ) -0. 428 0. 519 F1 0. 240, A L VEYR
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F3 TETEPEREKEI MIWRMMF SOD FHEMEL (XSE)Y B
Table 3 Change of SOD activity in leaf of three cultivars of Populus after drought stress in soil and rewatering ( X+SE)!

HE2) AR AL BER ] A SOD 15 44/U + g=! SOD activity in leaf at different treatment times
No.?) 0d 4d 7d 14 d 21d 28 d 7" d3) S Average

Q1 484.02+25.02Aa 488.70+18.16Bc
Q2 484.02x25.02Aa 537.38+6.20Aa

496.78+3.31Bb  465.29+32.92Cd 497.37+6.72Cc
569.91+18.87Aa 553.80+17.16Bb 514.22x11.36Bb
Z1  499.21+2.00Aa 508.32+7.40ABbc 490.25+5.03Bb  497.11+8.59Cc  500.03+8. 06Cc
72 499.21+2.00Aa 517.68+6.56ABab 556.08+10.89Aa 589.31+4.32Aa  563.84+21.87Aa 512.89+5.74Aa 489.86+19.79ABb 532.70+37.18Aa
Y1 507.33+26.77Aa 508.88+11.92ABbc 492.19+6.49Bb  499.21+8.97Cc¢  496.65+10.78Cc  507.82+12.87Aa 497.69+12.66ABab 501.40+6.56Bb
Y2  507.33+26.77Aa 525.30+7.98Aab 546.89+13.88Aa 588.13+8.12ABa 549.92+18.31ABa 493.25+12.25Aa 530.77+25.65Aa  534.51+31.11Aa

503.12+12.97Aa 480.26+2.06ABb  487.94+12.82Bb
435.92+16. 18Bb 467.89+41.79Bb  509.02+48. 66 ABab
497.63+7.86Aa 494.52+3.00ABab 498.15+5.55Bb

Y 3 d RS B B K S FUING T RE 43 2R 22 W B 35 (P<0. 01) A1 3 (P<0.05) Different capitals and small letters in the same column indicate
the extremely significant (P<0.01) and significant ( P<O0. 05) differences, respectively.

DQL; il 22045 X2 The control group of cultivar * Quanhong’ ; Q2 &hAh < 22145 T S Wil 4 The drought stress group of cultivar
“Quanhong’ ; Z1 . fihFP < 2045’ XFHRZ The control group of cultivar Zhonghong 72 fAh ety T EMHE Y] The drought stress group of
cultivar ‘ Zhonghong’ ; Y1, it AR <2025 XFHRZH The control group of cultivar 2025’ ; Y2; SR <2025 T 28 4H The drought stress group of
cultivar ‘2025’

D 42K 7 dJi After rewatering for 7 d.

2.1.4 TEAEH(CAT) Ee T/ 5T 5
RO 47,14 21 F128 d KEKT d G 3 MR
A AP R CAT 1&TERYASfE LR 4

H ¢ 4 A A 3 AN SR SRR A 2rAg Fn
Tk XL A CAT TGP YA 5535 s T
f 20257 (P<0.01) ,[if AL TR 1Y) CAT W
UNETS o S i 1 ST N T T SO0 I SEA N 77
2025 i CAT W& PR Se T+ 5 R B, T s ¢ 4241

¥’ iR CAT G M 5L T RER s, M <2
¥ 142025 it CAT W& PEZEMMA 4 F1 7 d 20503045
H % IR T 4.50% Fl 11, 06% |, {H 5 % BEZH Y 2%
SRR E(P>0.05) ;ML 14 d 5 = F MR H
CAT 1EPEIIM B 2 (P<0. 01) B B & ( P<0. 05) & T
B EBXTIRA , A hag iR R CAT J5 e Ab
P4 7 d S HX AT R EZES A 14 d )5
IR d 2 o A T IRl T 50 28 d, dhFh
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R4 TETEPDEREKEIMEMRAFHH CAT EHEMEN (XSE) Y B
Table 4 Change of CAT activity in leaf of three cultivars of Populus after drought stress in soil and rewatering (X=SE)"!

i B2) A[RAEER A CAT 354/ U - g . min~! CAT activity in leaf at different treatment times

No.?) 0d 4d 7d 14 d 21 d 28 d 7' d¥ S Average
Q1 50.13+2.96Aa 47.75+5.98Aa 49.72+3.72Aa 51.89+3.39Aa 47.81+0. 17Aa 49.70+3.37Aa 47.92+0.35Aa 49.27+1.54Aa
Q2 50.13+2.96Aa  49.90+3.46Aa 43.67+3.26ABCabc  39.90+3.56Bbc  34.00+2.58CDc  28.02+3.32Cc 40.09+3.56BCh  40.82+8.05Bb
71 44.07+2.75Ab 45.84+3.47ABab  47.84+0.31ABab 43.83+3.46ABb 45.98+3.66ABa 46.08+3.75Aa  44.34+3.50ABa  45.43+1.43ABa
72 44.07+£2.75Ab  45.78+3.39ABab 41.97+5.99ABCbhed  35.86+0.07Bc 30.04+0. 15Dc¢ 25.82+3.36Cc 37.93+3.29CDbe  37.35+7.38CDbe
Yl 35.74+0.32Bc  39.85+3.51ABc¢ 35.90+0. 15Cd 37.75+3.40Bbc  39.75+3.18BCh  35.81+0.18Bb 35.92+0. 19Ded 37.24+1.88CDbc

Y2 35.74+0.32Bc  37.80+3.48Bc 39.87+3.66Ccd

37.05+4.31Bc

31.72+3.28Dc 23.91+0.17Cc 33.77+3.18Dd 34.26+5.29Dc

D )51 Hp A 5] B9 R S NG k43 B 2R 22 500 .3 (P<0. 01) F1 2 2 (P<0.05) Different capitals and small letters in the same column indicate
the extremely significant (P<0.01) and significant ( P<0.05) differences, respectively.

DQL: P 4045 XA The control group of cultivar
‘ Quanhong’ ; 71
cultivar ‘ Zhonghong’ ; Y1
cultivar ‘2025’

942K 7 dJF After rewatering for 7 d.

CALTAg AT R C2025 A CAT TG R4 B
% H R R IR R K 43. 62% 43.97% F133.23% , H.
SxtMAEFHEE, EK7dJE,3 DMF A
CAT iEVEX & it A FH 28 d A 4 i Horpr ) 0 b
‘LA N ads iR CAT ?ﬁ‘fﬁ&ﬁ%ﬁ?% E
BT FRZH 177 b A 2025 B9 CAT 305 P AR X R
HEZEFANDE,

AR R R TR FE T, S 2
ZIHg° A LAy iR CAT W6 PES MDA & & 41
KR K Y=71.995-1.045X(R=-0.854) fl Y=
62.455-0. 886X (R=-0.768) , %] 54 i % 1 A 56 0
A €2025° TR CAT 65 MDA & A A 6 R 5L
LN -0.303 , AN B E AL,

2.1.5 L AAHEE(POD) EH T+
SAKLFEO 4.7 .14 21 F128 d M EIK T d )5 3 D
an AP R POD EPERIAR B L S

‘ Quanhong’ ; Q2.
fnFh ¢ FPLrA% XFERZH The control group of cultivar ‘ Zhonghong’ 3 72 A ¢ LA T 2041 The drought stress group of
FhFP <2025 X} BRZH The control group of cultivar 2025 ; Y2

fh R 208 T R 41 The drought stress group of cultivar

: A ©2025° T R34 The drought stress group of

FHER 5 AL D s A ahRP L0y Xt
TEZH AL BRZ T F Y POD I 1 A~ A (B X A 8 25
TRl <2025 F1 ¢ LA (P<0.01) R P38 s ] AiE
K, SR ALrlg #2025 1 F K POD 3% 4 5 S
)G T S HIE T4 A B9 XF B4 ; 73 5 7E
821 F1 14 d IEBNEARAE , 43 0 8045 A 1% BT [
27. 02% 1 34. 19% , H 5% M40 2 S50 ol 3% 5 Wi
28 d, = #H I ) POD 6443 B IR % 25. 67 %
F121.10% , 43 51| 5 X B # b 25 R0 3 35 (P<0. 05) 22
5o BEMMEF R SR TR 2dg i R B POD i
PR 2 BRAR — 1 T —FRAIK T AU ke 34, 76 it b B 4
A7 d KT XFR W AEALFE 14 21 F1 28 d ¥ Xt
M HER FERARE(P>0.05), BEKk7dE,5
e AR 2R 28 d BFAH LL, d Bl ¢ 422047 A 2025 it
) POD {&EPEFH M ah Al < Heids it Je i) POD i 1
DUREARG ; Horpr, b 22047 Ml B9 POD V& P 12 351K

x5 TETEMEREKEI MIWRMHF POD EiEM W (X£SE) Y B
Table 5 Change of POD activity in leaf of three cultivars of Populus after drought stress in soil and rewatering (X+SE)!)

) ARIEALFREHE - POD fEPE/U - g'] « min~!

No.?) 0d 44d 7d 14 d 21d
Q1 312.89+24.48Aa 333.43+7.48Aa 317.85+9.94Aa 316.23+13.45Aa  328.11+16.32Aa
Q2 312.89+24.48Aa 310.40+16.91Aa  270.98+16.82Bb 242.95+19.91BCb 239.47+22.71BCh
71 196.98+13.94Cc 214.86+5.39Ccd  195.69+13. 15CDde 202.46+18.39CDc  196.51+16.26CDc
72 196.98+13.94Cc 197.63+15.79Cd  174.29+13.73De  206.97+11.76BCDc 227.79+31.07BCh
Y1 249.47+27.41Bb 260.93£19.58Bb  236.00+14.92BCc 248.17+18.96Bb  248.69+10.58Bb
Y2 249.47+27.41Bb 240.13+21.51BChc 203.34+24.91CDd 163.32+11.21Dd  182.18+19.53Dc

POD activity in leaf at different treatment times

28 d

337.32+30.73Aa
250.73+7.89Bb 288.01+15.24ABb
201.02+25.48BCd  199.31+22.64De
210.42+6.78BCcd  207.50+13.93Dde
244.23+23.75BChe 254.12+23.25BCc
192.69+16.61Cd

7" d3)
327.72+24.79Aa

SEXHE Average
324.79+9.26Aa
273.63+30.93Bb
200.97+6.60Cd
203.08+16.30Cd
248.80+7.76Bc
235.89+35.73CDed 209.57+32.74Cd

D [&]%1) EPZ:EE"]j(Eﬂ:ﬂ/J\E$%ﬁuﬁ%ﬁ%*&ﬁ%(]’<0 01) i i, & (P<0.05) Different capitals and small letters in the same column indicate
the extremely significant (P<0.01) and significant (P<0.05) differences, respectively.

DQL; Fhfl 2204y X ZH The control group of cultivar ‘ Quanhong’; Q2 AhFh < 22145 T S M4 The drought stress group of cultivar
‘ Quanhong’ ; 71 fhAr e A S IRZH The control group of cultivar ‘ Zhonghong’ ; 72 . kel T EMMRA The drought stress group of
cultivar ‘ Zhonghong’ ; Y1 B AR <2025 XFHEZH The control group of cultivar ‘2025 ; Y2. AR 2025° T2 A 4H The drought stress group of
cultivar ‘20257

DAZIKT dJ5 After rewatering for 7 d.
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TR HRAE A rherAg” 2025 1Y POD i
P35l e T ARG T4 B 09X B H I 5% 14 T B
EEF,

AEAE AT A SRR TR AT, A 4
Z145° F1¢2025° I FP Y POD 1% 1E 5 MDA S EAE
F AR E MR B0 -0. 514 F1-0. 699 ; 1M i
Fl herdz ik B POD T 5 MDA 5 & N B3
Y IEAR G A OC R R 0.303
2.2 3R mMREENESITEN
2.2.1 F#hB Iy LRLKEREN. T2
BT 3 A AW 5 a5 Az BRES R 0 AR AL B i 22

&6 ETMHHS MEEERELN 3 MK EMRAEERRE RS T

S, YA R BRI A: BRAE AR PE M A B i ) T S 1 A7
W R mPE, % T, LTt i MDA & & &
PPO .SOD ,CAT F1 POD & PEry 284 AR L, F1 SR & pRi
BT 3 AR A PR P T ER G PR, 5 R DL
%6,

R 6 A UL . P 2214%° C helts’ il 2025°
M5 AN AEBRAE bR i1 24 55 JE oR B (E 53008 0. 482
0.527 F10.533, $g Xt 3 4 i b g 1 B R AT
HEF DU 6e s i o 2 554K R € 2025 | ety |
AN /M

Table 6 Subordinate function analysis on drought resistance of three cultivars of Populus based on changes of five physiological indexes in leaf

KA TIEIRAY B R EE  Subordinate function value of different physiological indexes

o : ‘ : \ HE
Cultivar MDA F PPO {ifi Pk SOD 5 CAT ik POD i Pk FEIfE Order
MDA content PPO activity SOD activity CAT activity POD activity Average
£414% Quanhong 0.588 0.303 0.550 0.489 0.481 0.482
HZ14%) Zhonghong 0.560 0.418 0.627 0.478 0.551 0.527
2025 0.581 0.389 0.618 0.655 0.423 0.533
2.2.2 REXBEYH  MPURPERK OB A AEBIR PRI SCEREE R T 0. 64, R HV R A SC K

JEF 5 1R YU I QIR R i I 4
PRSP R BN S F A D], 3 5 W i) S B g
Ja

B
IeN o

HIZE 7 WIA13 M B Al Rl i BT 5 1k 5 L 4%

R7T 3NHRBEMAOREESHE S M EBERNREXKS T

-, HoHr CAT W PS5 BT R M Y OB B 5 K (0. 793)
FW 3 MR R A CAT 3% M1 52 b0 A it
JB HOROE: PPO TS T MDA & 7 POD 1 SOD 1%
X S T 1 SRR AR X5

Table 7 Grey relational analysis on drought resistance with five physiological indexes in leaf of three cultivars of Populus

YRS K BRI A B RS Correlation coefficient between drought resistance and different indexes

=]
mn A D
max

Cultivar MDA i PPO {i SOD {ifi P CAT Tk POD i1
MDA content PPO activity SOD activity CAT activity POD activity

2414 Quanhong 2.8214 0.909 0.808 0.724 0. 806 0.633

H1£14% Zhonghong 2.133 6 0.601 0.709 0.584 0.648 0.644

2025 2.891 6 0.752 0.767 0.632 0.924 0.705
KEKEE Correlation degree 0.754 0.761 0.647 0.793 0.661
FKECHERF Correlation order 3 2 5 1 4

DA VRN X R 515 5 % 1 51 18] 1 B K 22 {8 Representing the maximum difference value between evaluation object sequence and reference

sequence.

W R el ok 25 | 8 59 VR ok 22 T ST B A i
B3 s AE I, Bl T 50 A2 B2 A R, MDA %
T PR, AP RR S T R AT R B Y AR L e
1B 0TS 38 N R T BE T b TR, 3 A5
Ry f A L2047 it MDA & B 7E A 4 ~
14 d A& T rherdy F142025° , Ba B A Ah < 2204 XF

3 Ak

AWFFEH, TR EE AT 3 AR R A
MDA & 5SF- I {E 0 R 8 25 T (P<0.01) , &
5 it P A R AR T 5 Pl 2 1% ) 7 5 B JBRaE 21 D
Bl 2ty F¢2025° i MDA 5 & B R RE, 10
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A8 A R A U | 7 22 BT R 3 iR
SRR RS (0T MDA 76 5 R R R
SEEU 0 S B A MDA & R T R e
B F12025° BLH ¢ ALrdn TR A i B g
55 , W P 240 2 2 P SRR A R A R R R

TS0 1 R o AR A7 T R AR TR R
F XL 15, DR RS W e B T i S e AR 1k
YA (SOD ) 16 PR B &1, Al O, 56 4k Ry i 1 4
iK1 0, F1 H, 0, ; & 4k A W ( CAT) Flad 4 1k 4y il
(POD) NPK: H, 0,54k A H,0, B 1k HLIA 2 2] 35 7 45
FEAEE " A 7R, TR
A S B P 40 M P 22 B AL B (PPO) I R - T
PPO IEPE SH Y B T Btk B AR EE
PIAHUIRR, TRFAMET , PUE R i Y 7k P X
SO AP TG PR Y BRAEREAE — B i KO, LA R 4
JELPN 7 A BT PR R 5 E 2 o R e LT 52
[ (ELFSF , 200 A PR 7= A e i T 4 1 e e 50 4 5
KA AL, SR AL R B R g AR E
FEH, TRMNEAESGR LT 3 A SRR N SOD
F1PPO WG, ARSI N5 48 H B B S B R 52
Z R (AR A B A e 1G5, BE T SR aa
SRR SRR LA A4 2025 IF AR POD B DL
J 3 A R CAT 16 HESAK T4 R, B
(1) H,0, NHIALZR R AT6] SOD Jif44: | i By A 1)
0, Fl H, 0,38 7] il i Harbe —Weiss Sz I Az il B AR AE |
FIEBRAY-OH, X 20 it e 5l 5 ™ o (0 S fb i 3 . T2
JBria 28 d B, 3 A E AR 5 CAT SOD 1 PPO
TV 20 R B BAR POD I RS [A) R8T,
H, 0,44 — &35 R AE A, (5 b FH 0 B 45 /0N, Ui BH 1 52
T B P AR R Y [ R R R A
(A3 BRRE T 5 BLAN, 38 T Rl 55 48 1 0] 300 35 1) M
MRV A 5%, JEAE ALK K 0] 54006 B (%) 1o 384 3
F12E RN, W B A S A R B n o e 20 T 3 A i
R RE SR ALRITE S AR, 45 A2 A B gT 45
SR a1 3 AR R R PPO TE TR
W B4, Ul AR B 995 A AL A 52 3 T R R4 i
JEM Y AR R B IESOE M =T —ME S 2K
7 d 5,3 AR R ORI T PR 2 R R 2
IEH K I H MDA 5528t 44 2 T X B A L
LTSI I e 7/ O N N TR R ) S LS A e
S SEEN

FHOCHE BT 4 B . R 42047 0 ) CAT

F1 PPO JEE LA B A ¢ theT g iF B Y CAT 3G tE S50t
F g MDA i 35 AR B 3 R O, BB T R i
ST 2B BERR i AL E EEER A CAT X
H, 0, 75 BRAE S T i 5 | AL A 36 Pk K- T, R
il 22145 MUK B g ) 5 1R A 55 B8 A oo A T 7
KAZBY] ;i Ap th LA’ 19 SOD T %5 MDA %
B TEARG, 4 AE 75 - OH X 41 Jfd 38 1 43 2 1) 7] fi
PR T RN 20257 40 5 A 5= 400 1% o ) D) B R 7
JE 15 POD W& PR T BEA DG (ARG HEA 2
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