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Effects of arbuscular mycorrhizal fungi on growth characteristics and sugar
content of Bromus inermis

GAN Rui, Jiererge, SUI Xiao—qing‘, LIU Hai-jun, LIU Yu-xuan, JIN Gui-li, MAIMAITI:Mu-yesaier
College of Grassland Science, Xinjiang Agricultural University, Key Laboratory of Grassland Resources and Ecology of Western Arid
Region, Ministry of Education, Xinjiang Key Laboratory of Grassland Resources and Ecology, Urumgi, 830052, China

Abstract: In this study, we inoculated Bromus inermis * Wusu No. 1’ with arbuscular mycorrhizal fungi (AMF) and
determined its effects on the growth characteristics and sugar content of the host plant. A pot experiment was
conducted using B. inermis ‘Wusu No. 1’ and three AMF species— Funneliformis mosseae, Rhizophagus
intraradices, and Rhizophagus irregularis. These AMF were inoculated alone or in various combinations onto B.
inermis plants. The results show that AMF, whether inoculated singly or co-inoculated, effectively colonized the
roots of B. inermis, with colonization rates ranging from 69.83% to 80.29%. Compared with non-inoculated
plants, those inoculated with AMF showed higher values for growth indicators and chlorophyll content, and higher
values for total root length, root surface area, root volume, root tip number, and root cross number. Among the
various treatments, the combined inoculation of F. mosseae and R. intraradices had the most significant effect,

increasing the total biomass, total root length, and root surface area by 107.67%, 73.34%, and 79.63%,
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respectively, compared with the control group. Both single and co-inoculation of F. mosseae and R. intraradices
resulted in significantly increased sucrose and glucose contents in the leaves and roots of B. inermis plants, with
higher values in the co-inoculation treatment. A comprehensive analysis using the membership function method
revealed that the co-inoculation treatment with F. mosseae and R. irregularis yielded the best results in terms of
establishing root architecture and improving sugar content in B. inermis.
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AT AR BB (arbuscular mycorrhizal fungi, AMF)7E H 28 5440 T R4 588 1 80 %0 1 fili A= H W0 . 1 v AR 36 AR
KER NN MY R H AR @ R Y K KT R R Sk A8, 2 42 TR W X B 5 1 3
P AEY S AMF 4245565 7 ) Cniik K 466 90 FL g 53 ) 1 AME D5 2o 5 P R (0 AR A0 1 22 I 4% T 25 9 JR A )
R ZR B WG AL TR 355 Bl i 2 AR I 0 rpowf DA e R R B RS T R Y OR B B A LR (R SR T A
Py 8 SRR R T T PR . AR, WSk B AMF AT GE S 22 Fh A B A AL AR T A
AR L E Lk AR AR AL (R R AR e A MR R, Wl B R R A AR SR T AR AR AR AR R A B T AR
Yy G 3 O R PR i R SOGB4 e R i SO A R I S T A
SRR E TR TEZMHKAEYT . I AMF 5 R 2Z 1) 1 36 48 56 & — Fp AL Y B E
Az o AMF i 5 HC e K 0 T 22 I 45 41 R A G, st s R A R o A Sy Il B9 AMF #2456 A 1
FHBT T BRR AR AL 0, A 35 AR KRR . A DR 9 R W, AMEF o] DA FHE P fe s vk L e AR AR e &, wT LA
1 JE B YT P E A T R F KO S Dy R SR AR

HH ) A 2 4 B (root system architecture, RSA)ZAH YR R 78 £ KA B b 19 25 8] 3 A 5 R SR AE 646 £
KB AR>S AR BB E SR HLESE WA XK 43 3550 I W S e B IR B3 I e T AR R A A A JE
BAG AR R R (A1oK 43 FR 00 A EAE) LU R F 5 5% 2 1 R R L RIAE T, 33l 25 8 B 2 A0 4 10 X
3 A DR AR IR TR R AR B A (A A TR AR L A R R TR ) 3 e A IR R I G R S O A
MR E G % o W, v 20 A NE AR P AR s mT LA ao el A8 AR 2R R AT N AR s TR . AMEF Sl 4 WM S
oy 518 ERYIE AR AR, 3 BUE R RIS

M R M CEA ) — AME 2k (R rh 9y 38 20 (8, J2 AMF A2 K BT A5 (19 32 SR 5 L B 1t >k 50 5 3 4
KA R G W ST 5 40, AMF 16 5 Bl o 72 vp s BT AR e £ 400 ~202 WG Bk b &Y, FEE Mk
oK 1R R 0 A T R A AR AR R e TR 1 A 2 M 00 T Ak 0% L R R A W R KT R E T
AMF 1 7% M RO 0 5 55 752 20 10 Il 38 o [ B 25 o 199 28 b o J2 A 0 e A A BR AA5 R T 338 A B ) T B AR AR
SR, HHTSC T AMF Qi4a] 52 Wi fi 2 AF 4 (0 HeJ2 BORE ) 4 1A JRE 0% 10 4 2 0 1 AR08 L33 B 5 23 80 L DA 3 o itk 3 TG
Tl 5 AR B ) AR R AL AR S, DA s [ A1 A AR I BL TR it B = TR AT .

TC 548 42 (Bromus inermis)VE S —Fh 3 B An] AN 5 A48 B 8085 10 240 R R MY, L8 SRl L 38 1 PEAE
TH AR, 76 7 POl A AR 25 OR300 o 5 b 7, B O R BB T BR KI5 T T 4 22 R gl B L
e A I A SO PG, A6 DL JE £ 48 22 il bRk, 8 i WA RO ) AM LI 5 o 2 4
KRR 0SS ARl BRI AMF FE A 9 A K RITAR 2R b 8 A S Ak R b i 4R L O B
AR R
1 MHBE5FE
L1 X3

I LL 595 15 14 42 (B, inermis *Wusu No. 17) i 58 A4 8L, B BT sE Al Kz Rl 2= pede fit . bl
A Ay BE VY AE AN BE B (Funneliformis mosseae) AR W AR 0 4% % (Rhizophagus intraradices) . 5+ & 3 1 % &
(Rhizophagus irregularis) , 45 BGC BIOAA I H T HAA H AL EVRHE G BRAF .
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M L B ) o Y S S R YL =M (Trifolium repens) W) R BE B8 MR 20 3 960 T BORR A0 1 22 1 AR

PRvb HIR AW RS I S A Y Bk, 3 AR5 I Be oK, BT 4wt i b5 43, d e IR T A8 A
M.
1.2 X%t

ARG R & AR T 2024 4F 5— 8 J A B S A M K 2 R 24 B (1 AR TR 3 P T R IR S SRR AR
KB/ A 3, ORI S (2542) °CL RN BE Sy (184-2) °C 5 28 AR X M B2 4E RF 7E 60 %6 ~70 % 5 6 REJA 1
BEE N 14 h/10 hOG/BE) A A R 558 B F H 78 (300£50) pmol-m 2.5, B I H 7N P4, fu 45 80—
Pz B BE VG AR (FMD) R AR5 (FG) SRR R (FY) , LA 3Fh A 4 H Fh b 3 . B8 VG 8 A 98 35 + AR
WARE R (FMG) EPE SRR + RIER MR (FMY) SRR MERE IR AARBEE(FYG), UAZEFMN
A TR AR L TR 6 IR (CKD o AR R R S SRHE 4L, RS R 20 em B4R 15 em IR AR 13 em. B A% + i
3 kg, It 90 g WA, BN BEA B 4 R E R . Tt A R SR TE 500 M B K TR I 3~4 min #F 4T 2 1T
WL HE 3G BRI C WA BK T 2 0OE Y. BARER 30RF T AR TR 7 d)E M 2 AR 108k
TR R e A 0.5 mol-L 'Y 1/2 Hoagland % 37 # (KNO, .NH,NO, . KH,PO, % ) 50 mL , Jf #id i 75 2L &
R T AP FE K 43 o
1.3 9 3AFAF %
1.3.1 BREYRRMFHEMNE IR 3D H G M J0 14 22 MR IEAT 0EK , BE DL 18 IR0 #5 Ah BRAR R FF &
0T EOF R AR T 7K 4, VDA 1~2 em A A ARARE . 900 [ 22 Ak R fb R e (o b 3 IS ) 6 266 1 LBt W f B
(SMZ745T , HAJE BE) WL, B FH A8 U F B AR R Y 00 & 43 L AR

: B AR BB
AMFfgje® = =222 % 100%
B = i B /0

- M T I < A A B A HERE T S  ARIES g AT AR R R IR O A T — R O IR AT I
1.3.2 P& 5 ilE 25 Mb BEBE L PR E 5~10 Jr JC v 48 2 18 —n ] F AR R AT YS-4AN, Jb st
HEARPHH R AT BR S 7)) W 5 HAR R i 4 3R 25 4
1.3.3 AP AR &R e A= ) e 0 S < R 28 aek AN ) Ak B AR R N 25 BT, 43 Ry b MR P A3
105 °CAT 15 min, R 7E 70 CTR LT ZfH . ZOM  XF A [ kb 2 A A8 AR I AR R R CRS B2 0. 02 mm) I+ H: A= 58
EE SR

R MR 5E < AR 2R HORE 5 TV 7K T8 Bk 25 B R 2R e, I JT TR LA-S RAVE YR &R ER 50 R G AT 494
F )G A 0 EMR 4 5 B #2 7F (EPSON-Scan) 2 B 2R R A AR B AR 1m0 AR AR R B AR AR RE A3 X
1.3.4  HESEE WOTC T4 22 b MR AR S E T HES L 50 mg T AR (1 mm) , imA 4 mL 8024
45 80 “C/K A 40 min, 2500 remin B0 5 min, YHE 135 W, SR FH EE €875 000 2 1A R 4 8 0 1 o
1.4 HKFEAE

K F Excel 2021 #4732 36 98 48 11 A1 %% B, 35 A SPSS 26. 0 XF #  2E 47 5 2 1k 40 b LSR8 ek 34 B A
Duncan’s £ & H ¢ (P<<0. 05) , & H Origin 2021 824 F .
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2.1 FRRAAEMNAEZELZRZZEEFRIERTEEN D A

WA 1A, 3RO A i AMF B bR BB R e - E MR AR, HAR YL 69. 83%6~80. 29 % , Hrb ,FMY 4b 3
TREEEERAMBERERRS, PE®HTFY . FGCHMFYG A (P<<0.05), 5 FM Ml FMG 4 4b 3 TG 7 % % &
(P>0.05), B FHAFMY B JG WA E R KM, N 74 3pes-g ' T+, HEE®HTEFYMFGAR, 5FM,
FMG FYG # R0 A 20 1 35 M 22 5 0 MR R AR e e L 3840 2% B2 25 R R W & G 4 iR e s R T A
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2.2 RREEA AMF s £ & & KI5 00 %ok

N 1FTR BN R] AMF BAR X JC 1548 22 1 2500 it b Kt R AR i B R R L DL R RO
FEMER W (P<<0.05), Hif FM . FY.FG.FMY RIFYG &b B 5 25 34 18 3% 3 T X I8 FY Ab B % B 4 |, S5 0} iR
75 46. 530 s 2 B AMF T8 AR AL 25 M B AR 9 i 24 0 25 700k R FME A B AR IR R R 53. 2100 FY G Ak H1LS 3
TAY BT RKRME, B FMY (FMG Ak B H00 B840 52 55 1 64. 0526 .68. 46 % F175.98% ; MY RIEFYG
b AR K B I H X IR T 107,67 % s FM L FY \FMG Ab B S AR 56 1 W 250 TXF R FM b 3 R i fE, 5 FY
b A TE 3 25 R (P=>0.05) ; #2 R0 AMF T8 bk A 35 iE R 303 8 35 @ 0 IR, F G Ab 3358 I A £, 3 0) IR
22.93% , it R —IEM I R E GRS T I E A K

~90 80 - a  ab
° a ab
SRoFa b o D b 8 70 B O & =
E 9 ] 5 7
g % i & ~ 60
s & 60 =2 50
&g 30 2 4y
®-Z 40 2
830 530
= HE > 20
20 El
3 10 Z 10
0 1 0 V] 1 1
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E1 AMFXIREASREMTIERFZEENZIG

Fig. 1 Effect of AMF on root colonization rate and soil spore density

FM: B VG 45 Wi ¢ 5 F. mosseae; FG: R N MR #1498 B R. intraradices; FY : St AR 048 %5 R. irregularis; FMG : JEE V5 4% 0 48 55 + MR N MR 70 4% %5 F.
mosseae+R. intraradices; FMY : BE VG B W4 5 + T IE MR B F. mosseaet+R. irregularis;FYG: 5 AR M3 5 + M N R AW EEE R. irregularis+R.
intraradices. AIAl/INE PRk R AL FHE] 22 53 5.3 (P<<0.05) . Different lowercase letters mean significant difference among treatments at 0.05 level.

®1 AMFXEEEZEKIBHRHNZN
Table 1 Effect of AMF on the growth indexes of B. inermis

b3 Eyil bR 1 AR R CER 7S AL/ R Y bk SR RO L L4
Treatment Stem thickness Above-ground biomass Below-ground biomass Total biomass Root-crown Number of
(cm) (g-plant™) (g-plant™") (g-plant ") ratio leaves
CK 1.01+£0.04d 3.74£0.10d 7.83£0.29b 8.86£0. 34d 0.474+0.08cd 39.25+1.49b
FM 1.40+0. 14ab 5.73%+0.95a 10. 084-0. 57ab 15.8040. 69ab 0.57+0.06a 45.0042. 45a
FY 1.48+0.06a 5.53+£0. 36ab 10.1540. 46ab 15.6840. 41ab 0.54£0. 04ab 46.25+1.37a
FG 1.34+0. 05abc 4.45£0. 31abc 10. 5040. 84ab 14.9040.94abec  0.43£0. 04dcd 48.2541.90a
FMY 1.39+0. 05abc 4.1240. 18c 8.40+0.81b 12.734+1. 24bc 0.49=+0.09¢ 42.00£1. 13a
FMG 1.18+0. 04ced 4.08=+0. 30¢ 8.18+0.96b 12.2940. 88bc 0.50£0.08b 41.7540.47a
FYG 1.34-+0. 04abc 4.63+0. 44abc 13.7840. 95a 18.40+1.27a 0.35+0.03d 44.75+1. 10a

CK: £ Unvaccinated ; FM: BEVE AT AN BEBE F. mosseae; FG: RN EFE R. intraradices; FY : # IR AEFE R. irregularis; FMG : BE P4 45 4k 2
- RNIRAIEE F. mosseae+R. intraradices; FMY :FEVG BB + FIMMEE F. mosseae+R. irregularis; FYG : SF ARl 98 55 + R AR 1
PR R. irregularis+R. intraradices; A [R] /N5 7 RE 3R b B i) 2% 57 1 3% (P<<0.05), N[ . Different lowercase letters mean significant difference

among treatments at 0. 05 level. The same below .

2.3 RRE XA AME & &35 £ AR R A A 0ok

W3R 2 FroR RN TR] AMF Ta Bk 19 JC 05 48 22 i 3 A0 BUAH DG 48 bR 14 258 T AR 3R AL B (P<C0. 05) . FMG &b
T R A AR 2 T AR e B IR A A BRI i T 7303496 .79, 63%0 s FMYY Ab B AR AR AR B AR AR R BN ZE
B I AR, 23 i Bt R4 Ry 49. 0206 147,37 %6 .30. 56 %6 .51. 70% ,FMY .FMG .FYG &b 3 i) JC i 35 Pk 22 57 o 4%
BB, T GG R R R R R AT bR B i T — 4R o FMG & S RSO i W
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Table 2 Effect of AMF on the root conformation of B. inermis

Jb 3 PR S B PR AR 1 AR AR AR Wk E AR HRAHL 2 XK
Treatment Root length Root surface area Root volume Root diameter Root tips number Crossings
(em-plant ') (em*-plant ) (cm®-plant ') (mm-plant ')
CK 119. 164+16.67d 9.08+0. 54e 0.051+0. 004b 0.1940. 04b 216419.78b 147£5.01c
FM 191. 71424, 75ab 13.1940. 62bc 0.069+0. 005a 0.2140.03ab 26047.43ab 182+7.96b
FY 140. 63419. 89bc 11.83+1. 03cd 0.067+0.003a 0.2240.02b 265410. 08a 191+7.58b
FG 156. 85417. 34b 9.98+0. 46d 0.065+0.003a 0.2540. 04b 257424, 35ab 176+5. 18b
FMY 198. 20426. 14ab 15.034+0. 75ab 0.076+0. 002a 0.2840.05a 282+11.63a 223+19.97a
FMG 206.55+31. 25a 16.3140. 37a 0.071+0. 004a 0.2340. 05ab 2734+11.72a 214+11.55a
FYG 203.23+19.57a 15.7340. 54a 0.069+0. 006a 0.2440.07ab 25049. 62ab 217+14.45a
" e g 2 a
2.4 FARIERAMF SR EE LT EEZ SO A S5t FIE
- b
— — S s -y =
LR P 2 7 7% B B0 62 g AME 8 bk e 3t s w WP
e ez | d 4
XTGP A A R iy Sk R A 2 RS e (P<<0. 05) i:;_m 3t ;
he o
N S S0
TE4 AMF #: R b B b FMG Ab B9 To 15 48 A 4 2 Wewap
—
o o o
SRR, BESTFMFY.FG . FMY &2, 5FYG = 1 7
1A

Ab B Z B A W 22 S (P>0.05) B B2 T T

CK FM FY FG FMY FMG FYG

35.5100 . H A A AME W AR5 140 5 & & T 43 Treatment
o R E2 AMFHEEEZMHERIENTN

) . . o Fig.2 Effect of AMF on chlorophyll content of B. inermis
2.5 ARAEEAMFHAEZELZEREADHHBELS S

O

W 3 AR, Bk FG AL B, JC 148 22 &l 72 B AR [l 28 R AMF T8 Bk A0 3R , i R 10 JRE 0 5 o 2 8 38 v %t
H(P<C0.05), Hr ,FMG 4b B 5 Iy B0 & 5 f sy , 55 HC Al 43 o 4 3 ) 2 5 AN 8 328 O IR AR R 17 27. 9200
R FENE & A FYG AR PR 35 B0 A8, 25 T X IR Lex R4 =5 T 60. 69200

FERPASTE RS AMF B BRJS J0 15 48 22 it 7 RIS % 09 460 40 25 e 205 T X BR(P<<0. 05) . i JFY G AR 3L
T E N WA s R RS, BFES TFM . FY MIEG A, H5 FMY . FMG Ab 3 2 [0 %4 % 2% % (P>
0.05) R IREL S 1 37. 6700 HH S, LR A 44 % B 72 FMAL B b ik 3 By, o0 B i 17 4301200,
2.6 FIEHE X AR IR AT 0 AR K M S AT

X TG T 48 27 FE R 45 0 5 8 A tE AT AH S 0 B, 25 RN 4 /s, JETE 48 AR B K AR e m AL R AR B 38
B aR R B M B AR 00 TR R AW SRS b 2 ) A A B O 3 1 TE AR DG OE &R (P<C0..05) .

B ' Leaf T3 # & Root

P a - .
z 50 a a a 2 a = 300
A A a
o0 o0 250f b ab ¢
;o0 40F b I &0 b
i £ 40 wE b
{r[[:,/ P 200} c
&5 =2
i £ a @ g .
*S 10f a b be [ab b w9 a c c a ab Hl.
° c 2 sofd
2 S
2 =
xn 0 o 0
CK FM FY FG FMY FMG FYG CK FM FY FG FMY FMG FYG
4 Treatment

3 AMFREEEEZERBESENHAEIENXN

Fig.3 Effect of AMF on sucrose and glucose content of B. inermis
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2.7 EBIKEZELSITFN O

T A AR R R RIOME B B S S R A [ Ab B HEAT S8 pR B LR A TR . RS R 3L G PEM DB HE T A5 R T A
FMY &b 3, RJEE VG A5 478 48 25 0 S 0 AR £ 488 5 11 52 5 42 b Ab 3 X T 1 48 22 (AR 8 4 B RIHE 25 1 1 B2 el e KL, FMG
MFYGAbHERZ o

1.0
RD| RD | 0.55|0.47|0.76| 0.72| 0.73| 0.42| 0.64| 0.58 | 0.61 | 0.60

0.8
TRL . TRL| 0.92 | 0.83| 0.67| 0.85| 0.87| 0.82| 0.80 | 0.93 | 0.86
rsa| @ . RSA| 080 0.66|0.92]0.95]0.77]0.75] 0.92] 0.76 05

RV ‘.' RV | 0.95]0.90| 0.65|0.97]0.90| 0.85| 0.96 0.4
. . .‘ RTN | 0.80 | 0.50| 0.92| 0.78| 0.69 | 0.90 - 0.2
‘ ..‘. RCN| 0.85(0.84| 0.820.93
@ ‘.. ® ‘ Chl | 0.63| 0.62| 0.89 0.59 e
. .‘..‘ ‘ LS | 0.95|0.86| 0.97 o
00000000 B ..

RTN

RCN

=
~
o
T
(=]

Ch

—

LS

¢ & # Correlation coefficient

RS

OO0 0000O - [ ..
0000000000 -l
L P F & v E e

4 TEEZERSEROBXES THRE

Fig. 4 Heat map of correlation analysis of various indicators of B. inermis

*: P<C0.05; #*: P<C0.01; ***;: P<C0.001. RD: R H & Root diameter; TRL: R i+ Total root length; RSA : 2 3 i ! Root surface area; RV : ## {4 1
Root volume; RTN: #2424 Number of root tips; RCN: 2 X 4§ Number of root crossings; Chl: 4% 2 Chlorophyll; LS : I 5 JEHi Leaf sucrose; RS : M &
TEHE Root sucrose; LG : M i #i 4 B Leaf glucose; RG : AR R #j ZiHif Root glucose.

x3 RERBEGEN

Table 3 Comprehensive evaluation of the subordinate function

Kb )& PR KA Membership function value D1E HeT
Treatment TRL RSA RV RD RTN RCN Chl LS RS LG RG ~ Dwvalue  Rank
CK 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 7
FM 0.83 0.57 0.72 0.22 0.67 0.46 0.29 0.92 0.86 0.58 1.00 0.65 4
FY 0.25 0.38 0.64 0.33 0.74 0.58 0.16 0.81 0.76 0.46 0.65 0.52 5
FG 0.43 0.12 0.56 0.66 0.62 0.38 0.11 0.75 0.67 0.45 0.65 0.49 6
FMY 0.90 0.82 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.59 0.99 0.82 0.76 0.98 0.89 1
FMG 1.00 1.00 0.80 0. 44 0.86 0.88 1.00 1.00 0.79 0. 84 0.92 0.87 2
FYG 0.96 0.91 0.72 0.56 0.51 0.92 0.88 0.87 1.00 1.00 0.76 0.83 3

TRL: &K Total root length; RSA : R 1 X Root surface area; RV : R4 Root volume; RD: R E & Root diameter; RTN: R4 % Number of
root tips; RCN: 28 4 Number of root crossings; Chl: -4t Chlorophyll; LS: M J JEB¥ Leaf sucrose; RS: # & IFEHE Root sucrose; LG M % 4
Bl Leaf glucose; RG: i % #i 4 % Root glucose.

3 it

ARG AR LT (AME ) AR D A ) AR PR ol A 9 9 — A~ B 2020 )8R 0, a5 AR AR At o 3 A5G 2R M1 A
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AR SIE AR E BB B 35 38 TH AL X 37 43 1 WOOR0R R SR TS MY . A DR R W] HE R AMF RE 62 2
HERE ) A K A A AR R 2R O B R AR B A EE TS A R R R 5 K L (Glycine max) M R I
J G T AR A A AR e R 38 89. 90 %0 , W A B R T R RURRL R (R B R SRR AR R
WY K S M b SRR S A W T RAR K AR R TR AR R R AR AR M S oK (Zea
mays) MR AP RIE RN 76. 67 % , W T E KM FEAEY R UE 3R AMF 3588 80 AR TR 5% 45 IR
W AMEF 1B & $E R0 % 1 32 AH 9 A2 R A4 F 2508, 2 B T 8 TR AR S5 A AR R 22 1) 0 e 25k DA B A LTI
PRI T % A 2B AR R O 3% 55 B AMF 4045 0 Y ARWEE T B ROR Rl AMF TR Y RER e E 148 Z AR R
AT EE VAR R AR R X T E MR RN R YRR B A R AMF (2 R R M R
Yyim T4 A g TR R BRI R B AR . T REE AN [ AMF Jd of D) RE B ) 7ETE FAE Y
MR N AME LT 22 (0 2%, SL R 97 J K o3 55 37 73 9 W WG FEL 5 R) I, 0T T BOR A5 N TR R IR B AR AR T
3, DT AR I A 4 5 AT, S5 AR B Sy AR W 1 B R (H D 22 [ DG PG4 R 4 8 PR B8 55 X AR AR R S . 5
ANWFFE— 50, 5 8 45038 i 4 5 1L (Populus pseudo-cathayana X P. deltoides) 5 45 4 Fh AR P4 MY 0 48 25 i1 g VG <)
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I Cln gl Ve, JUHOR AURTEE ) DR 45 1 £, SR A R A BUBE E T IR SE W) T B Al o AR BIF 5 v A 4
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