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Technological innovation has been regarded as the core competence for the economic
growth of individual, as well as organization and country. Pharmaceutical innovation, '
what we call new medicines, influence people’s longevity and productivity by increasing
output per hour worked. Therefore, using claims data on virtually all the drugs and
diseases of over 550,000 people enrolled in National Health Insurance Program in Korea,
we examined the impact of the vintage (original FDA and KFDA approval year) of
drugs used to treat a patients from July 1st to December 3lst in 2002 on the patient’s
mortality at the end of 2004, controlling for demographic characteristics(age and sex),
utilization of medical services, and the nature and complexity of illness. ,

We found that people using newer drugs are less likely to die at the end of 2004,
conditional on covariates. The estimated mortality rates were declining with respect to
drug vintage for 1970s, 1980s and 1990s and highly significant. In addition to estimating

the model for the entire sample, we estimated the model separately for several disease
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categories classified by Korean Classification of Disease. Estimates of three drug vintage
variables for subgroups of people with (Lneoplasms, (Z)endocrine, nuiritional and

metabolic diseases, and (3)the diseases of circulatory system displayed similar patterns.

Key Words * New drug, Economic effect, Drug vintage, Logistic regression, Mortality
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A& % 7eREe AANRY BFH 22919(Solow, 1956, Freeman and Soete,
1997), ol A7FMNLRE&D)E V3 71438 HGriliches and Lichtenberg, 1984 Romer,
199%0; Jones, 1995; Griliches, 1998). WA 7193 37182 &3 71egAe F3 23
9 BAL Y3, £ AF RES FYUo] ATNERED)A AFAS A
olg g ATMNERED)Y =¥ ddE @ FY8r) F& EFe Y5l o
& Zutald] dojuz glodh B3] Aok HopoM 9 Aok RS 43 R&D A HIFTE
B} Ao ulste] 433] H& FFEOINR), ojf @ 71eFA o] HH AAFH 7Y, At
Aol i AAR a8 A7t #FF Solowd ATl 71239 Lichtenbergt Al%F
9 AAY adel i AAY AT FEAT A MY g0 A AA
A 4G5 & AYE QSR EAT HIAAY ATE FE BY At AL =
B AFRE 9 9E0l8%E ZAA7)9(Lichtenberg, 1996; 1998; 2001; 2002 2003; 2004),
AN A2E 2 F99 9497 ANFE A 33802 AR F8EA &%
& 7 A& 45302 g3t Lichtenberg, 1998 2002).
FUlAE 20009 olF BAYE Fobd R&D T As did AAF &3 B4
A% AN=Bol UG eHFAE, 2002 BFH, 2003 BEF, 2005), AT T ATEL 7
g AL F4lo] Fule] A7 o Aol B oz dupd 7o
Nt
ik
ks
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T QEA F25) AgATA 2P £d A G8/19 DAL 98 AR Ao
PLAAT Y AFYS DN B QIR 206, FA hF 2AZHY A
S& obg wlulg sEolHy, B3] Ao Age] o ALY AAY E%g

Ao oo —

1) 20049 vl Ak E 2] RED ¥l 4& AdTol vl 126% F7Hs o 3009 gleld, olx F W& iy
159%5 A& U Ak 4Gl 7ML vFE HA T AALEo) w8 FE SFEoly 19909
o o] & A& Z7AE Bol1 9lon el nuds ¥ g Aot

2) dF Az R&D HIFE Uut J)A L Y AZYGARG 70% o1 %2 Aotk National Science
Foundation(http://www.nsf.gov/statistics/infbrief/nst03306/)
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ol & ApNE IHE N&¥A F ko] I ok AMEE AFREY APEE] vl

A 2 E (vintage distribution) S Al#F3lste #4138}

FodE FUAZRY FAAY APYFARE o] &3], At

£9 AE9 H7Happrova)A A £EIF I %S AHEE AREEY AFEEY WA 9%

et g & A7) A%E oY sypFolae eSS A2 Lichtenberg®

E a74ze wagezs feuda ASHD Je 39 AdE £EE FARLY,
71& WES 8 AR A W Rux g,

1I. o]%z-; a3

oM e ArAATY Fob £ il AA A% o] Z(Economic Growth Theory)=
02 AHelM9 71 A (technical innovation)o] @ FANE EFHE A 71E
ATE AES oS, dFNERED) HFo] 2 A YAA T]egAo] 2 A
F 4 9 950143 Wl gy T3FoE A Fd A 9FE FY - 9
AYATZ T3 DA A B ups} o] Aol Ak AXNFAY &
3= LichtenbergZl W33 Holo)7] wjZo] EARAL olo] BFH Futof ANEE A
3tz gk

1. 7lesidlel ZMY dat

AL dutgo g dolgd FuUlEA Hper capita GDP) A3t} SA49th 43
TUEANE AZFG AAEE(output per hour worked), $9€ 99% &5 AZHhours
worked per employed person), %% (employment rate)8l Al 712 MFE W
1956; Lichtenberg, 2002).

(Y/P) = (Y/H<H/E+EP)
Y = 1_% (output), P = ¢ :r‘(population)
H = 5 A ZHhours worked), E=5%4 € 4 (employment)
3 AHF 00052 J87)7) NS FAoR AFNETEAY A4S d&87] T HAHE HrHshgl
g, a7AL

. 2y o] =8 817 A9 AR FA A ek AAE &9E S
of FAseE 93 7171°1 AT A $9F71Y ojtlel A8 et
o 72 2AE AL F3 Y= AHAH7Hex-ante) ATFHT F F ok
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Solow(1956)& 71€3 87t A2t AFEE(output per hour worked)oll 93-S vjx9, A3

Ao HFASES FT/MAGE AL wedosy A& AAEE daXde )
o Axyt BEAYS 723 HSolow, 1956; Lichtenberg, 2002).

°] 2 Romer(190)%} Jones(19%)E 71317} A/HER&D)] A3 o]F i U
A& (endogenous model)& AAIEAY,  Griliches®t Lichtenberg(1984), Lichtenberg S
Siegel(191)& 7197 A4 e oz & AZATNN AFNLRDIE Lol ¥4 4
AM3 (productivity)®l S7FHe EAF22M 71€ Ju7t WAF Y-S ARt o] A719
718 AAE A7 2L AZXY FAAE dE ujFo] E HoRl AEAH|
(capital equipment) W% Fo}E AFHILH, FA ATl Auld & 7je AR
(equipment-embodied technical change)?l ZAd 4#E SAFo2A, ML ARAE A}
$87F Aol S¢S FH%.

2. Mo 7l&sdlel HMZN &t

ATALE AT WAZD 71829 dEFQA Aol E F e A A

A, N1e829 AR ade A7 g 54 5T &8 Ak dste] F7hE G
THBoston Consulting Group, 1993; New York Times, 1995; Lichtenberg, 2004). ©]&% 4

TES 54 ALY AHgo] 1 % AgT g AT YEOES HLAT T, Yo}

7} AVRES AN S BRAFT YU,

A 71829 AANAAH AAEH9 dEHQA AFAI Lichtenberg(1996)= ©]&
A AFEL dlg 7EX oy AR s ARES FF olF Al REAIE A
= T2t glon, ggolgd Havt sold 4F Hlgd g FAHEA 4R E & 5
AT A APt mepA F VedAoE A% ANY AHAE A7) AsME, §
A% 2 A5l BAYe] AR & HAE ddoE EAste Zo] Fadt oy A
AAQ EALE Aloto] AA A7 AVFEH A%l % v Z, AARFES AT

% I A

Ao AFRES AT Aol TR ZEAT AFS FoEN AA AR sy
S AFA2E B (Lichtenberg, 1996; 1998; 2001; 2002; 2003; 2004).

Aok 7le A A A 7K S9N SAHAD A, AdHE AL AEH
T ol B, & An| & AR ¥R FUh A, Q7L ARSI Aok kA .

4) Ak Agle EAA BHE7|HY Frl QL FAE Horg ofyjoja Ackelg vlm A FkEA H(Food
and Drug Administration) £& 3 4 ¥ %EH4 H (Korea Food and Drug Administration)olld 1%
(approved) ©& & E3
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e

S7toltk, olg @ A5l e Ak o) 8 4uHE A1, Fue AR
FRNL ozt du &3 T okE o8l Jgu|E AANA F JEAR
£ 7 $35d

7] A= (Lichtenberg, 199; 1998) H7AYE FEd AEHE 3
f&EddF(life years lost; LYL)7E $&45F, & A%F5To]l 5845 7248E 399
(Lichtenberg, 1998). ©l&t Zo] A7/d v]&& 3 7ledis 5
FUAINE FAHNHAFTY, 2003 F5F T, 2004 ARF, 2005
A7 FAZ A% AAA FAS 4537 A% B
A3E AEE BN FAsT A= g

1990¢t) FRHFEE Ak FDA 37FAA S ol &3l A% g3} Ao aHE 8 &

At sk Ayvb EEEG A & 999 o] Uy AejiAS5E Azt
0.75-1.0% F7H171e ZoE 4SS (Lichtenberg, 1998). 3 Tl 43& SA A&
HollA, Aoke] Husle Frh= 7199 25Ede 900, A43iez Qe v Ft

£ 28]y IF&EAE ?l?l BlE ZtaHT) Yo} 7]AQIA A Aeke] o] 48 A= RS
v &-gadojgts AL BEHAY (Lichtenberg, 2002). 8 @ AA s27l5& ez
Ak A7} 7 gt = 4 H(longevity)= ol "IXE FFS BA AFAAE, 37}
A4S 1T AeolA Aok sge] AgF o 3F AR JdEE FHINGE
B3+ (Lichtenberg, 2003).
Aok 7l=gd E3E A% A2 SUE FDA 37HAAE o]43te] o] o] 4%
% S7HNA ¥ (vintage distribution)S AZEe] 37HAH0] AVREe vXE &
£ ZA3e e M AH Lichtenberg, 2004). A% 7R R (vintage distri-
bution) APEEe] F(-)9 F&E At S B0 o A EEo BE A}
WE ApolE ol g3 AVLE ZUAE FAsC
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3. A4EZ9 o|7IME #ZE(Drug Vintage Distribution)

37k 9 B3 (vintage distribution)E °14% ZF& A Solow(1962) & o AS
of Aulo g rl& R HAH HAE ZAHs] 3ol F PHozr Y=HUY
(Hulten, 1992; Bahk and Gort, 1993; Sakellaris and Wilson, 2000). & 7]€84lo] A4tA o)
A YFE AFHeE FHE] flstel sl 7lE Z}%Zﬂ, a3 Qe o4y
(vintage)>e e AT (manufacturing production function)® 33k Zolth. 1%

9 FEY ATATE o AR AEAE AL 4R Ao Zstths Aol
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Lichtenberg(1998; 2002; 2003; 2004)= ©]&1% vintage 7ES H2ZE Aot 7]&Al
€ SA4sted A&t 2v A% A Z1e8A Y AEQ tE S A3 £5d
A& Y3 sy 71zl WAE A (technical embodied equipment)2ti Hokch whelbA
A28 A% AU 2A Y 9k vintage'©l wet 479 £, @A AEE, Bl A
ghgrhe 714 % dA9 AFE Tl FHAAC ut AEA e 2 AL Age
AEY o7t 4 B T FE QoA wiS FAEA FALT Jorg Ak yintage
£ FDAY 37MA RS o] &3] STt

&7t A(vintage) N'dS A4 AT F v ARRIAAL HF A AA
UolA F38 AFE 20049 Puerto RicoN 98 Medicaid TS o2 & A7E,
DY B ¥ (Medicaid)d] BAS W 34 AAE 2R FEY vintageol BE AFEES
FFE ZARBITE (Lichtenberg, 2004). ©1 7N 1970, 1980, 1990 & 71E 02 e,
R R R B S e B o s E’i-’ﬁ"ﬂ FENPoEN 7 Adpd ok ARgo] APTE
o JEFS B

3 7IAI ¥ L (vintage distribution) HHE AL SIIAIA FXeo| ©E FEHAFY Al
A ol g3te], £37 2R WY V1A ES d5317] Soldithe Aol ey, 7
7 R27F MR FHEEA, F7HE ST Y ARVt o3 A4 (multi-
colinearity)d] FAE 42 F & 7FsAo] Slrt. webx B dFeX e AFEE F4RT
T Ago] APRE) vXE el 270 YOCBR 7|EY vintage BHS FAH 29 3§

M 23 olg el

NI
,,..

A?L

. 45 %4

1. 43NH12Y

==

mjals QEkS ATEASE EA

Aubel k9] 3{7FAH (vintage distribution)©] AFgE FS AT
(o], %), 28A V\ o4 Ax A FHY 55 FAT Ao dolry] sty

e g2 AFETEYES TEEST

rulo

DIEDi = DRUG19701 +DRUGI980i +DRUG1990i +Zi +€i

5) ‘vintage'd] AbE A Ao &3 A} 1 X5 £87] 2 919y 94 3 AFo] AAE & BE 999
vintaget 2WLFE LFOE AN} AAG AFME A2AZ drid LAHJEAE HERE R
vintage?t R&5E AAANE SUHAIGE JHo] AHgE T
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DIEDi = 1 (7AQ i7} 2002+ hib71-20041d 2 59 AFEE 749
0 R 7k AbdatA] b 234

POSTI970i = 7R 7} ke ok & FA%o] 19700 ©]Fo] FDA/KFDAZRH 3
7hake- ko] ul g

POSTI980i = 7S i7} Awhabe ok 2 FA3Ho] 19803t ©]F9) FDA/KFDAZRE 3
7he <k ul§

POST1990i = 70Q! i7} Xuhke ok & FA%o] 19909 ©]F o] FDA/KFDAZRH 3
7hE oko) ul&

7i = 32 e gh(vector of covariates)

€i = F2Hdisturbance)

2 A7 H/MFERET} Lichtenberg 287 Ao]E Hole AL 7 Algid kg &7}
& A Atk Lichtenbergs™ POST70S A o 700 ¥ okujz} 80, 90dd 37}
L okl AR JEXE RojFrh B ATNE POSTHOS AT m) gode) 2 90

g ok Aol dain R JMFAE Foagitt ZE HAeg poSTE ANt
ot o gdch AutE kol uig) ool ALE ok el BN B HFAE R

2 979 AFEFAAN FHHEFDIED)E 20024 784 1297449 717 3¢ 4=
ARESE RS i8] 204 T AP Foln =Y¥W4(DRUGIY70, DRUGI980 , DRUGI990i) -
E A 7t 2002 31t AR AA] Auer FellA 1970, 1980 T, 90 o OIT
of Z}z} 37hgre oke] ulgoltt, B3t Aok o9lo] AfREe S A F Uv FAW
Ze ATFEASE A4S JelEs A A, 99 dsAuA o]FE0E Y3 }-t—
AT A4 4 A7 ALy, T eR Al Ay BEAe dYde AW 2895 &
23357 Yo

olg|dt NdA el we} B AFoE ALY Ak AL Hgo] FEFE AT
wolbd Zojgkes A7/MES HAstnA ot EF FUMH0R 1909 AW IF
AFFES Holl Yl AWIES AR, 7 2§ oA AF7HE AR E

% L%
|
N)I

S ro o

o

g2 Wy glon MPATF
M]3 9 tH(Barbara Hazard

6) dWHog FFEI HL IHUU FAYFF gaAu| L o] 39 BRI 2 A
k8 AHESEIZtE AR g & & A webA oje @
$6¥°‘l ggMn s o] &S FAMTE BEGH.
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Munro, 2002) webAd Aleke] Algo] AlaEof vl 43S FAF7] Y3le] ZA|AE 3
FAE ARGt BAE I3 SAFIIAEE Statistical Analysis System(SAS) 80%
M3 o™ HEETFE Microsoft Excel 2003, Acro Edit Z2138 AMgsith

2. K&

2 A72 Aste] 2002€ 78 197 128 319714 6718 T ARRPTRY &
3T Az = o @3 *‘°H§<FDA)91 AE A AF - HREE BT =@
AE9 AU 2% (generic name)E HA37] Akl KMLE 9eH&-$lA303 KFDA
ZoolA g JAFHRBS 4T,

1) EEY 4F 7 RE

+ 978 d3td 2002 7€ 19%€ 12¢¥ 31974 670E B4 JEAMUIAE o83 A
ZRE/WKIAE BAHTLE 3o FUFTEAE JAYE 0|43 GeFANTESFEY
(simple random sampling)?l &3] o] & AT AE(claim leve) T 14 FE3}%2H,
9 /147 AT ASE wEoE & A7 FADHY AQ H¥(individual leve)E

A% thy, T 20%8 tdAE FR9E 23009, 24 3T ABdE d50lE49
A, AdY, Asds 59 ATFASE AR 873 o] &K, 87T Ul A
AAL AHER obFel A FE, vpATez og7|% g 9 Fx] GEAY JEI} X
gEo] ok £ AHE F 84 e < 50T Folgith

2) o= AFAEAFGH(FDA) 2%} oI5 Rz

o

Aok A AFY 7 D Al B AT EAFER, 2 AFeX = Aok A9
Tl slel i <k F/dEol FDAY A8 #7kE AAE 2839t ©15 FDAE 19384
Hzx 29 ol widvitt MEA &7 ARHRE TARG AR o] YR F JIE
o R A g2 AR 4R 7k g3 AKpriority drug)l AE Hx
A etE Wgegicho,

7) KMLE(http://drug.kmie.co.kr)
8) http://ezdrug kfda.go.kr
9) 2724 A T7AE(medical claim)e FA7F 247 HE WES =
o] BojA A9tk 2t AZ A, medical visit)S A7RE FE QA H Fd,
Z Fede] €¥E e Bl AR R TR FEy, wekd HYr|E
o8 19 AT AF/ BAE £ AT, 4 AT AEE oA oY 9 AR

L M
O
2
1o
fa
2
R
>
ii]
nm

F& A&7 (medical visit)
AY/9 g A HEA
S Sy gt dis)A
F)o2 rold £ 9l
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3) &= MEAAZAHYH(KFDA) HESITE A2

U AESY FAE 4F F vl ARy xR ASARA FAHA A 4= AF
of i &5 AFHY AFHL AP AT KFDAY AEH7L A2 8§
37] st Axe WA KMLE dE&oitde oldstel FHES #3Men, KFDA
FHolA g dFFAETS T8} FY JEES FALLE 3 AFY Hz 87 A3

& B,

AGAFANY FEAFE (VAZFEY WeE Uehde AEA ASE 9 o887
QANIE Uehls AR SF &S oF AnFe] W3l HAulE Fo] gt o] F
AFEY FAAL FHL FEANERY, AAEAAF, 7idedd, AR AT T
%ﬁﬂ ojFo|Ft} & olHE AEE0] FFE 594 3 EHNE 72 g ¢

Ay 24 §9 53 JA 3 8E7] oz & Aol Ytk ol E, A 7IEEAE
?l E3AQ AZAREY 49 A& BT AEAS(quality-adjusted life years: QALYSs)
3} Fo) RPN AT (disability-adjusted life years: DALYs) &°1 7Hgse] AHHT It
(o135, 2002).

oleid QALYS DALY 2¢ 383 A%AEE 35EY 439 B wst] w7
2l Y AH $AEY AR S8 o) You, FRWANN o ¥5E B
O oldF AES FHUFE o] WFAST AL GBL FARIA T A4S,
Aol AE EYuche W5 AW 4 otk £ AY5E SNLLA GBS 3%
BUl8) 449 SUS WA RATE 9] Qo WY 9% BAT ZHT v
T 2475 W9 13 B8 Bl webd ¥ aTolaE Aok Ao 2

10) FDAE %9 A7 /HHGLP) - YA4AI8(GCP) - Y3 7HIND, NDA) - AZ(GMP) - +%5(GSP) ¥ thast
g 2 7t #3E 52 v, 53] A5 (New Molecular Entity ©13F NME)o) tjd Q&7 #4
(IND, NDA)& 7|EAZ Qv 28 2L E3(brand drug)zh, 71EAF) on] &A1H0| A& AF
E5]7|%o] tEgef ulet 9 AMEo} FUF A T= A5 A A 2o Q= EF(generic drug)dl
el 27 &ristz vk mabA] A Aol goste M2 AFold g 3§ 7€ ¥ A (brand
drug)g 9vlateA 47| 01‘%‘:} s AFlAE Ak Tl AlRE) wAE 4TS Lotn uxt
FEE 7|F 2AHA G AF N2 MK brand drug or priority drug)ttoE ko] WS A8
pr=g
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& rH dFS A A% FH5UTE AL ES AMEStAl g

& AToAN 84E AFHIE T FEHT A5 20024 7€ 19T 1283197}
A 6708 T ABABIAE o) g3 FA7L I o|FRH 0 AMRRE ZARE &
< gt glok 2004974 A}%*fs} oW |, AFEEHA ookow 09 HWEHSE A3
A3

2) SE¥(drug vintage)

£ AFeNE FUAZRY JF A7 5715101 AE HEY FAYE(active ingre-
dients)°] FDAZFH 54 AlF o]Fe] AF e %9 vl&g SYHFE TG o
A v AF(FDA)NA AlF3Hs New Drug Approval ReportsS ©l-&3to] k9. §71A)4
S AT I IAFHA] = Lol dEiA Ao (KFDA)Y AE 7 AdE 2
3tgitt. of el KMLE ok AR AL B3 49 P4 gusict

ol ARE o]t BE Aok dito 70dde] §7HE FE(DRUGT), 80
ol 718 FE(DRUGRD), el 37k HEDRUGNIAY %8 7Hssh=(01) Al
He) uldsE BAsIGon, &2 il 20021 P71 EQE AR HA FEY A
FoAA A Adjel &7t FEY NTE HIER FASGITHY,

3) S

Alere] AHgo2 I AMEES WSE A3 S s A o9 AbtEl
FFE PANE V8 8AE BASE o) FART Fest APAT dejd, SAMES
T 3A AT FAY B4, dSAH|L ol B4, AW B 22 A A EFE BR
g F o

(1) ATFEARA 54
NE AT AHEE ATANGE BAUFEE AU A, AY, 255F

A9 AE, 435 5o AT, e HURTARY A% dstel Hus A3

£ FAMTE ARgsIglen Adn dFE AR 40719 AE-AF duisE Ak

244 T

1) o714 Zate E Y AP FE FA E(active ingredient)d AGFE ujste ALY TS FEA
#o]

T AgME 4 e GEel dis) & A FAE 7155401 Act. 22t 670 F & A

2 AR o2 e W BT 4 0D, 4R AFI 4R FRE dviaAE ¢
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2) JEMB|A o] 4

71E AT E g BE ﬁ*, ALYF, 99 2 94 3+aF, AFRTAFT F
EAHIA 0]2&E UEhe WS 24 Z8ste] 71E9 A7 dig d3E A
8% tHLichtenberg, 2002; 2004).

2 d7odM e FRe] AT A AF JAdFe F 7] i JaolgF
T3 A9 Jddge 2002 ) 54 2 AT (medical claim)ell Wit #3174
9 B dd 2 Y HALFE 7 Holth dF S0 Azkes Aol 20029 skt
AER A#or F Ay ddssieH 4749 QJddse 39, 140100 AY AT

T 28, 12 BFULLTE 3+7)/2=590) Bk EF Bk ARl 2002 s€ele
712 38, 99ole AR 43 d57]|HE WISt 6719zt AR TAFE 28,
7 ARSI TE (3+4)/2-35%°] €},

F

E

I‘i

3 349 54
299 3R BE FFE(severity)® A ABB 2 GES UIAE Wl ANE

AYATAME ol AYeg JF TS FAMI %’46}@1 A Fw, N1 2
L EhEsZ Ao yaragt w3 oy e ERAWS galog 3 dAFoAE o
FF, T 23 E, A MY ARG, oF oo £ D WA AEEH FE FAW
TE X¥37]1% 3k thLichtenberg, 2004).

=R

PN A9 TR AFHEAT $IT FAWIZ AQT) ol Ad) Agn
gol 1Asle) Qe B9 F AW ZEE olgsel AYY FRE BRAGT
Foe IARZARER 104 HERACD-100S F=9 ARl FA ANFT &=

%
ok
ok 4 2
_5;1_
N

(KCD)ell QA 714t Wb Axbe £4e st 4 o) di#
01 YHITE £ 1909 AYIFoR AT h),

<E 1>9 KCD ZEE ol43to] 7k /il AT E 18719 A aFl &3t A=
& AMI1F¥ DISEASE SHAREjj i = 1.2,..,19% A4&At A& S ofd Algo]
FuBE 7T A9d j=4¥ 9 DISEASE SHAREjj=1°1%, j*49¢ @ DISEASE_
SHAREjj=0 o]t} £ o Algo] ¢34 A% 3709} As7|A A% S Xz ohd
=99 ™ DISEASE_SHAREij=3, j=11% 9 DISEASE SHAREjj=1, 28X th& ZE jol o
3ol DISEASE_SHARE;j=0 ©] #t}.

12) ol HZAN &4, 5 9 Al A 54 715 AIHS00-T9R) 2k AHoldt d AFE 9(V01-Y9R),
I3 A7 R BAAHA AFe] 4L FE 2A(Z00-799% F AHOE S ATFE B

A A9 et
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(E D KCD ZEo| ©E A Hx
AEHF KCD Z& - AYIE
1 A00-B9  EA 7294 2 IS A8
2 Co0-D48  ARE
3 D50-D89 4 o 5&@7144 A% A71AE Fdshe SRR
4 E00-E90  Widd], 94 ¢ dAEE
5 FOO-F99  BA 2 53l
6 GO0-G9  AAAL Ag
7 HOO-H59 & % & #4879 A%
8 H60-H®B A 2 A #4719 48
9 100-19  +&7A%S A%
10 Joo-J99  ZEVIAESY A%
11 K00-K14  A371AES d#
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