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Effects of Different Topdressing Treatments on Production Performance and

Nutritional Quality of Silage Corn in Yulin Sandstorm Area
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(1.College of Advanced Agricultural Sciences, Yulin University, Yulin 719000, China; 2.Shaanxi Engineering

Research Center for Forage Plants of the Loess Plateau, Yulin University, Yulin 719000, China)

Abstract: To explore the optimal topdressing treatment for silage corn in the sandstorm area of Yulin and the effects of
different topdressing treatments on production performance and nutritional quality, providing a scientific basis for improving
regional silage corn cultivation techniques, in this study, two silage corn varieties(Dajingjiu 23 and Heyu 9566) were used as
research subjects. Four topdressing treatments were set up(no topdressing(T1, control), topdressing with organic fertilizer(T2),
topdressing with compound fertilizer(T3), and topdressing with both organic and compound fertilizers(T4)). Agronomic traits,
chlorophyll fluorescence parameters, yield, and quality indicators were measured at key growth stages, and the optimal
topdressing formula was obtained through comprehensive evaluation using the grey relational analysis method. The results
showed that at harvest, the plant height of Dajingjiu 23(DJJ23) under T3 treatment and Heyu 9566(HY9566) under T2
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treatment was the highest, increasing by 1.31%-2.84% and 1.47%—4.15% , respectively, compared to other treatments. The
stem diameter of HY 9566 under T2 treatment was higher than that under other topdressing treatments by 3.32% -9.38%. The
fresh weight of ears(447, 612.2 g/plant), thousand-grain weight(435.6, 459.6 g), and grain yield(23.28, 32.69 t/ha) were the
highest under DJJ23 T4 treatment and HY 9566 T4 treatment. DJJ23 T3 treatment and HY9566 T2 treatment had the highest
fresh and dry grass yield, fresh grass yield was 17.19% and 18.64% higher than that under T1 treatment, respectively, and dry
grass yield was 22.32% and 17.95% higher than that under T1 treatment, respectively. DJJ23 T3 treatment and HY 9566 T4
treatment significantly increased relative chlorophyll content and fluorescence parameters(NPQ, qP, ETR, and Fv/Fm). The
washing fiber indicators of DJJ23 T4 treatment and HY9566 T2 treatment were the lowest, with the highest relative feeding
value, increasing by 3.88% and 5.85%, respectively, compared to T1 treatment. Grey relational analysis comprehensive
evaluation indicated that DJJ23 T4 treatment and HY9566 T2 treatment were the optimal. In summary, Dajingjiu 23 was

suitable for combined topdressing with organic and compound fertilizers, while Heyu 9566 was suitable for topdressing with

organic fertilizer.
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Tab.1 Comparison of the agronomic traits of different silage corn varieties under different topdressing treatments
A JGE ) AL/ cm A /em FHL/cm Fo4R/mm TR/ g THEE T/ g Il fk 2%/ %
Variety Treatment Ear position Ear length Ear thickness Bald tip 1000-grain weight Ear fresh weight  Falling rate
DJJ23 T1(CK) 172.6+5.1a 277.2+7 4a 42.442.5a 82.0+6.7a 355.8+10.2¢ 367.4429.5¢ 2.240.4bc
T2 164.3+8.6b 267.647.2a 45.64+2.9a 67.2410.4b 344.8+13.2¢ 382.64+19.1bc 2.840.4ab
T3 163.5+3.8b 274.0+10.8a 46.04+3.7a 53.2+5.4c 400.2+7.8b 418.04+11.8ab 1.740.4c
T4 162.54+7.6b 270.6+24.5a 45.6+0.5a 49.8+7.9¢ 435.6£5.0a 447.0+32.1a 2.140.6a
HY9566 TI1(CK) 165.0+4.1a 244.8+12.0d 47.443.4b 30.04+3.2b 421.6+8.5¢ 386.24-22.9d 3.2+0.5b
T2 166.3+10.1a  249.8+12.9b 56.0+5.8a 22.4+3.8¢c 455.4+8.2a 585.4436.5b 2.14+0.4a
T3 154.84+12.4ab  247.44+18.4¢c 50.241.3b 34.04+2.8a 436.6+5.5b 538.0439.1c 2.7+t0.4c
T4 151.44+9.3b 264.0+15.7a 58.6+2.2a 18.44-0.9d 459.6+11.6a 612.2440.2a 2.2+0.4c
TE < [ 80 B4 J5 AN [) /N5 52 B 3R R R Ti) b 7 0.05 /K7 122 5 5 35 (P<C0.05) . £ 2.3l

Note: The lowercase letters in the same column indicated significant differences among the different treatments at the 0.05 level(P<<0.05).

The same as Tab.2-3.
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Fig.5 Comparison of chlorophyll relative content in different growth stages of silage corn
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2.4 AEHEEAEI DX ENEKEF MR

H 2 2 0], DIJ23 LA F1 KLIR 105 L U R 1Y
FrE YA T4 AP S T3 AL PR, T1 AL PR AR, H
O E E S BT 6.6%~6.8% , HLIE I & &4
T 1.9%~2.0% , €M & & T 30.4%6~31.70% s #
KA T 4.8%~5.0% , T4 kb B AR K T T1 4k
HA0Y s HAFYE T AT 14.8%~16.7% , T2 4b 3
T HoAl 4 B 5.03%~12.83% (P<C0.05) ;
ADF 5 NDF 2 54 F 25.6 %~26.5% 5 46.1 %~
48.2% , B ARMA ¥ o0 T4 b3, 4 SR T T1 &b 28

3.03% 5 2.95% ; AH Xt 5] ME A (W] 2 T4>T3>
T1>T2, TA 4 % % & T T2 AL B 5.78 % (P<<
0.05) HY9566 [ T2 4k FHLH A & & fem T1Ak
PORLAG 7 5 ORK 4 & s UK S R E
F HAth 38 B 4b P 5.36 %6 ~28.26 % (P<C0.05) ; JE #}
FEAN T 31.0%~31.6%, Hrh T2 5 T4 kb B4
L E T T1AREE 1.94% , T2 4 B ADF F1 NDF
B B AR, 40 IR T At B IE 4 #E 3.00 %~
4.58% .0.93 % ~4.64 % , T AH Xt 1] i AN {H 55 - HoAth
BAEAL I 1.79%~5.85% .

®2 AEBRALETAESMEXRGMOERMRILE

Tab.2 Comparison of nutritional quality of different silage corn varieties under different topdressing treatments

b K ! ; . ERORTLE:
R CREAL e sy R Y MG/ 0  EXERGE
. Treat-  Crude pro - . ) . ADF/% NDF/% Reletive feed
Variety . Crude fat Starch Coarse ash Crude fibre .
ment tein ing value
DJJ23  TI1(CK) 6.6+04a 1.940.1b 30.4+1.5a 5.0£0.3a 14.8+0.8b 26.440.8a  47.5+£0.9ab  134.04=3.6ab
T2 6.7+0.1a 1.9£0.1b 30.5+0.6a 4.8+0.5a 16.740.8a 26.54+0.5a  48.2+0.5a 131.6£1.9b
T3 6.84+0.1a 1.9£0.1b 31.74+2.9a 4.940.2a 15.3+0.6b 25.7+1.1a 46.4+1.2b 138.1+5.2a
T4 6.84+0.3a 2.0£0.2a 31.4+2.3a 4.84+0.2a 15.940.6ab 25.6+1.3a 46.1+1.5b 139.2+6.4a
HY9566 T1(CK) 6.3+0.2a 2.440.1a 31.0£0.8a 5.940.2a 12.6+0.5b 23.34+0.3a  45.3£0.6a 145.3+2.0a
T2 6.6+0.4a 2.2+0.lab 31.64+1.8a 4.6+0.2d 13.040.5a 22.942.2a 43.2%3.3a 153.8+15.0a
T3 6.4+0.2a 2.34+0.2ab 31.54+1.4a 5.6+0.2b 13.8+0.8a 24.0+0.5a  44.9+1.1a 145.6+4.0a
T4 6.4+0.4a 2.1£0.1b 31.64+0.8a 5.3£0.3¢c 12.740.7a 23.3+0.7a 43.6*+1.1a 151.14+4.9a

25 AEERLEIDXENEXK™EHEN
M 3T LA H, DIJ23 iy fif 5 B 5 kR
FEA AT 90.67~106.26.29.97~36.66.19.68~
23.28 t/hm”, #% 2% 43l & 15.59.6.69.3.6 t/hm”, fif
RS TR R e E YO8 T3A I AEE
g T4 A FR B AR A Ry T 1 Ab B 5 ks 7 o A i N
T4AbBR, b T1ARBR T 18.29% , 48l A T3 AL 3,
T4 T3ABE ZEE T T1.T240H (P<C0.05) ; T fif

bt T3 Ab P d5 55, T4 b B3 A%, 4% 38 0 Ab 3 G 1 2%
225 . HY9566 [y ff 51 T B0 5 87 kL 7™ &t 430 A T
115.55~137.09.41.61~49.57.,20.34~32.69 t/hm?,
e 22 43 %) 4 21.54.7.96 ,12.35 t/hm?, fif & 5 1 51
PR d R E I T2 Ab B A A S T3 AL B b
WrE R T4AHE, T2 kb B A, R B A
WERES THE AR, T T4 &,
ESEN VISP TE 2

®3 AEEBELETARTEERMMEZELER

Tab.3 Comparison of yield of different silage corn varieties under different topdressing treatments

i Ao st i 12 7 it/ (t/hm®) Fhi =i /(1/hm?) FPRL =8/ (t/hm?) T
Variety Treatment Fresh grass yield Dry grass yield Grain yield Dry to fresh ratio
DJJ23 T1(CK) 90.6741.78¢ 29.97+2.32¢ 19.68£1.85b 0.33+£0.03a

T2 97.08-£2.92bc 32.93£2.68b 20.13£1.58b 0.34£0.02a
T3 106.26+-2.87a 36.66£0.90a 22.91+£0.65a 0.35£0.02a
T4 105.0843.44ab 33.47+£1.34b 23.28£1.75a 0.3240.03a
HY9566 T1(CK) 115.5544.29b 41.613.63b 20.34%1.02b 0.36£0.03a
T2 137.0944.50a 49.5743.55a 30.88+1.04a 0.36£0.04a
T3 135.6143.80a 49.08+3.28a 28.541.93b 0.36£0.04a
T4 127.864-4.58ab 47.76£3.34a 32.69+1.71a 0.38£0.03a
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2.6 ZEMEMN
2.6.1  H¥E 09 s dEAL AL B B 4 438 AR b B
16 MR — K a2 K 6B R B FF 28 &

PR o 16 454540 0l Bk g (k1) (250 (k2) | F fef
i (k3) K (k4) FERK (k5) Tk i (k6) |
g & (k7) FER 4 (k8) \ETR(K9) . T Bi = &

(k10) A A (k11) JJE R (k12) CHLAE I (k13)
KAy (k14) HLEF 4 (k15) | 4H % 4 1 A {8 (k16)
R PR UE 25 MR 2R B RS WP M R 4 R
2T Y 1 B /M, b B B SR K (B R A 2 AR R R
A FE x (k) (6 4) . /N [) 38 A8 4b 125 48 b G it 449 1k
Jei B 45 SR A 5 TR .

x4 TAEABEERERLETEERNEBENNEE

Tab.4 Ideal and measured values of various indicators under different silage corn topdressing treatments

sty i 4k 7

Variety Treatment k2 k3 k4 kS k6 k7 k8 k9 k10 k11 k12 k13 k14 k15 k16
DIJ23 X, 333.0 245 447.0 277.2 82.0 435.6 584 233 162 36.7 6.8 317 2.0 5.0 14.8 138.1
T1(CK) 323.8 245 3674 277.2 82.0 355.8 584 19.7 140 300 6.6 304 1.9 5.0 14.8 134.0

T2 328.7 23.1 382.6 267.6 67.2 344.8 57.7 20.1 149 329 6.7 30.5 1.9 5.0 16.7 131.6

T3 333.0 21.6 418.0 274.0 53.2 400.2 58.3 229 14.7 36.7 6.8 31.7 1.9 5.1 15.3 138.1

T4 324.0 23.9 447.0 270.6 49.8 4356 58.1 23.3 16.2 33.5 6.8 314 2.0 5.0 159 137.1

HY9566 X, 331.5 28.0 612.2 264.0 34.0 459.6 59.5 32.7 147 496 6.6 31.6 24 46 12.6 153.8
T1(CK) 326.7 27.1 386.2 244.8 30.0 421.6 58.1 20.3 145 416 6.3 31.0 2.4 5.9 12,6 145.1

T2 331.5 28.0 585.4 249.8 224 4554 57.7 309 143 496 6.6 316 2.2 4.6 13.0 153.8

T3 329.0 25.6 537.8 2474 34.0 436.6 584 255 14.0 49.1 6.4 31.5 2.3 5.6 13.8 145.6

T4 318.3 25.8 612.2 264.0 184 459.6 59.5 32.7 147 478 64 316 2.2 5.3  12.7 151.1

x5 AEBUEXRERLETEZNERRLTENL
Tab.5 Non dimensionalization of various measurement indicators under different
silage corn topdressing treatments

Vi?iy Trﬁjfcm k1 k2 k3 k4 k5 k6 k7 k8 k9 k10 k11 k12 k13 k14 k15 k16
DJJ23  TI1(CK) 0.972 1.000 0.822 1.000 1.000 0.817 1.000 0.845 0.866 0.818 0.967 0.960 0.910 1.000 1.000 0.970
T2 0.987 0.941 0.856 0.965 0.820 0.792 0.989 0.865 0.922 0.898 0.983 0.964 0.913 0.989 0.887 0.953
T3 1.000 0.881 0.935 0.988 0.649 0.919 0.998 0.984 0.907 1.000 1.000 1.000 0.924 0.967 0.970 1.000
T4 0.973 0.975 1.000 0.976 0.607 1.000 0.995 1.000 1.000 0.913 0.999 0.991 1.000 0.985 0.933 0.993
HY9566 TI1(CK) 0.985 0.969 0.631 0.927 0.882 0.917 0.977 0.622 0.984 0.839 0.958 0.980 1.000 1.268 1.000 0.943
T2 1.000 1.000 0.956 0.946 0.659 0.991 0.969 0.945 0.975 1.000 1.000 0.998 0.946 1.000 0.966 1.000
T3 0.992 0.914 0.878 0.937 1.000 0.950 0.982 0.781 0.955 0.990 0.978 0.996 0.975 0.822 0.913 0.946
T4 0.960 0.921 1.000 1.000 0.541 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 0.963 0.970 1.000 0.916 0.881 0.986 0.982

2.6.2 KEERE CKBEMNERE T4k
(75 07 K 38 I8 5 45 AR 8 B BEARL(E 1) SC BE B &R
B L A7 AEFE bR B SO AR AE | T 2 K it I b 3
PEAR B9 SCHK 2 2R B0 AR EAEL, FR O SCHRE . €
HC R G, Ul 9% 308 B A B 55 R o G A A B A
R AH B R o AR R G IR Y RN B HE T T
S 1 o U e 5 E B (E N B LB R e

FE S PR AR 7= v 0 R K A IR A A B
AR REES HL RIEEERES T AN
MR 28 R4 A XGRS Rk 6 s,
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DJJ23 2% A48 bi A5 VA & gt b i o5 A HE 44 TS
B R s R L ORLK 4 bR B HY 9566
HEAHI S W UER MM ETR M E M M4
R A 2 2 H S AL G BR BE K/, e it a5 AT Ak
5 F U TE bn 1 25 5 R/ OB BE R R W 5 Fe i
FEAR I 22BN R Z W 2200 K . A G BE B 3k 7
JIE7R 4 b B AEAOCBK BE 5 A G 186 3 HE 'y — 3,
ZEAHEA Fe o DIJ23 19 T4 b B (S5 AL SCHE BE
0.920, AL 3¢ 1 2 0.930) 5 HY 9566 Y T2 &b 3
(BERCCHR B R 0.913, AL SCHR B R 0.924) , 848



FB B TN [E] 8 AT Ak B0 A bR OXL D X35 I 6 K AR 7 Pk RE S 5

S

JBHY 52 1)

S DII23 14 T3 &b B (45 A S B & oA 0.883, IAY 5%
6 BE R 0.897) 5 HY 9566 f*) T4 &b B ( 45 A7 6 5k B

A 0.897, AL HX B K 0.908) o

#6 AEABTERERBLEZHEMRXBERABRNERY
Tab.6 Correlation coefficient and weight coefficient of various indicators under

different silage corn topdressing treatments

ity Bl JUSEH

Variety Treatment
DJJ TI1(CK) 0.926 1.000 0.639 1.000 1.000 0.627 1.000 0.676 0.707 0.635 0.913 0.895 0.784 1.000 1.000 0.920
23 T2 0.964 0.848 0.687 0.908 0.598 0.596 0.968 0.705 0.805 0.757 0.954 0.905 0.791 0.969 0.743 0.880
T3 1.000 0.736 0.830 0.967 0.433 0.791 0.995 0.953 0.777 1.000 1.000 1.000 0.811 0.911 0.923 1.000
T4 0.927 0.931 1.000 0.935 0.406 1.000 0.985 1.000 1.000 0.785 0.997 0.975 1.000 0.958 0.838 0.979
; 0.069 0.063 0.057 0.068 0.044 0.054 0.071 0.060 0.059 0.057 0.069 0.068 0.061 0.069 0.063 0.068
HY TI1(CK) 0.959 0.916 0.451 0.821 0.696 0.803 0.937 0.436 0.956 0.674 0.891 0.946 1.000 0.601 1.000 0.856

k2 k3 k4 k5 k6 k7 k8 k9 k10 k11 k12 k13 k14 k15 k16

w

9566 T2 1.000 1.000 0.874 0.861 0.441 0.974 0.918 0.841 0.932 1.000 1.000 0.995 0.861 1.000 0.912 1.000
T3 0.979 0.794 0.714 0.841 1.000 0.871 0.949 0.572 0.883 0.971 0.939 0.989 0.931 0.651 0.792 0.863
T4 0.897 0.809 1.000 1.000 0.370 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 0.901 0.919 1.000 0.799 0.749 0.962 0.950
w; 0.069 0.063 0.055 0.063 0.045 0.066 0.068 0.051 0.068 0.064 0.067 0.071 0.065 0.054 0.066 0.066
R7 TEBEEKRBIELEXKERHERF
Tab.7 Correlation and ranking of different silage corn topdressing treatments
i i Ah ¥ ERUCHRE  Grey correlation JALEHEE  Weighted grey correlation
Variety Treatment M8 Value HE¥ Order M8 Value HE¥ Order
DJJ23 T1(CK) 0.858 3 0.865 3
T2 0.817 4 0.830 4
T3 0.883 2 0.897 2
T4 0.920 1 0.930 1
HY9566 T1(CK) 0.809 4 0.825 4
T2 0.913 1 0.924 1
T3 0.859 3 0.865 3
T4 0.897 2 0.908 2

AL 1.12%~17.19% 5 9.53 % ~22.33 % ; H:
T4 4b B kb7 7= 2 T 1.62%0~18.37% , Hofg 7=
FH T PR 5 e BT S Y B RIS G BRE T AR T
Jo 5 Rk R A R A MY, HY 9566
TE T2 b 3 Y & B 5 7 207 S5 55 %0 BR 43 00 3 m
1.09%~18.64% 5 3.79%~19.14% , & /8 i & Fl

3 b5t

3.1 EBREMRZERE=EH I

16 A 52 M 7 0 OR 7 A B J8 AE IS 7 X
HIEER™ SR EZ2EREE ., AU EL
XF LG 25 I K A Y 4 R IR AR iR B,

TIE SRk 27 38 2 B8 iR 7 0 R OK 7 R B ) G
HAR LS X843 SR | A bR D X
774 (90.67~137.09 t/hm?*) 5 H il &k &1 (92.9~
102.4 t/hm®) @& 7= X 0] 85 & , H 4 F 77 5 (29.97~
49.57 t/hm*) #& 7 5 [# J7"(21.4~31.5 t/hm*) i i
;e T 57.37%, X ] BB 4 TV XK B R iR 2
K AEHETHAER, S T T8 5=
. DJJ237E T3, fif B 5 50 7 i Ji 45 0L

XA P L RO . bR AR R T (112.3~
133.2 cm) FT R WU E # (169.2~215.2 cm) PR 3
AR HE] (300 em) BRE IF S E 1R R R
A KA X R R S A A . D23
FE R WU T I 5 A A e g R A T2 A B AR
15.41 % , 76 il M S99 6k A AILIE /5 &% Wk 3%, T4 Ak 34
T3 FRRR R T T 4.15% 52 T A HLE A B AL
Jih 4 P9 ) 8 S8 AL A . AR5 v, D23 1 T3 Ak 2
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TE s S B 258 B R A 8 %6, 55 ) IR I S i BF 5T
SRS ARE b, bR E A A
GBI, X 5k 7 AR B AT 458 M — 5. DJIJ23
B9 T34 5 HY 9566 B T2 4b B A4 18] R A%, HL 8
R A8 T i, Hp= m i AR 7™ 5 AL B4 4R T 9.47 %
520.37% 3% 5 175 22 S 9T 25 e A0 — 2
32 EBENMHFZEHEMNSERRASHHZMW
I & R AR X 3 A NG A ROCR ) 2R AR 1R
BRI ARG G, D123 78 B 2 T3 b A &
TR i Ak 58.3, X N ) B R 7 A R
AR TE17.19% .22.32% , F BHIZ & Fh AR 5 AR K
By B Xt 52 A B I 4R 2 o ;T A AL 4E FE O A R
7151 HY 9566 T4 &b 3 [y i 28 28 A X 7 &t 76 HE 2%
H K 0 IR S v A PR o 2 e e A R
T2 i T e AR A R N R . A
W3¢ v, DIJ23 7 K mil WU 30 3k 22 3 Fo fi R %
18.27% , R WIB NEW I AFAE PS 1T 52 I HproC 1T 3 7
Z A, e A AR O PR AR, B AR HOE ", AR
AW DII23 5 HY9566 1Y 9] 4 25 % Fo i AL Ab ¥ 5
Xof HEAH LY 6 (B 3 25 5%, EDAIE 1R T e SRR Y
“HE— 2 R T B A AR X O A 1R FH ARG B i 5 R B
W7, & Fv/Fm G RE 4 Bl U {42 At se it O L JE
IR W 38 25 18 T % S Bt A AR Ak AORR P A B
LI K A i 2 R Y. AR BFSE R, DII23 5
HY9566 1) Fv/Fm 43 5 82 & 7E 0.764~0.809 5
0.737~0.798 i [l P, & WA 50 45 14 T o th 3™
el . Fv/Fo AR R PS 11 ¥ 76 1% %), 7E ntk 22
Wik, 5 Fv/Fm S AHE B, Y
CID)E R G REH IR AR M R O HE A, AR BF 5T, Y
(IOEFE R WA T2 0.45, X 5B /5
AR B R TR, i K gy ™ L AL S ok
AT R S BO6A 1R RS 2 304 Y % By
BETT BRS fE B 0% i 5 2k 22 W) 0] F & 0.54, 5 2
W2 +E 0.56, 3 5L RS FEW A & AR TOLE
YEH M HEAT 31X 5 5K 3 B SPGB X 25 10 A0 — 3
AL I T, AR VK R B (qP) 72 R L B
R 16.90% , 2 i PS TT &2 B H o0 18] () B8 F 3 30 52
BH™Y, 78 B 2B B P 36 K IE S8 T QA H B & ik
Ol QA 5 f K, PS T 09 7 4% 328 3% 1 il
K=, DII23 B AE Ak 2 T K R E(NPQ) 7 K W
WU 0 452 755 18.15 %6 , % W 1% At 300 8 i3k 30 1) 3 &
fE ok AR 47 06 & WL, 28 1 4 555 6O A 1R I 52
M2, AR 5 b DII23 9 T3 4b PR AE ik 22 3] 5 T4
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4b 3 TE B AW ETR s &AL 8 &, 200k
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33 BEXBEMEXREFSEROZME

M R0 R SR T e A A, L
Tk B IR A G 32 AR bR A R (LR
U5 V€KY MK 53 NDF il ADF 25 G 2505, A
KgEH, DIJ23 T3 AR5 HY 9566 T2 &b B () 4 2
F1 o B0k 6.8 % H16.6 %, i T Hofth b ¥, A
PR R B ERAT AR WE (=7%) o ARAFFE,
SRR VE M O (=252 iR AT Mk bR o RLK 43 5
b F 3 E XA, AR, T3 AR5 T4 ib B
M) I oK I8 9 bR ffE (NDF<C50% , ADF<C
26% ), T1AbFE 5 T2 4b 31 (9 75 I F K 35 = 9 bs o
(NDF<55%, ADF<<29% ) . ik 7* 4R 5% v 2
F), FORFEFF 09I AL R AR, 3 00 aT DUBR & S R
B, AKYEH ,NDF @ 50% B, T 9 ik & &
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