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Abstract: The aim of this research was to examine the impact of replacing chemical fertilizer with organic fertilizer at
equivalent nitrogen levels, and the effects of varying intercropping ratios, on the forage yield and water use efficiency
(WUE) within a silage maize/forage soybean intercropping system in the Loess Plateau region. The experiments
were conducted in the tableland region (Xifeng) and the hilly gully region (Huanxian) of the Longdong Loess
Plateau in 2024. Six treatments were established, as follows: 100% chemical nitrogen fertilizer with two rows of
maize/two rows of soybean (M2S2F) and four rows of maize/two rows of soybean (M4S2F) ; replacement of
chemical fertilizer with organic fertilizer at an equivalent nitrogen level with two rows of maize/two rows of soybean
(M2S20) and four rows of maize/two rows of soybean (M4S20) ; and silage maize monoculture (M) and forage
soybean monoculture (S). We investigated the effects of these cropping patterns and organic fertilizer substitution on
the system’ s dry matter yield, crude protein yield, land equivalent ratio, interspecific competition coefficient,
WUE, and economic benefits. The results show that substitution with organic fertilizer led to yield stabilization at
both sites, while reducing the application rate of chemical fertilizers. At both sites, the dry matter yields of
intercropping systems were in between those of the maize and soybean monocultures. Neither the planting pattern
nor the substitution with organic fertilizer significantly affected the system’ s crude protein yield. At Xifeng,
intercropping systems with 100% chemical nitrogen fertilizers demonstrated several advantages, with forage soybean
exhibiting stronger competitiveness than silage maize. All intercropping systems had higher WUE than the average
values of monocultures. At Xifeng, M4S2F exhibited the optimal overall performance, with a dry matter yield of
25.9 t-ha ', crude protein yield of 2.86 t-ha ', and WUE based on dry matter yield of 90.49 kg+ha '*mm ',
reflecting a 22. 0% increase compared with monocultures. It also achieved a maximum net income of 24690 CNY -
ha'. At Huanxian, the intercropping system consisting of two rows of maize/two rows of soybean exhibited higher
land use benefits, with silage maize maintaining competitive dominance across all intercropping treatments. At
Huanxian, M2S20 demonstrated the optimal overall performance, with a dry matter yield of 17.2 t-ha ', crude
protein yield of 1.98 t-ha ', WUE based on dry matter yield of 57.63 kg-ha '*mm ', and net income of 16052
CNY-ha '. This reflected an 8.5% increase in WUE based on dry matter yield compared with monocultures. In
conclusion, it is recommended to adopt 100% chemical fertilizer with a four rows of maize/two rows of soybean
intercropping system in the tableland region of the Loess Plateau, and to replace chemical fertilizers with organic
fertilizer at an equivalent nitrogen level and use a two rows of maize/two rows of soybean intercropping system in the
hill-gully region of the Loess Plateau.
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Fig. 1 Monthly precipitation and temperature in 2024 and the long—term (2001-2024) average values at Xifeng (a) and

Huanxian (b)
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Jiti 120 kg N-hm * %) T HLAE ; A HLAE 25 Z AR AL AR B0 R 1K 25415t 120 kg N-hm * %) TCHLAE + 80 kg N-hm *f
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Table 1 Experiment design

R A X it A Jib 38 45
Planting patterns Nitrogen fertilizer patterns Codes of treatment

HIPE KA Silage maize  100% FEHLANAL 100% inorganic nitrogen fertilizer M
monoculture
] IR 5254 Forage soy-  100% JEALAUNE 100% inorganic nitrogen fertilizer S
bean monoculture
24T B K /24T KT 2 rows of  100% JEHLAUNE 100% inorganic nitrogen fertilizer M2S2F
maize/2 rows of soybean 7 HLAR %5 0 AR AL AR Organic fertilizer substitution with equivalent nitrogen for chemical fertilizers M2S20
44T EA/ 247K drows of  100% TEHLANE 100% chemical nitrogen fertilizers M4S2F
maize/2 rows of soybean 7 HLAR %5 AR AL AR Organic fertilizer substitution with equivalent nitrogen for chemical fertilizers M4S20

1.3 MR IHARA T ix

1.3.1 Y- a A E ™ & FE K FL S W7 AR S BUORE o 8 B 1 (fresh forage yield, Y. ) AU
AT 4 DX b 3R 23 W SR AR TR B AR W (R AE S om) |, TEIAVE /N DX R FIOR &L 20 TR AR EE o [w] 6 43 351 Bl AL 22 BB #4434
ATRY 3Bk KR AR B R SE 86 = FHLA o 105 ‘CAR T 30 min, Z )5 75 ‘CHLF E &, 118 T &f b, 915 4 hm T
Py 577 5 (dry matter yield, Yoy)o BFHET 094 bk K AR SRR & 23 58 08 5 3 1 mm 9, 2R HTBIL G 008 D i+
fi ML 1 & & (crude protein, CP)™ FIFHZA X 18 B 5 ML EE 1 7= 12 (crude protein yield, Yoo) o [A1E % 40 A9 &
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Fig.2 Schematic diagram of different planting patterns at Xifeng (A) and Huanxian (B)

(d), (e), and (f) represent M2S2F, M2S20, M4S2F, M, M4S20, and S, respectively; black dots represent chemical nitrogen fertilizers and white

dots represent organic fertilizers.
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JE )R R G0 A T K RN B K A K 4 R AR (kg-hm “emm ") 5 py AT ps 40 3010 R T804 28 46 T 3 oK R0 K 3 B o
B - ] . AWU0, 38 [BAE & 48 19 #6 7K 5 K T 5 AE B9 A B4E , Bz W/ T 5148 (9 i A 3418
AWUE>0, 7R [AIE 2 G814 7K 73 R HTRCR KT BAE B A S48, S22 /N T 3R B AT Y (8 .
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]38 Grom s . A AT .
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(DAL IR NI
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EB=P. X Yy —Sc— F,— O¢ (11)
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JREZEMAKE N 3 CNY kg ', BEER B A% b 4 CNY kg ', B A HLIEA A% R 1.1 CNY -kg 5 O o0 HoAl 9% FH (% B
A, AL A8 N TR % (R B 503 0 456 b B % 7 65 9% R ), 76 0 50O i 2% 331 6225 CNY -hm *, B8 B i 25t
7275 CNY +hm 2,
1.4 HELEEL 54
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Fig. 3 System dry matter yield (a, b) and crude protein yield (¢, d) values in the silage maize/forage soybean intercropping

systems at Xifeng and Huanxian
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TH K, ns /R & 22 5 A 3% o Different lowercase letters indicate significant differences among treatments at the 5% probability level; Independent
samples T—tests was performed for dry matter yield and crude protein yield of the systems under different fertilization patterns of the same cropping

pattern, respectively, and ns indicates that the differences are not significant.
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HRTF 1,28 100% JEHLEAEAL T PR a1 L@l 78 DM 2= 55 CP =ity g BB M AE . Ek 447/K
24T A R G E K R T AR EL 443 50 R 0. 67,0, 33, F oK 247 /KT 247 A 2R G5 b oK K T A AR L 491
¥ 0.50, H4E DM f= i i1 5 M2S2F £ K AR 5 09 f = 3 4 5 H LER by o Al LER o 88 K F FLFp AR E A7), 2% B
)4 [ B 4 i 77 R R L T ™ i, 52 D VAR PR PR3 (R 2) .

TEME R, M2S20 40 B LER, M LER o Y345 K, 735 9 1. 06 F1 1. 13, AL DM & £ J& , M2S2F I M2S20 4k
PLER ¥ RT 1, R BIFF L 5 M2S2F F M2S20 ¥ HATRIME L # . N CP 7 1 BE , M2S20 K F K 52 19 fi 1
244 b 8 K T R R BB, 1A TR B R R T R KRR TR AR e e, R BRI PR B pe Ak R BN ROk
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J£F DM 5 CP 7= it i i £ 3 4 5t LER v LERp o35 K F R AL 4], U8 B AE 58 B B OKR AL T3 i34, K
TAKZMEI(R2).

TE P4 I 45, M4AS2F Fl M2S2F 4b B R CRys /N T 1, 1 M4S20 Al M2S20 #30F CRys KT 1, i I 74 i 55 76
100 % FE ML AU A 20T R 00 48 35 36 4 e 0 K T K A HLIE 45 AU AP S AR =X DU AH 2, Ayt 52 3 A (LAY
M, MAERD S AL CR IR T 1,AWH KT 0, RUER B S E KNP RE S M T RE(K3),

R2 AESMKREAAMRBENEX/(IRXZEEREETTYER(DM)FEMHEELR(CP)FEN 1L St (LER)
Table 2 Land equivalent ratio (LER) based on dry matter (DM) yield and crude protein (CP) yield in the silage maize/forage

soybean intercropping systems at Xifeng and Huanxian

Ak B LER,,
Treatment V4 I 55 Xifeng FFH 4 Huanxian
LER,,, LER,y LERy,, « LER,,, LER,y LERyy, «
M4S2F 1.05+0. 06a 0.6540. 07ab 0.4040. 09ab 0.96+0.05a 0.7740.07a 0.1940.02¢
M4S20 0.9640. 05a 0.7040. 08a 0.26=+0.06b 0.9540. 05a 0.7140. 05a 0.2340. 04bc
M2S2F 1.04+0.01a 0.5240. 07ab 0.5240.07a 1.01+£0.09a 0.6340. 10a 0.3840. 06ab
M2S20 0.9340. 05a 0.4740. 04b 0.46=+0. 08ab 1.06+0.09a 0.6440.03a 0.4240. 06a
s LER,,
Treatment P I 5 Xifeng ¥R HL 5 Huanxian
LER,, LER. LER. LER,, LER., LER,, .
M4S2F 1.11+0. 06a 0.6240.07a 0.48+0. 11a 0.9440.02a 0.7440. 04a 0.2040.03b
M4S20 0.994+0.12a 0.69+0. 14a 0.3040.06b 0.914+0.08a 0.6840.05a 0.2340.05b
M2S2F 1.06+0.03a 0.4840. 08a 0.584+0. 10a 0.9240. 06a 0.6140. 10a 0.3140. 04ab
M2S20 1.03+0. 04a 0.49+0.08a 0.5340.08a 1.134+0. 19a 0.6240.05a 0.5140. 14a

TE s LERpy 5T 19 507 i 19 K A L b > 4 L, LER oS8 T 19 5077 35 19 R S fid L 4 L, LER . o 55 T RLEE [ 3 19 6 0K M 1 b
YA, LERp A5 TR (A7 i 9 KGR B Y i . RISV IS AN /NG TR 3R0RAE 526 BOMEROKF L2t 3. TR,

Note: LER,, \ is the maize partial land equivalent ratio based on dry matter yield, LER),y ¢ is the soybean partial land equivalent ratio based on dry
matter yield, LER; \; is the maize partial land equivalent ratio based on crude protein yield, LER, g is the soybean partial land equivalent ratio based on
crude protein yield. Different lowercase letters following numbers in the same column indicate significant differences at the 5% probability level. The

same below.

Fx3 AESMAESAABMBENEXR/ARREAERGEHNERERTFRENE SN (A MRS E(CR,,)
Table 3 The aggressivity of maize relative to soybean (A,s) and competition ratio (CR,) in the silage maize/forage soybean

intercropping systems at Xifeng and Huanxian

JGEL] P4 I 15 Xifeng ¥4 B Huanxian
Treatment Ay CRys Avs CRys
MA4S2F —0.00240. 000b 0.928+0. 236a 0.580+0.098a 2.147+0.522a
M4S20 0.43740.121a 1.473+0.367a 0.484+0.076ab 1.713+0. 459
M2S2F —0.00340. 000b 0.981+0. 215a 0.250£0. 147b 1.797+0.517a
M2S20 0.016+0.001ab 1.115+0. 240a 0.219+0. 036b 1.575+0.177a

T Ay 9 EARAXT T REHIR 5 T1, CRys HFE4H LR

Note: A5 denotes the aggressivity of maize relative to soybean, and CR,;5 denotes the competition ratio.

2.3 ABAAKETAKSA A RLFE
FET U 5, R RES RS WUE Bl WUE 594 B 15 380 (P<<0. 01) , 17 7% 45 (0 FE /K B A - 2006 F AR T
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A . K2 R 0B B 45 T AL B R AWUE  MTAWUE S #8K T 0, 76 B 94 i 5 (6] R G e WUE,,, i
WUE ., Z M T AAE R A3 . 78 MAS2F A # R , WUE,, f1 WUE ¥ 8 K, 43 314 90. 49 kg+hm *
mm ' H19.99 kg-hm “-mm ", 5351 Fo FRAE A AP Y (B 22. 000 F136.0%0 (K 4) . TEH B A, AERGFEK B
T AR R INACE ¥ . AR XS WUE, A & i 35 5 (P<<0. 01) ,M2S20 Fil M2S2F Ab# () WUE, K T
TP KRR P R B B A 24, 1T M4S20 Fl M4AS2F 4b B WUE .,y /N T 99 R VR 4 B0 59 I A 2448
o A A5 = AT HLIE 45 20 AR IE X WUE A W2 520 (P<<0.05) . 78 M2S20 b 3R , WUE,, fil WUE., ¥4 fix
K454 57. 63 kg-hm “~mm ' F16. 67 kg-hm *=mm ", 53 5] Fo BLAE (9 IACF- 2B 55 8. 5% F19. 7% (% 4) .

x4 BAESMREAFAHENER/AXEEEMBEREHEKE(WU) KDF BRE(WUE) R BEREEN FREFEK
E(AWU) KRS FBHE(AWUE)NELE

Table 4 Water consumption (WU) and water use efficiency (WUE) of the silage maize/forage soybean intercropping and
monoculture systems, and changes in water consumption ( A WU) and water use efficiency ( A WUE) of intercropping systems

relative to monocultures at Xifeng and Huanxian

b3 P4 i 5 Xifeng
Treatment WU (mm) AWU WUEp, (kg-hm *+mm™") AWUEL, WUE, (kg*hm *+mm ") AWUE,,

M 344.543.5a — 82.23+0. 85a — 6.09=0. 06¢ —
M4S2F 286.8410.8a —0.152+0.03a 90.4943.52a 0.2240.05a 9.99=0. 39a* 0.3640. 05a*
M4S20 305.0413.1a  —0.10-0.02a 81.70+3. 42a 0.1040.01a 7.90=0. 33b* 0.0840. 01b*
M2S2F 303.6422.1a  —0.09=0.02a 81.4846. 38a 0.1640. 04a 9.55=0. 75ab 0.20=0. 03ab
M2S20 291.1428.3a  —0.13-0.03a 77.2348.04a 0.10-£0. 02a 9.6241.00ab 0.2140.03ab

S 325.747.0a — 57.9741.25b — 9.85+0. 21a —

Kb 34 18 5 Huanxian
Treatment WU (mm) AWU WUE,,y (kg-hm *-mm ') AWUE,,, WUEp (kg-hm 2+mm ") AWUE,,

M 287.646.0a — 68.2541.41a — 6.3140. 13ab —
M4S2F 335.2412.9a  0.16=0.03a 51.6242.03b —0.1140.02b 4.9940. 20¢ —0.1940.03b
M4520 303.0423.8a  0.0540.01a 55.314-4. 03b —0.0540.0lab 5.4120. 39be —0.124:0.03b
M2S2F 309.5422.2a  0.07=0.0la 54.1143.83b 0.0240. 00ab 5.34=0. 38he* —0.12240.02b
M2S520 297.7+6. 6a 0.0240.00a 57.6341. 30b 0.0940.02a 6.67=0. 15a* 0.1040.01a

S 293.4419. 2a — 37.93%2. 66¢ — 5.86=0. 41ahc —

T WUE, . WUE 5T T 07 i B A7 i 0K 5 RO AWUE A WUE R 3T 190507 5 L A 0K 5 T R0R 2R 1L
A4k B (RN B OB AR . X AR RS RUTE 10005 FEHLAUAL A LA 45 S0 AQ A0 A0 A B 2 [ ) 2 S BEATT TG 36, #8725 2 53 Wb 35 (P<<0. 05) . *—"
FoR T HE .

Note: WUE,, and WUE, represent water use efficiency based on dry matter yield and crude protein yield, respectively. A WUE},, and A WUE .,
denote the changes in water use efficiency based on dry matter yield and crude protein yield. Values for each treatment represent the mean effect size.
Differences between the intercropping patterns under 100% chemical nitrogen fertilizer and organic fertilizer substitution with equivalent nitrogen for

chemical fertilizer were analyzed using T-tests, where * denotes a significant difference between them (P<Z0. 05). “—" indicates no data.

2.4 ZFiE

126 5l 0, 7E 0 g s R R AR A S R 44T EK/2 AT RE MRS B A 217 ER/217 KT H .
MA4S2F 4b # iy e iie A B &, i 24690 CNY -hm ?, 4% [8] 7 &b 3R @9 ¥ 0 Ay M4S2F >M2S2F >M4S20>
M2S20 , ¢ 4 Hiu A% 5t 1) K BRAE R 43 93 82 85 T 35. 5% .32. 0% .29. 7% .15. 6% . FE ¥ B 55, M2S20 kb P i) &
FEAE R U AR L 43 B15A ) T 27272 CNY hm * A1 16052 CNY -hm 2, 4% [6] /F 4k B R 19 4 e A g M2S20>
M2S2F >M4S2F >M4S20 , 5 E K FAEAH 4 42 5 1 30. 726 .28. 0% .26. 3% .10. 7% ¢
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x5 AESREREAABBITEXRIARRSEEREEFUARITLL
Table 5 Comparison of economic benefits performance in the silage maize/forage soybean intercropping systems at Xifeng and
Huanxian (CNY "hm™)

Qb B P 45 Xifeng 3B 5 Huanxian

Treatment  pa g A Total input 2475 Gross output U A Net income 8% A Total input 7= {H Gross output LA Net income

M 10410 28633-£960b 182234-960b 11025 23306+1087a 122814-1087ab
M4S2F 10290 34980+ 1811a 24690+ 1811a 10605 26115+1567a 155104-1567a
M4S20 11415 35056+ 1812a 23641+1812a 11610 25204+1349a 13594 4-1349a
M2S2F 10290 34336+£696a 24046+ 696a 10455 26178+2421a 157234-2421a
M2S20 11130 32198+ 1477ab 21068+ 1477ab 11220 27272+2258a 16052+ 2258a
S 9420 194894 2046¢ 100694 2046¢ 9375 165814789b 7206£789b

TE = A5 A0 BRI LB 1 E (B, A7 (BRI S P R A

Note: The total input for each treatment is fixed , while the gross output and net income represent the mean effect size.

3 iFit
3.1 HHEBXFAIEERBERLIETAEZF LA AREFIXEGY A

FEPGIL T 240 X, A HUIE T k52 2K 43 W3 38 B A8 Ak | - 18 0 M R A v M 2 2 I 2, R ko R4
Vi B R R AIC LW (W I T T I OGS O R AE . X LB SO oY R B B | DA LA A R B A
20%~30% o ASHRFEEE R R W], A HUAE 55 FUR A AL T 9 U6 50 R B8 EL 0 7 b i)/ 22 498 T 0 7™ o 24 b 35 0
TEVH 0 SRR 35 LER A LER ., 100 %6 JCHL AU B 5 1] VE Ak 2125 22 30 i o)V O 3, i A HLIE 4 A AR IE BT
TVEDE . FTREH T 100% AL AR T A A A SR m , EOREEPe i, K& my A9 B A& E A T A
T JB U AR5 T A HUAC 0T 2858 o A O A R, T R BRI S B AL R . PR, Y AR AT AR A HLAC AR
AR, S8 K A K ORI R AN AL 55 5 K SR T AN B R S 2 2R T, BT DMOE L R R
SUEAE RGEAE M2S20 I M2S2F 4b#F LER ¥ KT 1, B A IAEL 55 5 11 M4S20 Fil M4AS2F A 3 MR 1L 4,
A BB R 247 oK 24T K ELIME P 84T EOKRR L B AL TE 3 FAT , 7850 R AE T I BRAOV , K AR & A K 16 BR
B RE KA PR 2] T 80 R IRTE Z R 2 5506 . B BT K K AR 2 L R ORAR XS TR T
12 5 1 (Ays) FIFE G LEF (CRye) , RWIIR BT T K SR H A7, SR W pF e 45 R — 80, 768 1w J5 b X i)
ERG R, BRI KE RPN E R, TRER FKE T C Y, BA G R ER S AE AL S o AT PTIE 5, Ay
Fl CRys % B MAS2F Ml M2S2F 5250 T K 0 5 v 3 B0, 5 30 B g L R i AR B 95 45 51O OR TR) .l R 2 7 78 0
MK FRAR AT, FOR AR X F K 20 9 58 G0/, EORMEHARIAAE . WA KT L3 ZFERMTET ,
3 107 > b 0 A AR B, IR R AP B 0 ) o (B AR A HUIE S5 AU AL BB T, IR R 48 vh B oK 2 i
P, RS A HLIETE B Rl K o S5 R BAF  IR R R T —E VE A 388 T EoR M4 1. 7E 3 B, M2S20 4b
BRI T T 5 7 R AURLER 17 o Y b > e P X R R, R e TG 3O ) 7 e, S (RO B 5 T

TE PG U 51, MAS2F Ab PREE T 1 4y J50 ™ 5 FURLER (17 B 09 bt >4 B U B B e, b s M TSR e, AR 8 B (L Ak
NEE o PRI, R T R A P R 28 U 004 PG W A HE R 100 00 TEHLAUIE + 447 F oK /247 R VR R, i 28 2 500

A HLIE 25 B AR 4217 £ K /247 R A /ERE L
3.2 AKX F A F BB RACIEST Z oK 5 ) A 64 % m

FEK GEIRAT BRI S5 0F T ) B 4R 52 A5 T A A EF ) R 233 8] b 1) A 2857 431 2 = K 9 v 380 FH 1) S 8 RS TRl
) 38 220 HR ZR 40 A B T AR SR B v K W R AR . RS R 2 TS TR R SR R RE K B RUK Ay R ECR S
AR B 22 58 INACE A 1 22 5 (AWU Fl AWUE ) S i 5t [/ 2 88 19 7K 53 Bl AR AE . Morris SV (1 BF 58 2 B
VEYI A G M BT 22 5 22 T BRI B A1 2R 50 58 BR A /K dt Dk sh R (55 00 7 B4R (9 I B S AH L 25 S 3/, R 2 TE
—6%~T7% . AWFFEAE—15%~16% , n] A2 FRAE 5 [0 45 R G0 BR8] 78 & 0 22 SR sl e i il e ™ o IR 19 5 )2
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i > AR AH A G BT R X 0 25 M S AR R L), T RE T BUR A K AL B 22 o 7E R B R, M4S2F F
M4S20 4b FEE T+ W) B 18 1) WUE /N T 5RO IACE SR, 7] REJE d T TR B947 808 (447) , = B0t b
R M T AR AR e DX R, EOK X K AE BT IRY SE A i . R AR OK N R b RV, oK
AR T KRR B R S K 3 AR s [R) (oK A2 Bk 4 sl , S BURAE R AR WUE FRE™ . fEVH IS,
# A 2R UK B /N T AR BTS2 6, AR T B A ) A 48 s 1 oK 20 M RT3 .l BE R oy T Y 0 AT B 4
/N B AR S T2 10 6 i 8O0 B i T AR I B TR 2 B B 0 T K 2R e AT R R T A MK a3 B AT R A
FeAe o™ o b, K CARY  TE SR Z A B A e o 9K 23 RO A WSS R W Cu/C AR IR R G210
RS TR BAR T CARE Y AR H S T CER B PERES™ 0 AR Bk P9 0 2 MAS2F Ak BE AN, HAL i £F
48 WUE 8K T K G SR /N T FOK B4R V6 16 5 M4AS2F i WUE #8 a3 Tk 5 /E vl i i MR B e Sl 8, R
GEHG MR E RO o P 24T Tk /247 REDHLEE FOK 0 R RCR 8 T 447 TR /247 R, T DRl e J2: AT R 52 o
PR M F 7 R, SRR GO E Bk ARG o IR, K 23 T R0 05 T, 76 P9 16 s 477 10090 T8
BLEE + 447 oK /247 K B R 2, 3R B DU 3 22 A7 AU 5 SO AR E + 217 K /247 R el AR

PP 3 A A Y 22 S BT I T I X % D S A O R Y R 4 < R RE Rl K 23 AR AR 28 B PR B K O3 R PR
P, A HUAE 2 SR A QAR IE + 247 FE 0K /2 47 DR R ) A A X e o e A 6 oK 3 T3 2 Ak /K o 5 4, [ I 488 T DR 2 EE 431 LA
AL ZR GO R (1™ 5 10 76 BBl K 23 25 AR 3 4 (0 V6 06, 100 26 AL BUIE + 447 K /247 K W ) VR A =X g 6% fie K Ak
KA =TT, TR CAEM R RO B SCR 5 T RS T Y BRI B ICHLIE 2064 P L5 55 1k
TEARESREWARLA.

4 it

e B g TR DX, A HIUAE 45 20 AR I A G e 7 A 90 e g 2 B R AR ™ R0, b T AR R B o JE T X
A A REAE , IO 4 R A R R 100 %0 e HLAUIE +4 47 EOK /247 R G VERLE, 1 Fr B vA 4% DX )R F A AR
RN 247 F K /247 R AR, BE T O et DXCIUAR] F 2R 7 K 70 g ROR T, SCRESE B2 3 A4 5 A 2
R gt (4 PR R 52 T
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