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Abstract: [ Purpose] To discover the breed (lines) characteristics of Peking duck Z9 line, Jingxi
hemp duck and Ji’an red feather duck by analyzing the gender and breed difference and also the cor-
relation between body size traits and slaughter performance of three breeds (lines) at 300-day-old.
[ Methods | Peking ducks Z9 line, Jingxi hemp ducks and Ji’an red feather ducks, which hatched out
at same day, were raised at the same feeding and management condition to 300-day-old, and 60 ducks
(half male and half female) were selected for slaughter determination, respectively. Body size were
measured before slaughter, and then the slaughter performance was measured after slaughter.
[ Results ] The keel length and shank girth of Peking duck Z9 line were extremely significant better
than the other two breeds, and the body slope length of Jingxi hemp duck was significant better than
the other two breeds, while there were no advantages on Ji’an red feather duck body size traits; the
body size traits of male ducks were better than female ducks in these three breeds (lines); except the
body slope length and half diving depth traits, the body size traits of Peking duck Z9 line female
ducks were as whole better than the other two breeds; the body size traits of Peking duck Z9 line and
Jingxi hemp duck male ducks were as whole better than Ji’an red feather duck male ducks. The half
eviscerated weight, eviscerated weight, chest muscle weight, leg muscle weight, half eviscerated rate,
eviscerated rate and chest muscle rate of Peking duck Z9 line were extremely higher than the other
two breeds, the alive weight, slaughter weight, half eviscerated weight, eviscerated weight, chest
muscle weight, leg muscle weight and chest muscle rate of Ji’an red feather duck were extremely
lower than the other two breeds, and the slaughter performance of Jingxi hemp duck were at the medi-
um level of these three breeds (lines); except the slaughter rate, the slaughter performance of male
ducks in Peking duck Z9 line and Jingxi hemp duck were as whole better than that of female ducks,
and the slaughtering performance of female Peking duck Z9 line were better than that of the other two
breeds; the slaughter performance indexes of male Ji’an red feather duck were as whole the worst in
these three breeds. There were different degrees of positive correlation between alive weight and most
body size traits in three breeds (lines). There were different degrees of positive correlation between
shank length, shank girth and slaughter performance in Peking duck Z9 line, between body slope
length, keel length, half diving depth and slaughter performance in Jingxi hemp duck, between keel
length, shank length, shank girth and slaughter performance in Ji’an red feather duck. There were ex-
tremely significant positive correlations among different slaughter performance in three breeds (lines).
[ Conclusion] 300-day-old Peking duck Z9 line has the most advantages in body size traits and
slaughter performance among three breeds (lines), Jingxi hemp duck is at the middle level, while the
body size and meat production of Ji’an red feather duck are the smallest; the body size traits and
slaughter performance of male ducks of three breeds (lines) are better than those of female ducks as a
whole. As in three duck breeds (lines), there are different degrees of correlation among body size traits
and slaughter performance, the body size traits can be used to predict the slaughter performance and
accelerate the breeding process.
Keywords: Peking duck Z9 line; Jingxi hemp duck; Ji’an red feather duck; body size traits; slaughter

performance
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JEMA R, A B SRR . RIK RS HTR
6. WAk, Kigaaszbmt, HiE Bk
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ARFE FEEREAAEME N 2250 BRIX 3 b 75
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AWFFELL 300 HIE AL 29 & . sV KR
JRTS R 2 21 BHG RIS SO BF RS &2, a4 B
X3 A (R) BIRRAPER AN B s2 1 RE LA S P
FIARICTE, F298X 3 A HI TS A A () ZER A
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1 MR5RE

1.1 RGBS 7R 2

MAC T B HCE BRI . B S AT R
ON VRIS G2 TG S R 43 S WA ) — % AR
Jemtig 29 & . W PY KRR A1 LR 1 H %
BT, 323 BV R RLABE & e AT i
IR TR — 1A% FrA B0 S 1 2745 2%
HAEFE, 0~91 H M V5%, 91 H b5 Mtk >
SR, B ERBEMYOK, &BrBREA
[ E 2K HORRE (3 1), 10 [a] S 55 B fe vz
T2 PP R (R FR A B

#z1 EAREFRKE
Tab. 1 Nutritional level of feed

H##/d HLEE /% HEFgE/ % RIK % 5/% MEE%  JE%  BERRY% K% FRtE/(kI kg ™)
age crude protein crude fibre crude ash Ca P NaCl lysine water metabolizable energy
0~21 =185 <6.0 <9.0 0.60~1.60 =0.50 0.30~0.80 =0.32 <135 11.89

28~52 =16.0 <7.0 <10.0 0.60~1.80 =0.50 0.30~0.80 =0.27 <135 11.50

49~91 =14.0 <9.0 <12.0 0.60~2.00 =043 0.30~0.80 =0.25 <135 11.82

98~119 =15.0 <7.0 <175 2.50~4.50 =0.45 0.30~0.80 =0.62 <14.0 11.93

126~301 =17.0 <7.0 <17.0 2.50~4.50 =0.50 0.30~0.80 =0.32 <I13.5 12.09

1.2 MRORGN& K i = MR RE E

RIS 4% IR 8 — AR I 57 22 300 H I,
BEASMAESE 60 H (Y BERR), R (K E
A PERE AL IARTE AR TR ) (NY/T 823—

2020) AT AR R RN B SE M REI 2 . SERTAE B
12h, HAEgOK, WEERHS . BEK . M5,
R BRE PRI K K A 208 AR R R DL R
SEHNERTE . BT R TR e



74 RO KR 4538 4%
P, MOWLBR R MBR LG BB SEERE . B FoRERWMEE.
R PR AR LR AR LR DL .
FARIE TS BRS A
J& SR =R AR T B A AR T i) < 100% 5 2.1 MRREIR
i o= (P T T AR T ) < 100% 5 211 SR E R R

FH2E 2 AIH1: 3 Al Y e B K RS T 22
W2 (P<0.01), PHKKERARZE (P>0.05);
AC TG Z9 Z2 FH PG KRS Y (A R H s - vE 22
%’ﬁ% (P<0.05), JLihe 7o Rl se . IR A

Wi e 5 Za BN E RN T E (P<0.01), ¥HPY

A = (A U T A A T ) < 100% 5
i ISR =( b AL o5 /4 v i I )< 1 00% 5
P LR =P AL /v i ) < 100%
1.3 HRG 504
I B a1k Excel B4 FE LB, 4%

RUNFRMELPRERE "R s [l SPSS 25 Bff RRRMS RIS | 1 S8 A B 95 i 42 21 B 22
#J One-Way ANOVA #1712 &E b, IfiH17T Pear- SRR (P<0.01),
son FHOCHE T, P<0.05 R 25 B3, P<0.01
*2 mMERERIEIREEE (n=60)
Tab.2 Comparison of body size traits among breeds mm
A (LSERS ASRS i 58 JERK JEH P KK A9
breeds body slope length keel length chest depth shank length shank girth  half diving depth  pelvis width
j[;,ﬂ%m,% . 247.03+21.37 ABb 147.45£11.55 Aa 114.36+7.58 Aa 77.84+4.48 Aa 47.1943.54 Aa 505.52+26.58 Aa 90.754+6.15 Aa
Peking duck Z9 line
BN
L 258.80+20.04 Aa  137.60+10.27 Bb 111.52+8.13 Aa 75.62+4.79 ABab 43.75+3.14 Bb 519.00+27.76 Aa 86.43+7.73 Ab
Jingxi hemp duck
HALLEM

239.5749.65 Bb 127.7548.63 Cc 97.81+6.72 Bb  73.23+3.40 Bb 37.64+1.68 Cc  513.21+£25.98 Aa 77.45+5.10 Be

Ji’an red feather duck

e FAAREVNG FRRRZE R B3 (P<0.05), REKNSFRFRZERREE (P<0.01); FHE.
Note: Different lowercases letters in the same column indicate significant differences (P<0.05), different uppercase letters indicate extremely significant
differences (P<0.01); the same as below.

2.1.2 AS[FEME AR MR EL i
HE 3 A RS A, Jeiy 29 R g

FIST VU RPRIG (P<0.01), 375 PY KBRS 23 15 1) Je 1
A FE ¥ 2N T AR 29 & (P<0.05), H

PG IR (1) S R BH AR 8 3 K FHES (P<0.01),
7 P RRRH 75 2 21 B 1) AN e B K AR
Wi 2K TFREE (P<0.01), 3 AN SRR 2 18 Jig 5 A1
VKR I 2 R TR (P<0.01); [A]H: S

Hep ok K B R FIL R 29 & (P<0.05), dt
G 79 R g . R IR AT 5
Py M S 3 KT 0 VE KBRS AL AT B (P<
0.01), HEPURRMG RS- E . 5. 18R

[l ahAplE], & ZLABMAMAMREHC ., B K.
i TR A T S A e 2 /N TR 29 &

WU ST KT LB (P<0.01).

®3 30 mMEREM R EEREREEE (n=30)

Tab.3 Comparison of body size traits in different genders among three breeds mm
A A 5 fARH YA-gS i 58 i3S Ji P KK Wi
breed gender body slope length  keel length chest depth shank length shank girth  half diving depth  pelvis width
AL 79 £ Q  233.41+£18.29 Bc 143.65+13.74 Ab 110.59+6.95 BCb 77.46+4.06 Aab 46.88+3.20 Aab 487.06+19.83 Bed 90.82+6.95 Aa

Peking duck Z9 line 263.5710.26 Aa 152.0745.77 Aa 118.93+5.67 Aa 78.29+5.03 Aa  47.57+4.01 Aa 527.93+12.66 Ab 90.67+5.27 Aa

3
& G KRR Q@ 247.20+18.67 Bb 131.50+9.76 Bc 106.70+8.10 CDb 73.04+4.25 BCc  42.30+2.36 BCc 496.20+12.37 Bc  83.41+9.05 BCb
Jingxi hemp duck 3 270.40+£14.16 Aa 143.70+6.70 Ab 116.34+4.74 ABa 78.19£3.96 Aa  45.20+3.26 ABb541.80+17.85 Aa 89.45+4.90 ABa
T 0
Ji’an red feather
duck g

242.10+11.51 Bbc 120.00+3.23 Cd ~ 90.97+4.58 Ed  69.61+2.37 CDd 37.70+1.95 Dd 482.10+8.93 Bd  74.28+4.59 Dc
238.17+8.48 Bbc 132.06+7.60 B¢ 101.61+4.23 Dc  75.23+1.84 ABbc 37.61£1.58 Dd  530.50+12.01 Aab 79.22+4.57 CDb
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2.2 JEEPERE
2.2.1 anFpiE] SRR LR

% 4 0] SR EMPAE RN E . BiE
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Tab. 4 Comparison of slaughter performance among breeds

R4 mIPERIEEMRELLE (n=60)

Ly B /g FE kg g R g S g AL /g AL /g
breeds alive weight slaughter weight  half eviscerated weight eviscerated weight chest muscle weight leg muscle weight
[AUEVAES
/ I? PZOR . 2625.00+253.98 Aa 2333.75+217.75 Aa  2089.25+233.06 Aa  1932.00+218.19 Aa  186.49+25.44 Aa  108.74+18.25 Aa
Peking duck Z9 line
I VG KBRS
L 2517.44+282.84 Aa 2218.46+256.04 Ab  1936.84+229.97 Bb  1740.534202.74 Bb  126.93+17.25 Bb 97.93+23.64 Bb
Jingxi hemp duck
AR EL]
" 1803.33+197.61 Bb 1607.37+180.12 B¢ 1366.67£150.57 Cc  1235.13+145.29 Cc  82.20+13.65 Cc 67.22+9.79 Cc
Ji’an red feather duck
A FB S % IR % ERIERI% JEILE /% R /%
breeds slaughter rate half eviscerated rate eviscerated rate chest muscle rate leg muscle rate
JERTHEZ9 £
. . 88.98+2.66 Aab 79.53+3.09 Aa 73.54+3.11 Aa 19.30+1.47 Aa 11.24+1.41 Aa
Peking duck Z9 line
b PR
.HPD\ RS 88.11+1.67 Ab 77.38+2.63 Bb 69.56+2.45 Bb 14.58+1.01 Bb 11.22+2.27 Aa
Jingxi hemp duck
W ZAEN
. 89.07+1.58 Aa 75.89+3.99 Be 68.51+3.36 Bb 13.29+1.36 Cc 10.89+0.97 Aa
Ji’an red feather duck
®5 3 M@MEAREIMERN B IERELLE (n=30)
Tab.5 Comparison of slaughter performance in different genders among three breeds
e . FI TR - . .
R T TR TS Rk RS pammms  WRRA BRI g
. . ) half eviscerated . . . -
breeds gender alive weight slaughter weight cight eviscerated weight  chest muscle weight leg muscle weight
W

TRmz9R o

2 551.50+267.45 ABb 2271.50+223.33 ABa

2 013.00+253.84 Ab

1 854.00+239.22 Bb

174.08+26.65 Bb

101.43+18.23 BCb

Peking duck
79 linge 3 2698.504222.50 Aa  2396.00£198.21 Aa 2 165.504186.59 Aa 2010.00£166.39 Aa  198.90+17.15 Aa  116.06£15.44 Aa
LTLPNGR ©  238421£256.05Bc  210632+229.69Bb  1832.634229.83 Be 164632419898 Cc  119.69£17.23 Cd  90.12+30.13 Cc
Jingxi hem
ducgk P 3 2644.00£251.55 Aab 2325.004237.92 Aa 2 041.05+181.56 Ab 1834.74+161.74 Bb  134.17414.29 Cc  105.75+10.56 ABab
HREN Q  1733.68+£171.31Cd  1547.224153.69 Cc  1326.84+142.79Cd 1182.63£138.04Dd  80.68+13.79 De  63.03+8.33 Dd
Ji’an red

3 1869.50+202.08Cd  1661.50£188.49 Cc  1404.50£151.43 Cd 1285.00+137.09Dd  83.63+13.71 De  71.2149.57 Dd
feather duck
i TR JEER Y% PR % AR IEER % L= /% HEALE /%
breeds gender slaughter rate half eviscerated rate eviscerated rate chest muscle rate leg muscle rate
AL R Q 89.142.97 Aab 78.80+3.67 ABab 72.56+3.62 ABb  18.78+1.52 Ab 10.911.24 Aa
Peking duck
79 h.nge 3 88.8242.36 Aab 80.2542.24 Aa 74.5142.18 Aa 19.8241.24 Aa 11.58+1.52 Aa
UTIPNGRL 0 88.34+1.41 Aab 76784328 BCbed  69.0142.79 Ccd  14.53+0.97 Be 10.8743.01 Aa
Jingxi hem
ducgk P 3 87.89+1.90 Ab 77.98+1.63 ABCbe  70.11£1.99 BCc  14.64+1.08 Be 11.57+1.13 Aa
R ARE 0 89.32+1.18 Aa 76.56+3.67BCede  68.1943.75 Cd 13.6041.32 BCd  10.67+0.91 Aa
Ji’an red

3 88.85+1.88 Aab 75.25+4.28 CDde 68.8143.02 Ced  12.99+1.35 Cd 11.10£1.00 Aa

feather duck
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S A T A RRR AL ST R AR T R T RS
(P<0.01); 7 L1 MG 25 G FIBERS 1) 8 S PR
To i #2257 (P>0.05); dbathy 29 R SRS I 4 i
Jh S . BB . A iR A LR A G
T35 PG KRS A (P<0.01); 37 PG R SRR £1 1
Mg e . i . ML . e
FME LA A 82/ TS 29 & (P<0.01),
2.3 Jbniy 79 RBEEPERE S AR RPERR AE
2 6 Al . Jb sty zo & iR R S %
RRHC e B A A S A S A ) 25 Bl 25 1
A (P<0.01 B P<0.05), &K AN SR &%
P fi 22 A I 2 B 2 IE A OC (P<0.01 3% P<0.05),
JIT A B SE R R 34 AR B 3% IEAH G (P<0.01),
2.4 VGRS & 52 M R 5 A R IR AH DG 1%
IR 7 WAL o P KRR ) 36 44 B 5 BRI
N B TSP ) A S A 0 2 B 2 TR A G

(P<0.01 B¢ P<0.05), PARBHS 5EREHE FE4MY HAl
FEAR AN A B B A IEAHSE (P<0.01 3% P<0.05), J&
B 5 A T8 AR R R IE ARG (P<0.01), i
KK R e br 2 3 B 3 R A DG (P<0.01
5 P<0.05), JITA J& S 1 AR 1) 45 S A b 3 T A OC
(P<0.01),
2.5 HRAEMESE S AR S b
M 8 Al LT B Y TR AT B S BRI
ARHE 1 5 A1 (8 A s 52 A0 Jnd 2 B8tk 35 LE AR
K (P<0.01 % P<0.05), JoiK 5k B ARG L
A Y A A bR 2 A 3 B 3 R A DG (P<0.01
5 P<0.05), JEA& 5 5R 12 B A I JIL 5T 45 A1 Y At
6 bm S A 2 BRI 3 IE A G (P<0.01 5% P<0.05),
JI& I S BRI L i vl AR LS 5 A0 % Ho A
TRAR S 25 B 2 IEAHOC (P<0.01 5 P<0.05),
JIT A JB S PR BRI S AR 3 TE AR DG (P<0.01),

* 6 JLmES 79 REEMHEESHERITIREIEXMYE (n=60)

Tab. 6 Correlationship between the slaughter performance and body size traits in Peking duck Z9 line

ki g R o e ] S ERE Jig L
e R R EK Wm Rk RE Cbekk mes b MR B
7 i i 1
N > body slope  keel chest shank shank halfdiving pelvis 8 J - ’
index alive lenath lenoth depth  leneth irth denth width slaughter half eviscerated eviscerated chest muscle
weight £ g P & £ P weight weight weight weight
PRRHC
body slope 0.033
length
PAES
keel length 0.173 0.087
1 5
* * —
chest depth 0.388 0.392 0.043
5SS
shank length 0.577*%*%  —0.183 0.112 0.248
i
shank girth 0.480%*%  —0.123 0.044 0.338 0.268
KK
half diving 0.373* 0.688** 0.307 0.381* 0.116 0.014
depth
i 5
pzl?ijwidth 0.456**%  —0.333 0.147 0.018 0.265 0.259 —0.085
a5
slaugljltjweight 0.949**%  —0.077 0.223 0.332  0.525%* 0.527**  0.331 0.552%*
1 R
half eviscerated 0.943**  0.057 0.218 0.391* 0.565** 0.503**  0.360*  0.399* 0.896**
weight
A
eviscerated 0.933*%%  0.092 0.190 0.424* 0.525%* 0.523**  0.359*  0.395% 0.882%* 0.993%*
weight
TS
chest muscle 0.760**  0.183 0.107 0.439* 0.468** 0.372* 0.432*  0.060 0.666** 0.822%* 0.832%*
weight
TR
leg muscle 0.731*%%  —0.090 0.208 0.325 0.535** 0.430* 0.374*  0.416* 0.727%%* 0.706** 0.701%* 0.724%*
weight

o RORATENE B (P<0.05), “** LRI EE (P<0.01); FM.

Note: “*” indicates significant correlation (P<0.05), “**” indicates extremely significant correlation (P<0.01); the same as below.
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Tab. 7 Correlationship between the slaughter performance and body size traits in Jingxi hemp duck

i Kby AN
e =  BRE EK S M [IESIS JRE REEKK #ES BARE RERE L .. RE
izt B o . JH o
. . body slope  keel chest shank shank halfdiving pelvis slaughter half . chest
index alive . . : . eviscerated
. length length depth length girth depth width weight eviscerated . muscle
weight . weight .
weight weight
R O
body slope length
PAERS
sk sk
keel length 0.674 0.802
fiika
Ch;ﬁ;depth 0.495%  0.587%* 0.758%*
IESS
shank length 0.427 0.520*%  0.803**  0.611**
Jiz:
shank girth 0.654**  0.745%* 0.569**  0.489* 0.291
PIKK
hal'fudijf/ingdepth 0.738%* 0.615** 0.714**  0.756%* 0.518* 0.583**
iR A
pelvis width 0.394 0.431 0.732%*  (0.595%* 0.726%*  0.147 0.411
RN
slaug};tjweight 0.986** 0.704** 0.668**  0.513* 0.411 0.688%*  0.712*%* 0.401
v o
half eviscerated ~ 0.963** 0.700%* 0.688**  0.600**  0.626** 0.687**  0.722%* (.464* 0.966**
weight
St
eviscerated 0.956** 0.716%* 0.669**  0.600%*  0.602** 0.697**  0.721** 0.430 0.963%*  0.990**
weight
LT &
chest muscle 0.820%* 0.582** 0.626**  0.455 0.637**  0.395 0.457*  0.457* 0.820** 0.862**  0.859**
weight
JRRUL T &
- 0.516** 0.702** 0.653** 0.481* 0.564*  0.385 0.522*%  0.567* 0.512%%  0.549**  0.565%* 0.483%**

leg muscle weight

3 e
3.1 RRPEIR

ARBETE 3 A AR (FR) PR RPAR I E 25 51 v
R A ROPR AR 2 23 6 I 35 B 25 K T
5, ARG 1 A KR TR, S ET ARG
LR, kAT RS N N S PR A A R R
PRIUSM A AR R AR A IS A8 T 5 b, T2
FEPERE RIS R E T 1805, SN T4 T2
AR ARG s o R BERAS R A Y B R R
TR ACEAN R T8, ABFTEE & B . JLaths 29
FR I3 VU R BRI 7 AN [ f8 A ROPEIR b 4% A3
ndbstng 29 Rl B e A TR A
FACH, T PR FRNG B R RHC B B
LB RBEYN, X AT RESE T AR R
ARTE 3 A dh () BB AL S — 2l 3 Mk
M (FR) TEAE TP E 7 AR BT, 7EpRUE
ARG RS MERE B AH SR AT 45 R, JEATHS
79 Z W E K5 B A T8 SRR 0 i A OCHE,

T35 P A BRI 1)l 1 D) 55 8 < P g S A I 25 1E
G, HRLAEMN B K5 B SR & W
. RE ARSI, SRR MRS B
PEREZ A A DG HEAAAE S P 22 50,
3.2 JEsEMERE

NN = I RN (=R T R U i g
W, HEELFHRAAE R VI, B
RN AV i R M i K& RN PR S H 4
br, —BCKEER KT 80% ., R KT 60%
1B R PERE R HE AR, AP, Jbmt
M9 79 22 | 355 P K RRIS Al 22 41 T 0 ) J& o R By
KT 87%. ®ERIIKT 68%, BiliX 3 I~
FolAe PR R R R A

H5e A Ht, APF5E 300 H I 56
79 F V-1 JB SE RN 4 i R AR e T L H
(6 JEIIE) Z AT LA K LT H A Wb s i JE 52
R, LR 79 R R E S RY
75, Z7 F Z8 RN« BERS B SE R AT, HA
RERG 2 R AR T 25 RS B, (B 27 fi
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Tab. 8 Correlationship between the slaughter performance and body size traits in Ji’an red feather duck

e RRHC
— EAR i
sahi TR body
index . slope
weight length

AR SIS [iZ81S i Fl
alive keel chest shank shank
length depth length girth

FHKK e ) EREd S TR E
T, A
half ﬂﬁeT ljsu )ﬁfwﬁti R R chest
diving pelv ue half eviscerated eviscerated muscle

idth ight
depth wid welg weight weight weight

PR

body slope 0.303
length

YASRS

keel length

1 78

chest depth
JIESS

shank length

i [l

shank girth

P KK
half diving
depth

WiH 5E

pelvis width
JEAk T
slaughter weight
e 1
half eviscerated
weight
it

eviscerated

0.500%* —0.223
0.630** —0.024  0.615**
0.501** 0.015  0.577** 0.763**

0.390*  0.531** 0.205 0.300 0.159
0.619*%* —0.053  0.777** (.832%*

0.098 -0.279 0.418* 0.264

0.987** 0290  0.533** 0.619**  0.468*  0.442*

0.878** 0.286  0.516** 0.545%*

0.913** 0.269 0.524** 0.621**
weight
LT &
chest muscle
weight

JHR VLT
leg muscle
weight

0.659** 0.180  0.339 0.287 0.298

0.823**  0.159

0.565** —0.158

0.522*%*%  0.416*

0.578%*  0.496**

0.612%*

0.648** 0.133  0.435%  0.199 0.386*  0.197

0.437*

0.593**  0.102

0.469* 0.129 0.888%*

0.561*%*  0.151 0.929%* 0.931**

0.230 —-0.022 0.710%* 0.732%%* 0.799**

0.325 0.210 0.649%** 0.724%* 0.785%*  0.617**

Z8 Zy . BRI 2 Fe /N, H R OC T 5 PY KRR
W FE SEVERE AT SR /0, R A VR 37 P PR
S H RSN 1% 800 i B 1 3% 8 A e kAT
Bt WIS R I A0 I X v R RR
(1) J8 SE PR RE TG i M, LB S 3R L A1
TAHFGE, (H A i R LB & T A 5T .
ISR s I SE T 72 RS 5 4 B RS Y B S
REAMARR MR, SR ATE B SERMA . B
4 v Ji FEAH 25 7E 2% LAPN, BRI BB 52 FREA T
FE 2.78%; 55 78 i) fif S A 1 L AT G A
RAME, R . B S2 R 505 5.92%
H14.80%, RN,

A FE AT AE . dLatis 29 RSB
FHRER EE T HA 2AMM, X 5dbam
Z9 ZIAR MRS I 2 AR AHIERL, AT
GALEHE Z RAE KRR E W v
PR FRHS B JB S P e A JL RS 29 RIS,

HHTRRpUR | RS | P e vk
JihE . MOLBEE . B ALBRE A LR A S AR
W T RAEN, LA BMAYE S IERE
PLsdabs, 5 HARBE AT &

AR RO PR 7% R T e 2 8 8 o ) 35 AR
W, RE B SO A PR RE , SEBR A R AR
P AR PR 2 PR AL RN A= R AR A A
PES = R EOE RN () 58 o R
I PR T REAS S WIS AR PR I PR B S5 A AR R
BEE, W E—ERE LR EEaE, AT
FEHIARRAEAR S T 5 1R e 2 [A) HAT AN [R] 2 B2 1Y I
MRKARWUEE T X — kL, XA XK
BRI T A —EE .

4 ZEig

g 29 ZRERK H Y RSFW, B
PEREDLS , 7 I T HAR 2 ARl 5 P ORURR
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