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Abstract

Cloud computing has gradually become a mainstream basic service, and containers are currently
the most commonly used virtualization abstraction in cloud computing due to their lightness.
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Based on such template containers, applications can be quickly deployed on cloud servers. How-
ever, the existing container engine will have a long cold start time when the container is expanded
and distributed. The key factors affecting the cold start of Docker containers are analyzed and ve-
rified here, and an expanded container stack acceleration model is proposed. By taking the file as
the model, the distributed system D4C (Deft distribution to Docker containers) is realized. Tests
were conducted in terms of container cold start time, boot image size, and network transmission
volume to verify the advantages of D4C in these aspects.
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1. 5|8

7% %5 (container) & M ME AR —Fp . o T HERAE M2 H i = vh B s A B — PSS ah 5
oS5 RUHARPITTE T, Ba50E EVEZENZ. FIEHE A S ENNLS NN 1] BaF
SEANKBEAN: 1) SRFIPAT HEFEBE B ) OS HL(#1 40 Linux cgroups Flir 44 ZF [AIFLH), 2) N FIT
1 RGN ATI (] 2 Docker, Rkt) I 3) FEHLAR I , 73 A FNAE B 25 4% 1) 4w HE S 21 253 (19 1 Docker Swarm,
Kubernetes).

H BT IMAT 25 28 /& dotCloud 24 H] [ Docker [2]. Docker & 1T Ff SR B4 4T (A — 430, xeE
{45~ Docker 5i1%.(image). Docker #if% H— & %1 /= (layer)dL . FEHE— N RIEXHFRGEE 4T
fFECH 5% . Docker P A7 % T Docker BiAR KIS 4: Manifest F1 Blob. Manifest f#iid |4 5%
Docker S4 17015 B . ‘B8R EE T RA1)Z LA ZFT5 1 Blob. Blob & Bl 1) K48 3. B—
JEHBAE — %R Blobe.

Docker 85 1IH T ZBIEH NPT 1) M Docker & Hh i B (pull) & & AT (push) I 8: 1%, LA 2) 3
TGRS — A SR, BilE A A AR TR BT (8] A 76%4 78 SR E R AR (3], 7 bl
B, Gl SAEARHAERE I E A Docker . {HAE Docker € BT AE £ ML T8 Jo 58K B KA 2
T BRI FE I BLZ A Docker A P S ] DAESEFHAR BE EZZ MR IR R, (22 51 R BT IRIE, f5dn
GRIFEDE R H T I, SRS AR DUTER 77K 73 K Docker A% LABEAT KA A 280

AL R TR R R T N SR A A AR RS AL Jn 0 8 TR ek e 8L, AR 9 2 Fh A 28 B8 o RNk 7%,
R — T AR RO, S S — B R RSB KN RS

AR FETTERA 3 ANTTTH

1) @A A SRR TR AR S R, RSB . I Bl i o by R R 2 B
B, gt TR RN BB SHE R

2) $EH TR ER X ORI A AR AR o A BT AR, 8 AR S B SO AR Y St IS N TR R A S
TR ST, 98D T I8 B R ST S (R s TA]

3) BT UL BRI T — MR AR B R o K INIE AR A DAC (Doing Deft Distribution of Docker
Container). FENT J3 A1 F KRB E X 28 4y B B 55 07 Th gk A7 0f LU SESS:, 3ok 1 P s A AL i
R
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AT 2 ARG RANERIA R TAE, 55 3 543200 Docker e i SR A RBER R, 2 4
TR BB 0 AR B AL T, 55 5 9 21 DAC (IR SEBL, 55 6 1 A e AN 4t R 3 Hr
97 T BN .

2. HXIE
2.1. Ext LR

P2P AR — P S Y 00 B HR, B BitTorrent Brist m] AR He 26 45 R 40— R ik X 2%
B gL K S HGHE FREA R . BitTorrent PHTE Internet )32 I TSI B0 SCE o /B, 55t
ZE4T f(peer) B I AR LA H SCAFHOR L S0

TEA AR Z AT, P2P HIRCUAAE VDN [4]. VMtorrent [5] Orchestra [6]5 B BINLBHZ 70 K RGH 1351 T
REZFH

DID. Quay Fll Docket 5& LABEECAFL 24T, d5 74 P2P Uy s FHTE B 73 & 1 (M TS . FID [7]
S ANSEEL T MR P2P RS G RS, CoMICon [S8]7ESLHL P2P fE4 AR, A FEHLA R
B AR, IR BB A7t 2 TR 2% 7 R < HDID [91404k T BitTorrent B0, JExF#E4T P2P
A BB R T T, 3RAF T HeAR Ge 7 VR B AT 1) U - Dragonfly J2& BT BLIFUR 1) — A P2P 544 70 K R4t
BV T % .

P2P M IRIRRAE T, A5 i SO R /N, B EE P2P N RS BT AR AT RE K T REREROIR T . 4%
BV SCAERLFE R K, s AR R TAR . P2P ARH BRI KL B Z A2 BRI, $RBIX 2 i) P

AN
2.2. TEIEE

R IMBIEFR A TR OSBRI BB HGH 4y, HARERA T B0 kT mun . %
P87 THHE IR IR AH C T SRR AU LA D . DRR $ i 1 25 SRR 25 as s R A TR S @ s i &
il PERE - Tarasov 5[ 1018 L T 476k SK BN 2% 1% PEAE 7548 WIS AT AN [F) TAE F 28T % Docker 75 2% 14 BB 1541 -
Slacker PABARL BE Nk A ds B8 oK B/ MU R BhZEIR,, /0 T3 A . YOLO [11 1452588 J B B b 2
(R B B B e SRAE N IR Bh AR, T H A R Bt N 2. 55 A 0T 90 [ 1 20 7R B HUBEAR I AU 3k — AN 3%
T % E AR ) SCA A

SR ATHIREE R 43 T AHEAT ZE 3R AR T RE 22417 RS CPU R4S . KZHGERINECR A T #ipLsl, &
B E) Docker H1Zia1T M Ko BI 75 EAE I Docker J5A5, M LASZIL 5EU47 5 s 7. l4n: slacker
WL bitmap FIWTAREE SCAFHUR SR ALK, AT CABCARLEE EAT REIR N4 . {HJ2& Docker %1% %1
Sy NRLEE R R

2.3. BIGERF

ZAFAT — B AR R MR B A Flan, BACEE H 08 F 43 A0 3 A7 A7 IR 55 25 [13]
T I SR AT T 1) 25 SRR B R A MR RE O B A B O AR 14 B R — MR T T R . KET
YE[15] [16]0F 90 T 40 A7 R TR 5 2R

TEWNAEH AT BB — N LU T L, IO TA X BRI C S/ 2 A .. A it Hkd
HA BRI AE 2 B R DI L8 shi RI[17], (E2 T L EE, XSS AR RIR KR ST
VMThunder+ [18]F]H SSD T A& WA RIEAZAF B4, nVM [19]/2 — M T REIR R HOR IR T %, A8
FH 5D I B C B RAE S 51 T 00 VM PR, (B X B RN 7 AR A Aok 7 FH P A3 K ) A
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Docker A< 5 75 5 BUBE (5 N 2 OR B T BB IR UR , 5 BT O BB M T 2] 1 X 2 J2 U AS o T R 4 B IBM
O3] 20138 10 A IR R BB B UL A T, K 12 /N DU ST SR Z N T B BN
f£ 247 Bolt [211AIH] 1 IBM i) H B8, £ 18 Bt o 832 /T IMB B 47 T
AF AT

2.4. MBE KRG

W26 A R GL(NFS) & XX R G FHI—NMER IR, SR ARVFIZ R % i L5 A SO RGBT
X, SR ATV 0] o W28 AT R 50 mT DA G B — AN IR 25719 md B OR B — B AR RU A, b
LEALHI T o

Cider [22]FIH Ceph SEHL T W28 A7 i, 7% 1 BeBA7 U 25 25 AR R U B (8] - Wharf [23 @i A<
H A4 R P AR B B, i A O R T A SRR . Slacker FIH ML ST RS, P 1%
BAEAR M FBAAAAER AR

RZ Ml FH NFS FR# AR I R G A AR GAT, B — O R 345 3 I R0 2 B 3R I — I B4R - NF'S
TS FA RERRER ACERE, AE RN R AU I 75 BT BT . IX S I AE RS R B
(A FIPRZ% . RO NFS BIA IR A7, WIEREA R R KNS, A S REFTENLE KA G U 5 R+
Iy E, NFS it 5 P2P Sl A — & HIhoE,

2.5. RIGHHE

BEGAE 5 0T B2 5B  /NCIE LG, RS 187 25 948 B A5 I A% i A A 1 77 e

CNTR 2418 IS A Docker-slim 34T 844505 81, A& B &b 7 — kb EDge, =
JE RN ER TR T — 2R . YOLO 47548 5 BN BT b 20 i B e SR A Sk VB v B ah A, i
HoAh R UM . Slimmer [25] 7 BT 8AR AT EL S 10 S, 38 25 AR UE T A SO R AR 00— 1
KRB T 852510

B R BGHE T 22 WHMH#E CPU 1hRE. IF H G ETAL B, TR e B B8 70 K E SR IS At [R5 AT . B
R NI, BHBA AT Re =R e

3. AERBEEERWS
3.1. AeRfEMETE 24T

B IR 1R BLGR S R AR S BT AR B I 8] 5 R TR R L. BRATIEHU BB R E Docker
B 7B R R O BEE AT 2 AR B BEAR . 23 E ubuntu (RGEK). redis (KU ESK) python (I
FHK). nginx (M2 Rk %5 #455) . node (MZEHERI). AFFEKGE, HFHLLIKThGEAR, Kk
HREAT BB Z R KR RE R, XM AT & SO AR ZER], 8 Bl B /& SR I SO R
Ro DL LA A F AR CE R BB 24T S0, BB ARERNE . A BT B A6 B RA A T 5 1R
JRIIGEAT . A Go i S MIMF M RIAS GE v A% f i [R] 5 72 255 SR Sl TR) o 5 28 5 Sh IS 8] AR Y i 2 T 4R i
S BUSCD AT 58 B BB P RESR L) i SR AR AR AR N SR bR 3 o BB AR SIS TR) ARt B T 46
THEL, BISCHFRLIGE AR . ATLAE B, LA BT B[] 5 1R AR 2 L, KRR AR S
B L R rH AR T B AE 70% DAL B R A . RO D i NS T 62% A TR, XA IS
8] 5 B B BEE B8 /N AR AL P AR R a5 . At U, 0 TR BAR, AR AR 2
)45 S A b

— NI Docker §i18 70 B R B ARG R K ol . A REGR . RIEE R
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Gt MRIEAERAGEIZ . BT Docker BRI ZA76E, A ZMEBILE—DEURZN, wLAT Llgb
BURZ MG, NI IR S 285 2 R, X 52 Docker BiHIIMRFAPITE . £L 28 A Hb-A 55 A7 X 2
war SRR, XA RA] LU LT 2 ANt

HARAE R GR ) K 5ch, REBEEREIRE T K EREINLE L, A =52
fER A, ERXFEREOLT, REBRALAMININ [R SOy T A48 3h (40 .

160
e pull

1401 mmm run
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Figure 1. Cold start time of various containers

1. BIEARNL B RIEE

3.2. BEEXXEmME 4T

B 2 IR T 2R 2% 8 S g8 F RO SO S8R T SO NI L E . PRI RIS S B — /N — 2L
TERBEINEZI LG, B stat) R HEE TR BE VT R, I PA AR 11 5 30 BB BT )
HIScftE. WTULER], KIS AssmI B s bUg, B i i SO AN A S48 U 1 11%. XT3 48
1%, INHTFEERET 6%.

10 1

Used Files Percentage

ubuntu redis python nginx node

Figure 2. Percentage of file usage at startup of various containers

2. BRARBINOXHERE L

Rt AL SN Docker 7843 T8 5 OBk . & EORB AL A BN AL 2R B SRS T 34 .
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ETCHER RIS A 2RI R L o (E bR E R S TG SO EL R AR T 2 . L, RRERTURTN TS
VIR K 73 BOE AR A, DOEHER A SR T KR PR

Docker 2 &% 8 21 #EAT 42 AR IIETE T2 1000 2 o B LA A8 K 16 0 170 3F 8 Sh s #E47 2>
JZH1. Docker FHRAT 2 & BT 5 1K) — 4L AT I IRBHT WAE SR o AR FAEBHR b BT A SOP A 2 2
BAT DA . BUBHIER, 0 S DIERGEE, BMBERPESESFEATEN . £
gz EEMEHRE RS, R ERZ IR KBS bR LA T84T R
—ANEE. UERENR AR, TURICHRELS T .
3.3. ING

i PA_E 7 At 5 S ST AR, £ a8 R SRR T, AR A B A5 ST I A B (e 8 L 4 1 4R 2 R
TR, LRGSR AR 1R BIE 70%, XIChE2 R a4 R s, £H
FOREBATHLER Y B R BEB R K5t B RSBRHEAER MBS EAFETIR A H L
N REAT SRR, BRI RN ORI A 2R T S KN R o TS SRS B, I A A ST SR R
AT BT, AT R 358 iR Ja AT IE RN AR . K B SRR B LUE . s R SO A
A SR SCIER) 1%, I HEEE B B0/ NZEEIE N, B8R s B STrER I 25 2 0UEE T B
Ho RRMFEHMNUEILR: POSERBRISEGR, — Rt d 72 MBS B R )=, 1 oKE D
IXEEHAAE A BN AN AL T 1

PRIk, P ettt a shb RSO, I8/ B S AR R BB RN, AT I R 25 1 R Bl A 2
5 L& B Ja BRI R R SR R AU, ARIEAT — B[R] 2 Ja R RS B SO BEAT SR AR A AN, W] LA
507 7] SO IR 7 BESEEAR ) A% S [R) kB %

4. KMEBR[REBOEX ARG

fE b= eh, AR E T A R BB AL I ] S8 1A S R S R B s A
a0 BN T RSO R SRS /N 7o RIS R, ARTTRR T AR R R S BB
REG, M EOBE 0 AR A . ASCHIBET T Docker Bif%, PlUbe B EX S, &
A =ANJT A 4

4.1. TR TG

Wk 3 . B, RETHESENRAMA/NEDBEC, KRB RME. FaRNEsIAT
LB G O, BREWRERRNERATELME K . ERIERN, (UHE TGS
LA /NER 73 SCAFRITT o XA SCPF AR SE B, WA R 8, W LAREAT T — D 3AE, SR8
PENITT ARG 3EAT, Bl 45 2 75 S AT ioME f . AR 24 T ATUK e 77 50, 3260 1 A48 1 3)
(I IR], AR BOA e A e N AT LU AR, B AR INER 1 48 1K 5 Sl

4.2. FINRIESE

WIGAR > K RGOSR B SIUE 70 JZ AR B 73 2, 8 6000 2 2 A 3B B AR SO K
. AISCIRE], Docker SRR H MBI E SR BN Z e, XA AM THREZHE R, £k
FFTUAMTERERER. £ NBEIERE BB BT LU ], R 222 5%
BEAT — AR R . (BARMRA L, KR PR E A e A BB Z, A REHEAT 7 48 8 2h (1 5 45
#AF.
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file1 ] file1 [file1 ] | | | [file1 | file1 |
file2
remote disk ||memory remote disk |/memory
disk local disk local
1. transport 2. load

[file1 ] | | | [file1]||]file1 |

file2 > file2
file3 } > file3

remote disk | /memory
disk local disk local
3. transport 4. load

Figure 3. Delay loading of image files
3. FEIRMEGRE S

SEIRNNARALAT 7T LLSE BN SO SE A S R Bl o TR S MBI SO T aff g , sl AR T
BB BBHUR > Z LAUT IR R S, R N TR IR Wk 4 fos, B2, B
A LERSCF N Docker FBRERETAR h oKk, AL HREARBIR R 2Z, BIHIEGN ).
)5 SARGE VT IR 1], XX S SR REAT 7338, B0 a5 B AR U 1) 280 (0 SCA 23 Ak T AN R =
RYE IR A BL R A KNS E SHEAT 0 BRI E . Ba, R4E LD REFMIFGER. &
72 SR TT 30 IF BAF G B AE R DUR 4T K.

2. sort late
file2 || file3 accesg

‘ [fie1 | [file2 ] [fie3 | COMPlete J
/ 7

fles [ﬁle]1 aCCfeIrSSSt

1. extract 3. rebuild

“E file3 Iayer3]
[ file2 Iayerz} [ [ file2 | file3 Iayerz]

[ Iayer1] [ @ |ayer1]

docker image D4C image

Figure 4. Image layering based on access time

E 4. ETipEEERRES R

HARRREI T ERATES KA, FEPER ) RZB %, 0 N RGNS I
8], 4 B — g 1R U5 i) (8] Bt HC R 23 BIAR R Z IR SERevi I R o 2R, a7 1 k43 B & )2
FERAT BE B AR M, 1% B T By BEAT A . DRONJR R BRSO R R Se g VT I 1, 55 i = 1S4 AT
LU MR AR R B e LG 25 RSO X A ERZ e e, whl U ieaEas a8, EHRER
(SO AT BLREIR N2 o

DL SR 43 18 B I P8 Z R SCA 7T DL SE BT AR B0 i 2 IO/ 0G » (ELRAE Ji5 2335 SRS BRI 15 28 T
BRE « DR AT AR R AR A8 AT AR N — TURT S AR %, SRIUBE A 25 SO R A A AT R R v e U ) PO B
8] F LA A A ] 2 Ja SR S 23 =
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4.3. XHRREORGEE

W SRAE SRR A s i L, A ST SR B AT AN R WS B 2R 2 e E T
2T R QA TRV FIF T S B ZR . U5SR AT RE B LG i A BO LA SO AR AR
BAGHRZIAT N B = P RSO TR R I, 5 208 T R T 2 A0 A AT 1 -

BeAh, BT S K Docker HHRJR K5E IHFA—EL, B UBBRIRAE i AL, %2 M Docker
A MBREEARS.

Kk, Kb TAL4m RIGTERIFE RS, [Ny T 7R SN oK r] Be s LA 1) Docker 48, JF H 5 H 5
7 BB KRG (K 5K LLSCIF AR SR Z F e foki 2 o Bl A& 4 i) s 2 SUAF AR Big U=
BB LB R KA M. FAhUL, RSO BRIS, E e M RSO s X
PR A E IR IE B — AN BE, Bl T — REBR s, S s 5= 2 Hol i A,
Nk RIS TGN BESAEE a3 R4 Docker HifR, #iE DAC BilRMhE . BI#EBAH
PR e MU, e — ORI 60% G152 Mk A . BRME BB E RN, 43R0 8 20 R A% S g 180 A 1 S 46
TIERER IR 1 2 2 f5E, SRR AR T AT e . (Ho2 DAC MR oS B S, BUIR AR B a) 2 HeAR g7
BRI, (E AL I RE R B SCPRI, DLSCPE s oAt an o SR 2 Lo I 46 Ja 1) S s A a7y 32 2 AR S udis
DRI, =24 ) A 18 2 T s 2 FD I 1) 22 B3 R 06 U A e BE B AR I S it AN 75 LA DAC 197 sUREAT 1% -

D4C
transport unit

[ file3 Iayer?»}
{ |ayer2]«— trar?s?:g:runit
[ Iayer1]

image

Figure 5. File-based image transport

B 5. Xt ARERREEE

5. JRBISCIY

ARATHEET AT R B T S, ST T R KR R AR R 7 KM T R4 DAC. DAC 4k
HEZR NS 6 Fias, H: 5% D4CLocalRepository Fil D4CRemoteRegistry 4N 573 o

File
A Memory
8
[eayermion || L 91 [ toad | 7
Layer Blob P oa -
) Component Layer
Docker Image 4 1 || i
: g fe
II=
I|| File Transport Laye
3 | Component | 57| Docker Image File
D4C Image File —
Remote Registry Local Repository

Figure 6. Architecture of D4C
& 6. DAC SeiE

DOI: 10.12677/csa.2020.1012237 2264 THEAURF 5 R


https://doi.org/10.12677/csa.2020.1012237

I

D4C TAERIIRFEIN R : 1) LoadComponent WA H 6 FE W] Docker #5545 3CHF. 2) KA STHFER AT,
JH %N TransportComponent. 3) # & — & O, W LASCH ks BEdEAT RS AL . 4) 2k e 2,
il i S AR BRI e 5) TRl MR Rh 7 Sk, e SR 2 B Docker B4 SCAF T XAEfit. 6) 58
AL i LA S TransportComponent < i %1 LoadComponent £ 58 i Hk 28 SCHHI4E . 7) LoadComponent
TR TN 7 S 8 B AN U B A7 AR AR E AT

D4CLocalRepository /& D4C RS AMEAE G2 780 ZH Docker R AR BAGE RS . HAWHM
PG T, — MRS 5 E L TN, R DockerRegistry fEHi#i8 2 K486, ML
RSEBREAE A T3 — P DAC KA AR RLEUT o SO RLEE, % 1) DACRemoteRegistry
AP AG S BRI B ST, 5 M DockerRegistry fifHs SR I S5 X o

D4CLocalRepository X H AN B4, 73l /& D4CLoadComponent. D4CTransportComponent.

D4CLoadComponent 1 57 B ¥ SCAF 1IN, 1847 75 ZE SOt Bz AR B, AR BT, AN
(R 2 S AR NSO, B A it 2 i s BT, 2 AT A 7 O R A IR S A o 2R 2 SO B AR A
i, BSREL DAC RGN T sk AT /M, AT SRR ST A i . DRAIEFE S RIS 18] P9 RT LSRR S 32 4T P
ISR RSB SCIEAER E E , Al OR B AR ) AR . (AR G O SR IR AR 5 R R 4
A, RGP B e B AR S, SR IR BN AR . ARIEIRATI BT, A8 B I i i
MAFC A BB mEGE R, RIUE AR E S L 5 2 AT T R AR IR SR 3 AR AT .

AR, A% — recordmode, fEIZME NBATHE, Sids T & NEEEA ARV R, I
7E— 2 8] LG & i%%5 DAC RemoteRegistry, {F N J& SEARAL ST InAR I FIHK 4 o

D4CTransportComponent 71 57 #EAT U AL Hi » 247545 IS 1T I K AL SRR, 3t 2 A5 e Y U8 4% 350 A
SR B H S8 R B SR R . X IERAE X T )2 B LoadComponent 111 & &3 A . 2430 fHA%
58 LA 5 TransportComponent 2% [f] LoadComponent & 155, IS f5 38 2 128 il 25 #4858 Bl SO R m 2k
#AE.

D4CRemoteRegistry & DAC RN FESE G . SARMA KRR EUEAE J7 U B, A R
EEARI T L5 1) Docker ARG FEAFME I A 48 /5 B8 =, 11X T DAC R, 107 EH
AN AR R 5 e B R BR S . AE A ARSI A7 2 1] H AL S B AR I B = R0, IR AR 2 T DA 2
(1o TR EEAIME i SC B BB ST, 72y 1 AEWSC BN R 8 ST B SRINE, AT AP I b 2 ST AT
iy, MiARERIREA R LG A R T . TR CESREE R, B AR &R 7. ks
R B G AL G KIS, B 55— Docker B3 G FE T/ET LR MUK E] D4C REMUE RIS, @HE
B R VE SR I SR 51 R BB Ja T 75 1R SO, T AN R AR i K& 16 Jg B S A«

74k, RemoteRegistry 2> #2U5 LocalRepository H A recordmode 1247 1] LoadComponent fif & [B] ) ST
V7 I P - 7E RemoteRegistry " — I &, F T 5E 254 3 2 22 K 8] DAY 1 B ST A2 )5 3l b 20
TR e 22 DL v B S USCEI A SCA U7 ImT 9AKHE , AN EE 3T bootfilelist, ol 5 225 2% I BT 0 20 ) B2
B .

EAEH D4C W7 R EUE G, AR 6 Bk m] PAAS 4 /& 52 1) 7Y D4CRemoteRegistry, Xt {#
iE T DAC 75 N5 AL G55 h U7 2N e KGR

6. SEWERS 51

KA D4C RG51L5EH Docker @ PEHHT A 43 R BIHIVEREXTLE . T E WAL R B A. 7
BB MEALRRE =TT, SRAEAMENES, — ol TREARCECE, —8
MT B AR, BARRELT:
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1) bFEZS: 8 #% Intel Xeon ES 2.20GHz

2) Wf#: 32GB LPDDR3

3) ffi#L: 256GB PCIeNVMe i [ A 18 41
4) #AERYE: Centos 7.6.1810 64 fir

5) Docker Server: Community 19.03.13

6.1. X BzIETE

A/NTTX DAC 1 Docker 25 4 51 548 RS I TR HEAT 1 Wt 28488 sl [ K H A & TT AR THE,
DA AT 56 S B AR T RE S AL 1 S S AR B AR R ol oRbm i o I 25 25 3 S0 T i ) P o [ 3R R
e L PP BT )8 P DURS B 0 T 550 H 2 3 SR B AR SR IO (] P 3 ORAUEZE T AR R R 5 48 IR Bl dm I, FEARHY
B R AAFAEAT AT N (B AR G247
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