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Abstract

Since 2015, the development of P2P network lending platforms has failed and the number of P2P
network lending platforms in normal operation on the market has rapidly decreased from more
than 3,000 to more than 300. On the one hand, because the external demand is constantly chang-
ing, the traditional business model of the platform is no longer suitable for the development de-
mand. On the other hand, the operation performance of platform itself also has some problems. In
this paper, data envelopment analysis (DEA) model is firstly used to evaluate the operation per-
formance of P2P network lending platforms. Then, the differences between P2P network lending
platforms authenticated by ICP and those unauthenticated by ICP are investigated, and the ad-
justment of each index of non-DEA effectiveP2P network lending platform is pointed out.
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1. 5|8

P2P MHLRAE SRR TR, (AR E R BB . 2007 4, FFEEAS P2P MK GE & “hnt” &
gL, B QDRI P2P B FH LA SR W LSS G . TERE I S AR EL, FRE P2P W
BAETEF RN TSI B AT ANBE. LRI F5E 50 44 1 28 A5 087 & th /X — I BeH B, 2012
LA, E BB AR A S AK O BT B IRAE S TUm R A IR Y 2 B HE “ B+
— A AT S FR I B “C B+ AT 2 . 7E 2012 43 2015 4, P2P WS 0FF & 40 2 PR
RAEK, #2015 F, EHIZER P2P MEMELTT 650k 3576 4, G NPIse¥im, AHLE 2012 1 KiE
MLk 25 %, (HM 2016 FEFFLEEEATALE N R, 2 2019 K, Wi LIEFBEN T E5E THE 343
Fo 1T 10 4 P2P MR ME DR SR ER WA | Fis.
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Figure 1. Changes in the number of P2P network lending platforms in each year
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MRHEE R CHERMAEEIMNERED , WREE M55 AN /3 ICP (Internet Content Provider)Z ' V1
WERIMCNARESE . FRBEMIRESIE T FE E2EH P M8, Famsuit B m e 6 i
T BT NG RN . P2P WMBEDT 1 S ER H =R, 16 A E S8R N 52 2 [H 5
FVREEFAT . B 55 Gy 48hrszii, T & ST 7o 6 AR S MM R EHOU A EE ., 2
EHRAER—AZ T L FE R LR A 458, RIRGIK R P E ARG IMEERR T, XWIELTuE
& K RARI T N EVER S B EERE . AL 2020 4 6 H 1 P2P LA D51 6 B A &,
T AN B SRR 7T 3% B O B N i FR AR 12 F DEA J7ERT R E 1) P2P W 4848 52 & I 25 6 2R it
ITVEE, XA HTrEsd ICP AR Z I ICP IAUER) P2P M fEHE-F- &1 DEA At ZER, FLAkR
£ty E DEA A ROV 6 PR AL TR R 1t 8 5, i J5 AR PR 0 45 2R 1m) P2P 2% A5 007 S 48 & BEAL I 2L .

2. SCRRESR
2.1. P2P FAEE NP A TSR

H 2007 fEE N E A P2P B METF & oL R, S+ REFKRE, P2P MEMETF & ORI
JUFE R BRI 6000 258, TMIEHIEE N P2P MAMETF G HEAT 300 KK, EEXF P2P ¥ &
(1 B A R T A

Ak, BRRER 2 1220 P2P MZAE DS ST T AR T, FEARE V8 MIEE SR
S8 AR AR ) RO SRS AE DG 1) . 8RO A5 AN RN 98 05 a0 A I AR B L i T st
TOPSIS %, T DEA ARG N0 K 25507 [H6 P2P 4865 551 & IS AT BRI T T AN IF J2 1H i
FU[1][2] [3] [4]o AR 57 T0[5)38 FHEHR G450 HT(DEA) FUE IR/ HTEE(AHP)IFFL T 22 4> P2P 45 037 & 11
BEME, MAGRERY, S FEaMEBITRETRE, ARFEZFEREZER. THEE6)EH
DEA-Tobit 775X} P2P V- & WAL TR AT T, FEIE 7P SRR EmR R . FRg R R T &
FVEMZE A, PSR S, IBE . (SR, IEHE RS & 5 & i ah R R IEA O,
T IR BRI AE S PR 46 TR 3R 5 °F & 1R 55 R0 A OGS

BTG 71K P2P LR DR-F & s B Ay U2 1) HUHRIRAE G 1ia; 2) P2P “F& FHIGI G
AR 3) KGR GIENERMIRS -6 4) DR GSHONER, 4586 020 MLRER 5K
o HELETIAH P2P WA TF G IR PL KRS A5 RS B KUE 737 KU R 20 14 KU
A S ERIA I R o (R R 6 BT 1) R DO AN X S e 1) BRI A 5 P 257 & B AE sk NS AU 5
2) FHUSOEIAL; 3) BIRLAWANA, REHANKT; 4) s P2P WLk,

2.2. HEBEITHRER

ESEPRN I, s .45 5> HT(DEA, Data Envelopment Analysis)Z F T4 REJR . %8 JR AN BEZE 20K 1)
9T, Castafieda [8]F2H | — & T HE W4 AT A ) e H I B AR P8, Jl i i )
ANTR) AR 570 3 Sl Rl & 3 LT A AR P i A I A2 72 2 . Salas-Velasco [9]BATEIEF AL K% )94,
BT PSP B IR P SRV A ARA 1 7E 52 Bt BOE AR S0 77 T AR . 5 —Br B, Al TR RZERH
REEAF 5y, PEITF KFERPPIERLA 92%. 1EE B, KRG, 5 a2 s T EE, Ut
NS REFERRKTPIR R IR, 2 L) s R B A RCR K, A & 5 BRI
HEHE E, SE I S BE I T A % . &5, 1HH 7 Spearman #£ SClmago 1 Shanghai
KEFAH ) DEA SEES5 5PEIEF K5 R M FEHA N, 45 R 5o DEA /-84 LA K51
e S5 AATHE A N HEA A7 BARULHED « B I 7 b A A 22 5% 48 DEA 77 15047 ot DL S 4
Hi AR RSB ) . Feng Li [10]32 H 7 —ANET DEA VAR A SMRBCEREATY, DURIAERAT IG5 L HomT
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REFIANS B th TR AR R — A JUBUEAS 2R, R A 9Bl ) £ 2 25 R8T A Wl AT BUE &
B T AERIR A . R, KR T I N AR RCR B, R TR S
IR e, UL 2014~2018 4 32 SR B WHRAT 9, I AR A TGRSR IA I SRR T, 56
E T AZIT R R E A SE A -

X P2P INZAE G 6 48 AR5 %2 ] DEA 50 DEA 5 H At 7 ik 45 & 1T 7L, (K24
A FIWH P2P V-5 2B MR DEA A 24k, SRS IRAEAT L4 SR BB, JFRSS B A%
HIARE A & 2B RERILT] DEA A2k ASCHH] DEA 1) CCR BN P2P WL i bE-F & HEATIZAT
M) DEA A RNMEIEANHEIT, JExSAE DEA A R G A7 BARR R bV £ B 5 2 DEA 2%

3. BRAINE

1978 4, EEFEXIBE K. wiEl K #d% A. Charnes. W.W. Cooper Al E. Rhodes #2 H #4144
#T. (DEA, Data Envelopment Analysis)e DEA & —Fi2& T8 Mg B H MR . &R N>
SRR LE, @i R — AR e ST AR S — 2SR g R R 55 AR S T i P R, DEA i FR
TR KA . XA R, — S RCRIE R 100% 1) 5 CHR M BRI, T RCRA MK T 100%
(IR TCRR AT TG . DEA AEA—FCRWA I, BRI RA: 1) AR ms: 2) EEd
TR KARAAE ; 3) PR PR IE 50 (DMU) A R AR 2 W

CCR #&H Cooper. Charnes 1 Rhodes — A$&tH 3 1 = Nk & 8 E Rk A, AVEM A =801
— PR EE AR HO . H 3 B R ORI RS BT BN B AR, 8 B R E A
R AE P HIHT, ARG R NSRS u O B DEA A F=miiE,  HUBGR K 0w ES DEA BIVEIIRERE, PR
LA A 21

WH m A~ DMU, &4 DMU H a FATERBANFR b MAZER™H, i AR
X, = (5,030, ) FEHHERRY, = (30000000 ) 0 J= L2 m o BOERRRUE v = (w0513,
Wi AU w = (uy,uy, oo, ) o TEBFFCIERR, AL, R AR IC N X, = X, B
HARRICNY, =Y, j=12,,m . 5 DRFPTTRRE PR

h o= u'y _ Z;”iyij
bovix Zf:lvixij

AT, FFFI0 Ay B 358 B R R 5K 5 70 DMU,; S0l s . 006 58 7 NIRRT R
FTRIMERNVET B AR, HARI R B TTE AL, WA P33 CCR AL IR A
u'Y

J

5j:172""9m (1)

max

= max,

vXj

T
(CR) u™y, 2
- <Lj=12,---,m,
J
u>0,v=>0.

e @B 70 AR RN AL, W2 j 4> DMU; B4 P R B iR R
maquYj =Z

VX, —u'Y,20,j=1,2,m

VTXj =1

u>0,v>0

v

(P) 3)
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W e >0 NAERT ORI T TS N (e /N TARFTRT 0 BIIESD), W AHERIALR .
min[&—s(éTS’ te'st )] =z
" XA +S =6X,

(D )y 7 4)
YA =St =Y,

4; >0,j=1,2,---,m;8" >0,8" >0

Her, &' =(1,--1)eE", ' =(1,--,1)eE’, S*ONMIARR, SOARAAER, H ST AS ME/NE
Bk ELEPRNAF, FIF A ERIE 0°,S7°, 8™, A° kAWt B DMU, ] DEA 3 %t -

) #60°=1, SOHSHFEERME, NN RFEHRITTHNT DEA Hil. # S W rEfrEdEEE,
VU5 A 7 i) 6] BN R AR AR A B R I 35 ™ 17 AT e AR AR, U8 B 1% 1 1) Skt B 17
H AR bR B B AL tHARFRAR LE MAEAS 2

2) #%6°=1, S°=0, $=0, WX M HEFEHETTA DEA AR, xR [ He sk 80 RN ik 2R
A BN R

3)) #6° <1, S'>0, SU>0, MXMRFERICHIEDEA Hik. 0° — 1 RIFIZRFEFIOA R
K 8", ST, T B RN B H B RO VR T BRI o« LS 5 R vl e = R AR = e N K
B FERE TR BEAR B 0 0 KA, G R A2

FRAE XA TR 3 BT 25 5L, 3B T DA T A B 4R 3R B 0 ) AR S 2 A7 100«

1)%572;@:1,wmﬁﬁﬁMﬁW§$§,ﬂaﬁﬁ%ﬁo
D) # T A <1 WA, SR T IER AP KA
3) T 4y > 1 MRS CBOIE IR, SRR R R 1 K

FE CCR M, x; = 0%, =5 vy, =y, +5™° 7 DMUg EA 77 F BATHY IE BRI, x, &8 DMU,
R RIBNE,  y, ®ox DMU, A5 A 1 &

4. KB5S Hr

P2P W45 fE DY & 1) 32 BRI RIS T8 & P 5 0 H s e ml, A e gk, P2P 1M
LRAB DT G 0 AR B B IR e AR B RAR AT RA, R E A RGF G R R4 A AR
S E —/ P2P MEIET G, FEAF G RE B ISR P SEURNE . 54558 myaAmHELL, P2P W4
DT G IE /NSRS A LU A, 58 T OUGE L, B 0 AR5 NI N T TR . B0URE /N,
PRAE, (FARE LSRR, MERH L2 RIERE, WaRRANTERTS. P2P Mg HE-r
BRAEREMIMEZAN 7, Rk T+ N E SR 70 R AR 20T, Fe—eEfRE -
Pem T &l BRI E S . BT P2P MEITTF & RE R EIER, X BN S AR 5
fRRTT S, BUEXHF & RSB, BT RERA L PERERE, FaERWEARN, M2 FEaH
GEERAREERZIRA, FEM P2P MHELTTF& “I0” 176 7 Fo N 2013 FFEFF4aR SR H P
GRS, AWEF & NI ST P OCH . SR 5l 5 inl . BE 2020 49 H, MtTz
FE MR Eon B AT CABGRIE 6 F 6607 A, 1286 330 4, E & 3345 4, mEES
Wk 2932 4
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4.1. FEAER

L& BFEAR I T SRAE P E A SR T /e it , MR P2P ARAE DTG 7 “W HEIY 2 %7 HATHEh ihAg
SEH4, EHL 2020 E 6 HAZ S BEAFATERN P2P MBS 0-F SR B E AT RN %, HIRFEN
DEA A Rtk 357 b4 #ridsd ICP Y EAA @ ICP VIEHIE & DEA G £ R, FEERBWE 1 Fix:

Table 1. P2P network lending platform information table
1. P2P MEBBFEEEER

PN =1 LIRS L
P2P R4 AE4E M EE K B PRAZ FEIF kA s
RRE (Jizt) H) (Jigt) (Jio) 2% (JiTt)
B 100,000.00 110 115,786 115,756.00 9.12 115,710.6 ICP AiE
(=T 50,000.00 67 107,681 107,711.79 11.68 107,669.1 ICP AiE
K kit 100,000.00 73 44,992 44,725.50 1125 44,793.96 ICP AiE
KR 1065.25 66 37,475 37,477.82 8.93 37,617.82 ICP A
i DL 1212.50 75 28,516 28,468.74 9.23 28,559.76 ICP A3E
[R5 14,150.00 69 20,093 20,093.87 7.70 20,092.64 ICP A3E
) b 4x R 10,000.00 82 7917 7966.53 11.59 7969.32 ICP A3IE
PEERTE 10,000.00 55 6895 6874.94 10.01 6692.48 ICP iAIIE
SR 100,000.00 75 5696 5555.45 11.69 569791 ICP A
O 11,835.47 66 1776 2228.28 9.66 2228.81 ICP A
I 50,000.00 89 571 570.95 16.19 570.96 ICP A
91 HEM 6000.00 75 136,319 136,344.20 12.00 136,345.2 ICP ARAANIE
LR 4R 50,000.00 78 30,698 30,723.60 6.60 30,717.5 ICP RAINIE
B e BY 55,000.00 55 12,537 12,552.18 8.65 12,137.32 ICP AKIAIE
Pty 53,500.00 102 5344 5384.00 9.60 5350.24 ICP RAIAIE
T i Y 5000.00 74 2621 2620.00 7.04 2620.12 ICP RAAIE
L EH 5000.00 68 228,200 1400.00 9.88 1400 ICP RIAIE

HHE AR https:/shuju.wdzj.com/.

4.2. BFRIZEL

FEMEFEFRAR 0T P2P I ER A5 BE-1 6 RIS E SN, FRFR A% 75 i A AE BE L SN H B 7K
[ N P S B TR AN BB R T BN AR BRI 3 £, IXAERORITFT 4 A e Al R (RAIE B 284005 H
f A FT S TS T RERDGHT oA B MR RE T o

HOWHT N BRI TE,  BURAHSCHT TE AN 7= 4R Rk $E BN 2 P

AICESE TIEM BTG IEEE . RSB ARANZE, RACE. FEARE N AR, o,
TEAR B e IS E I RREL T8 P S ARG RS RES, TEM B G2 T S BRI R &R, 28 E
T 6 BN [ RRAS s Bt AR VT B IR ek R=ZE W UEIERER T GiaE L
FEFH RN . T A AP RS GR A DTT B L HIE R R AR, TUEFR T ENEELSR. K
ST P2P MAAAE LT G BB 5 AN B AL 2 UL BRI B, s Bk, NIRRT G iRs
VTR IRE DB, AR 55 RE /TR, RCRiBE,  DIURAE Dy — 300> 4R bR TR SR A R AR 5T
WA, ] EER T SR
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Table 2. Predecessors’ research on the selection of indicators for P2P network lending platforms

= 2. BTN P2P WMLEE ST A HRIREEF

W BNTRAR 7= AR AR
JETHE45(2014) MG BENNL AR SRAL RERANEL LR )%
HA%i%5(2015) ZEME, BIITEREL R ACE BB RS
AT IEHE(2015) M4 BER . B AR ES A MRS NSRS TR
REIEE(2016) A Mol A% FRAERE SRR . NAARRR . XU BT R HaAR
TR RESE(2016) MR, S ERAEL HRACH. BB
¥ASC(2016) SEEIFIZE . IR Hse g B NSRS
RS (2016) MR G, B, RS B AR BRACE BERWLET . LREFIF K
K HTHE(2017) TEMRA, AR EL RS A RN PRI R
F H%(2019) A, BER . AR SR ARG NG
Z5F3(2020) HEMTEA, BB AR ERABL R FE A PR

4.3. BESH

FEF B (4), ATERFTIE 17 4 P2P W ELET- 5 1) DEA A2, BULE I OABIIE T &
(FERIT FEK A TE 55 /&) ) CCR BT U -

s.t

min[ﬁ—g(sl’+s2’+s;+sr+s2+ﬂ

1000004, +500004, +1000004, +1065.254, +1212.54, +141504

+100004, +100004; +1000004, +11835.474,, +500004,, + 60004,

+500004,, +550004,, + 5350045 + 50004, +50004,, +s; =100000z

1104, + 674, + 734, + 664, + 7545 + 694, + 824, + 554, + 754, + 664,

+89A4, + 754, + T84, + 554, +1024,5 + 744, + 684, +s, =110z

115786.624, +107680.984, +44992.37 4, +37475.324, + 28515.84 4, +20092.86 4,
+ 79174, +6894.86 4, +5696.394, +1776.064,, +570.914,, +136319.404,, +30697.524,,
+12536.534,, +5343.784,5 +2621.454,, +1400.174,, +s; =115786.62z

1157564, +107711.794, +44725.5, +37477.824, +28468.74 A +20093.87 A,
+7966.534, +6874.944, +5555.454, +2228.284,, +570.954,, +136344.24,,
+30723.64,; +12552.184,, + 538445 + 26204, +14004,, —s =115756z

9.124 +11.684, +11.251, +8.934, +9.234, +7.704, +11.594, +10.014, +11.694,

+9.664, +16.194,, +124, + 6.6, +8.651,, +9.6 4,5 +7.044,, +9.884,, —s, =9.12z
A, 2 0(j=12,--,17),8,,5;,85,5 .5, 20
f#H] Lingo % LA ERRUK AR, SKAFE LG DEA RPN 45 RN 3 JioR:
Table 3. DEA effectiveness evaluation results of Yilongdai platform
%= 3. LT A/ DEA BMHEIFNER
4 7 ,127 s, s, sy s s;
BIpHE 0.9996004 2.478449 95461.6 0 0 0 6.810754
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FH, REHRTFEMWMER. i P2P M LT & 1 DEA A 8L N 45 R Wk 4 k.

Table 4. DEA effectiveness evaluation results of P2P network lending platforms
7= 4. P2P MEME 5T & DEA BHIETMLEER

7] é-gﬂ, S, S, s, s, s,
B 0.9996004 2.478449 95,461.6 0 0 0 6.810754
15 5 il 1 1 0 0 0 0 0
ek 0.9881341 2.1078379 88152.34 0 0 0 0
R 1 1 0 0 0 0 0
il DL 1 1 0 0 0 0 0
U 0.9802258 1.0269385 2732.938 0 0 0 2335515
) 4k 0.9716949 1.2359713 0 0 0 0 0
PR 1 1 0 0 0 0 0
{2 0.9393328 1.2391515 80,070.61 0 0 0 0
S 1 1 0 0 0 0 0
IS LY 1 1 0 0 0 0 0
91 HEW} 1 1 0 0 0 0 0
ICR SR 0.9870144 1.1527804 37,110.68 0 0 0 4.88307
G ety 0.984827 0.8803462 44,910.48 0 0 0 0
Pt el 0.8923953 15428156 31,548.83 0 0 0 3.740312
I 0.9645743 1.2431257 0 2241614 0 0 0
e HHR 1 1 0 0 0 0 0

4.4. ERTH

1) P2P M55 531 & ) DEA A 241

M 4 ¥ O AT &N, DEA AR P2P ML AEDE-T 6 vfE St RUBVEE . Rl DL FREREE
WHGE, JTEDE. 91 BEWF, S EEY . 3F DEA A1 P2P WL IE-T 6 8RR IY. FEt. 0,
i EE . FUEEE, ILEESM. A e B8 REEM, WEW. Hd, FORGY, ZEE. e, mbk
S FETE LA S, ZHRERL. WX 8 4 P2P Méﬁé%i%@xﬁﬁjﬁﬁgz_‘;]@ EHRF 1, b
BIX 8 AN P2P WIZRAE Y1 & e AR R s 9, A S I EE NI 23 B AIC= H B2 s B Ak e BEIH
é-zi;zj AT 1, BT & UL AR I6 I, B B INE N 23T 6 77 H s

XfAE DEA A% P2P L8 571 & T BEAT 48 bR (8 Y 1 B Al FLAR i DEA A28, R4 x; = 0°x, —57 5
Vo = Vo + 5" VHHERT R P2P 2% (5 BT-F & MU BRI AT, 433485 RAnk 5 Pos:

Table 5. Non-DEA effective P2P network lending platform adjusted input and output
% 5. 3F DEA B P2P MEESF R EEEHRANTHE

BONISHR P bR

VENFE 43 7E) B K () BOEGH(IT)  ORKRCIE PRI
Bty 4498.44 110 115,739.35 115,756.00 15.93
Rk 10466.54 72 44,458.50 44,826.15 11.25

DOI: 10.12677/mse.2020.94036 284 RS T


https://doi.org/10.12677/mse.2020.94036

ELEST 5%

Continued
&5 11137.26 68 19,695.54 20,093.87 10.04
i _E 4R 9716.95 80 769291 7966.53 11.59
FEHY 10178.51 70 5350.81 5796.01 11.69
bR 4 12240.04 77 30,298.88 30,723.60 11.48
G e By 9255.005 54 12,346.31 12,552.18 8.65
F R 16194.3 91 4768.76 5384.00 13.34
Tk 0 4822.87 49 2528.58 2620.00 7.04

2) 5t ICP IMIE S5 ARZ IS ICP IAMIEM P2P W25 55 & Lo bt
2238 ICP AR P2P MZEAEGE & 5 R L ICP IAER) P2P WA GE 1 & 7 P Y M 5 4 . vEMH
K. BESH . AR R, 07T ELELE B UnE 6 iR,

Table 6. Comparison between ICP-certified and non-ICP-certified P2P network lending platforms
% 6. 3T ICP IAMIES K ICP AIER) P2P MRS G &ttt

ICP iATEH) P2P ¥ & K% ICP IAER) P2P &
RN B E(TTTT0) 40,751.20 29,083.33
SEE M () 75 75
BB A(TT 70) 34,308.93 31,486.48
S RRAL B (ST 0) 34,311.81 31,504.00
EEF (%) 10.64 8.96
0 0.9890 0.9715
DEA 21 & 0.55 0.33

Y5 6 REE, 20 ICP IMIER) P2P M AEETT- G 70T & IEM BT &0 M K28 & TN Al
FEHFEAR LYK T RE ICP AIER] P2P B AELET- & RN Fe b E, AT RRIT- &2, &t ICP A
LAY P2P MRG0T 4 1) DEA A 8CF & il i T R 248 ICP IAER) P2P M & .

5. GRS RE

M DEA BRI HE, Al 80 P2P M55 & 59 DEA Ak, wf W H i L P2P W
AP B IZESUULAFAE— BN R, TERKICH R T — DM & K P2P WL ME LT & N~
R, WS A, FELREU) 17 MREA P2P MM E T4 4, DEA 241 8 4> P2P ML {431
G B 25 2 40 T AR IR s JE DEA 3241 9 4> P2P MR T T G A 8 AT & IR 25 5 I 3%
RAE, HIb 8 AP G/ “HEM B4 F1 “FHF2” PATEAR DEA A8 A8 E 5 & H i E e E
FAZEECR, VLIS P2P BB A E HIRARSR, FNEFEHHE “Ky” BE, 285
IR O, fEEZINSERE T, 5 P2P MM e AmA T, AWEmEAN, SEORICH 54
PSR R TR, R IRIR D RN N SRECRIE, BUESRIE, ABFREZIAN, SFECFEarmA
REEIMSEART, VAR SIERRES . M ICPIES B A, S kiigd ICP GFZ
JEHF- & 1) DEA A RMEARECT R E 5T ICP IAMIEF- & 1) DEA &M 5w, HZ5d ICP AIER)F & 1 DEA
ARG BT e R

DEA A5 75 FH (1) 1 B2 A2 F bn 2 1) LA M BT, A SRR 90 %ot 300 P 8 A 2 1) 2 10 A4 AR S P AR
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LT 5%

M EHAEH DEA B, W25 SR ERD— € BB AT o A AR BT 5T RELEAG DI FE AR 2 1] ) SC B F) B At
E3#AT DEA A7 i, DAMEAS RN AT 2L 45 e

EHEWH

FE TN SR T 34 (19YIC630107), RFAMETE T 5 K5 e m i S AR %% 9% % 1
TEI20YQO4), XTANAGE T By K rh S A AR 55 2 4 T 58 6 5 Bh(17QN01)
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