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Abstract
In order to promote the popularization and application of cassava in the northbound regions and
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expand the utilization range of cassava, it is crucial to select cassava varieties suitable for cultiva-
tion in Hunan for food and processing. In this study, 10 cassava varieties (lines) such as “SC9”,
“NZ199” and “Q19” were introduced in Hunan to compare their yield and quality, and evaluate their
cooking and processing performance, so as to screen out cassava varieties with good processing per-
formance. The results showed that: 1) The 10 tested varieties (lines) were comprehensively eva-
luated in terms of growth potential, yield, dry matter rate, soluble sugar, protein, vitamin C and
cellulose. Among them, Q150 had the best growth potential, Q47 had the highest economic yield,
SC8 had the highest biological yield, and Q47 had the second highest yield. Q49 showed the best
performance in starch content, soluble sugar content, cellulose content and vitamin C content. In
addition, the comprehensive performance of Nanzhi 199 and SC9 is also good. Q47, Q49, Q150, SC8,
SC9 and Nanzhi 199 are suitable cassava varieties for popularization and introduction in Hunan.
The content of hydrocyanic acid in the test varieties of cassava starch meat was lower than the
critical value of the standard hydrocyanic acid content, and the content of hydrocyanic acid in the
cassava starch skin exceeded the edible limit. Therefore, when processing and eating, it must be
peeled to avoid food poisoning. 2) Through sensory evaluation, principal component analysis,
component score and comprehensive evaluation of 10 varieties (lines) of steamed cassava, it was
concluded that SC9, Q227, Q150 and Q165 were better in producing steamed cassava and had bet-
ter processing performance; 3) SC9, Q150 showed good growth potential, yield and quality, and
had good fresh food processing performance. The comprehensive evaluation showed that SC9 and
Q150 were suitable for both popularization and cultivation in Hunan Province and cooking for
fresh food.
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1. 5|8

K3 (Manihot esculenta Crantz) X 4% . K#EHE, J& KEKFH(Euphorbiaceae) A% J&(Manihot P. Mill.)
Y, A “HTRE” . “VEMZE” . C“RRREYY R ARE R ALY Re BT KA
N RIRATEK, RARFENEVRIFEL—, 245 CH 4000 FRHRE5 L2]. REROIRTHE.
Tk KRG DN LR ER R FESNREY, A S RERORE., HE., SRE)—. KER
WY& Ee, 2 TEEAE I T r R SR~ &0 65%H T AKEH, fFiE 71N
R3], HATLH XIS b BRI AEE AR, SO NK, FRIEH 2001 T4 8N 2 BRORE ™ i
ORuE . BRIk, 0 R ESREEY K AR . ARE IR 2 S — B AR A 3L
Wt SULFEN, BT CREANT, PECRERURARNE, SRR S AR AL ok B 2 K JEATLAE
[4]. REYMABER TEM S ES I, HECAAETEMMLFE, M. MEERS, BHZERMNE
PR LIRS ], XN AR E B AT ML B R K FE BEIE A AR A

BHT, AR C AT 4R XA 2 B — AN B G . (R TARE I RFEEAR, 7~
Wy — PR, IFHEIN TG, SEERERARE M BEE & TMMESRIEER. N T
PRBEAE JFORMIL R, “+ =307 SR, ARMEBHIE AR AR PO GRS S, K . TIPSR A
ERARZICE I E R R IX . H5REARE T EME XS, BEhTE2%, [RESER. &
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M2, K, HARZRAERKRN, SEAREARERYME B AR TR 2B A 6], AIEASIA
ARZICRE W s AR EE A,  H Sei v M XA i Fh SRR . 0 AR REPPOTBEAT B TE, IR AE
G RSB, IEAE R 2R R L[7], SERAE L, RARE M, B bR
BN, 0 HEAIR ) 0 ACE 7 Ml b fre FoA B 2 3L

2. RS EE
2.1. IR

SARMRL g v Ay AR A 22 g R 1 et R B SIT TP 51 3R 6 10 AN di i, o BLREAEL 199 108
XL

2.2. AT

KHABEHLX A B, 3 KER, MR FRELRE A X DXK 20 K, % 1K, AKX
HIRA 20 m?, 4ZATHE 10K, BREE 1OKRAME, BIEASNXFIE 20 #ro W0 A (R4 X . FiE DR
FANZERR 14~18 em KIGZEEL, EHURRE. BeA . KANBOVSIIRZE, R RHEI T sOR e, Hs
PR ZEAAEAE DRI B Sk, DA AN, ORISR BEAT . k56 X L B AR AT

23, WEEE SR

FIR G T 2020 4 3 A 30 HE 11 7 30 H A£G 2 AR BRI 17 0040 SO 5 11 Ak 2 3t DAL i g
ANV K2+ — B HEARE S B H SN DS ge = AT . I TR REVEAN AR e T 2020 £F 12 F % 2021
2 AR K 258 11 FUA MR AT 5N LS = Sl s A0l R 258 14 HUa e dh Bl 2 e
JORE 73 A S 36 3 BEAT

24. REWHE

2.4.1. EHEEYEF RN
A BN E WIE AN NXARZE BAAEK R BRI, S BRARZ, 3 kER, WEHilH AR
AR Y IR .

2.4.2. FERAE
EARZWGRES, PABBHLAN X = P S 3 & B .

2.4.3. mBEEIRENE

12 RT3 N B A 4 AR A PR B R U B P A s 2D B, S A [R) ft h A S2  T o
WA Wk BN, WEEER. 4R, SER CIEE; RHRER - B ZROEIEN E A
HR S RAMTZENE YR & &

2.4.4. HEERRMEREITM

TP R 4075 B XSO [ (R0 e R 25 B e e i, DIBRRR 5~8 em K 5%, 40 B 6 TN ST
BRIF K ZE A, KK ZK 35 min fFHUH .

BV R 10 ASE /N AR S 10 min JGRHTEE Y, SHBEENERGEE 1,

IR R BRI iR . N SRIE. 3. FIREM. ZBARZE RN EEESE: FIH K%
P, WIFTE 5.0 mm/sec, WHIEE 2.00 mm/sec, MEHSE 5 mm/sec, TEAZ & 50%, fil k77 0.5 g [8][9]
[10].
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Table 1. Sensory evaluation index and scoring standard of steamed cassava

= 1. BEAERETN RIS E

LS EILS R Fg HitH P4y
" it AN i} Zh 80~100
B A s L5 q] BH 60~80
e g % Gik Gik 40~60
" T B i (& 20~40
A& ANt i ANTH AFh 0~20

2.5. BUERES S

K H] Microsoft Excle 2016 #{F3E4T £¥ Ab B ke SPSS 23.0 #EAT Hdfa 70 #7 -
3. ZRE5 7
3.1. FEIGRMG AEEYEE RN

3.1.1. FEIAFSMGF) BIEDFEKREE

TEARZE S SR 10 DA BA(FR)11 T AR T T & i 8L E 2).

RA F B N B AL P A, Hob Q165 Q163 Q47. SC8 NHE AL, Q227. Q150. Q49. Q19.
SC9. FMH 199 NAF .

Q165. 163, Q47. SC8 J& Tk /M, Q227. Q49. mifh 199 J@ T3 Hi/bA, Q19. SC9 J& T4
K2R Q150 & Torkiii 2.,

Bk Q47. Q163. Q227 = AP & EAm ik, HmMaEHEEYd, Q RINIMAKEIIR
FEAR 22 (1) T B4 - BIFEFAR, SC8. SC9. NZ199 NyK [ 4 - Bk IR SCO KIZE Gt N # {4,
WO “HEBAKE” 2, NZ199 MZERNFLEE, Q227 MERNA LG, HihmFAZEEZERNLYE
TS RE

Table 2. Comparison of some botanical characteristics of different cassava varieties (lines)

2. NEIAZRMP(R)BAEDFHEEER

TR EAKRB RREITH - )ved

o 73l it @ gt el ORE MREubRE AR S SR
SC8 HAL e 53 e 53 B s g KRME-BEE HP H
SC9 7 R4 % ES 4 % E N RO KEHE- IR SR #
Nz199 @ K& st E % b E -0 4 KEME- B S L
Q19 T KL ek WK 53 % e s JEBISE - B S H
Q47 JERYA e wEx S 2 Beb E A e JEBHE- B K H
Q49 R Kz e LT 3 & e e KBHE-BIME R H
Q150 R Kz s wEx 3 Bz ok Wk JEBIME - BIME SR H
Q163 j=ivA K45 g sk wak L3 ek ek KR -FERE S S|
Q165 HoL L 2% eSS £ B s A& JEREME - BEE S H
Q227 TE K& o s o b s wak o R - BEE A
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3.1.2. FEIRFRFER)EKELLR

FEARZWGERTEA AR AR PR . ZEHESE 5 RS mic 2, BOPSMELE 3). 10 AN
BP0k = 1E 227~298.8 cm 2 [H], ~FIgtk @A 7 RECN 8.22%, Higmy Q150——298.8 cm,
IR Q49 1) 227 em, IR ZE R 71.8 cm; ZEHITE 26.28~36.38 mm Z [i], &% RHECH 10.00%, HH
B AN Q150 1 36.38 mm, EAIHIA Q165 1 26.28 mm. Ak WAl 4 A KA, T L,

Table 3. Comparison of growth potential of different cassava varieties (lines)

3. AEAZRMFB) E KB

i P ¥k i (cm) ZEHH (mm) ARt Ly A A
SC8 282.8 33.52 i 5
SC9 250.8 28.04 e x
NZ199 (CK) 250.6 28.17 . x
Q19 248.6 28.32 i x
Q47 278.0 29.33 i x
Q49 227.0 28.27 i x
Q150 298.8 36.38 i x
Q163 2398 28.27 i x
Q165 240.4 26.28 i x
Q227 2622 27.40 i x

3.2. FRIARZFMIN(FR)“EBHIELE

FEHER 10 AN BR(R) Y, AR BRI 7= 8 22 AR OK, &5t B s Q47, AV &= A SC8.
gurrr i, Q47 m T X EEAE 199, M EHEt, SC8. Q47. Q150 =& m T Xt
TR 199 (WK 1).
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Figure 1. Comparison of yield of different cassava varieties (lines)
E 1. FEIAZ®M(FR) 2L
3.3. FRAIAFRMGF) @EMIRAIELER

3.3.1. FEAERMGH) FORELLE
FEHERA 10 AN A, FYIRHRAE 27.6%~41.4 mg-(100 g) ', 2853 R 7.86%, “SC8” HIT-Wi%E
Wi, “Q1637 KITMRE ML, FH SC8 —MAZE MM TV ZE TR EHE 199 (WLE 2).
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B 4\\/’.\'_.._.__\,
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&
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Figure 2. Comparison of dry matter percentage and starch content of different cassava varieties (lines)

B 2. FEAZRMF N TYIRESEH I EOLE

3.3.2. FEIARFRFR)EHS BLER

FEBERG 10 A E R, VER & BAE 27.95%~36.4 mg-(100 g) ', A8 7 ZBUN 11.37%, HALL“Q49”
MvER S EALE G AL, ETHREATIEM AN T,  “Q47” HIEh & Bk, A& T HRIAT IR A
T, A Q47 Mk & &R T X AR 199, HoAth SR8 T 5 B O K 2).

3.3.3. NEAERMF) SRS ENNE

W3 4, HEL BT HARRN S RBIK, FRERE 11~30mgke ' Z0H, HFE/MTFRE (B
24 [ AR HERR ) L E OB AR AR SRR & & 50 mgkg ' (LABEER 1), JA B4 FIARE, JLd Ll Q49”
MENARRN T R'RRC, “Q165” MERNTAFTM S ERm——3037 mgke ', KTrARR ST ®
(I S s 17 R B AE 59~80 mgokg ' 2 IH), MEid & PR &, RUCAEIN T & A, — o BT i b
2, DleayrhEi][12][13].

Table 4. Determination of hydrocyanic acid content of different cassava varieties (lines)

# 4. FEAAZRMHR) SEBIERNE

fb E W (mgkg ") He4 i B (mgkg ) He4
Q49 11.18 1 Q47 59.28 1
Q47 11.87 2 SC9 61.78 2
SC9 13.57 3 SC8 63.54 3
Q150 13.65 4 Q49 63.96 4
SC8 17.69 5 Q150 64.35 5
Q19 19.37 6 Q19 69.86 6
Q227 23.15 7 Q163 76.61 7
Q163 2531 8 Q227 78.16 8
FfH 199 29.53 9 FfH 199 79.88 9
Q165 30.37 10 Q165 80.16 10

3.34. FEAERMG) HitRREREE
e 5 arsn, PARARAT 10 NFrE, ol iE RS EAE 15.00%~21.00%, 255 RECN 14.18%, A
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2
S

EYERE S RSN “Q497 , “Q2277 HIWIVATERER S ERAC,  “Q49” o “Q227” Al AN AR
SBEMWER, “NZ199” . “Ql165” . “SC9” . “Q19” . “Ql63” 2 LEEMZER,

EAFREEA 13.35~26.50 mg-kg ', FRECN 20.00%, ARG EAMEEMRZ Q150, 5 HAlM
PR fAE REMEZER, QI MEAM & ERIL, 5 Q227. Q49. NZ199 i #E M 2 57

BRI & B 12.96~15.99%, 2855 250N 7.00%, BEEHEM & BN Q165, 5 Q49. NZ199.
Ql63 L EMZ R, HEEM T ERIKNA Q47, 5 SC8. Q227 L EMZE R

SCREVER AL 5 RBUEUDN, N 1.21%, SCREVER BBl Q47, SCHEEM & BRIk Ql65: 44
EOENARRRHCN 21.18%:

ARG ERE N Q49, 5NZ199. Q47. Q165 LREZER, Q150. Q227 ML 4t & & Eiik:

iR C HREIR T REUNE, N 27.74%, 4E4% C SR Q49, 5 Q19. Q165 SCI.
NZ199 LW EMEZER, RN Q163, HHAWMMIFEREZEMEZER, HUCN Q150. Q47, AREd ik
VEREBREE, WA DR ARE R4 R C, Q49 ek & s, H4EER C E RMHRE,
Q150 Q47 HuEk & &ML, HA4EAFR C & &AL,

2

Table 5. Comparison of other quality traits of different cassava varieties (lines)

5. FTRAZRM(FR)Hit B
A A AEEREmeke)  EAMmgke )  EEEER%)  SCEEER%)  FERmgke)  HAEE C(mgkg™)

SC8 15.00 21.75 13.27 86.73 41.23 256.80
SC9 16.50 17.85 14.85 85.15 42.81 294.87
NZ199 15.73 15.73 15.54 84.46 52.50 291.47
Q19 16.79 13.35 14.10 85.90 4231 366.46
Q47 18.37 17.60 12.96 87.04 50.25 247.15
Q49 21.00 15.35 15.70 84.30 53.32 375.55
Q150 19.40 26.50 14.96 85.04 27.21 211.92
Q163 17.19 17.80 15.41 84.59 36.08 99.43
Q165 16.00 21.30 15.99 84.01 47.65 314.71
Q227 11.85 15.10 13.56 86.44 27.77 258.51

3.4. NREARFRMG)ERMIIEETN

3.4.1. BARERMS

B 6 WAL, AH R AL BE S A T AN 5] St B ] ) Joa 4 22 S 0K, 28R B AREBEAE 4440.15~13,233.20 Z|H],
Horr SC8 MM FE e ——13,233.20, ‘B SHRMM(R)ER T 2R B3 Q163 il f(k——4440.15,
B QIS0 WHKAEREE, HEHAMMMR)WER T ERLE ., BAREHMLE 0.27~0.70 21, L
W Q49 [ BR R ——0.70, Q47 gt RIK——0.27, ES5HANMFR)BILR T EREE. BAEN
BMEAE 0.03~0.12 2], Hb Q150 W EMAFEH——0.12, Q19 MINEMHHRMK——O0.03, SHAMM(R)
PIRIEFN 2 B3, BARERAETELE 293.41~2979.91 2 [i], Hr SCO &M B m——2979.91, Q47 R#%E
PR AE——293.41.

3.4.2. BRREHBETN

H 7 ATLUE H, XFEE 10 DA AR B E RN 14], ATLMERILL NS5 18 WFERE, SCI.
Q165. Q227 B FEWRKFEE: SC. Q165 Q227 [IREH: SC8 1 /M H He A% Ut B iZ i A % - 5

DOI: 10.12677/hjas.2021.118097 726 b k=


https://doi.org/10.12677/hjas.2021.118097

Wy &%

5 SC9+ Q47+ Q165 Q227 MIBGRIVE LS s FiEAE T =N Q47 BE VN LA VE 2 B =R SC9. Q165
Q227, ZE&VEAr M E AN 79.5. 78.7. 783,

Table 6. Texture characteristics of different varieties (lines) of steamed cassava

& 6. DEIRIM(FR)EARERAFFIER

b A T 1% /g Pk R B
SC8 13,233.20 + 768.92 0.52+0.04 0.11+0.02 1059.71 + 184.93
SC9 8647.47 £197.24 0.63 £0.05 0.09 £0.02 2476.91 £ 410.99

FAHE 199 11,014.20 + 896.80 0.57 £0.02 0.11+0.01 2390.96 +208.13
Q19 8678.58 +543.85 0.63+0.16 0.03+£0.02 1387.21 £ 192.93
Q47 5348.08 +191.80 0.27+0.13 0.06 £ 0.02 293.41 +£46.75
Q49 8253.16 £ 117.91 0.70 £0.20 0.09 £ 0.00 790.25 +94.54
Q150 5113.19 +£80.52 0.64+0.14 0.12+0.01 2029.58 +243.16
Q163 4440.15 +298.99 0.56 £0.07 0.08 £0.02 1274.88 +208.96
Q165 9930.26 +281.91 0.64 £ 0.06 0.08 £0.02 392.51 +£79.36
Q227 6451.85+513.14 0.61 £0.02 0.10£0.01 541.38 £43.36

Table 7. Sensory evaluation of steamed cassava

7. BEARERETFNFR

A I HitRE T EE (P i LAy
SC8 71.5 77 67.5 68 53 67.4
SC9 85 88 85 83 56.5 79.5

FTE 199 78 75 81.5 75 51.5 72.2
Q19 73 76 76 77.5 53 71.1
Q47 73.5 70 79.5 80.5 68.5 74.4
Q49 74.5 69 78 76 56 70.7
Q150 78.5 81 81.5 79.5 57 75.5
Q163 77 72 71.5 77 55 71.7
Q165 82 88 84 81 58.5 78.7
Q227 82 87 84 80 58.5 78.3

343. ZFAESHEGESH

7 8 I, BFARSE b*ME N E A, AAREULENEAHE, HaF ERIEEEERE, B
(R)AZEFHEE, bEEK, FEHMBA: L EEK, RENREBRA5]. M THEEE, SC9
5 Q227 () b*EI S e b bMEIA R E R R, HdSCOH Q227 ik ®| 7T EZ R B, BR2 M
R ED R, {H SCO I I KT Q227 [16]. AEbiFh(R)EEE 5 ARZEHG I 3 Fis).

Table 8. Color difference values of fresh cassava and steamed cassava of different varieties (strains)

* 8. FEIRMF)HAE, ZEAEREER

il AT LHH AT b E A LHE ANE b
SC8 83.48 +2.54 14.74 £ 0.54 58.53£2.11 11.63+1.25
SC9 85.34£0.53 3531+0.25 55.26+4.93 40.27 £5.72
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Continued
FTE 199 86.86 + 0.20 14.50 £ 0.53 47.91+1.80 11.47 +£0.92
Q19 89.12+0.67 14.60 + 0.46 53.57+0.90 16.22+0.99
Q47 83.43+0.24 18.08 + 1.61 5524+ 1.11 1430+ 1.62
Q49 7859 +1.21 17.57 +0.63 5477 +1.95 12.96 £ 0.78
Q150 81.02 +0.88 18.92 +0.63 4545+1.82 9.06 + 0.63
Q163 84.25+2.59 16.88 +2.00 46.12+2.14 9.97+0.61
Q165 67.38 +2.38 14.86 +0.92 47.29+5.01 10.02 +3.36
Q227 77.79 + 4.48 27.47+1.40 4442 +6.27 22.10+1.09

.0' "P‘!.Q’

SCo wHE199 Q19 Q49 Q150 Q163 Q165 Q227

Figure 3. Fresh and steamed cassava of different cassava varieties (lines)

E 3. FRAZRMF) BHESEAE

3.4.4. FEIFRAERMMGF)ERERS I
X 10 MARE A (R)ERZE LR HHTH L, 11 MERFEFRCER. FHsR. k. TS B, L
- bE. MR, Bk, AERYE. BEYE) NVERITRRR, RA DT - R4E - 7070, IRBAHIEE KT 1,
PRHL 4 DNAKT, B ZETTRE N 85.438% (W 9). Hr sy 1 TTlkER N 42.493%, Ig“z@%@z”ﬁ‘ﬂz
MER. Bk, Sk DK bME; Mo 2 TTIREN 20.633%, FERTM TN SR B 3
TURREEN 12.451%, FEEZRNEZERIIBMEGE R B> 4 15T m$ﬁ9%wn£yﬁﬁﬁ“ﬁ
L B IS, BAREERE TN AR, k. SR U, B STR IR . R, @
%ﬁ*mLﬁTWﬁﬂﬁ%mmﬁwiigﬁm%ﬁﬂﬁumo
HEENRERF(R)EBSIES: F=w,x, +w,x, +-+w, X

in’"n

0, . . o N . " I
Horpw, =ﬁi§m£ﬁkﬁ*%’l‘ﬂ§§ﬁ‘]ﬂ$, 0, NHAYHERE A BXE R RS, 11 7, RN
AT B3 o S PR AR PR TF AR AR
F, =0.4355% X, +0.3508 X, +0.3874% X, +0.3302* X, —0.2961% X, —0.1910% X, +0.3424 % X,
~0.2574% X, +0.2755* X, +0.0927 * X,, +0.1899 % X, ’

F, =-0.0118* X, +0.0933% X, —0.2791* X, —0.4120% X, —0.3756* X, +0.2888* X, +0.1685* X,
+0.2909 * X +0.2822 % X, +0.4951* X, +0.2847 * X,
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F, =0.2322% X, +0.1991% X, +0.1695% X, +0.1322 % X, +0.3716% X +0.0967 * X, +0.2440 % X,
+0.4679% X, —0.5659% X, +0.3331% X,, +0.0532% X, ’

F, =0.0408* X, +0.2695% X, —0.1234 % X, +0.0983 % X, —0.0834* X, +0.7118* X, +0.2405 % X,
—0.2154% X, —0.0474 % X, —0.1527 * X,, —0.5072 % X, '
HHEGESS: F=oF +a,F,++a,Fn, o FnFHi NERS0TZEE ST
F =0.42493% F +0.20633% F, +0.12451 % F, +0.09862* F, .
MR 77 BT EL 10 NS AP (RS R 157 LR GG 1550 3, N 11 AT RUE H, SCY 4593 B e »
Q227. Q150. Q165 &z, I SCI. Q227. Q150 Q165 hn T RLZ&EA ZE () hn T GE AR T HoAth A

Table 9. Total variance of main components analysis of steamed cassava

R BABERSDMBHER

"o CIL R ORI PR 5

Bk TEH 2H% ik FEH FR%
1 4.674 42.493 42.493 4.674 42.493 42.493
2 2.270 20.633 63.126 2.270 20.633 63.126
3 1.370 12.451 75.577 1.370 12.451 75.577
4 1.085 9.862 85.438 1.085 9.862 85.438
5 0.863 7.842 93.280
6 0.431 3.920 97.201
7 0.192 1.744 98.944
8 0.104 0.949 99.894
9 0.012 0.106 100.000
10 3.008E~16 2.734E-15 100.000
11 ~2.930E-16 —2.663E-15 100.000

Table 10. Steamed cassava composition matrix table

< 10. ZARER P IEER

D%
1 2 3 4
Fk 0.941 -0.018 0.272 0.043
ik 0.758 0.141 0.233 0.281
R 0.838 -0.42 0.198 -0.129
1k 0.714 -0.621 0.155 0.102
FhE -0.64 -0.566 0.435 —0.087
L4 -0.413 0.435 0.113 0.741
b*{f 0.74 0.254 0.286 0.25
T -0.557 0.438 0.548 —0.224
P 0.596 0.425 -0.662 —0.049
IR 0.2 0.746 0.39 -0.159
g eRis 0.411 0.429 0.062 -0.528
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Table 11. Comprehensive evaluation of steamed cassava varieties

%= 1. ZARERMESTENE

A Fl F2 F3 F4 F 4
SC8 327 2.59 0.91 0.79 -0.66 8
SC9 3.07 0.67 1.71 0.93 175 1
R 199 -0.34 0.98 1.35 -1.03 0.12 5
Q19 -127 -0.72 -0.90 0.59 -0.74 9
Q47 -2.73 226 223 0.96 -1.25 10
Q49 -0.93 0.67 -0.80 0.73 -0.29 7
Q150 0.76 1.42 1.17 -0.09 0.75 3
Q163 -0.98 0.47 0.67 0.15 -0.22 6
Q165 125 —0.46 0.94 123 0.68 4
Q227 1.10 0.13 1.32 1.39 0.80 2
4. 4ig

IR 10 AARZERF(R)F, BAEKANS, Q150 MAKBMEL: M/“EmE, Q47 AT ™
=, SC8 WA By MBI, Q49 ek &, VatiS &, FERE8UAEER C R
Bt E A, SC8 T, Q150 MR EM & Efm. tAh, SCO. FtE 199 NFIBIF. =&,
TR R T AT S AN BT . Q49. Q47. Q150 SC8. SC9. FFMH 199 mIHEAT A F=iR5e, B HE
I 513 AR AR SR LR AR

ICAERE T, S5 A BB VRN DL T A AT G VAR s 256 38 AT 2R e, %5 10 NS
(R)WER, Bk, SRS 11 AN 08T, 5 7 D EER R —— &, #k. Ek, &
HPE. NERME. bME. L H, SHINTYERRLES TN SCO M, #MERGr, AIRFMEENE, T
o EiiE, HoCEEER ditmr, AEER. DURGE, BiEtE, @ TEEINT; Q227 A4ERMSEI,
HEE O, BiEE, FERES, THTEENT; QIS0 MEARGES, WAEH, WEML, O
BT, ATHTEEEMN T Qles B &, Wk, FAEEE, MM, WEGE TEENT.

X 10 AP R AR EIATIRE V. ERS 0T B PR LR G IR H . SC9. Q227
Q150+ Q165 VU™ & hilfE Z AR Z 8Ly, I TrERELT .

Lia KA, SCI Ml Q150 fEAKH, /P&, My RMRE, HEGREFMEC TR, 45
A VEI A SCO A1 Q150 BEIE B 7EWA R HE Flde, SU&E & TR 2E

EHEWmHE
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