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£E0 EEVH1: S5 A £FEV 2 . B Y T £F9J73: B 1 BEHRE
BEE e B3t 1 B 2 JhE B 1 B 2 K e B 1 B 2
SHfE 7. 66% 45.56% | 45.77% 6. 65% 46.70% | 46.65% 5. 35% 62.67% | 31.98%
BERZE 4. 5% 4. 2% 4. 0% 1. 7% 5. 0% 4.7% 1. 7% 21. 4% 20. 0%
B ARAMEY% 10.45% | 54.92% | 56.88% | 10.42% | 58.87% | 53.41% 7. 45% 96.46% | 55.45%
£/ IME% 5. 32% 36.71% | 39.14% 4. 76% 40.18% | 36.36% 1. 60% 38. 00% 1. 52%
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