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Abstract: Seventy-two woody plant species of 1 to 2-year old seedlings were potted at non-polluted site in South
China Botanical Garden in Guangzhou. One year later, mature leaves of every species from different individuals
were used for experiment of simulation of SO, pollutant by immersing leaf discs in 20 mmol L' NaHSO; solution
at 25°C under 20 & mol m?s’* light intensity for 20 h, and in distilled water as control. The treated leaves were
conducted for chlorophyll fluorometric assay and for buffer capacity for alkali. The resistance of plants was
evaluated comprehensively by decreasing amplitude of the values of Fv/Fm and Fv/Fo after the leaves were treated
with NaHSO, compared to the control, and by pH value in cell saps and buffering capacity of leaves. Results
indicate that the resistant species are Ficus microcarpa var. fuyuensis, Artocarpus nitidus ssp. lingnanensis,
Heteropanax fragrans, Tutcheria spectabilis, Ormosia pinnata, Artocarpus hypargyreus, etc., the sensitive species
being Dillenia indica, Manglietia glauca, Fagraea ceilanica, Garcinia multiflora, Cassia siamea, etc.
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Table 1 A comparison on Fv/Fm in plant leaves treated with NaHSO, and distilled water

Fv/Fm
FLES
Species K NaHSO, B (%)
Distilled water (control) (20 mmol/L) % of control
{X 7% Lysidice rhodostegia 0.59+0.04 0.56+0.08 94.87
I BB f Sapindus mukorossi 0.63+0.05 0.57+0.02 91.18
Y73 % Carallia brachiata 0.69+0.30 0.62+0.04 90.76
¥ A Erythrophleum fordii 0.60+0.05 0.51+0.07 85.20
T+ Ui FE Aquilaria sinensis 0.4310.04 0.36+0.04 82.20
# ¥4 T Ormosia pinnata 0.70+0.04 0.57+0.09 81.33
IO T Ormosia semicastrata 0.721+0.03 0.58+0.08 81.09
Y Wik Acmena acuminatissima 0.61+0.05 0.48+0.08 79.24
Bk A&Ff llex rotunda 0.66+0.07 0.49+0.08 74.92
4T G ¥ Ormosia hosiei 0.74+0.03 0.55+0.09 7449
B H Myrica rubra 0.72+0.02 0.52+0.10 72.53
R RFEH . Annona muricata 0.57+0.07 0.37+0.06 65.95
%8 Machilus chinensis 0.70+0.02 0.46+0.09 65.36
KBS Ficus annulata 0.2410.05 0.16+0.01 65.10
HE R Lucuma nervosa 0.55+0.08 0.35+0.05 64.05
FETAA Saraca chinensis 0.62+0.04 0.3910.06 62.78
75 B Bk Syzygium tephrodes 0.63+0.03 0.40+0.08 62.78
8 K Mesua ferrea 0.66x0.05 0.39+0.07 58.36
P IEFZATBE Thevetia peruviana 0.70+0.03 0.37+0.07 5236
iR {— Terminalia superba 0.71+0.01 0.37+0.06 51.55
I Ik Camellia semiserrata 0.55+0.06 0.28+0.05 51.09
M RES Ficus microcarpa var. fuyuensis 0.59+0.08 0.29+0.04 48.54
#F41 G Adenanthera pavonina 0.6610.01 0.27+0.05 4148
BB Cassia fistula 0.7520.04 0.28+0.01 36.85
EH PR Actinodaphne pilosa 0.66x0.01 0.2310.03 34.87
B T #4, Altingia chinensis 0.74+0.01 0.25x0.04 32.92
¥R K Dolichandrone cauda-felina 0.71x0.04 0.23+0.02 32.67
FEAK Tuwcheria spectabilis 0.36+0.04 0.12+0.02 3243
H4E Osmanthus fragrans 0.59+0.04 0.19+0.03 31.88
LT HEEAK Artocarpus nitidus ssp. lingnanensis 0.6120.04 0.17+0.03 28.01
W # # Machilus salicina 0.73+0.05 0.18+0.03 2424
KRB Heritiera angustaia 0.67+0.03 0.15+0.02 22.65
LW Rapanea neriifolia 0.70+0.08 0.13+0.02 19.30
11 2% Camellia japonica 0.67+0.03 0.13+0.02 19.23
EN A 8 Prerocarpus indicus 0.74+0.01 0.1410.03 18.36
kI Spathodea nilotica 0.65+0.05 0.11+0.00 16.58
B, Heteropanax fragrans 0.6610.02 0.11+0.01 16.29
/INH-JB A Artocarpus styracifolius 0.47+0.09 0.0710.02 1594
LT AKRE Manglietia insignis 0.7610.01 0.12+0.00 15.67
HEAK Artocarpus hypargyreus 0.66x0.07 0.10+0.02 15.59
BB Ficus religiosa 0.56x0.02 0.09+0.02 15.40
B &% Michelia maudiae 0.6610.05 0.09+0.01 13.62
5B &% Michelia chapensis 0.6410.02 0.09+0.02 1343
RATH Kigelia africana 0.60+0.03 0.07+0.01 12.13
B & Ternstroemia gymnanthera 0.56+0.05 0.061+0.01 11.28
BRI Alstonia scholaris 0.57+0.07 0.06+0.01 11.09
K3k Gordonia axillaris 0.69+0.07 0.06+0.02 8.92
W 3E Elaeocarpus sylvestris 0.7210.06 0.06+0.00 832
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#4: % 1 (Continued Table 1)
Fv/Fm
R
Species ArA NaHSO, Tigrlt (%)
Distilled water (control) (20 mmol/L) % of control
KB ERF Siyrax macrocarpus 0.76£0.02 0.0610.01 826
B Photinia serrulata 0.72+0.04 0.06+0.01 8.06
WA 8 Heritiera parvifolia 0.70+0.04 0.0510.01 7.56
MIcK Tsoongiodendron odorum 0.70+0.06 0.05£0.05 6.81
K #] Fagraea ceilanica 0.56+0.03 0.04+0.01 6.25
#F#§ Toona sinensis 0.5910.07 0.03+0.00 5.88
A% Manglietia glauca 0.6410.05 0.0410.00 573
okt 3£ Elaeocarpus chinensis 0.4310.07 0.02+0.00 5.07
AT Dracontomelon duperreanum 0.50+0.03 0.0210.01 4,74
5P 2548 Koelreuteria bipinnata 0.74+0.06 0.0310.00 4.67
BRI Choerospondias axillaris 0.73+0.01 0.03+0.01 455
HZ&#H 3k Flaeocarpus japonicus 0.7510.02 0.0310.00 450
#5585 A% Manglietia hainanensis 0.57+0.11 0.02+0.01 4,01
ENBE %46 Bk Dillenia indica 0.7410.01 0.03+0.00 3.86
M B &% Michelia macclurei 0.73+0.04 0.0310.01 3.70
RM-# 3 Elacocarpus apiculatus 0.75+0.01 0.0310.00 330
B JIK Cassia siamea 0.69+0.06 0.02+0.00 2.36
AT F Garcinia muliiflora 0.72+0.02 0.02+0.00 221
M FS Ficus microcarpa 0.36+0.01 0.01+0.00 2.16
KG B Elacocarpus hainnanensis 0.66+0.05 0.1210.00 1.83
¥r1E 4588 Cassia nodosa 0.75+0.02 0.0110.00 1.15
18 Jacaranda mimosifolia 0.75+0.02 0.01+0.00 0.76
W E Liquidambar formosana 0.76+£0.02 0.01+0.00 0.70
11 E 24 Magnolia delavayi 0.60+0.04 0.00+0.00 0.42
n=6
3 SRR BB, Fv/Fm fQ3 FFY PSTL 5 R7 o Ltk

3.1 plshig NaHSO, 4L ¥ B #L SO, 53k

[A SO, NSFLHAEYEZE, LA HSO;,
SO,*.H,S0, f1 SO N EMH . MYHARKN
AR EZE pH 3-8, 25 SO TR EH N4
M mBEr KB r, ZEPH2-5 WEMEELL
HSOy e R7F1E, HEEE D R2MAM RmEHRE
PH34, W BB E, EHBEHENHFER
FIBER B RZY, R R R ERTEY. ALK+
L) 20 mmol/L [¥) NaHSO; (pH 2.82) #fl K F K
SO, VS fE L =40 H 32 LY, SR ETAH
FHEYRERSHMAFEER S5 R RAE
Y HuHE 0 B A 74F1Y, U688 NaHSO, b3 v ] LA
YEAVIE ik SO, KI5 RHEYHFBRZ —.

3.2 M@K KB ML SO, 75 Headma R
MR RAF S NEHROTETEL -
R R A B A TR PR R R BR SO, XY

RAERIRE, Fv/Fo Bt ik PSII () B F A& 30K,
T H B M B PST (TN RERE . SO MEE
E T HBILER, B SRk 1k & R B
iEpH KF 7 MBERZRNIH], 3 B45%F T PSI &
FOLAR; MET QA HIEIR, MTTTFEIE T B KK
YRR, it HFZ"A 8 u mol/mol SO, #+¥ 1
FREF/NEE, AN AT RN (EVIYTEEH K, B
PSII {13h B B 5E 2K, LA KM Ep ek —
RATER Y. B HR, K EHLirEMEYH
BRI SO, B f1. ZERATREK 72 FHHEY+. F
— SR YA ZE L PTV B RE K%, £ NaHSO,
AEJE, Hoth# Fv/Fm # Fv/Fo T [ (08 B 8¢
/AN, 3 5t R 85.20% —94.87%F1 74.88% —85.43%,
BLAHIL PSII {K AR RE R FFAHXT B R A IE . T 0 — &
SFUEEPLEE RE BB ELES, K

ft i i) Fv/Fm F1 Fv/Fo R RE B BEE K, U A R
7 0.42% —1.15%F1 0.16%— 0.29%, & 7= PSII 5%
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Table 2 Comparison on Fv/Fo in plant leaves treated with by NaHSO, and distilled water

Fv/Fo
Rk
Species K NaHSO, Btk (%)
Distilled wate (control) (20 mmol/L) % of control

AXAE Lysidice rhodostegia 1.44+0.28 1.23+0.19 85.43
F B+ Sapindus mukorossi 1.61+£0.23 1.34£0.11 83.18
Pry5 e Carallia brachiata 2.21£0.29 1.67+0.28 75.80
¥g A Erythrophleum fordii 1.54+0.30 1.16+0.19 74.88
WL~ Ormwsia pinnata 2.43+0.44 1.79+£0.14 73.67
4+ E Aquilaria sinensis 0.77+0.12 0.56+0.09 72.34
W4T 7 Ormosia semicasirata 2.56+0.34 1.63x0.26 63.67
YTk Aemena acuminatissima 1.58+0.31 0.90£0.12 57.05
41 G ¥ Ormosia hosiel 2.83+0.31 1.51£0.02 53.22
HH5 Fieus annulata 0.35+0.04 0.19+0.01 53.01
2k &7 llex rotunda 2.27+0.41 1.09+0.17 48.01
Mg Mayrica rubra 2.55+0.20 1.18+0.15 46.33
Wl 3£ & 4 K Annona muricata 1.50+0.26 0.65+0.09 43.49
L Saraca chinensis 1.66x0.31 0.72+0.09 43.24
LI3E M 5 Camellia semiserrata 1.16x0.13 0.45+0.07 39.22
HE R Lucuma nervosa 1.35:0.24 0.53£0.10 38.80
F A5 Syzvgium tephrodes 1.72+0.20 0.56+0.10 32.45
1E3E il Machilus chinensis 2.3910.25 0.75+0.08 31.39
{H R Frews microcarpa var. fiyuensis 1.40+0.22 0.41+0.08 29.06
BAE I HE Thevetia peruviana 2.36+0.32 0.66+0.07 28.10
2k K Mesua ferrea 2.22+0.33 0.54+0.09 2545
HiMi{~ Terminalia superba 2.47+0.13 0.63+0.10 25.36
% K Tutcheria spectabilis 0.57+0.70 0.13+0.02 23.36
# #1137 Adenanthera paronina 1.94+0.12 0.34+0.03 17.43
£ H AN Actinodaphne pilosa 1.90+0.10 0.30+0.04 15.61
LT HE R Artocarpus nitidus ssp. lingnanensis 1.56+0.27 0.21+£0.04 13.64
B8 Osmanthus fragrans 1.45+0.23 0.20+0.04 13.58
BB Cassia fistula 3.08+0.53 0.38x0.02 12.42
R A Dolichandrone cauda—felina 2.43+0.40 0.30+0.03 12.31
Ba TR Altingia chinensis 2.89+0.16 0.29+0.05 9.97
KR Heritiera angustata 2.00+0.22 0.19+0.03 931

7N RS Artocarpus styracifolius 0.97+0.16 0.09+0.02 9.20
F28 Ficus religiosa 1.29+0.13 0.10+£0.02 7.35
1% Camellia japonica 2.07+£0.28 0.15+0.03 7.19
HiH-yE 4 Machilus salicina 2.89+0.23 0.20+0.03 6.74
KA Spathodea nilotica 1.93+0.35 0.12+0.00 6.30
@< §8, Heteropanax fragrans 1.97£0.19 0.12+0.02 6.15

ENFE 4R Prerocarpus indicus 2.8110.13 0.17+0.02 593

BERE Alstonia scholaris 1.14+0.04 0.07+0.01 5.92
BEEA Artocarpus hypargyraca 2.18+0.43 0.13+0.01 5.72
BB Rapanea neriifolia 3.09+0.21 0.17x0.01 5.61

B i 7% Ternstraemia gymnanthera 1.21+0.16 0.0710.01 5.56
RB ¥ Michelia tsul 1.75+0.14 0.09+0.20 5.35

B 5K Michelia maudiae ‘ : 2.03+0.40 0.10+0.02 492

BAT# Kigelia gfricana 1.48+0.16 0.07+0.01 4.68

YT AR TE Manglietia insignis 3.1220.16 0.14:0.01 4.32

¥E T AE Manglietia hainanensis 0.87+0.02 0.03+0.01 3.37

ekt 3% Elacocarpus chinensis 0.7620.19 0.02+0.00 2.90



http://www.cqvip.com

a4 X R4, FT SO, sk HI I B L T IE 369
#:3% 2 (Continued Table 2)
Fv/Fo
Fofs _ -
Species K NaHSO, 14Tt (%)

Distilled wate (control) (20 mmol/L) % of control
& %] Fagraea ceilanica B 1.26+0.14 0.04+0.01 2.86
FH§ Toona sinensis 1.35+£0.24 0.04+0.01 2.65
AT -F Dracontomelon duperreanum 1.00+0.13 0.0310.00 2.62
k3L Gordonia axillaris 2.64:0.42 0.07+0.02 2.50
W Photinia serrulata 2.58+0.41 0.06+0.01 2.38
A& M 3 Elaeocarpus japonicus 2.81+0.31 0.06+0.00 2.25
KB4 BF Styrax macrocarpus 3.11+0.26 0.0710.01 2.14
KAE Manglietia glauca 1.80+0.35 0.0410.00 2.11
MAeA Tsoongiodendron odorum 2.7110.44 0.06+0.01 2.05
Wik B Heritiera parvifolia 2.3610.42 0.05+0.00 2.00
i #5 Ficus microcarpa 0.57+0.02 0.01+0.00 1.39
BE#E Choerospondias axtllaris 2.70£0.18 0.03+0.01 1.27
K3 Eleeocarpus chinensis 3.01+0.29 0.04+0.00 1.16
N 40 Bk Dillenia indica 2.73+0.16 0.03+0.00 1.07
B A% Michelia macclurei 2.71£0.49 0.03+0.01 1.02
5 P25 Koelreuteria bipinnata 3.71+0.23 0.04+0.00 0.96
M- 3 Elacocarpus apiculatus 2.99+0.16 0.03+0.00 0.85
7K F ¥ Elacocarpus hainanensis 1.80+0.35 0.01+0.00 0.68
ZJIAK Cassia siamea 2.47+0.23 0.02+0.00 0.67
B W PTF CGarcinia multiflora 2.59+0.22 0.02+0.00 0.63
¥ 40 Cassia nodosa 3.03+0.33- 0.01+0.00 0.29
W Jacaranda mimosifolia 3.00+0.25 0.01+0.00 0.19
R & Liquidambar formosana 3.12+0.41 0.011+0.00 0.17
th & 2 Magnolia delavayi 1.54+0.26 0.00+0.00 0.16
n=6

BERGE, BTSSRI M. K805 F
Fv/Fm 1 Fv/Fo "F &I B v T X B A 2K AL 2 [A],
KR T sy,

33 mHEgmEpH SEYMRt

SO, ZEMEVS <4k, M L SO, Jail
i AR EVE R A BBt HSOy 52 SO,%7, ffm 441
pH AR, BE MR 4 i B A RsEz). X2
SO i FEHPMINEZ —, WL SR AT 4
H AR pH BAREKAEY X SO, Mt ESs™. H i
EE W, Y SO, Mt 5 AL/ pH A%, L
BB RERE, 55 R 2 SO, 5%, ML 4 ek
PRBE I B et s, B, 32 DA AR 4R pH AR
FUtETEAR",

BATE ) 31 MHEY BRI pH A B B/
E5 . MR pH &R (pH 7.30), o0 gtys
REAARTIMNIZEM, X5 NaHSO, 43 f5
Fv/Fm 1 Fv/Fo ZZ L4 R 2 —By, Shliiis
ZeIR 37 S HOUL I O A L R & 1Y (B R, it R

31 MAEY AR S BB e R W, SAED
4 L pH 9K/ 5 HAF NaHSO; 403 f5 Fv/Fm 2¢
R MEIH R R HH R 0.23, 5 Fv/Fo B3R {H 2 [A]
FIAH DG RECEAR, (U4 0.02, B ENIZMAFFLE
BB —2t. #la, AR TRE00EEE. 98
b NS/ SN N R AR 2 S NN e g o et
Mew pH #34R &, w2 Fv/Fm il Fv/Fo g2z {k #14H
FARK . R FRBHEI AT AL 5%, Ho 48 ok pH 1R
&, {EM Fv/Fm fl Fv/Fo 2R E B T+
&, GHERMXAEHEARERHNERNKAIER,
AT RS 5 X B R P 89K BBUR T A AL K
A, BATA K, B LUEYI 4R B pH SRIF 4 14D
) SO, itk , HBtARIE T A% 2 .

JAZHEENEEMHRY
AT RAE R L, R AR R — A B o
F 4 I 22 v M 2R 10 7 YA BEAT e M 43 AT, BT LAERAT]
2 MR S BURL R OC T SR 71 82 v i L D B SR U R4
T S5C TR rh A B 9, 4 B T 144
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Table 3 A comparison of pH in cell sap of plant leaves

ks g iFiob: 4
Species pH in cell sap
B R#E Ficus microcarpa var. fuyuensis 7.30£0.36
H ¥ Ficus microcarpa 6.641+0.07
ENRT W Prerocarpus indicus 6.2010.19
E IR Ficus religiosa 5.9110.18
F4T#% Kigelia africana 5.75+0.09
Y1454 Carallia brachiata 5.71£0.25
F R B Annona muricaia 5.62+0.11
41 ¥EAK Artocarpus nitidus ssp. 5.61+0.22
lingnanensis
TS % Michelia maudiae 5.61+£0.19
]} #5 Ficus annul@a 5.60+0.18
FHIEFATHE Thevetia peruviana 5.59+0.29
/NHBRBE Artocarpus styracifolius 5.54+0.07
B Arntocarpus hypargyreus 5.5220.31
ENFE e 8k Dillenia indica 5.46+0.19
i % Cassia fistula 5.35+0.09
1t Osmanthus fragrans 5.31120.17
WL Heteropanax fragrans 5.31+0.06
B4 g Ormosia pinnata 5.2810.15
K AE Manglietia glauca 5.16+£0.09
& J) K Cassia siamea 4.86+0.18
BEAK Tucheria spectabilis 4.82+0.06
BER W Alstonia scholaris 4.78+0.08
K F) Fagraea ceilanica 4.621+0.25
E N Actinodaphne pilosa 4.37£0.17
& ¥ Toona sinensis 4.36+0.09
13 Camellia japonica 4.30+£0.30
5 PIM-ZE# Koelreuteria bipinnata 3.70+0.21
K3kIR Gordonia axillaris 3.6740.35
5 kg Machilus chinensis 3.6310.18
H & 3 Elacocarpus japonicus 3.2510.20
A F Dracontomelon duperreanum 2.74£0.12

n=4

pH(pHo)f pHo+4(<12)iX A~ X fa], i+ | & FHEW K
22 1 fie J7(mmol NaOH pH'g"), BN B {7 SR & i v,
Hamw CGEARARY 50/2.5=20 ml) 7E4]45 pH
ROZEAE £, & EFH 1A pH B4 B BT #EH) NaOH
HE, EABEX - XEEMHEBA LR ER
E R,

31 FHEY R BBI R P RE 5 K Fv/Fm 25038
HZMEAFWEHIAEE., P, @i LR
R RAEEE . BB IKFE, M5 — L
Pt s R BN EN AR ERHER
B, XTREREN, BN SRR BEYERE

£ 4 MMM 3% AR RE 71 R L B

Table 4 A comparison of buffer capacities for alkali in plant leaves

Buffering capacities

Species (mmol NaCH pH-'g")
{8 Q¥ Ficus microcarpa var. fuyuensis 0.131+0.00
FILE& 2% Michelia maudiae 0.10+0.00
A & #t 3 Elaeocarpus japonicus 0.09+0.02
H#EK Artocarpus hypargyreus 0.08+0.00
W48, Heteropanax fragrans 0.08+0.01
AT F Dracontomelon duperreanum 0.08+0.00
M HE Ficus microcarpa 0.08+0.00
5 Fint 354 Koelreuteria bipinnata 0.0710.00
ENBE M Perocarpus indicus 0.0710.00
B Cassia fistula 0.07+0.01
E IR Ficus religiosa 0.07+£0.00
N BRBE Artocarpus styracifolius 0.07+0.00
K3k % Gordonia axillaris 0.0610.00
41 H: K Artocarpus nitidus ssp. 0.06+0.01
lingnanensis
&#¥5 Toona sinensis 0.05+0.01
BEAK Tutcheria spectabilis 0.05+0.01
KA E Manglietia glauca 0.05+0.00
F4T4% Kigelia africana 0.05+0.00
F I F ATk Thevetia peruviana 0.04+0.00
# g4 g Ormosia pinnata 0.04+0.00
BERS M Alstonia scholaris 0.04+0.00
H7E Osmanthus fragrans 0.0410.00
& J) K Cassia siamea 0.04+0.00
ENBE 46 8k Dillenia indica 0.0410.00
Y1 ¥4 Carallia brachiata 0.03+0.01
H s Ficus annulata 0.0310.00
3% Camellia japonica 0.03+0.00
w5 Machilus chinensis 0.0310.00
E WM Actinodaphne pilosa 0.03+0.00
R R FHH Annona muricata 0.03+0.00
K %] Fagraea ceilanica 0.02+0.00

n=4

THNTENERER . HERTASHHEL
Rkt 84k PS I E M E W EN, B THEREA
1 B8 SO, WAL INZRIERL N, TR FEEN
R, TR 1 AE 00 IR BR B 2 40 BV R0 S bR B HE
B OH- 4k 41 i Py AH Y I 5E B9 pH 0 40 BEAX B ¥5 30
RIRE ST, & R AP R B BRI, A ESRR
AR B E B0 pH R R Y. TR, FiERE N,
YR M R E, FAME, AR RANBRE
2 Y0 3% xR RO B PO 2 1 BE 7 25 AN AR TRD, X A0SR R 3
R RS, BAIRE R 2 LR g f 8 42 v
RENRIGRE SR, FAREHATIN KM A F A
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LRRIPLSHE ST F35h, RlEE(0.1 mol/L NaOH)#jE
R Rk, TRRES R ARG RE B H
LA A Ak . BT L, Rl 40 M R 22 b
BeRAIMEYITI R R A A .

35 ARtENBERERSERESTERILENY
31 FEYWK & NI ISR EHE T LA 2
EZHATFE. A, mREHUERZULEY
R TR IR 575 RO R 00 R — R EY £ KR
HHRIE RS K —ER RS, ESRRERK
LB AT By — LA, {8 GO AR AR VIR
AR AR R B R R. SREAKBAEH
HYEFELEE RE. BER BIELW KAk
%4253 NaHSO, 4o # 5, Fv JLEE+F, B Fv/Fm
IR K. T —EKBRENAT T H A4
I AR R L SOP SRR B 4 i v pHL R/ T 3,70,
kX B 3 A FEPRRR G R 04T, BV 75
BT R R RN, W R R A
HEAMAERE; FUERRNNMNE  BELE. 0
AR ATH ORI R P fE T —22xt
75 B BUB IR, 0 ZROAKTE KT BB SBAR Bk,
DA Rl 22 E KA BT T BRTIRS.
HEYX KSR Z 80 T2 73], Kot
R RN EENE - EEER,
HEERBEYAER — T EX 75 R RN BURE
BE. H5h MY R AR DR —RAHEN I
(AXEMPHERHARESEGHHIXAB I LK
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