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RIS QTL BTt M A B, LA Ut e i 5L Ph-3 Ik B: P& i (Solanum lycopersicum)
“CLN2037B’ A1 A4 B4 SE & i (S. pimpinellifolium) L3708 LA K & B9 A4 kL AR 15 B & it CS.

lycopersicum) ‘LA2818" Jytf IR, X-4H Pk QTL % E i (S. habrochaites) ‘LA2099° . ‘LA1033’
HLAL777 JEAAAAERRIR A CHUMEEAT T 20 b . 45 RAEW], #EABUtsiesi QTL 1 3 /MAPEHE 6 i1
F1 O A AR I R LE 3 H AR B RRAE, R QTL Btk Sk <. FIH M. KRR ARE
B RER K () S AR AR RN 78 B3 15 S L R TER (Virus Induced Gene Silencing, VIGS) $iAK, WL T 254
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Age-related Resistance and the Mechanism of Ph-3 Gene to Phytophthora
infestans in Tomato

LI Tao, Sayed Rashad Ali Shah”, LIU Lei, ZHENG Zheng, DU Yong-chen, and LI Jun—ming**
(Institute of Vegetables and Flowers, Chinese Academy of Agriculture Sciences, Beijing 100081, China)

Abstract: Although R genes have been showed significantly age-related resistance (ARR), the
mechanism of QTLs involved in this resistance is still unknown. With susceptible material Solanum
lycopersicum ‘LA2818’, resistant material S. lycopersicum ‘CLN2037B’ and S. pimpinellifolium ‘L3708’
as control, the age-related resistance of QTL were studied. Except susceptible control LA2818, 6-leaf stage
and 9-leaf stage plants of S. habrochaites accessions LA2099, LA1033 and LA1777, which contain QTL
also showed age-related resistance, were more resistant significantly to late blight disease than 3-leaf stage
plants. Thus there is a common defense mechanism in tomato against Phytophthora infestans through ARR.
Meanwhile, ethylene, salicylic acid and jasmonic acid synthesis or missing mutants and Virus Induced
Gene Silencing (VIGS) technology were combined to study the resistant mechanisms of 6-leaf stage plants

harboring Ph-3 gene. The results showed that ethylene and salicylic acid but not jasmonic acid were
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involved in the resistance to late blight mediated by Ph-3 gene.
Key words: tomato; Phytophthora infestans; age-related resistance; QTL; pathway mutant; VIGS

.29 E DN 1 4N 2006 7% 25 [ Phytophthora infestans (Mont.) de Bary] 512, %5 & 5 & Al 4%
B (B2 AE, 2004). HETCRERF IR R FERES Ph-1. Ph-2. Ph-3. Ph-4
A1 Ph-5, ‘BEA1K BESSHEE 7 Solanum pimpinellifolium (Gallegly & Marvel, 1955; Peirce, 1971;
Moreau et al., 1998; Chunwongse et al., 2002; Merk et al., 2012). [FI}, 7EZ EAF0 (S. habrochaites)

‘LA2099. ‘LA1777’. ‘LA1033’ . &ALHFIFE A0 (S. pennellii) ‘LA716" FI2EFEHh (S. lycopersicoides)
‘LA2051" SESF AR e AR bt i A E HE - LU TR O I BOE PEIRAZ A QTL (Lough, 2003;
Robbins et al., 2010; Lietal., 2011), {HiX#& QTL ZNI/N. SZIE sk, HAREEM 25 (Li,
2010; Zhang et al., 2013), fSAFIHAESEERAE =N Z 2K %l HHET, Ph-2 F1 Ph-3 B T
HE 2 2 A0 R BB E A i MO AR Al Rl b, AR A S b R R AF e (Li, 2010
Robbins et al., 2010).

FRESAH R PTME (Age Related Resistance, ARR), BIAE4H00 P Bl AR B A2 K R B 3R TG o BY
WITHIING, ORI IZ AL T A RIS B A K % (Panter & Jones, 2002; Develey-Riviere &
Galiana, 2007). WI%h#E IR ML (Nicotiana benthamiana) JS Bk 28 L 58 Ptk . #i%)
P TR S ERES HI 2% (Meyer & Hausbeck, 2013). MbC & BLE A PTG R FE R Ph-2 A1 Ph-3 1)
Ptk ik SEkEEHHOC (Chunwongse et al., 2002; ZEFH] 2%, 2007; Li, 2010). Rif%T QTL #t
PR AT RIS BRESFHOC MR WARIE . IO WK ZIR (SA). LM (ET). SRAIRE JA) N
W/ TR TR R0 IR AR B 181 s Y. (Jones & Dangl, 2006; Dodds & Rathjen, 2010),
THAS RV ) 590 B B O HAE BRI AR 22 5 30 SR S S MR B i 1 B AR 5 AR e AR () S i . — 28
BT I, BB X W e I it 5 SARIIJA 255, B SA /i L7l 7 181 (Halim et al., 2009; Manosalva
etal., 2010); 1M 734 —4EWFFURHL, S R ZERN SR, AT JA 25 (Eschen-Lippold et al.,
2010b). Shibata &5 (20100 A HLMH RS W 12 995 MRS FH OCHIME S 1t T2 HERRAA N SA &/, 1k
MRPUPE M e A RIA S SA 5 TN AEFE P AL TR L9515 T 7= A2 THREIR % . B e & S
o5 EAENUT AR D, 1777 St 0T I 28 T Ak e AH BT ML A ) B DA 8 D

ARG, ] FH 2 5 R 75 0 11 AR BN Ty o 0 XS ANEIARRE (31 64 9 MU F AR R 34T N T4 A
Y, UEW] QTL &M R Hivt 5 R BRI Shurk e A E, SIS KPR A 5GP, 6 M
55 9 WAL ARPUIE I S 3 AR RR o 45 S UM AR DG R FEI Z 1) Never ripe(Nr) . defenseless( Def-1)
F1 NahG 54844 ) 995 25 175 T REAIUTER (Virus Induced Gene Silencing, VIGS) $iAK, #I5AEH 6 -
FERE Ph-3 i RG99 I PUIE 75 B LR RUK IR N T, TTERFIREAS L,

QY ZE SRS DARF

1.1 e

RIS 73 0 T 2011 AEAKZEAN 2012 AF 2= 11 B ARV R Bt g S A6 it 70 i AL ) e % 06T .
YOG AR B &4 Ph-3 JER 5% R & il (Solanum lycopersicum) ‘CLN2037B’ A& R 52
Zan (S, pimpinellifolium) ‘137087 E Y BR 2 5T A B A1), B3 X B A A 85 Fh 25 - CS.
lycopersicum) ‘LA2818" (1 TGRC $24t). I TWF5T QTL itk 4Bl A& File e QTL % B
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i (S. habrochaites) ‘LA1033". ‘LA1777° #1 ‘LA2099’ (fi TGRC #4t). FRWHHCHiIE 56 55
15 d Rl 1, LAIRTS 3 I (B RIS 20 Ay 6 I CGREFRI S 35 ) A1 9 i GEFPS 50 d) Al Ak
FEALBEVE 3 IXEE, RFEE 15 BE.

W Ph-3 ZER AT 1 RS Sk T ig AR, RN 3 PR IR Ay 22 BUAS T K
A ERBRMD 25584 Ph-3 JEA ‘CLN2037B° 248, AHAASJE1) F ok A4S Fy Ja At
HEATISE S8 B A o S P MRHES S HIFR % Jasmonic Acid, JA) {7 56 SRR 5%E 1K def-1

(JA-deficient-1) Hefuhitk (Fe def-1 SLNAGRIRANRERR R JAD . KM% (Salicylic Acid, SA) {55
1 i 58K NahG FAbfikk (i NahG SN AR AN BEAA 52 SA) . &M (Ethyleneapp: addword:
ethylene, ET) {5 54% SR 5AR & Nr CZMHANBUBD « 3 Fh &R PR 154 TS 540 5 4 ‘Moneymaker”

‘Pearson’ Fll “VFN8’, Ft' Nr fll NahG b i Phisif, def-1 584N EaPEISME (Barry etal., 2001).
T def-1 ¥4k, ALY ‘CLN2037B’ Z8ACH) Fy BEAA 200 #&, A H] Ph-3 JERIESAR L
RGA2M1 (Zhangetal., 2013) ik Ph-3 JEF 4l & f5 ARk

1.2 fRERNEEEE

VIGS #4530 (5 5 46 i 42 SR L A 2 1Y) pTRV2-ACOL1 (&) Al pTRV2-NPR1,
pTRV2-TGAla. pTRV2-TGA2.2 (UKMIR) #Hifk (Chenetal., 2009b), Hi &V KIS HHZHLAL.
FIH pTRV200 7% (B AAAEXT IR, PDS JEHAE 999 #5175 3 56 R DT BR A4 R 1435 2L A

1.3 VIGS H#ARBELE

VIGS #iAREAAZ I Liu 56 (2002) H777%. #&F0 10 d 5K 4h B8 sls ek, &5 2 RIHMTR
FFRi#E g K547 pTRVI AR FF# 5547 PDS. ACO1. NPR1, TGAla Fll TGA2.2 JE[X A BL ) pTRV2
RATHEAZIE 11 HeBlRS), S AEARER . S 3 ER, HEE 10 #k. T 1 mL 75285 B
R B EENSI R T, SR AR AR I B L =, EA 21 °C, RER 12 h B,

14 FEMEELETERE

TR P FH 78 7001 W22 903 95 11 PR AR B/ INFIOA) T 040 WRIZEIIA BRI A0 R AE RS IR b, OB AR A
W, B, WE 18 ~ 20 C, KigR 2 FZeA, FrpH il N gR I TRl e se R
THERIFW, U TIIREN 10004 - mL™ s KEEIFWRORCEAE 4 CAME R 1 ~2h, (RBEFEh# 7R
. KM IEAEEFR: (Chenetal., 2009a) #H:Ff,

WSRO0 ~6 Do 0K: bt 14 i HIVB/INMEDE, BRI/ T 5%; 2 9. it
FTE RIS B, S BETIAR 6% ~ 15%: 3 94 M i BEIT A 16% ~ 30%, 525t B/KERDE A1
4 . WRRBEI 31% ~ 60%, BNEEFBHILDENEE; 5 9 MR 61% ~ 90%, 25 H I
BORY MR BE; 6 Jh: FEARARERE, MWHIRBEIAN > 91%, REHAET:. L 0 ~4 P,
5~6 2 M (Chenetal., 2009a),

FIFH SPSS 16.0 FAFREAT HAR 5 7 2 504, RIS IO AR 2 VA4 0 2 S b 5 12k o

2 HiIR50H

2.1 QTL *TReEmHw R LRI X
FIHE4 Ph-3 KA ‘CLN2037B’ Fl ‘L3708 & AAHHRAE APumate, ‘LA2818" 1F Nk
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JRATHE, 2011 AERFRIG R (R 1) R, 1 BNBRARRER. 6 WERDEH
PURA ‘CLN2037B° 1 ‘L3708 [#] 3. 6. EXREHKE (HAED HFRER

Table 1 Mean disease index (DS) of six genotypes of tomato at

P N ST Kl A2 Ve U
9 M"Eﬂ*ﬁﬂiﬁ rﬁ ﬁi&ﬁwj\l&ﬂi’ 6 IH—’EEE 3 IH‘,EH different ages infected by late blight disease
HILLA BIBEAR T 52.2%A1 42.4%, 9 M5 3 TR -
N Mk FE P A Numb 2011 46T 2012 4EHF
D_I‘/ﬁﬂjtﬁ H:éJ 77U|3¢{EET 63.7%%” 73.7%; @ﬁﬁ Material Genotype Ofulr:afer Autumn 2011 Spring 2012
M8 ‘LA2818° 3. 6 f1 9 MIHMIRRIIIHHELZE  cine037B Phe3 3 3.66+0.63Ac 2.50 % 0.50 Ac
N BTG AR, Fs 6 1.75+0.57Bc  0.86+0.68 Bc
A . 2012 - VAR, TS EG 9 133+0.60 Cc  0.56 = 0.50 Cc
BE5 2011 58— (& . &4 Ph-3 3L H L3708 Ph-3 3 3.04£0.63 Ac 3.20£0.71 Ac
X . . . , 6 1.75+1.00 Bc 1.70+0.53 Bc
(RIPTIR 6 “CLN2037B” fil ‘L3708 B 9 0.80+0.50 Cc  1.13+0.50 Cc
Y o b e el [ LA2818 - 3 593+0.25Aa 6.00+0.00 Aa
PRI KRB U RIS 5, 1 /8 ) B P . e 8031 A 2034025 Aa
PRI, B R FE DS SR, 9 5840361 590+030Aa
e . LA1777 QTL 3 435+ 1.74Ab 4.46+ 1.47 Ab
2% (2007) HI4RE 3. 6 2.68+137Bb 2.06+1.14 Bb
A AT B o L T e 5 b s 9 1.22+090Cb 130+ 1.02Cb
‘ REFATHOR QTL (IARHFNIN AT A LA1033 QTL 3 320+ 1.58Ac  1.96+1.29 Ac
o 2011 R EEH (R 1D R, 3 MR 6 1864 1.01 Bc  1.36% 0.66 Be
” . 9 1.15£0.79 Cc  0.66+0.47C
() 3+ 62 9 MR I HEBIMIKFEMR. 6 Lasees  omL 3 2915086A 180+ 0.66 Ac
6 1.88+0.83Bc 1.40+0.62 Bc

AR 9 IR I s 3 AR L,
¢ AN nl A 0 0
LAL7777 53 B BEAR T 38.4% A 72.0% , He KGRI R ERE (P <00D, ATTE
‘LA10337 7l B AR T 41.9% F1 64.1%,  sepRRsmm mith S0 R A B E (P<0.0D.
‘LA2099’ éj\‘jj]u I}%ﬂi T 35_4%2‘:” 69.8%. 2012 Note: Capital letters show significant difference between ages at a
QEEEJ: R \KQA Fﬁfa Qﬂ:% '5 2011 E‘E’iﬂé ﬁ significant level of P < 0.01 and small letters show significant difference
DT\ AR N JuETT
(3 1), BV 6 rH30IRT 9 ST ROREL PR AL 3 w301
PR EREAL (P < 0.0, EIREHBUN], RAEHIEN QTL & R JE[H—F¢, 2B KK
WeRARHUIE, 6 WA O UM AR O HTIE W 2 v T 3 I SRR R

2.2 Ph-3 EREMBEREMEESESEREZ

BABFFURIL, Ph-3 BERMPHEAE 6 M 58 aRIE (BRI 45, 2007). AEP&H
Ph-3 JEA¥) ‘CLN2037B’ 6 WHIHREREREAT T i AL e i i i« 480 8 d 5, ‘CLN2037B’ ¥
PPt g8l 0.50, RICAPUE: XTI ‘Moneymaker” 4 6.00, K AW . BT Ph-3 A
Se4 PR (Zhang etal., 2013), F; (‘CLN2037B’ x ‘Moneymaker’) HISEEIiTEHECY 1.14,
R ARG DL Fy AR A S0 0

h I TS T TR R S 6 M e A RIE N Ph-3 SER U I H L4552 B 1 R 3
REBL R SARAR Nr (LGN 5 ‘CLN2037B’ ZAC3kfS Fy, XS 12 Bk Fy AR AR REAT MR8 3 95
R, %ot g, Tl Ne SRR SE R L Bk, 25 T Ph-3 LA S Pt
GAL T IEAT, MR R s I N e 45 R By 5 BRI~ IS 9 ECh 5.00,
T RRRI AP, PRI HE2.75, SPURATIR F, (‘CLN2037B’ x ‘Moneymaker” ) A EJi 17 2
FEERI (P < 0.05), $i8 Ph-3 B S RPUETR E LIGE S S@RENS5. SKF
TN, SRR AT RS Nr SRR IE AR 21 LA A UK (Clark etal., 1999).

NahG JE A e ik =) b K MR A 5Ll (Salicylate hydroxylase), AI#IHIKMIRI B8, S8
PEAR K IR & P 28T NahG MM L H R R kAR, F) (‘NahG” x ‘CLN2037B’) AR H L
11 2 Es. RIS R, 12 Bk Fofakk A 6 RRIUNEGE, ~FRIRIERECH 5, SPin i F

Nl

0.88+0.57 Cc  0.56 £ 0.50 Bc

between genotypes at a significant level of P < 0.01.



%% %, Sayed Rashad Ali Shah, X #, X U, Fhikhi, 2280
7 X R 14 B AR OCHTE K2 Ph-=3 TR BTN,
bl &24], 2015, 42 (6): 1077 - 1084. 1081

(‘CLN2037B’ x ‘Moneymaker’) ZE# (P < 0.05); H4& 6 BRERIAPUHR, “FIWRERECH
143, 5P F 2R AR, Wes R 5 —3. i1 NahG 125 (RIEAHKMIRINI S,
SEEA Ph-3 SER GRS FEOE =, WK MIR S CIEMIR, E5 T Ph-3 ZERA T X0 i
RN R E

def-1 & RFIRAE 5 M6 FEBACI SR AARL, BRI BRIE 0, oy 15 o R 2R SRR 25 M 1T 53X
AR N ZERTR 2 &5 B G, FHFRCIHE Ph-3 JER4i &1 Fy BEAK AR, XHImiEmm 12 #k
‘def-1”7 x ‘CLN2037B’ (1) Fo (A BHER MBI 1R, IR IA B Pt 12 PPt 2%
4 0.64, 5PN ‘CLN2037B” ~FI7fh 4 (0.86) 2 AW, BT LA RFHIR % 1l Gedk
25 Ph-3 JE KA T IR 2 3 TR Bk

2.3 ACOl1. NPR1., TGAla #1 TGA2.2 £F £ 5 Ph-3 EE NS MM ESERERE

H TR —BUEE CERKGRE G S5 T
Ph-3 LKA S W DLt A% kA, A
e 5 NPT B YTEL T ‘CLN2037B’
o LA ISR TR ACOL F/K M R 5 Jl o
K[ NPR1. TGAla Al TGA2.2. RATH1Z Y 2
JilJ5, PDS R 45 55 DRI BR (R AR R 2 IR HE B
BREEANS (B 1, A, HHERERND
BRI UCBR o PR  BA T,  E 0) R
Pk ‘Moneymaker” FILENT, “FI0ithHECH
6.00, PUwF MO AL (B 1, B) RIHT
9§ o

ACOL 12 24 I ek L ], 4245 ACC B 1 ‘CLN2037B’ #HEfniR&ER PDS AEkEH (A) 5§
SULE (ACO) s URACOLIEEAREL Loy roesmanmyps ot o s slemes st (A2 e
Lﬁ(ﬁé\ﬁkﬁszﬁlﬁﬁTo Xﬁ/ﬁ&jﬁ ACO1 %WE@ empty vector control of TRV2 plant (B)

AR EAT MR 205 1 BT A, 8 d Jia () A 4 SR 3R
], ACO1 JE[AYTBRIY ‘CLN2037B” #itk, 30

MATEERAT 5 BRI MR B R IR, '
DRI Z RN ZE b, HARBEAWTY e, RIN o 3T
IR, ) ACOL JEPA 2 Ph-3 JEIAA 0370 22,0
PEAS S PIBAR M OCHIE R, #E—BIESE T & EQ
12 5 Ph-3 FERIA 3 (K1 e o b o LF
NPR1. TGAla Fll TGA2.2 j& /K& £+ 1.1 . J
REEIED, UUERJG T BUKMIMR JCTE IE 5 e Iz NPRL TGATa G422 ACO!

TERFEA Silenced gene
NPR1 . TGAla ! TGA2.2 It [X Ui B 1

ACLN2037B PR B 2 AR R IR IR A 1 2 B TRV2, NPRL. TGAla. TGA2.2 5§ ACO1 R&E#h
ol . MARK 6 HWIREAN B R, 8 d )5, ‘CLN2037B’ MHREMEERAE R HERM
NPR1. TGAla *D TGA2.2 %iﬁ:‘@jﬁ B@*EHQ% ﬂ‘[‘ Fig. 2 Disease index of TRV2, NPR1, TGAla, TGA2.2 and ACO1

gene silenced ‘CLN2037B’ plants after inoculation
BRI, HR B 2 T 300 1Y,

with P. infestans
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A IR R BE; NPRL. TGAla Al TGA2.2 JLERIVTER AR IE gt (I 2) BT e (P<
0.05), Ui SA 15545 S0 08K NPRL. TGAla 1 TGA2.2 YA T 53 Ph-3 3L R B PR

3 e

31 AR RRRRIR A I M T R TR AR PR S I T

BT EE G 1) R A5 bR AH DG, BB G RS 139 I B ik 22 I HH AN [RI R 2 1R 385 i (Moreau et al.,
1998; Chunwongse et al., 2002; Z=F W] %, 2007). AR A &4 QTL (MM 5% 3 mikt L,
HUGIE T A AR PTeAE F) QTL Ptk SRR AHDG, 15 R FEDH AR R AR S . 7 ito0] 1 22 75 75
WP AR S HT I HAT e P, 7R 0t B M B ISR I, N SRR e, AR BLilipr B i) 25
Ko BRIEAHOCHUME, TEWFFUMHE ., EE 2 S el . SIS RIS 5 0h -5 82903 46 T AR I 3T 4
il (Mutty & Hossenkhan, 2008; Shibata etal., 2010), AN[FE/EHEERAIIHMER B AME,
RKGXTPENG  FAERT KB« AUh B R TE 5 AR B S DU 327 FR AR KRR, TN AR N2 A
PRI RO A SR KB AR P U 52 TR AR 45 (Develey-Riviere & Galiana, 2007), X155
T B BT G5 2 975 (1K) SRR K A BTG 995 1) QTL A T A A () e (a4 X 38k (Collins et al., 1999)
MEIRARYI S . H AT R B A OCHUIER LI M AT 18, BIFFUAR BT B R IEL I3 IR RRE AH DG
T2 2R TR R %53 (Hong et al., 2001), T4ELES F1 0 240 & M B A0 (RRE 88 A S v o
ARG FHFHNER RGEFAFHNE (Kus etal., 2002), i CF-9B Ik [ K 255 HLIE (1 )i 5h AN 52
YUK (Panter & Jones, 2002). ARESAHICHUIEA 1] fe &MY 5 B A K BUR R —18
feJ, M HEAE B 12 4% (Develey-Riviére & Galiana, 2007). 3816 A [F]95 Ji g 7= 2F AH [R] 5
FAURRIE AH CPU IR AR, U8 IR A K TP AR I I B B, AT RE 2 38 /s A R 8 AH G pT b e gt —
SE K -

32 ZHBIMKHEES 5T Ph-3 NEMBEFRRMEESESRE

P T 19 9 LAY 0 A 7 203 DR B (R R, AR A AR, SA R JA BN 25, Hirh SA
T B FAIE ARG TR RGP, JA A FIRFER R, ET A7) SA-JA 55 BAE M e 4 45 il
HEME] (Jones & Dang, 2006; Pieterse et al., 2009). ATRLG CLE W3R MiiAE K3 6 i 316 g g
WRIPIHEA TERRIE, 856 L. KR FISEFIIR 2 A B 58K 595 75 15 S R RIUTBR B A,
LT 6 MR E T Ph-3 LRI R BUHEE S & Fi&1e. 45K W, ET M SA 25T Ph-3
BRI T IR PUIEAS 5 S, MRHMRBERAS Y. SA AIfeF 2 T 0052000 16 12 Jup
PR IAMI BT S 518 S, S a0 Mk AU N (Hypersensitive response, HRD, 4k 5 24
W AR ET S, T ET 48 A 1S 8 JR b BORE AR VRS R AN B, 805 S - B AR &,
AT SR L FRT IR NAR o 85 5155 R 2 e SO 55 6 5 05 PRI B P LR 485 10 B AR — 3, (R AR AT G
PE5 NPR1 JE[XTG G (Shibata et al., 20100, ASEAEEH NPRL JE A (1T BRED 3250 T F A0 5 HitE 1)
BEAG, 0B AR BLIX AN SE S o08 RBUT IR, BUPENLEI ] BEAFEAE— i 22 57

ARG 6 T AP ) Ph-3 JEREAT THF9E, VI T 6 A S %00 Ph-3
BRI T BT A SA 255, (HX%F 3 M HSE4) i Ptk S R 58 A I8 275 i T SA FET #h =
FUBPTE, ANt —Dmah. PRI, AR IR0 B B 0% OB A P syringae) fRRK®S
FIEPEL T SA AR (Kus et al., 2002), B B0 B 1 RRES M DCHTPEL 75 22 ET 1 SA
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%5 (Shibataetal., 2010). i#it BABA (DL-B-aminonbutyric acid) %55 &8 S FI AT PTG 100 K
W, ZFHWA SA R, AFEZERBFRMGEFHEPIEAAEI 2R, 1 HBERE M, XRS5
FHEE K (Eschen-Lippold et al., 2010a), WE/RPNIREIZE S THICHUIME . RS 1% W2 0
TRRES A oS PiME S W 5 R JER G £ A SE (Millett et al., 2009), Xt 4K Kk & HICHEE
72 SRR OCHUE SR A T B . Rk, 5T C#aIG 6 R Ph-3 TR HLE], 04T his
3T 6 HH SAL BT S5HAR 5, vk — 0 [ W 2 AR R AH G TR 2B o
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