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i N 160 kg K,Oha', R A it
120 kg N hato 4 # It FH 12k 385 i <2 5 30
TIPSR A TS I 20124F S48 E
WK, 20134 HE A RUER A £74 1t 2 0%
&, LT RERMESE I N7V E A/ NEZ R
T, AH R EURRERF B E20144F YA/ NE /Y
AT
g5

(K BIrAmEEYERERNE
Bl AR b TF BN 7RG g sz —, 6
HERIEMAERHET SRR X
B /DA LA TT RN # ZR X HEA AE
KA o 58 R TE— TR 2R FRli iy A= FE 1)
RE, BRI AW S ARA Y W JT 1H A B
B o AR TG LA P N X 25 T BRI e
J3 T, RN — DRI BT

(Rengel and Damon, 2008; Zérb etal., 2014) « HIXRTE/EYA:

KRR RS M= i Grzebisz etal. (2013) &L
AR R, B 2 08 VR o AR B R O RS, VR AL
TR, JEH AT RIR I H) BE T BERE T RV E Y R
K, BRI il Rk A e B TR S5 S AEVE AR
TR B B B R A L E R G R E L BE
SRR R Sh AR AN [F] e g Bir A AL, TS AR A 75 5K R
%75 FEVEWIEE BRI (Grzebiszand Diatta, 2012) o

RUE HZ X M B R AVEY) B B (HR AR
PPt A T S0 25 A 220, R Rl /2 R X i g rh
RAPR HILFE, R L AR, 2507+
B G RN Ko IR AR AL 7 A &5 R
KT TEERIARIR DR, T ELAE b DR ] 5 75 A 4,
TEE T AR AT G R — LB ] 15 A A= AE P R E
K, 20t LR JE TEIR L ER AT T &7 Fd,
EAFHEE R B D, S EE R BT, (RS
BE&E ETFe Bt At BEIH 28 K TR, JUH 2 ST
B AIE o 5 SR il P IR ) R L SR e K FH1:0.89 K 2
1:0.3 0 AR 22 F0K) 2F M S 5, it PRk A VR0 b SR B AR
At ERIAE 0.3, A —LEE R, R RS T1:0.1

(Grzebisz et al., 2010) o

VR R R i R v B AE SR i Y
i TR R ) AL S 2R A 7
AR VEH o B R AL AR 45 R

for 2003-2012.

P2 BRI T 4 R 2R BRI AR O IER X)) o A W. Grzebisz.

T R R ) G B I A B 2 S B0 W B R RO RREORL 25
NI (Grzebisz et al., 2013) o fESSEE AT NG A&
FEARZEFF B A i, BREZZZ D, BRI KRR, &
BT (I 1#12)

DB R R SR EEN ERIEYZ—, ¥Rt
FEIRAT H X o VEA—FRIEMVEY, S8 E T 25 2 K
R R, HOATE R 78, BEWRAR 1 R 4 Ay s B
A REMISR A S84 E ik B s, PN AIX A RE
JE 2R A 8 7o A6 WRORT R R A [ SR i T S B A R R
A, FEIXRR S MR R B2 A B T AR S AR R
oo AEIX B, PREEF R T AN B R AU LI
NEJ VR4 B B ive (RIUG, 7048 T3 B K P PE U0 Y
% IR A T 1Ak T 72.4 Mg ha! (Supit et al,
2010) , F [ A7 0030 O D A=A M R ot e Yo g A=
Hh AL b, B ER A 11T 960.9 Mg hate AT
L AR R — 2R 5, s SRR SR, SR A
B EARINZ, 2 5120°2039.7 « 31.6 Mg ha''o IX FELIHK T
CATHIR G PSR S81M, SEBr B S22 it
AR PO S RAR (K1) « HERRARER R, ARINE
K20 Dy BB AE 7 e AN SE R ™ bt 2 [ AFAEANA], X

Table 1. Statistical characteristics of potato yield in Central-Eastern European countries, Mg ha™', mean

Characteristics

SRR, NI
WUTH A K. AN, (ER s

Czech R. Germany Hungary Poland Romania
25.57 41.78 24.24 18.35 14.15
2.94 3.68 2.88 3.84 1.72
11.5 8.8 11.9 20.9 12.1

RIS ERAF R K. BRI S
AFEHE R AN T B A= A . A
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Note: 'SD: Standard deviation; 2CV: Coefficient of variation.
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2012 IS B R A b g ) BTN A
5 i i N = B 7 S GE R U o
g R A i AR g v

45 - /

40 A

35 A

Tuber yield (Mg ha'')

MR FIAR DL, 20124F Fi120134F F- 4
PRI 5320186 mg KO kg
1 154 mg K,0 kg' 1, THEHIRYE
FIRBLE =, RET R D E E T A
FEIFE R o 2012-2013 53456 H B 113
HOA SR LR & B AR AR 5 o
AT 24 B KT, B

30 A
i
20 T T

0 80 160

K application (kg ha'!)

55 4
50 A
45 -
40 -
35 A

30 A

Tuber yield (Mg ha'!)

240 I ﬂq%qIHE*ﬂﬁ/ﬁﬂ%é@HE, Hrp H I A 4
ATt A AKF, 43 5150 80~ 160+
240 kg K,O ha', RAEAH2Mi 7K
*F, 4321204 160 kg N hat, 84k
S A AR, RIAS i FH U8
B AL E E 4k, PRI IR
Y1 E 5 BRI AN SATRAR, BB
P A Bellarosa, &/NZ B PN
Muszelkao £ PR S 48 21 /N X TH]
FN100 m2o FEFIET, HORUIEAS IR %
(34% N) FEIE UL 5 1,
TR NE B e — 4 4 R R AT AL 56 1Y

2013

25 - .

20 T T

0 80 160
K application (kg ha'!)

01,201 24F F1201 34F il R AT AT Sh 44 25 e 52 R AC: XTHE; N120
FIN160: HEAKF, kg N ha.

SR T A48 BT A [F] SOAPAG F5 5345 B (Grzebisz
and Diatta, 2012) o

ASAIF Y 32 B H B2 18 5 1l 50 A 2R UG Tt A Y
AL RIS AN A AR (NUE) |, FRb a5
W A TSR e > H R PPk AR R A 9 s
ROV, NS EWOIR J, 5% BA AR 13 rh G B 20 R ZEAE Y
A INZE TR o

MRS T

TP T 22 1 A=A 21 R A TR Ay T 44 5 i
JESS R AL 7 S AR R R2 IR, Forh2012-201 3 B4
KRN T 2012/13F12013/14 AR 58 6 5 R T 44 200
ARG 3R A BT SR AN AR TR IS I o R B 4
HEAE P =238 24 7 T LATE 50 km B Donatowo F— N FA A 4

, S50 5 i T e AE4 A A =
240 JEIPE N E AR, oM RIS =
WO T #4538, #5156/ MK BB AR
14 m?. EERIRE, /ML
G RNEEINF/ K TR N37.5 m?,
Hr— A/ NI, 55— 10
DX gk 2 in B AL AL, it 90
kg K,O hato BEALIE AR 8 1 I
AR 0 S T IR R — ) o

TESBBWORIG, R0 A5 BISHE—MREETA/NEZ R
M, RULAHIR L (34% N) Jit 9180 kg N ha'!, 431K
T2 M, Hos09% T &R IRHF MM, 25% T i
M, 25% TR o 7 IRIHRAC/ N o {68 P IR G AL 1
BUT AR/ RIS m2 T, W7 I B N AL &
IKHE A 14%

JFHFF PG I S R A i T R 2 e, KO O
TE SR i, TE640 CHY S IR AR R TRE M, FE
330 I RHIR VAR, 25 RN T W Buie 3RoR . e B A
TR B K 7 7 P ) o S8 i e A A 2 R P A U
Fe LA B APt e Wik 44 SFUR S AR B 7 1 Y
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it Egner RheimMJ5 1%, f0.04 MATFLEREGHRIN -1
FEL, SRR FR BRI 19 B pH N 3.5-3.7. XM R0 E
XS RIR (Y 45

T 2~ SRR IA LA

FRFIIE (kg D ' N) -

AEN= (Y -Y,) /N,

NAVE . (%)

NR = (NU_ -NU) /N, 100

AR AR (kg DA kg N) -

PhEN = (Y -Y)/(NU_-NU)

R TR A S SR RO (UKU) FTER
A= RO (UN)

UKU =KU/Y, (kgKMg' ) ;

UNU =NU/Y, (kgN Mg" D) .

Hrr:
Y, AFEBENACEF FBORAT S E 74 (kgha)

Y, AR S E R (kgha)
N, RHE (kg Nha')

o AFEEEACTF TAEABO AT (kg ha!)

¢ AFTERACE FEDAI A (kg ha)

o AR IRAL B EIA TR (kg ha)
s AR BEAL BV E IR AT (kg ha!)

IR ARIE SR E I STATISTICA 1034 T1E S/ Ty
EOMT, ANRIALEE 2 A 3T T

%o

90 mm, FASHITEIENE , (HE4E PR 7. sH A AR
HON100 mm, J&T2ETREEN . UETEIX D Z= T R &
XTI AL, (HAZ A T B 44 3 1 AR K 7R SR AL &
e FEEZERLH AL, B G a0 SRAR T LA T2 7K
F, BUANRET B 44 BAT R ZEIG KOG AR ) B R K 5

TE2012+ 20134F, ZUBHAE i FH 5+ A9 52 HAE I 2.4 52
M) 2 4% SR S 1) Hhe 20124F, RIFETh 45 B 28 A 4
IO RN T JE ANl L 4 25 S R A BRMACER 1) ) 4 57 e
431 Mg ha' (1) o A= KRS 7 T it 3 b 39 A0 )
B, DA R AR &S, LT, 20124F
S DT = UM 24.4 Mg ha', SRTTXAN = A
et 22 H104F Y B 7 (FAOSTAT, 2014) o

BRI, 7R b FE A A% 8 T Tl I R 4 3 Y
AR & AR IR, Y R ZE I, T R R A
120kgha!, MR 160 kgha!, 4 EHL 2L R i
T40Mgha' (1) o HEF LAY AR 0 kg ha ', HA
RACEF N (160 kgha!) BEEIZEF A — /NN,
LB e P N 160 kg ha B, 24 RN FHZKF 5
A ZE P YT 45 Mg ha'e FEIE— 4 = 00 it
#1240 kgha ', KBS EHRZE AR BOA BEZ 5 m, X
THES R ZE T R I A K PELHAMT R I T 44 S 2RI
KR, KINHA77%-86% 9K Eh 84 2577 T RUIE Y It
160 kgha!, #HALAE HT 1240 kg ha ' AL P

AR, RI2013F IR IS0 98 R 0 5 48 Y 7
FH XA SR o AN it A B 28 ) R A B ) 44 g 25 7
427 Mgha! (1), 4404 EH D4 P17 50N
21.4 Mgha'! (FAOSTAT, 2014) o #RIMI, AS[R] A 7t e 4cb 22

Table 2. Nutrient concentration in the whole potato plant at tubering, % of DM.

GRS

2012 2013
. L K application N application
DRSS =Y K N:K N K N:K
N N -1 -1
SERFAERMIIAR U wROM R T e s sm am s
Nz AL, Sy S s o o o 5 . .
ﬁ%ﬁ:%&%fzﬁﬁiik%ﬂﬁ% 160 430 3.88° L11 5.76 3.50 1.65
P RIPUEMERZE (Supit et 80 120 4.03 4.91% 0.82 547 3.62 1.51
al, 2010) « AHFFAEIRIG TR 160 4.49 4.81% 0.93 5.57 3.68 1.51
b
i R o 160 120 4.12 5.46 0.75 5.33 3.59 1.48
z]ﬂg EE’\ ﬂ;o;ziﬁ, AR 160 446 5.55 0.80 5.68 3.70 1.54
SRR, 6 74 8H 240 120 4.15 5.61° 0.74 5.35 3.82 1.40
X3 ISR H oy TN S N 160 435 5.69° 0.76 6.11 3.79 1.61
312 mmo ﬁlﬁ\ﬁ%ﬂ: L‘J\ﬁr_ E/]qz Absolute control 3.72 3.87% 0.96 5.37 3.21 1.67
Means 421 4.86 0.88 5.55 3.60 1.54

BRI R 110 mmo 20134 KA,

THOLA AR, 6 4y R T
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Note: ™*: The same letter means a lack of significant difference between level of the treatment.
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Xy 44 R 2R i R AR

R AR T 4 i 25 Ik 140 | ™=AC ~+NI20 —+-NI160 012 A
UMM, SRR o] I

BEINEN 160 kg ha i, D44 257 = = —
BB, BRI MR M 120 kghat g 1001

I, 77 E 45 Mghat, &R &2 T 80 A

160 kg ha ', & 450 Mgha'e 24#% =

AR Ak o, Bk 2 0]

SRR T X RS 2 40

R N160 kg ha ', ATHEIA A ERAS Z 5

T 44 3 2 7 I 5 R e X — .

2 R B, 0 - o ™
# Jamaati-e-Somarin et al. (2010) for
Iran, Mustonen et al. (2010) for Finland

K application (kg ha'!)

and Tein et al. (2014) for Estoniafiff 5TiE = 140 - 2013 B
o = 120
BB R SRR 2 \/\

R T M RI R T it S
EV S IEES RN EL U - B
TER R+ LT, 7 e R 5 60 -

W, 202 D BREARAE 2 4
REMAS R R, HAEE 2 |
(2 E 2P R X R AL — AR
HITCZE, A R BT S R AR 0 - - - - '
B () « SRR AR 2 0 00 160 40
PT3435 b 2 7o 0 K application (kg ha™)
NFA R, M P oA Al % 60 - C
#48 Mg ha'to HHRMF T KW

(Allison et al, 2001) Fl¥RFEMR LT = -

(Ayalew and Beyene, 2011) FHE ] 5—::0 40 A

AU B ISERGEN LS 2
BEKNET, PEB NSRRI E F 30
15, TSR — A A A e - ¢
menEEAaME, Hochmuth  and é =08
Hanlon (2000) 54455 A= 7= 1 EEE 10 - y=0.2585x + 15.745
] Pt ) S T T AR R 5 5 IS0

H, 20134038+ R 0 - - - -

Fe T R AR, TS 30 70 % 10 130

-1
i 7RT- 2 RO T A B A Y Nuptake (kg N ha™)
PRI L. B2 LA A 42 BE 7K 53 12, 20124F (A) FI20134F (B) MEHTATHE RN 44 B ZI IR o R IO Th 44 e 25 it

A K ISR, A ) R0 2GR LS
oML 2 B 5 e R e R 4 2 R
L7 RCATRC IR, AR, TR S S A
JIELAE B A BB 56 R A AR R T A
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DUk FEEIE Sing and Lal (2012) XJ4H

0 1 4 A 5 th S T I 200 1 mmAC -=-NI20 ——NI60 2012 A
e P AGIIE 58 TV, MR RE = 180 ]
FR iz a0 Mgha ' D EHRZE 2 1609
AR RIS A 30 e 1407
225kgNha's 150kgK Ohae g 120 /‘\"”‘
SR B VAR =
D EREANBREDS 5 ]
WU R, B RREETR 8
SUENRANEREE, HES 50 &
Mo 20121201 33X PHAE 1L 56 2% . . . .
LW, B T201 24F A R P R VR T B 0 30 160 240
A it L AR B Y 2 e A i L A K application (kg ha™!)
FRALERAG, TSI B, B 200 -
A HEL R L) R B A 52 0t o] 2013 B
N, AR AT ]
(#2) 2012 Mgl bRy G
BRI R RN 2 ]
hb) SO AN, (220134 R XM & ]
AR, AR, 2002005 & ]
PR AU P a2, B
RENT 20135 I T 5550, 1 &
2, 20124 S R bk R & ‘2‘0'
Ve BT T 201 34F R TR SE, 45 o
HH4.86%- 3.60% 0 ' - ' Ta0 ' i
T B T 1 4 T, R K application (kg ha')
354 Ay 5 e T 4 4 0 7 R
B —AHE AR, A N0 88 it @ ¢
(Haddock, 1961) o 20124F#VEIEIE 50 A o
MEZ, DS E Rk PRI RRS o° 08 o
FORSRAL BT IR B IR A R @ 40 - o %
BALIRAG0.75 (£2) « ARG =
RHLEE, F80kgK,0ha B, gtiT 2 0] o
AL R, XEREERK 8 5 |
DA ORI, D45 &
B FE40 2 SR AAE T PR . 20134E1( 10 y=-0.0027§t8.2(3)‘1‘1x-28.484
R RIS I, A e
LR B R , e, TN % 00 B 200 250

1.54, (H2ABIRTERMIEEIN (Rosen,
2001) o AHXTE 0 O RUBH L R R A

RAERIEREIEOUT, DB s 201008 (A) F120134F (B) HOSIRINE AU D 45 2 22T U A0 200 T 45 S 257 K
TR 2, T IRBUE R T BUIR, 7% AT RV 2 e B

K uptake (kg K ha'!)
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457 mmAC N120 —+N160 2012
2 4.0 A
(]
O
E
B 3.5 1
p=
e,
Mo 30 -
on
<)
2 251
5

2¢O T T

0 80 160 240
K application (kg ha!)

4.5 1 2013
7 4.0 1
)
8
T 35
p=
o
o 3.0 -
on
<)
5 i
2 25
5

2.0 ; .

0 80 160 240

K application (kg ha'!)

P it Bt S0 4 3 AR R B RR MR, TTUKUZRR (kg K,O Mg?) -

Table 3. Indices of nitrogen use efficiency.

Physiological N

Nitrogen recovery Agronomic N

K rates N rates efficiency (PhEN) (RN) efficiency (AEN)
2012 2013 2012 2013 2012 2013

kg K;0 ha kg N ha'’ kg bers kg'N, e Yommmmmmmmm kg tubers kg N,
0 120 296.1 367.0 27.5 25.8 81.5 94.8
160 261.4 229.0 29.8 36.8 77.9 84.2
80 120 313.3 376.2 222 29.5 69.5 111.0
160 295.7 276.4 33.4 40.4 98.8 111.6
160 120 390.1 322.7 35.6 52.6 138.9 169.6
160 3443 458.7 27.1 34.1 93.2 156.2
240 120 278.4 350.1 45.1 38.0 125.6 133.0
160 3354 345.8 25.7 32.7 86.3 113.1

Means 314.3 340.7 30.8 36.2 96.5 121.7

Note: Ny: N uptake; Ny: N fertilizer dose.

Brifig o RO XA%, an S 35 hn &R AR Y
e S IE UL EY, ™ &
e

P77 B2

W SIS Y e P 8 R R R R
AW 3 (PE2) o IXHAFE A3
B 25 R 0 e 26 B Ui RIS R, HE

e-ifc M4 | 201546 H 5

R R AR H 75-120 kg N ha!, 1
AN Jit FIEL ) XsF R AL A A o 0 ) IR AT
U A60-70 kg N ha's FEIX J7 T, 4AE
AR ot P e A2 A A L 56 T A B
o 20124, MR R R 1 TE R AR 4L
A%, SH95-120 kg N ha'o FEARAYHER
SRR, AR R IR B it
V18 B4 T S 0, B A it e e v
RTIRA et 2 e 1Y o SRTHT, A2
il G 2 A T, R X R R A Bt
B it P B AR AL AN K R
FEUE  20134F, FE AT R IR % 3
BAR, THEESEEKTT. —
A B S Y PR A v e S B it P A
160 kg ha ' Hifo WK A RUAE 1Y B 45 A
B R S R i B
KA (B 20) « IXFPRREW, AN
EFREMNFELAEL, RE RS
ASEARK KR — AN EERE,

PHIME, RS EM R
e m T AR R AR (B
3) o FEIXHL I 5 AN AL B R R Ak
HRRHECER, it FH RN 5] 1 51 ik 2 I
G I T A . PR AR BB
TE 20 e B BRI it FH 45 1, A 1Y
RN FACE 2 TP 2 BH Wik 1y
WA 4 B it T 80 kg K ha 'Y,
TR 0 T ROt 32 /N o 3K B A 1Y
TG Hp, RER X 1 R AL e e vy HH I
FER T A R 120 kg hat, Y i
F i A160 kg ha B, 45 AT F 1
B D 106 2 SR A R I
T RS2 B RS, JX Pl I AT
20134FRILATIC AW, XS T 2012
A 2013 BARS ML H AR T 5
AP WSOER A9 5 4 B RE R P I
W B R S S S A T 2 [A]
B R, Won B AL &l
170 kg K ha! (E3C) o 05T
G, EES R Ry N .
NUE (ZJEFIHZ) f5%

TEAR S, VRV B ) 75 5K
[ — D EE B AR bR A B TR 4 IR,
CA IR T HE R IR A B T

9/31



e-ifc il | 20156 H 5

30 1 mmAC NI120 -4-N160 2012
2.5 e A
g 20 1
TOD
= 1.5
Z
an
< 1.0 A
=)
5 05 -
0.0
3.0 - 2013
251
g
3 20 -
0
=15 -
z
on
& 1.0 -
)
5 054
0.0 T T T
0 80 160 240

K application (kg ha'')

Pl it B A Tt R0 S 88 AR R AR R, FTUNUZRTR (kg N Mg?) o

Table 4. Winter wheat response to the system of K fertilization, yield of grain, Mg ha™'.

2013 2014
K dose kg KO ha!
0 5,348 6.716
80 5,398 6.852
160 5,565" 6,845
240 6,099 6.799
N dose kg N ha™*
120 5,093* 6,731
160 6,1 12° 6,875
Freshly applied K dose 7
for Wit}lltell? l\)wheat kg K50 ha'!
0 5,355% 6,698
20 5,851° 6.908

Note: *": The same letter means a lack of significant difference between level of the treatment.

HH RS RS A EL R 7 i b A A AR
M Fll. #EAllison et al. (2001) RiH,

FEDEE 57 i B 4 B A A A I
W (UKU) H2.6-5.7 kg K Mg, “F44
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HN4.2kgKMg'e AWFFH, UKUEL
1%, S F#HA—FE 20124F, UKUN
2.6-3.4kg K Mg o LA 4R, @A
AP (160kgha!) BJUKUHRAK. 2013

4, UKUM2.6-4.1 kgK Mg'o IHE
R, mAKCF T2 SEUKUR
o Fs iR T MR UNU (8
BLRATBH) AR A JRTT, AN
Jit S B 0T HR AL B ) i 50 4 T —
FERY, 42.25kg N Mg 4455, 20124F
UN U T 0F R A BEAY o0 i JIE
B e 20134F YL 58 AN,
MR A, BI160 kg ha'Ff,
Jits T ARAE I FE AL UN U /o
AR (NUE) 2Pl i 18 5
HE bR R ABIRE (PhEN)
FOVF A 3] it 40 4T R e 5
M o B 50 S 7l P 6 ) 38 o 6 4% 3
FER G . IR, 20134 Y
PhENFH = T 20124F 1o B FI AU 52
HAE T X IZ AR B 52 WA oK H B AE
B A i 160 kg ha ' Bfe 2012
9% 8 B m BUE AR R T
#4120 kg ha ' B, 20134 PhEN
i B o e 1 207 RUAG Tl ) A A
160 kg ha ' o 5 —/MNUEFREUA Y
P (NR) FHR 1 AR )
FOMEPIIUE R B TR SRR
Ui, NRICEAR, JEHA20124F. fEI1X
PRAF A 36 v, RUFH S Y 52 LA X
NRZME R, mHEEACE T, NR
A E, MR, @R ACE T, NR
HIBIN (F23) o BB = MEEULOILF
2 (AEN) HHR T FH U B B 430
o NERIEB—F, 5 AR 5
AR R A R A e P 23 )
120~ 160 kg ha '[N o 1724 RN 2 4 7
HHEGR AR, AENB]E

AN

FEERHAIRAS

VANZIVEIRSINE T X (YD R o
AN P IR HH o B AR, JX 2
AR IR R R R K WK =
4 = 98 23 i 2 B 1 i 24 RES A %of
T A R . — MR, B
PR A A N, A R R
it B, B E 1626 mg
K 100g' . ABETE, IXPERIRKEE
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Hh, B BENOGR IS 3 A SO e e B HR A U A
Jit A3 2120+ 160 kg ha'ife IR SR I FIALAY fits
PRSI, PR A7 B8 R S0 T VR R A 2
SN, U2 IR A & A4 A P ARt e o
SR, B A2 e R R R R )60 cme

HIE A5 A 52 i INZZ BN,

Th % IR 5 4 v A7 1) 490 2R RO o ) S0 3R %
THEVEMIA/INZ IS L 4 o X R 40 20041
BRI A AE 2013 4F SR IUAY HL A (o 24 #4014 it P
B, B1240 kg ha ', Jif FH4RAT 5k A 500 A 3R 300 LB
T, FABUE 0.5 Mg/INE « 20124F SR %000 it
PR BE SRR N A A/ N 7= AR AR SR S 4,
2 FA i AT HUARY s R R A/ N2 7= B Y S
1 Mgo Eh44 SR o FH A S U 2013 FF 450/ N2 7 i
ORI, KZIHE20.5 Mgha (4) o B4 DB MR AR
HUFR 43 FARIBUBCR B[R] ¥8 23 IO e T I W 4 A /N 7
I BRI R . 20124 AR S A R, D TR
FToRBUN, Ft BT LR R B L 1SR4, 2013
i, DS R b20124F 1% (El4) , AT
FRERTE LN NHEVEMIA /N o 9K, KT IR AR BRI
B A T A PP A I 75 255 S P& — BE HoA ) B A 3R, 451
W R EEVEMII R S5 M

o
g

L HORGE SR R AT A B AR YRR Y o 44 25 7
i, TR MR W Bellarosa o #4 38 AhRION I FHAY #RAL EE
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