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Research progress in phytoextraction of heavy metal contaminated saline soil

LIANG Li—chen, LIU Wei-tao’, ZHANG Xue, CHEN Chen, HUO Xiao—hui, LI Song

(MOE Key Laboratory of Pollution Processes and Environmental Criteria/Tianjin Key Laboratory of Urban Ecology Environmental Remedia—
tion and Pollution Control, College of Environmental Science and Engineering, Nankai University, Tianjin 300350, China )

Abstract : Soil salinization and heavy metal contamination have been global environmental problems. Many regions throughout the world are
simultaneously contaminated by high concentrations of soluble salts and heavy metals, posing serious risks to human health. Heavy metal
pollution in saline soil has caused increasing concerns. Compared with glycophytes, halophytic plants can survive, even thrive, in saline soil
containing high concentrations of sodium and chloride ions, and are thus more suitable for phytoremediation of heavy metal pollution in
saline soil. In recent years, many researchers in China and abroad have gradually carried out studies on phytoremediation of heavy metal
contaminated saline soil by use of halophytes and a series of important research results has been reported. However, review articles dealing
with phytoextraction of heavy metal pollution in saline soil are still scarce. Therefore, this paper reviewed recent progress in the mechanisms
of halophyte tolerance to salt and heavy metal stresses, the phytoextraction potential of halophytes and the main factors influencing phytoex—
traction potential. Moreover, the feasibility of utilizing halophytes for phytoextraction, the phytoextraction efficiency, as well as the limita—
tions and the challenges of phytoextraction by halophytes are also fully discussed. Finally, future research directions are proposed so as to
provide useful references for phytoextraction of heavy metal contaminated saline soil in the future.
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AR A KR AT RS R 2 B YA
AEA A 18, S Eh i — Bk 0.6%~1.0%55 =1, 1
BB IR R R, HIE RS SRR
B AL A OC, T 5 G FRAYBHE FIRE I DL S ik
TS R R S BRI U AR ™, eAliit,
THFE Bl N 2 20% 4% FH 4 5857 2 Eh 5 AL i 52 e,
UTAER Bt Il T A R A bR | Tl 9 e S A A
fe2E i Bl R, RH T IEE SRS Y H 25 E,
FECT R B X R AR g 52 ) Eh Ak AN R
GG Y W Y, R+ e E S YA —
FEFERE IR T AAEY ™ A0t B, 3 Pl A B
X AN AA i ST e S

N ES R AL, B B m T g
(R AE T — T, 3 T AR — R
A T E AR AT SRR YA R, AT BRI
FETEHAPAE A SESREE T RESETEN,
G R IS I R - e L R U S
J& B SR E AR, Acosta SEOBFSIESE, Sb
JRES I CaCl, #1 NaCl A3 4L L3 A9 Cd #1 Pb, T
N MgClL %f Cd Fi Cu WIS A/ L2 . 53—,
Eb G S VT Y (AR A T ek 2 6 AN ER 43 XL
A, 4R ZH0C R E 4R S A
+ A% (Glycophyte ) , FoAE £ 4 BRI Fpxe DA E # A K
TR TBE S L E BTG AR, AR £ 66
(1 ER LAY (Halophyte )& 52 £ - 80 45 J& 15 YL O BF 5T
B AT OCHE , 3 A Y A 2w R ACEE
T AEIE S Eh A G R T Y PR AR R AR

EhAAEY L BRI AR 1% , 18 61
£h(NaCl F 52k 200 mmol - L™ BB 5 ) MR RERS 1E 4
ARSI RIREZERE, PR 2geit, hE 2 430
Fih 44, 53I8 66 FF.198 & Hrh 46.8%11EE +HiH)E
F2EF} (Chenopodiaceae) ARAF} (Poaceae) S Fl(Aster
aceae ) Il 58} (Fabaceae )'%, F| FHE + AW $2 LB 52 £
T E R G YA A B ARED, SR, X — 54
B EER IR A HAE PRI, A SRR T T AR X R
A A Jm e R DAY SR IUE S h T G R T Y e
sz PR R () FoR iR i Jig , JF xR T AR SR UE &
PR TP B R RCE R R e BRI A T T e SR
9, DIRHESER B B R T Y n R T

1+ EWxtEhFE ¢ B e R i

11 #h 48 % % £ il B i
A TSR N A A i DL KR

A 3B R S ), JHE 42 5 i il ) 118 R A A6 A
A FRIIRE , 7 I A] S SO PR AE T A P
1B —E B B AR TE A 25 S B DL R
25 mmol - L™ ) NaCl Xt +- A4 C BA A B2 wE
i £L AP E1 AT it 52 500~1000 mmol « L ) NaCl iy
iE[[lZ]O

ANt E 7/ DO 7S N R PR ING KR g =
BHH ARG R HRAE . £ T B E IR TR R X = 4k
1A B AR AR AE N RN A
AL A I R IR I AE , h IR B S iR
B R A SRR TR NSRS P, R B
FAWM, - Canalejo S5 Ao K B0, £k L AED 5 48K
¥ (Spartina densiflora) Z B EL A , EHRMAR(AA) |
b AL U (CAT) FIHT IR I R 2o 4 1k = (APX) T
PR, I M 5 2 8K B RE R BT AE A e 1
MU G o A T 3 2o 40 6L PR J 0, Nar WL (1) 42 b
PR KRR 1) A AL B B Y Zz2 s VR T, AT
IR 435 AR Nat AR S 1) |35 iy e as Y,
ARG ERE . Eh TR Nais 8 %t
TP 32 2h 038 BA EEAER], fEY BT SOS,
A BRI NHX, B F AT Na/H S i, i
B PwAKT, 5 KPuwB, Y[R /575 KA Na* &
1, DA (575 4 B 5 KR Nar 0 i H i 115 A4S
il , 5 ) N A AP
1.2 #h T @YX E & B B Rt i

Eh T AEY A ER AL A B 4R A
(5] N6 A 4 7 AR £R 38 B 18 38 DR AP R i 24
i (Proline ) , $2& 55 T AH W)X 51 4 Ja B 02, iy .46 +
P30 ELAG B e T R 9 AR A B A (SOD) ) |
i AL U (CAT) Al S AL P il (POD ) , AJ 5 R PR
R A 4w 7 AR TS PR A A B B (ROS) X H:
SRR A F S, £ AR ) 7E 20 M B3O 20 K-
PR TS 45 i ML A o 4 TG 7 i 4 ol 4 T 24 i
B IV LR, DA o AT &4 o o A o 4 J Wk
Sousa S5 i 5E K PA, ¥ T ik 5 (Halimione portulacoides )
AT 52 e ZKY- B4 JR A Dt RIAE T H 26 R 43 B
S B T A MRE BRI Cd HE ASCHRARMIAS . HAIK,
SR B F (MTs) FAE Y B 5 IR (PCs ) FEEE AR
4 R g rh Ol o B BRI S E (Avicennia
germinans ) %f Cd Fll Cu 4 /=5 it Pk 32 2R B HiAE %2
138 B TL/N B Y BIRT 355 AwPCS G K ] i) 3R
ik RE X - B HR DIE R R R ik A
B OR AP ILEIRY, 2552 2] Zn Cu F1 Pb B ka0 B, AR
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(Avicennia marina) W FEALEIE TIHAK K 2 B4R
T 26 1 (MT2 ) B[R 4 s () B At b, Ak, — 2k
- AEA A T 3 A4 530 (Phyto—excretion MLl 27
R LR B ER AR AT I HE A T 4 SR 2,

2 EHTEWREES

12 HUE 52 (Phytoextraction ) & 45 F F & £2 4
Yk 58 s e W e 4R R 2 ) 5 O B
(FLELPELL T VLG ), i % Se At AR =
BN, AT A3 b i5 YW vk B AR R PR ] e 52
IR AR U SN R et A R R G S
HRZ P, — i 5 MY R BUE L i G R
FRALFE AR 22 0) + 5 vh 8 4 Jm 1y L, IR AR R Y
HEJE MM s, HAe R AR R
WO E AR EIRICR S A AR (] 1D)PT,

I, A A 3R U S B 2 2R TP A SR < —
& H SR W $E B &2 (Natural phytoextraction ), £ 5%
MBS ST KBRS SR E 4
J& AR B AR Y A BN R ESS
TP HUE & ( Chelate—induced phytoextraction ) , i #
KBS RAEY R EEEYBEEESmY,
XU Y BA —E mE R B R (HRBFE
AR UER,
2.1 BAEYRRES

1R & (Atriplex )3 MW HEY BB R HBRRIR,
X A B BORAYPTE . 35 Luts SEPHRIE  ERE
(Atriplex halimus )97 K (5 t-hm?-a™) HXJ HE 48
it P58, b 3 Cd A Zn (57 29 B 43031 55 3k 830,
440 mg-kg™! G THRIBB R G RIS YRy 13 it
Hb RN Cd A IS 133888 B (NaCl ¥R 2 43501
0% .0.5% 3% ) WS I Bg in , )48 HHh BTy Cd i

4
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Figure 1 Schematic diagram showingphytoextraction of

heavymetals from soils

FEAN R AHEFE A Y AR R PR DL AR R TR
S AR B R £t Cd 155 F A EE 1,

FKELE (Spartina) £k L AHY) 22 R Z24EA A,
T KRR SHYELE, Redondo-Gomez
S PRI 5 UE S BT AR A K B (S, argentinensis ) & — FiES
(Cr) & MY, Holh F3RxT Cr Wiz R BN E 42
FEIRT 1.0, /] THREUE L Crisge 1%, Salla
SEPIRIE SN R 0] R E A OK B (S, alterniflora) FR B 4%
Bueid T 3EE 4 Jm 54 . Nalla 5P 5 7 T 145480
PIZERIE B AGK BB A 8 4 B 15 YL ot 45 21
KI5 2 K R IOR ' A - 4 4 R A e
TR FH—Z, HALKE M EFEXS Pb Cr.Cu Fe il
Zn I3RS 51k 36.4.10.1,29.3 .908.7 .62 mg-m ™
a”' ¥ Best ZEBUAL L Eh + AW S. foliosa Hb F X}
ok (Hg) Fl HH 5L 5k (MeHg ) 1 42 i 4353 24 3055720
pg meas

EAS T, — St 5 L B, 26 LAY oA
&R A B T RGE , P (Arundo donax ) W4
(Se )& SEAGY) , AT ad LAY PR UCRIAB 4% R B 5 1
198 Se 15 4™, As(I)FN AsC VO)FEF TR N 19 43 A AR
AR <ZETR<HTR, AT As A 7.2%~
2290 ] 3 R AH DA S AE FIHE B RSP, de la Rosa 5517
58 UE SE 415 B 2 (Salsola kali) Jg Cd # 5 FEAEY)
HEEFRAIER Cd & 5435 ik 2075.2016 mg-kg™,
M Santos ZEPRF T F B | 55 2247 0B (Juncus acutus )
K Zn FE MY, 7T TARBUE SR 138 Zn 155,

AR, Alyazouri ZEPWES5E F B, Tk %E (Portulaca
oleracea) W] F FHEHUE S L1 Cr 15 Y%, Holh |3 Cr
W AT 1400 mg kg™, (RIS 95% 1 Cr( VD) #if
JE RN Cr( M), Ghnaya ZEUOBFSEIESE , ¥ T ik
(Sesuvium portulacastrum )n] FFH#BUEEZ L+ Cd i5
e i B As A1 Ph [ EE43SIAT 3K 155,3400
meg-ke!, Al I FHREBUE Z +3% As Fil Pb {541 REE
LWL I, 8% (Suaeda salsa) A Cd &4 R H
H0.9~19.9, #b EARIZICHY Cd RAR R ZAR Y 8.1~
73.6 15 AEE—EMER Cd 5 1.
22 BEEFSHEYIRRIES

G5 F Y PR IUE &2 HOR 2 o MR

BN Ad 15 1 8 WA R 2T 0 FE 4 R IGE A L
SRR, TR R T AR A R B AR . M)
PEHUE K F B G E SR 2 R E G
(APCAs ) FIK 7375 A LIRSS 5 ) (LMWOAs )™,
Zaier ZEWEEGY e BL, U I EDTA W45 R0 2 1 T 14 %)
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Pb A YIS BB S 508, i D ik b B3 P & F R
AN EDTA B £ 1390 mg - kg™ #2755 & 3772 mg kg™,
Pb MARFER )b R F4 12 58 ) 2542 5. Ben Rejeb
GO R, B— Cd SN NaCl 40 F ,Cd 2
FRRTE B B SRR, VR I EDTA A] s 8 B8 b
R Cd EREEGIWIfE, RUINTRIH EDTA i 540
ERIEIUE £ 1 Cd 7544 . Bareen il Tahira 5y
UESE, BRI & EDTA o] A 244 i e J& £+ A
Suaeda fruticosa 1632 + 3% Cr i5 9%, HE N & F &
EDTA W] REAEAE + 3 Cr B I KRS . Mnasri Z8¥75A
My it TR AT A U i A Cd I N iy i i
Lo bR #2117 Duarte SFSBFSEHN &I, Fr
BRRAEH T Cd 7Ei Sk RN R 55z  (HER
T EL G XS Ni BRI S 5
2.3 EYIRBIESE T ME R

T BB S 1 7 R K I T A T
Ak RS B 4 S WS D R B 4 i pR AR R 1) b
HRAE, FHYIRIUE AR R N R A A
PIRh2E AR S5 AR BRIE 5 Y A A R
15 A SRR E FER A B RE I 55 (1 2)

iEk7]
At

A SRRE
G $ HiR A

RN
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Figure 2 Main factors affecting phytoextraction efficiency
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(Brassicaceae), £ /T #} (Caryophyllaceae), . F}
(Fabaceae ) . K X F Bt (Flacourtaceae ) | JE & B (Lami—
aceae ) . AR A B} (Poaceae ) . #= 2 Bl (Violaceae ) 1 K i
Bl (Euphorbiaceae ), KK & & £ MY, fERYIE
B tESRGR R EE T, 6 Redondo-

Gomez™ 1B , H ALK EL(S. alterniflora) W] F T HE Y $2
P&, 486K ¥ (S. densiflora)F1 S. maritima B 7]
MY el H YR e g+ E4
J&I5 Y. Almeida FEPIFSE TN [R A YN E 4 R
(WSR3 BCRRAE , & 3057 =5 (Phragmites australis )4
WS B 4w BN B M AR, T R AR U
55 1M Triglochin striata WY K 5 (%) 55 4 J& 1 2 7E b
TR IE TR A AR OGN M X G
J& R ISR & SR AN AE & 1 R 25 57 AP TE
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2.3.2 ARFEREE A

HMNRIREE S A R K DB ERFT CO, R
SRR AT AN [ R BE b 5 AR ) 04 A A R T A
HEEENWRI, BEEIMRE T, 5 sk
ZEFREY) B RS R RS0, P B U0 3 Rl P i
T RE I A A OO HE 4 W SORN B 4R D R
AT S AR AV A 3 X R 40 P A R i T
PEAT 5, DTG AE A W SOFN B 4 1 4 s ™ AR 5
M2, Li SESIRIF G & B, CO, W B i 38 in - 395
HRT A HLK (DOC) A HLER 7% & , B#AIK 13 pH
{8, 485 Cd Fl Zn 764 & BRAEY) AR B e K (Sedum al-
fredio) HBR B A TG 1 AR 2F TR R A K LA I Cd 7R
PN SN UNGLOE A
2.3.3 HRFREE

HR PR Bl S 52 1 AR 2 5 M 8 AR — - SR v ) — Al
X, A - I -G Y A BAE 3 BT, MR PR P
() pH AR B NS 7 AR LA S 34 A6 1 5 M g
AR R M A ™ AR R A WA A
HLER AT FEARAR s 338 pH B0, AT A5 AR s - 3 v
SIRWEA ARG, AEdE T RN E 4R
5 Mucha S50 57 2601 , £ 48 Juncus maritimus
R IV RETE 5 B4 R 45 5 TS I AR 0 &L
PE o BEAM ARBRGE Y] 64k 3 4 R R A T
B4R W . Whiting S8 W58 & B, MR PR AL P 3
Iy KR Zn Fi, AMRRITARPRSA Y
e MY K 5 38 W 3¢ (Thlaspi caerulescens ) W Zn
AOAR RN T 4 % da Silva SFBFSTUESE , MR FR
FEAP 1 2 AP (CA-RAMC) J5 , 7 345 2530 1) Cd ¥
JEPE R ROk 7 4%, WA TR R UEA Cd
(Y&
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2.3.4 HEEJEAMARNE

TG R 0 A YA R et TR SR A
YRR R RS B EREY, EAE I EY AR
PEF LT B PR BT rh B A7 B[] H
5 Qe 8 BAE LA SRS A bk ™, #h e
&R A A B FEZ I AR A | 1
WA pH S5 R =AW — M & , HIEHESRAY
ARCERE pH B B AR RN, H 5 R AE TR M A5 1
PRt T HE 4 g P 8 AR A AR A 1 S
AL LA (Eh) AT 2028 8 4 s 1Y B AR A, 52 i
e JRAE IR . IR TS RN
+ 58 pH i, NIt sZ i E &/ B A st . THE
i (CEC) il 5 1 B 4w 09 A= W0 A R0k 22 1
AH , Bl PH B - 2 s 35 o, 398X F 5 4 s PR
B W R RS RE D B, DA AR A AR
I AR EARS e 5 8 G Jm A2 ¢, REa LR
Al 5 4RI L 5 1 DT 52 i) B 4 J 78 3
TRYER A R . AR, I AH HLF
+- 4 rh MgClL 42 U Cd & 538 /n, Fe-Mn 42 4L ) 45
B Cd FERAL, B35 (Lolium multérum L.) 4
Yo H I Cd & 2 REE A LTI I i
HEhMREAR®, w4 JE S I B T AR
XF A S 4 B AL A T O A AE A A B
ey, qn 3 v b CIVR BE RN, 42 % 1 Cd A=)
AR S HAE R R R, ILAh AR A Ah
TRV B A AR A Py X T U s B4 R
(LR WA 5
2.3.5 Ealmib et

A G e B S A PR Y SR R R — i)
R Cu>Cd*>Fe*>Ph*>Ni*>Mn*>Co*>Mn*>Zn*1*,
P %0) S 4 Ja 1 W SOR T PR 4 iR Ak SRR PR AR
[A] 725 5 B & &+ Y Juncus maritimus 2R
Cd il Cu FRETEHD EFF, TfF Cr F1 Ph FLE LRI,
pH X AE )W R 43 s i 5 4 R AR
A K. Li ORI, AR pH A, 5 m THEY)
XF Zn Mn Fl Co FYWI, (HAPREAR 7 HEH)AT Ni gy
W TS pH AR, WIBEAIR T HE %5 Zn Mn 1 Co 1Y
W, i v 1 N IR A, 4 T AR 1 SR
BRI S A R b= S
K, g Ce( VD) By EtE AT B P FCr(1D),
T AsCID)EEEsR T As(V )%,
2.3.6 FEiA BURrE

T SR W A A RO AR KRR G T

ST, R A WA A E AN R] 5 R B RN
DS A > R S SIS ORG 1 , — e =
ey FY) SRR P8 A ) T AR ) 0 i ORI AR R
Angel ZEORIFSE T 13000 B g AR AV IR SO 4 TR
FRsm , 25 R R, s 1 1 SR R AR R A
Py e i R TR R A A R A T A
WigEEa s, o, i bprid, 3R pH.
CEC.Eh, AHUBTE AR AR A IS 650 55 0 8 4
J& AL AR ML WA R A BRI, 34 TS A )
X E A RO SRIAR BRI, R AR 2 it
al il FH 25 45 790 55 T BOSUE 3 P R A AR A AL
P, DI 2 R s £ i 22 2 slfiB & L e H g™,

3 WitSE2

3.1 s+ EYiREEE AT R

A/ SR N S EE /bR EE /K 3 N i e oy R
JedRft T RTREY, HEdRIE , R 1560 AR 1 AE
Y, 4r)E 117 #1550 |8, R HAYIEA BB A
A A JE T L i FAR R P e R Eh T A SR U i
B 4 B VS Y A e RO B T ORI e
+ Y, Wi Tamarix smyrnensis , £ 437 LIE #F E 4 R
IR Z S 4, 137 @ 43 7T LIS AL+ 5 4
J& , S i H A A SevE T A 2 26 AR ) B4 R
(R R AT s Bk - A A7 Ik - B B 4 S8 A [RI B, th ]
DI 3 b g4y, NSBB8 |, ek
R Z H B, —2fRe 7,
32 BT EMESH I EWMESUEILE

b A S C R YME AR R R, £
THEYRBREE LIEE SR TG R EA —E L
Ghnaya &7 53 B, ¥ Dyt L B0 Cd Wk B AT 36
350 mg-kg™!, TH BT ATk 17 t-hm™-a”, fEEE AT HL
Cd 5950 g-hm™a™, Kk i& s ( Thlaspi caerulescens )3
T 4160~8320 g-hm?-a™, T ik & T I% 3¢ (Brassica
juncea)ft) 60~80 g-hm™a™ FIHHE ( Nicotinana tabacum )
[ 500 g-hm™-a™), ZaierSE 5y 1 L U5 FITT 35Xt
Pb 2B SRR T, 45 SRS U5 %) Ph (4T M 5
T, M 1 o 358 Pb % 4k B (3400 mg - kg™ ) it
=TI R Ph ¥R (2200 mg-kg™), KD
HHIBUER Ph BIREJI58 TIF3K. Lokhande £ 5T
A E Y As $RIEE A 2635 g+hm™-a™ 1 3%
F W) As B E SRR IR B (525~1470 g-hm?-a™) .
Taamalli %5 e i iH , £ + 4 Y R 50 8 (Cakile
maritima) X Cd B4R T3, Hib FCd &4
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(1365 mg-kg™ )L m FIr =M &8 Cd % 5 (548 mg-
kg™), H A2 RS TOv 8, RER R 5 ) 2
— T EL A A v o FH T S SR LS S A -
3.3 S EYRBIESHNERES Pk

R B HA AL ko A I B 5
P, Ak e B i+ w4 E s U B e iU
BRE R AR T A S WA —E MR BRI, 7E 5
By FH HR TG 2 — 22 BBk R, B S N T

(D AHYE T 2R3 rh SR 4 e
Y, MXMELLCPR N B E B4R Y EN £
55 HeAh, £ A RE 1B AR AR 2R T AR A R Y
F2 A5 E AL 50 em, XA R 2 A 35
W6 52 8RS

(2)3h 4R 15 Y 5= 24t o 5k L v
PR T LB 5P — i, £k T A A NaCl 78
— R DI E T EAE R R R T A
Yyt E 4 A A I SR R P {H NaCl Xt 8 43 J8 2B 9
5 B v 0 R FE 4 R RS R TR AR [R] 5 55—
5 1T, EE 4 A A WA R o g [ s A S i T
FLXF R AR ) BRALN , 23 5 NaCl 75 4 ] 530
PR A R ED e B EE 2 A0 T, DI BRI HAE
SRR, Fh A AHYRTER M B T — A 500~
1000 mmol - L™, 243k -+ it i H [ 5 AT 32 7 ]
mF, MRS FREEA TR R L ES RS
Yo AN, WA TFIE L I NaCl (1E7EA T ERE Ak 1
T Cd IR ™, WA TG B 6 = 4 4 5 B 2 1
R, R, A R AT B S T R AN R AR ) W 3a Xof
Eh HAEYE E BRI .

(3)Fh X FE 4 A WSO A o LA R
ML AR RS 2 M ES RS E SRS
AHIRIE GGG X AIE A JE R TR P EUE 2 i
FHH R AR DR 14 O (] R — 0

(H)FH YL+ HEEEG Y ER R -
ZZE MR, JCTA O b — A U ZE R Re A KRB & L
+EAEIEY A, Eh A E SR R B
G AE— RS F L TR PR 5 kR,
34 BE

A T8 A5 S A 0 i 1 2 AR A R BBUE 52 R 1) 56
Mz —. EHEINN, AT YRS 2 /A SE A
Pz [ B ELAT AR ARRAE - (DA ik A 3 0 B 4 i
P A FEE & B V5 etk H P IER AR K O FIR A
RN T 4R B AR I A48 th AR ) b
(R 2 BE 1 s ORI A K P b e E ok,

HEABRME KR RS @ B3R T RS
5L SLUS

B 1 b S R B AR A RO R S L A
BB R AR H Z R SNRASINES 557 EDTA 5
PR R A YA R B ) S EE SR B UEA
TSP T oK o IR, A Je BEATE Rl A oy R Y 5 79
BEfe R ISR BB AR, A BRI AT XU o
D ih LAY BB R R, AR b T T A R
WAEYME S EOR AR RUE YAl S smAL LR
SN SRR B R EOR BBESE

JUEEE LRI G R A A s LB E A
PILWETE , (HH BARYL AT A LTS 2E , 4 i i 7 6
T IEHE IR 4~ B 21 5 A < s A i A S T Y
e, fwla, th L IRIBUB S L B R I Y iR
SR REE AR RSB EYR, 2 4 At
T A B T 4 A W ol R 4 T R s e DA R R
Az —
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