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B OE 2011 M20RFEF RALEAERERARARET 8 RELEFKEM (65,2
), ESNEME T 204 4 10 mx10 m A7y 20 A K B, H A AR A 11 A, KA A
T 93 Ao R BSLAFARE ¢ A % 2K 5 B Mann-Whitney U & & AT R W RAK B M
REMEMMAMKA AT ESH TR GAREES EAZE EAGE EAF
BEMAAMBEZRTEZE(P>0.05) AAMASHTARMNAMKFNAR T FELEZF
(P<0.05), RSN ET . REHEEATINELELXAS A, LA TR ELZ
64.23% ,F 1 TRAQ N EHHEZ B HETKREEZFHER R ENTERN R, A2 £
BAGHAZL2EE THER HEERMARE R, TR EFIESREA &40 %R
AR R RIK R,

KR BUKEM; 24 L; WAMBEE; FEA

HESES Q958.1 XEFRIRED A XEHS  1000-4890(2014)4-1047-06
Summer habitat selection of Mrs Hume’ s Pheasant ( Syrmaticus humiae) in fragmented
sites of Jinzhongshan, Guangxi. YUAN Bao-dong'?, LU Chang-hu’, CHENG Zhi-ying’,
JIANG Ai-wu'*" " (' Department of Chemistry and Biology, Hechi University, Yizhou 546300,
Guangxi, China; > College of Forest Resources and Environment, Nanjing Forestry University,
Nanjing 210037, Jiangsu, China; ° Guangxi Jinzhongshan National Nature Reserve, Longlin
533400, Guangxi, China; *College of Forestry, Guangxi University , Nanning 530005 , Guangxi
Chian). Chinese Journal of Ecology, 2014, 33(4) . 1047-1052.

Abstract; The habitat preference of Mrs Hume’ s Pheasant ( Syrmaticus humiae) in Jinzhongshan
Nature Reserve of Guangxi was studied in the summers of 2011 and 2012. In field, we used radio
transmitters to track 8 birds and then confirmed the sign sites, and 20 ecological factors were
measured in 111 sign quadrats (10 mx 10 m) and 93 control quadrats, respectively. Qualitative
and quantitative analysis methods were used to test the differences between the two datasets of
sign and control quadrats. Our results demonstrated that slope position, distance to forest edge,
herb coverage, shrub height, herb density, and tree diameter at breast height had no significant
differences (P>0.05) between the two kinds of quadrats, while other factors existed significant
differences (P<0. 05). The principal components analysis showed that there were five most
important factors (with eigenvalue >1) dominating the Mrs Hume’ s Pheasant’ s habitat selection
in summer. The total eigenvalue contribution of the five factors was 64.23% . The first principal
component belonging to food factor was a major factor affecting summer habitat selection of Mrs
Hume’ s Pheasant; the other four principal components were safety, disturbance, geographical
and water factors. We suggested that food resource availability in different habitat patches was the
vital factor affecting the habitat preference of Mrs Hume’ s Pheasant.

Key words: Mrs Hume’ s Pheasant; Jinzhong Mountain; habitat selection; fragmentation.
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7553, b2 S R 0 6 DA A A7 B 37 T, AT D R B A
SR TR YRR O E Y A b R
FORIAS R AR A PR 551 55— R A BE AR IE A A7 A
BERTHIEA S 1F (Cody, 1985) , 7EFEAL 1 72 R 3 )
RUTE BXT 4 RE PR 0 3 0, 7 A 45 R S M )
i 2 PR RN R S T AVE S A ) ) R i) L ) AR
ARG 28 B A S o3 A Bl O SRR RN T O 45
5 T P A PR RA) 32 A S ) ( B4 22451998 ; 2546
45,2006 ,2010 ; 58 55,2007 ) o ¥4 S b 1E
(BE 12 R e R A s AL SE N e |, BPE Ja R 24 )
T DR AL ) i AR b 2 s B A B
TR HAA A 0], B A Sh i i) K A, G S Hb 5
K B I S B A R
BB ) 2 05 ) A R (RIE AR R SO
2003) , 4B R A5 AR 2 B T FEAT S M R %) b A3 D
YEF, AT LT fi o i S 75 SR A Fh T OB A Ah
TR 2 ShAS  F  SEAE AL S AR AR, 5T
T 2 ) A — G S Hh A X % R (A 55 B A
I,2006) .

Bl N AT, B A 0 A S s R B
AE LA AR S 478 5 i[5 5 9 648 A1 R0 1A B i 2 %
HOAPPE 5 26 7 A F R e (T 74,2000 TR AR R
%,2010) , K B HE ( Syrmaticus humiae) 5 [E %K
T R AR B A s, TR E Ao A T P v b
BBy 2 T 6 B A m A PRI A 13 A~ E A 18 A
DI, S WFoEdE Y, 25 e AR SR T A B 2% ST
VETTARAR IC SR B 2R 8K R ARG 3l (ZE R AN T e
2011 ;Jiang et al. ,2012) , £ S} UL F 2% = PG L
EJJ 82 BT 5% 0 AR AU 3 A 4 ) (RG22, 1997 ), BRI
KR HE A BRI REBCRE 10000 ~ 19999 H (3 2 (145
2012) ,#% TUCN B A& eRMEir fa®fh, A BTk
FHERINGE M, O 260017 TR Z WFST, 407 A i
ELHb 2SR (ERIESE | 1997 ) (R B4 S M RRE 5 A1
G 5% 2 MR Ak (246 4, 2006,2010 ) 75
HuIEHE (5 22045, 2006 ) | 5 5L 1A T (Tamsiri &
Gale 2008 ) DA KRG | A BREHK: R A9 32 254 B s 1ok
(VUK HEAE,2010) 4, FE BRI R AE Y 5 25010
DT 4 b, Hm L B 5 A B A Ak
ARAS (JEEE 2006 ) |, i %% X 5 25 (A B 3 —
KAEBGWEFE , BT 70 a0 R KK [ SRR
P IX A R G b R B A 5T, RE RS VR 1L X
U R HERG S ZE AL AN, i — 2D 8 R AN T
b B R ()35 o AL %) 22 5 BRI, i o 0 5 4

Tl 5 A BIF ST AIER 7, TR A AR 7 R M e PR HIL
], X8 ) B A G LR DA AR 35 o ST A
S BB S B A PR3 SR R RS B R
GERAEEE L,

1 ARMEXEHRTIE

L1 iP5 XA

ST M A T VY PU G AR 4 1L PR 2
HEFE R H R X B 1Lk LUK S8 s A7 PRt
KA S I SRR, s AR AR 104°4619"E—
104°59' 56" E, 24° 32" 42" N—24°45' 07" N, 5 ¥~
670 ~ 1818 m, 4l Jm R 2 XU fe , A 1S
19,1 C AFESRERT & 1170 mm,5—9 H Ky %,
10 H—34E 4 A 5%, YR ER, iz
JEHAE ) DX 1] oy B AR ) X S0 AL . 4R 1200 m
AL DAy M 25 ] AR RE 3R 850 ~ 1250 m g LA
2 Bd A ( Pinus yunnanensis ) o3 6 3 ml 5 ¥ 7 ¥k
( Quercus variabilis) AR ( Quercus acutissima) | = 111
W ( Castanopsis delavayi) S5 R [ TR A U 3R
850 m | M4tz RIAMAR (JETLAE,2006)
L2 W5k

I FIAB GER BT 58 0 5 5 RN To 2k B BRI A
254 (Young et al. ,1991 ;24,2006 ) , 5% i Lo 52 R
JFAATA] F] A B b (used and available sites) B 7
2, DA 8 HEPAEBEKEHE(6 6,29 ) (R 1) Ayl
(LS A BRI (A IR IR IE JEE MRS N
HO AR E A A DT (10 mx 10 m) |, 7ERAF:
FHL PO EEE 1 mx1 m MEFILS A4, DIK
FEDTHE T M TR AR T R FHE A A 0 1) 05 5
ML, LI/INETTAR A i 2 b5~ F1 3 s Wy Y
LB B 5 111 AT, BRI R HE B 4l
SR (RESE,2003) 7k SR A SR S E R

x1 RIKEELLRBRH[RERR

Table 1 Fixed radio transmitters of Mrs Hume’ s Pheasant

IR= %/ /i L] RGPEAE IRER EHEN

(4-H-H) (Hz) KE(d) ik
1 ? 20110509 150. 482 61 RS
2 8 2011-08-30 150. 152 55 Bk
3 8 2011-12-29 150. 060 23 RS
4 8 2011-12-29 150. 080 34 RS
5 8 2011-10-04 150.133 34 RS
6 8 2012-01-04 216.318 34 RS
7 8 2012-01-04 216. 666 34 RS
8 Q 201205-16 150. 100 52 [EE i
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AT . 2T R R ST R E 4
AT BREEASSI, T M EObE | 45 R a7 S A L, i
HASEAEREGE D RS FEARR, %
ML S RS RINE 1,

[Fi) AR AR 0 R ) A AR o B T, DU )
ARSI SRR — 8, TEBCR U RBAERI X L
FETT I, FA T Ao BT R X AR D bl
FEHE L SR M AR PR AR IETE GIS MBI | BEAL
WL v AR R /N B X LU AE T, O ELB 22 X U AE
P SR A R 16 SR, an 2R W 5B | 20
TE 93 AMHETT . MEANCRAYER N TR 2,

L3 Hfeibr

& H Kolmogorov-Smirnov Z-test K% 20 >4 75
AR BT IS T, AR AT A IR A
KIS REAS Y ¢ K050 M8 AT & RS0, R
HAEZSE Mann-Whitney U #:5; , o R) FHAE 75 %F
FOAE Dy Z )5k 6 AR B () 26 5 . 8 YR MRS HE
K HFEH R fEDR (Mean=SE ) 3o, BT A 8ds 1
AL BEIHE Microsoft Excel 2003 F1 SPSS 11. 5 for Win-
dows it b #E4T (Zar,2010) , I FH 3265353
Bk 3 M sl W) i i 2l 5 HA B RS P A A= 25

R2 MMEANENEEMESMFESH

Table 2 Measured variables of habitat in patches

T2 00] 5C F FN RE AR AR A T (HR AR
2007) .

2 HRE5HMH

2.1 BEKEHEE WS RS

T 3 FTLUF B HHK A B 24 2 R
FARFHRE T A A TR PR B AR 55
JE HEARTERE R RTE AN AR 22 SN 2 (P>
0.05) , HAx 19 A5 245 X 76 1) K I R 7 T 47
12 1Y 22 7% (P<0.05)
2.2 JRIK RHERE A S M AR S T R T

F4 WK HBBRIEES1 B EoEEE 5 4,
FRAE (B RN BT MR 3R 43 90 R 5. 051 .25, 25% ;2. 647,
13.23% ;2.396 .11.98% ;1. 589 7. 95% F1 1. 163 .
5.82% , 2t Bk AR IA R 64. 23% , P X 5 4 F
3T AR G- b e R 34K s e I 2 1A b 1) A
FETREEE =1 BRI ( Liang & Thomson, 1994 ) ,
Factor FRJFAHL T 5 A~ s, H Bit sk Rk 3
T 64.23% ,[H it ARG 5 A E R dE AT 0#r, A
HEHA T (R D).

*3 EOKEREFTHSMEESHIER
Table 3 Test and comparison of habitat factors of Syrmati-
cus humiae in summer

FHE 7S BH LAV NN W€ ik
% 1 15%73 m  10mx10m  GPS
2 iR ° 10 mx10 m  SEAEMRAY
3 Y ° 10mx10m P
4 M 10 mx10 m  FH
T 5 HEMGHEE m  10mxl0m  GPS
6 HKUREEE m  10mxl0m  GPS
7 HRERAEE m 10mxI0m  GPS
8 BEIAMEEE 10 mx1I0m  GPS
R 9 FRAEE %  10mx10m  Fl
10 ERFZE % 10 mx10 m  Hll
11 ARG % 10 mx10 m H
12 TN % I mxl m R
13 FeRAER 10 mx10 m  ELPEAL
14 FAREE m o 10mx10m  BEOGMEELL
15 FRR%E 10 mx10 m  BHEHH
16 WAL 10 mx10 m B
17 AR m 10 mx10 m O
18 EARHE 10 mx10 m  HIZEHEL
19 HAkmE ImxIm P
20 R ITmxlm B
21 FEAFEL 1 mx] m F
2 FeAkka em  10mxI0m AR

aYRE 23 aYEEE 10 emx10 em  HUEERS

A HIH AFH 7t P(2-

(n=111) (n=93) tailed )
M (m) 1193.07+208.15 1117.67+105.97 3.296 0.073
W (°) 20.37+12.22 32.93+12.68 -6.278  0.001
e (°) 158.30+78. 82 186.43+97.05 -2.401  0.018

i 40.971  0.001
EMGIEE (m)  150.46+148.24  158.41+65.48 5.589  0.076
HKEHER (m)  423.40+354.77  306.68+174.89  2.56  0.012
LRI (m)  571.78+428.44  394.51+236.26 3.494  0.009
SIS (m)  217.11£237.23  97.98+102.43  4.413  0.001
TeARTEE (%) 58.1222.56 50.79+23.09 2.122 0.001

WEATE (%) 20.12+17. 86 33.95+20.94  -4.955  0.001
FAREE (%) 35.7425.41 42.77£20.85  -2.084  0.911
T (%) 55.37+22.47 44, 84+45.82 1.798 0.0l
TR (m) 9.77+3.35 7.80+4.40 2.664  0.01
TR 17.37+9. 84 14.12£13.76  -2.228  0.04
TEARE (m) 1.63+0. 67 1.47+0.29 2.535  0.13
HEAEE 22.57+37.86 28.39£37.93  -0.632  0.039
BEAEE (m) 0.68+0.18 0.95+1.92 -1.135  0.026
B 30.75+25.34 31.25£11.78  -0.147  0.884
T Atz (em) 14.57+9.09 12.386. 65 1.479  0.144
BYFEE 61.35  0.001

w YN 3 AN G, LI | A 2, R B E R 3 A
RN, 2,250 3, B R TR “Mann-Whitney U #255 ,
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Table 4 Results of principal component analysis of ecologi-
cal factors of Syrmaticus humiae in summer

AR 2H5y

1 2 3 4 5
WK (m) -0.247 -0.083 0.132 -0.883 0.032
YW (°) 0.057 0.408 -0.198  0.616 0.152
Yem () 0.426 -0.247 0.091 -0.563 0.375
Wi 0.416 0.352 -0.289 -0.560 -0.203

BEARZEIE S (m) 0.509 -0.319 -0.581 -0.014 —-0.257
PEOKJEPEES (m)  -0.379  0.183 -0.124  0.269 0.527
PR SEEES (m)  0.095 -0.023 0.657  0.003 -0.330

PEIEPRIEES (m) 0.087 0.202 -0.513 -0.438 0.011
TRARZERE (%) -0.272  0.674 -0.220 -0.420 0.299
WEAREE (%) 0.241  0.573 -0.241  0.110 0.280
TRTEE (%) 0.402 -0.001 -0.231  0.313 -0.557
VEMRE (%) 0.681 -0.039 0.179  0.259 -0.057
FFAREE (m) 0.567 0.664 0.119 -0.153 0.123
AR 0.521  0.585 -0.291  0.051 0.162
(K - 1Om'2)

HWEAREE (m) 0.449 0.642 -0.274 -0.224 -0.216
HEA R 0.570 -0.406 -0.335  0.219 -0.293
(¥k - 10m™2)

HAREE (m) 0.693 0.212 -0.192  0.151 0.365
BARBRE (B - m2) 0.692  0.109 0.569  0.175 -0.071
AN (em) 0.286  0.585 -0.015 -0.147 0.599
BYFEEE 0.779 -0.177 -0.088 -0.348 0.370
LR RIEN 5.051 2.647 2.396 1.589 1.163
fFEE (%) 25.25 13.23 11.98 7.95 5.82

ZiHEEE (%)  25.25 38.48 50.46  58.41 64.23

PR R HE S Z G R AR S R 2 o T
P 5 1A T BT 2R B X (K Y 2 T
T EARRE RARE EAREMEYESE,
A N 43514 0. 681.0. 570 0. 693 0. 692 Fil
0.779, X H F# 5 & WA ] Llar 4 8 B
B, BRI R A A B ) R R
552 FERAT AT R AL R HE R R R TR S
RFGEE TR e A% BRI AR AR, AR
N S35 0. 674 .0.573 0. 664 0. 585 F10.599, 33 4
R ¥ FERMBREA &, v LU @ e R 5
3 AT T R A A B A R B AR R B BE
JoE BRGSO R RS, AR E N 43 R
-0.581.0.657 fl-0.513, XEHF5 AN THA
K, LI 24 R TR R 56 4 o 8er R4
B AR R 3R I B 37 I ), FLRRAE (. N
43 514-0. 883 .0. 616 . 0. 563 F1-0. 560, 33 L& K 7
S EERRIEA G, ol Didr 2 BRI 258 5 &
3268 A 2 50 X {1 4 K 1 2 B 7 YR B s A
JE , HAERAEAE N 439000 0. 527 F1-0. 557, X LL [ 1

FH 5 KIEA K, v a4 KRN ZE
3 i i

SO A S B R 3 KB R R R
Wy BT RN K VR (B TR FN R K MR, 1998) o Bl
() 43 A 5 B DI AR DG, B W i o] R FE 1 R =
HE e — R B AT AR AN A BN AR R B, AR
P Fon g e, shy i Tkt ae g ittt 2 &
P R, B h 78 R R P i i B b sh )
A = E B SRR T e R e
B TR AT, FEARAT T 5 22 iR B A 2 E 47 HA
%3 (Lima & Dill,1990) , F M4tk (% 4)
FEA R A LR X e PR I R A
B FENEEEYH R RERZRZ R E
T P 2 R b B P 2 T KU R 2R AR A P
/N, B H ICEHESI R RS T 2 AR 0 K
BARBUA I (Li et al. ,2010) , TE0T 2 RIYI % B 4R
DA LAAE Ry eSS SR ST AG 5, 5 ) — > EE BB b
(PRI R 55 ,2006) , 522 B R HER & 4R,
H T ANE I E SR, PR R R S I — B
B HL(XI/INAE AR (1991 ), 17T 3k 26 B H 22 Gl 7E V&
M V6 35 5 >60% R & RE L X380 3
TRIL T PSR R HET AR ER . 5| ARSI
SR HE R TG 19 b 6 5 5 Bl S 1 L B A R R K
TR LR DI G (WK 345 ,2010) ; 76 28 [ L E85%
M) 7 1) PR 20K R A S b e B Y B R AR
) v JEE AN 36 B 3K S5 AR R e 25 SR AH 2R 0
271 (14788 A i B R ) T R R K A AR AR 7 s R
T Ly PR R A o A 7R T R AT I A B B o
3, IR S B (L et al. ,2010) , FIXT
RS R B W A 8K B AHE ( Syrmaticus ellioti ) 254>
TG S L PR AT A 9 R B, oA S b
TERRRE 245 A2 A i A2 Ak (A ARG 35,1997 )
AR, N Oh T B 4 Ll 3 B AR B R B A R
WAL, BB RN T A0 2 &Y S 7E A
AR R R, 163 5 2 iR FH R S 4R A
RECE Y, HaB LRI 2 & AR AR b, B B B
K JRHE A0 T B Y], 06 SR 7 Al L 0 VR AR o T
T B ELSR Al bt 3 B A T L O 22 A B S R R
— W5,

Al B PR K A el A R T S XA
PR PR, MEBEEEA — 2 AR EE L T AR (LRl
TR S B 7% 14, 5 HE 3 2 R AH DG ) A7 U8
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B 53 B 78 S 250 S e R s v A
S, 2R BRI ) — T A Y
M % (Donovan et al. ,1995) . Bam R £ 00 EE/EH
PR ILAE S BERSE (A7 2L B 558 R 306 3 DR TR > T
DRI B A B 288 A 5 114 T 2206 4% A1 JE ( Cody , 1985 ; £
IDe 55,2009 ; 5L AR5 ,2012) o Bl B vl Lhid i
WG b 3 15 B A A4 b S 3k 47l 2 %% ( Houtman &
Dill, 1998) , MBI M FEREA R B F
K F N F ( Prionailurus bengalensis) . i J ( Meles
meles) FELR ( Mustela sibirica ) 25 /NS (D] 7k 3
55,2010 , B E R BE AT DA S0k /N R4l £ 25 30
PAVEFT A R0 T JH 8 380 5 3 e PR gk 25 (lamsiri et
al. ,2008) . MK 3 FTLAFE H : S B AR A RS
MRF R 22 R AR %, X5 Johnsgard
(1986) \lamsiri Fl Gale (2008 ) it 18 ) 7% [ b 78 MR 25
K R HE B LR AT i 1 I o) b 355 30 i A [ T
o AT (2006 ) 752 B L B BFSE S5 RARZERL . X
AT BB A B ZE A Sy FEAAR ) A K 0 i B
B A ) 2 22 S A 3 B PR 5 DX 5
KR Bl W A i i 1) BRI WL S Y
B A RN Z— , BRI 5 R 19 e A A
FHEZ S Y S K I8 45 B LSO B Y T4
FEPEEA 5% (Lennon, 1999) . D7k #45 (2010) & 3,
PGSR A PR /K TR BE 25X — AR A A A
DX HRIX 25 S AN B e i A A e A S 28 1 i
JEHE(S. ellion ) i S bt 5 5K RS L IC G (T
F,2000) , HAA RS FEHE 7 2= A I B b P 28
P KRR B A O, {H 1 4% A B b AR BE 7K TR 4R
T (TR AR R 45,2006 ) , X 5D TS RAHZERL,
T i L DR DX b Ak ST AR AT DX DA T ) i) R s
[ AR, B MK R 2 021 (B R
AR 77, 1% ), eIl NR 8 B
HA B I BRI KA A, LR ZR e R ) 2
T, R R I SR B /K g3 B R 2R S B B
AN FEAR N K A 7oK o il e DY 3 T
ViR VL2 A BN SN 3l SO AL A TR i
W HERESE NS 3 1A AT A SE KT By 254
T, BB A A A I B PR I B K IR Y AR B
BIG D, AL T AU A9 7S 28 LU b DX A J) A 350
( Phasianus colchicus) BEVE# g 1L A AR X 48 5
X ( Crossoptilon mantchuricum ) | Wi %9 ( C.  auri-
tum) JK LG (C. crossoptilon) i 8 1% £ 5 /K TR
BRI B, G R, M R ) S5 OK A G (e &

Zheng,2002 ; FRIFRAR A ,2009 ; 227 HE A ,2010) , iX 7]
BB 5 AR K JR A AT R PR 22 5 0

A 2EE N, S G 2 e B BE ) 2 A 2
A BAE SO TR R SR R R A5 R B Y
JESE AR TR S0 45 B BE IR O T SR —Fh e R
FEXT % ( Madhusudhan & Johnsingh, 1998) , — >t
b XGRS S DE AN 1) B 22 [B] (9 56 R | e R IR 4L
AT 2 5 Ak 2 36 B e K 8 b ( B8 24
1998) , {EA M EF A sh iy (%) A= B A B 25 2% A R
1, I N %% TR 5 A B R AL 2 DI S N T
PLH 2K ( Whitttaker, 1998 ) , AZI¥E s 25 AL 5 4
G S 3 e RN AR B T R 25 W 46 1) e R R A
Z— (75 ALK, 2006 ) , S 2068 B A 55 50 Al
Jo it () Rk P — A 35 PR 0 B A Sl A b 1
e 2 K H B ( Meffe & Carroll,1994) . i1 T HIK
BEHEAE TN /N XA P o U 76 2 Hh
FRA RS | 44 LIRS XA ARV 670 m,
XTHEAR>1100 m (1L X AT BEBE 1, 1T B2 X R /& i
PR DX R B D T PR AR, [ Bk DA B bR 2% B
B M R M A B T LA A
TE BRI 34, okt A B T 2 514 e kit £
NA TR 24 55 18, T aahiL gy X
G 5 b A B Ak A ™ i, A A3 A DX ARME TR B 5
(JEICAE 2006 ) |, fiff 15 24 2514 2 M I 8 B M i 2% 1)
B AR A0, N3 3 T LU, BEARGR B 5k — A=
SHFZESEARE UL TP R X R R HE
1) 5 el A B ™, AR R LA A R K R HERE %
RN Y R BEAR , AT LR BEBR AR B G i 2 BT
HE 17 (Tamsiri & Gale,2008) , AHFFE45 R 5 Fikss R
FEASAHAT , 3t n] B2 4 B 1L i BB 2 2 R G2 I
R 2847 A FIALSE T AR /N, SRS At
e AEAEXT S, 2 X AR R B 13 Iy, )P 4
(RS XA 9 BT B 528 3l ol 3 JLAFR 19 8 3R
PR3 PR3 X S 2R R R 1S K, RS R HERD
N5 A S R AR AE R A S e R, Pl R] S
SRR EA AR RIZSR RN, R T GRS MR
777 A i — i ELEZ s R R T S . T
Tl 0] A L o 4 A 235 2R ) 38k 43 A AR AR AL 40 b A AR
ANTE) By A= B i AR O =Xk Wi R 2R R
2005) . i E] G2 s i 2l TG 2 Hh s B 1 2 30 )
Z—, PR SE Akt P S0 R AT S b R 114 5 i AL
il E i — 25T
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