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Abstract

With the widespread application of low-dose CT (LDCT) screening, the detection rate of pulmonary
nodules has significantly increased, making the accurate differentiation between benign and malig-
nant nodules a critical clinical challenge. Traditional imaging evaluation methods are highly sub-
jective and often inadequate in distinguishing the malignancy of nodules, especially in complex cases.
Inrecentyears, digital diagnostic models, particularly imaging omics (radiomics) and deep learning
models, have become essential tools in the management of pulmonary nodules. These models ex-
tract and analyze complex features from CT images, enabling a higher-dimensional assessment of
nodules and significantly improving diagnostic accuracy. Furthermore, multi-modal integration
methods combining clinical data, imaging features, and tumor markers (e.g., CEA, CYFRA 21-1) offer
new solutions to enhance malignancy prediction. Emerging liquid biopsy biomarkers and model
calibration optimization are also becoming important directions to improve real-world clinical ap-
plicability. Despite the substantial potential of Al-driven models in accuracy and intelligence, chal-
lenges such as poor interpretability, limited generalizability, and data bias still remain. This review
systematically examines the evolution of pulmonary nodule risk assessment models, comparing
traditional methods with emerging Al approaches, and highlights the potential and challenges of in-
tegrating tumor markers. Finally, we discuss future directions for the development of digital diag-
nostic tools, focusing on improving interpretability, cross-dataset validation, and clinical transla-
tion.
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1. 518
Fh&a T iR X Bl S

it et & T A B E TR AR T R 1, A2 B SE T NEL 2.5 £, (HIEHRTESET R R R S T
SERE, FEERT YR S (KR CT id) [1]. Fhgs 3238 m R S8E K s H )
J S o5 O S e, HEAZ v 3em BUT, I HBE IR L s e msge, SRR SRk, 1
JE ARV S T TR A5 oK . X — 8 XAEZ R A MR A3 3] TR S, 2 0 Im R 5 T 7T e e
2 [ Bl bR E[2]-[4]

HLTE 20 tH2d 90 4ER¥), Gurney 5223 75 X T AL M fili 45 15 (solitary pulmonary nodule, SPN)[#)-5- 1
R AR, SPN & —Rh “JRkbrE. FIRAXERE . BAEDNT 3om MSRtEsOT e 457, K
BRHIEZ X 4 e 5 R AR M EZKHR[2]. B CT BRI, 2000 4 /5 KRB =Lk —
WSEE T AR 075, BAESEPE. B4 S (part-solid) A S B3 45 11 (ground-glass nodules, GGN)
SENIF) B R A, o R PR SR R 4y 2 R A L AL [S] [6]

1E2 F 9T, Swensen 25 A 7E 1997 4 & % i) Mayo Clinic BABIRE 5t H1, AAUAE X — kRt & X SPN,
WHE T IG5 SRR T B L ) R 45 T R 2 —[3]. b, 1X i A2 R T & R
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[ #5784 Brock/PanCan #5744 % [ 545 B (4 Fleischner $619)dr, FH T #UVEAL S T R R A B . JF HLAE
WAl b AT AR A B 22 1 DX A A A B (b R BT 4

it 45 71 F) R S0 e 5 31 T DA SR A2 350 A5 5 5 W PR e 52w (R DG PR [ 7] [8] - B K77 CT (LDCT)
AR AR R, 2 A R R, R R 2 HON RIS, (B4 A 2 L9 v] B3 o B e [ 7]
[9]. HHT&5 BRI R Z R ek, JUHRAE /NN . BEFS 25 1T (GGNs) SR & B 2 i rh, Bl
IREEFAARARFAE A LLEAf [X 43 2o R ARME[10] [11]o X007 R ANA 5 1 2 SR P 28I R U . — D7 T, 3 ey
TR T F B D E AN E BV PET-CT M &y £ flsF A, & kil B2 WAt a7 [9] [12];
U7, AR KU I T REAE R IZ W, A RIS TR OCEERTL7] [11]. BRIk, dRmfilggT
DRV DAl R 5 — SO A S I PR S A eI 45 70 AW 7525 v FEE G 5 A5 o 2 T A i 471 ek T
ML, KIELTTRA TER L5, B RAERKEOERE. R, XRLWBMEVEE R A S0 EN
PE, ZEAEFHZRIK M 52, A AFE W53 (7] % 7 (interobserver variability) [13] [14].

UEAh, FEZRHEIHAFBUAR RIS B 2w rh, N LRI LA OB G 2 EER, IFHEE
7 A AT KRG B N, A28 50 1) 7 bl SRk i LA 2 AR 1 I 2 R R A A B 19 75 SR [ 14]
[15]. FEMETT 5T, BT RRE RSB AN Ge v H B35 5 21 7 VEAA (0 250 e XSG DA A8 R T o Ay i 45 4 5
FRAAZ 0 TH[3] [16]-[18]. %A IE IS B A& B R 0e . WREsE . BRAEIMIR s S5 R/, BB, 1%
FRIES 20 &, REM b T SUBPERESR, SR OhnuE b, T E A Hoize bb N 12056 508 Fow (1 XU £t 11[3] [18]
H AT CAH 2R, 411 Mayo Clinic #2%4[3]. Brock/PanCan #5%1[18] [19]. b5t K2 AR 2 i o [
NBERER16], LLA A Hrp L EERR IR 2 S HOAI[17], DARERS RSt/ NgE T AR R [2014%, "eAI17E
AR NBEFAIE PRI 5 s tH B ZEANMA .

A RS PR AR AT B TR 2 IR AORE, SR =2 — 20, oy oS SR AL R AR, 1
WRACBE U 7 %6 ik 75 Bk — DA A ol T 70 B 4 [3] [15)-[17]. BEEHE N TRRERIRIE, Bliss5 X IE
ik TE 5 25 8 IO AR R B A 1 5 R [21] . AR SC B TE 2R G0 R X Ll 28 il 45 T KU VR4 AR B (n
Mayo. Brock/PanCan At [ A LR R AL E 48 . BRI SEH T 5 MERERHY . WEEI L
BEAS Al S50 X TV I e e S A B 0 s B s BRI il R b 25 0 1 22 BEAS BB A S T2 W HE R
TR )59k TEIRT, B AT 55 o R MR R A R, 8 2L AR Wb 7 A il 48 0 IRV PPl o
(P LEAT B TR BT 52 305GV, (AR E AR M i gt — PR R . R4 AT AL ) JR) R (v A ek
PRI ), AR AR TR iz Ak, ZRESEES T MR RINEEE, DUHAIM ST RS Wik R
MR EE AL SR 225

2. 4TRSS X RITH RS

il 571 R KU P A AL SRR MEAG S BRI S 2 TR, L H A2 DUR#E BRI R Iy 5
fith, JEIGE i ES 2 3] 5 B T A AR R . 2 SUR AR 32 B T RO A B e A\
Hlde, HAZORBIET R hR e AR I I M H Z R RIS — 8. A A4 IR L
e H HEARREREA, A3 Mayo Clinic #5754, Brock/PanCan #5578 DL Fz 3 b A [l ) [ P A A

2.1. Mayo Clinic #2&Y(Swensen &)

Mayo A7) 2 f5% (i 515 TR UK T T L2 —, ¢ Swensen 2535 T35 [E mi fa \BEREE[3]. BEAY(L
GG R ER . TUE S, BEASEIEMRI . SN, A B AL R3] [22]. %A
RO 7RG, 7E SRS B B TN EE 7, e BB R R 51 gl U B 77948 o

SRTT, Mayo A5 48 37 T LA 9 3 (0 7 77 A B, JHC A BB O B 6% 5 A 2R S N B b T A R %, b
BRI IF 5 7% L T RS AU A S0 S 445 XU [16]
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2.2. Brock/PanCan &I (McWilliams #&#Y)

Brock #%43 [ 1% K Pan-Canadian Early Detection of Lung Cancer 3 H [ KU 57 A 5t #A A
S H AT TN e A e B 0% A N BFRE Y 2 —[19]. AR RN NI AR RN E s, AR . PRI WO sE
FIEL AR/ (S GGN FE s SEESETY) . 251 80RE . WERHE. TR M B 45 [18] [19].
Brock A& H T LDCT i &5 RS, % 2 K 45797 5 WSt 451 A RIFmillae /1, HaoeE BTS 48
FAHERE ] T OmE P45 B (23], HEERRET RS . 1HHER, HEKBEL TH,

2.3. EEPEAF XTSRS

H T N TR Ao AR AT ARF AL AN 7] (I IR 2 s A9 v o B BB 44 S L), L P I A A Y
SRR YE DRI R R A L R B L B A & e

231 ERAEARERER (PKUPH 1R&)

JERAE Y I T o [ R REAS I PR SR, T JI0 3 B B B 45 1 AR AR SR I, R AR 4 . M
WRIRZS 45715 K/ B E L 43, BRIZEFEPR[16]. 2 AN IE i 7 1Z AR R A [E 3 (7 ) GGN)H
I AT Mayo 5 Brock #E%4[16] [24].

2.3.2. EBXRFHLERZSHER (Fudan/Zhongshan EHY)

HH T KRS FARF B T BRI 2 SHORR, 38 FH T 0 S 45 15 R5e oL e £
[17]. ZIERLBRAE SRR FHFAESL, BN G518 A B (2l GON. #i4rsctk). Bl 4rih. 253, I
BH L MR S R SR AE R, AR T SE R Sh R IO A 1 i 2% R EIR(AUC) R E T Mayo 5
Brock, fE “REFAR” “RETLLSBEY 7 MIRR IR b BA = ENE[17].

3. BRI Z ERILLE
3.1 TEEBIFR )

Mayo RIS B /b, FEAFEER . MR, BEA IR . 45T B4R, Biil(spiculation). 453547 &

(upper lobe)——{ 5 B& Al PR 15 25 18] B ARRFAE 3] o

Table 1. Comparison of variables across models

=1 BRATEH

Model Age Smoking No_dule Density Spiculation Location Lo_bula- Va(_:uole ) Pleura_l Vascular
size type (upper lobe) tion sign indentation  convergence
Mayo Y Y Y N Y Y N N N N
Brock/PanCan Y Y Y Y Y Y N N N N
PKUPH (Peking Univ.) Y Y Y Y Y Y N N N N
Fudan/Zhongshan Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y

Note: Y = included in the model; N = not included.

Brock/PanCan #5728 (Brock) Ul 2% F i & K K HURAILF) & CT (LDCT)fii i A\ #¥(Pan-Canadian Early De-
tection Tl H )M 2, DRUCSENG A BUACTR AP EE L 3l TR B 2 i R BB A5 715, JUH A2 /NG5 755 AT Sk
P/ B35 35 (subsolid/GGN) 45 i [19] ..

R A R 5 AR H 45 A (8 GO EA) I AR ABREARE A (o T M AR i 22 ) S
ZZHNGINTE L CT & BFERA GHBRY + WK + AW ECEA), BT E A 255105 5
TBAEIR B [16] [17].
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32. RBEMEARSERGRIER

Mayo Clinic #%(Mayo) #3220 22 90 FEARIE I i — 4% & B K fiti 45 715 (indeterminate SPN) & 2
BAFI, FE5T RK/NEEY 4~30 mm, BEARFZOAREF, BAA R UEVE T IR ABERRE . 2 ANE
B RG TSAR R 4575 1 KA A [3]

Brock/PanCan % (Brock) 2k T- I & K KM & CT (LDCT)J#i & A ¥ (Pan-Canadian Early De-
tection L H ), [RULTE MG A IUACIE S PREE . 38 A T RAG BR A R I 28571, U /NG5 1 AR S
/8% 3% 38 (subsolid/GGN) 45 i [19] .

| AR AR (1 40 PKUPH A58 FI— 28 22 SRR I BE T 2R 07 ABE(T GGN LUl AR e e
RYWIGRIZNEHR N BB, A B T3 m A A ) o [ N A& B 1 [16]

ANRIASE RS AN [F] (9 N 55 3% 5t ——Mayo S&@ & Gl K 45717 Brock &S i A a5 s o B A% 1455 4
& N R AT 1 5

3.3. FMMERE(AUC, BURM., FRM)ROEER

Mayo A JFiEHk ¥ AUC = 0.83, FEHSKIGRAFI R REF[3]. XL E, 2 H.O0iFE S meta-7 17
R Brock B SRR I 5, 2024 4F— T meta Z3 il st H 52 T5THH #1(85,558 44 ¥ ) 1) pooled AUC Hy
0.796 (95% ClI: 0.771~0.820), HUZ M2 0.82. ¢4 0.80; X 1~8 mm /&1t (full model)f) AUC
AL F 0.927, i B FLAE /NG 1/ 20 N A R0 14 25715 8 5 [25] - SR 1T, iX T meta 43 #tH$5 H Brock
PREALLE W N BE T 2 T SEPESE A7)t 8 R IR (AUC = 0.741), $7SBE P b RE S FH I 75 Z4E [25] . X
T AR AR (G PKUPH) BA KB 8 S7. (1) AR 1 22 S 8B (0 2% 18 B B S e 45 15), AR A TFIRR
FIRE TR PR SR UE A XD, B AR SR BLSLIG R G 50 R B, JLAE BN AR AT Re AR T 78 7 B2 [16] [17].

Brock ALY Py FGH A A h R PR s (BE N ABER s PE s, HAYERE T REZ IR, A+
B B EBER S, (B0 B 2 AR E

34. IsRERAY SRR
RIFBLE TR L 2).

Table 2. Target population, strengths and limitations of representative models
*2 BEBERR. MEERR

Applicable nodule

Model Population Strengths Limitations
types
Western high-risk . - Limited for
Mayo smokers Solid nodules Simple and easy to use Subsolid/GGN
. . . More complex;
Brock/PanCan Screening cohort Solid, part-solid, Good overa_ll accuracy, calculator often
GGN comprehensive variables
needed
PKUPH Chinese clinical Including GGN Better ﬁt for_East-As1an External _va!ldatlon
cohort epidemiology still limited
Chinese suraical Sensitive for Potential selection
Fudan/Zhongshan cohortg Subsolid nodules adenocarcinoma-related bias; less suited for
signs community screening

Note: GGN = ground-glass nodule.

Mayo M. fajff, Agd b, TR —iE G5 PR B BRI PRI 5 o (EDN TSR 45 19/ 2 45715
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(LDCT &) f3& A 2 [3]-

Brock 57 & &0 A SIS, BENE AL EE A 44455 288 (subsolid . 2 ANEEY)s AH LTI EE 1
PACHEA R, HIFFEER, 5 THRSCH18] [19].

HE AR AR 2 SHOE R IS E NS T (R GONL iR L) TS A IR PR Y sk —— Rl 2
EH BT EEBEY vs TR . (HRRZ 2 EBO8 BT RIS, FAEEBMmAE(RBEE), st
Z I R P A BB BRI [16] [17].

AR RE N ZE G 451K . NBERHIE SHUM SR —— %A “ClARERA” , M “E65 + A
B+ HEY” MBEAL. RREBRIILE S0, FEEETHMNNERIGR S EASEE. SR, IR
SEEE A, U RN T S 25 5 (subsolid nodules)iX B G R BURRIE « B PE XS 2 2 T SRIE DI 2R AL, —
SEREANAL . TR E AR OO AN IT EER (R Fe AT T . e, SEPE RS o B (Consolidation-to-
Tumor Ratio, CTR)VE N Pl 521 45 1512 287 J1 A% o s, TEIE S-SR M1 PRAF 78 SRR R g b 52 31 7
Iz RE[26]. B, ERGHEE RIS TABAL S, A DEXIX — R AL R AT T 1 1R T .

3.5. EEEIGFRKEHME: BG4F CTR (Consolidation-to-Tumor Ratio)

Consolidation-to-Tumor Ratio (CTR)/2 . S Jiifi 45 15 (subsolid nodules)H FH 75 A4 S 14 B 43 L A5 i) B
YRR . CTR E SUCNM)Z CT I F S iy fe KA 5 s Sk i RARRI LB, &2 N T 534
it Bigegs 7 5 AR BT R o Suzuki ZEE RTHEPERF 78 HPHESE CTR 5 BR BREE % V)M 5%, CTR > 0.5 14
W 92 5 A AEONIRIEME B (IAC), 1) CTR<0.25 £ 5 AIS/IMIA [26] [27]. KIEE Meta 23 #7 &7, & CTR
587 OS Ml DFS B EAH G, #F—8 3K CTR 1ENAaE UG e br (A 28]

TEF T 070 8 5 5 R Y, CTR A i 5 T PR 70 2R AE, BRI A TR 8 RSB
XA, DLR AISIMIA/IAC =43 2R TSR [27] [28]. #iF 7ud5 i, 7E part-solid 54+, CTR 5%
PEREREAT) 5 35 B OC T, BIVSE M S 105 R 77 32 BA S s2 e SRR F P04 2 [ 28] [29]. b4, B HEF RN
W CTR 58U 20 SR R 45 5 AT i 25 38 imoeh v i e it R TR 31 1% BB [30]

RAEDEF TR R CTR 18 28 s A dr ] R AN RS 15 A2 [31], (HHE M EFIE. StniEth, 17
R UFDE TS W B Bz b BRI R —.

3.6. HEKIERE (Calibration) R EIGEKRENX

% [X 43 BE /1 (discrimination, 41 AUC)#F, #5781 i (calibration) [F) A% A2 P40 T 455 24 115 PR i FH P 114
HEARAR[32] 0 RBEHERE SIS SR XU 5 B S K AR e 2 TR (1 — SRR R o 9, A A T B2 2
FOGPENESR Dy 20%0), BRI 20%0H R SN, BB B R R HERE .

TESERRI I A, —SE AR B AR AUC By, (HAESMANTELRUE A B 0 B il SR B R, B
FE R [32]0 XFPEHL 2 5 EAS Y I B s R I N BES M 22 S A 0, N IR e A3 o 45775 S A 49 A LA 2 O
B IGRM IS NBEZ (B2 5o 245 R P8 8 F A [ b X BN [F) AT 9 2475 BEI NTER,  F0000 JXURS: ] B
ARG = SR A -

TR FEE A 6o I PR R SR P R P A B LR o {5, 5 A TR T S XU, AT e SR 2 1 TR
Vi PET-CT & H BN DB 7 BT AR T, BGINEIT oA S B il AR, A BORURAL XU, 0
FIREAE RIS, RS FHAYT LS . DRk, TEREAYHE B BTREAT S50 UF FH 4% 1 (recalibration)
X TR BRI PR 22 4 BA H B X [32]

RFAERIBE T BRI S AUC X A PERESL, BN RGUHR G L. Brier VE SRR, FH4xt
A TR 1 X B0 5 A SR AT B T B A R v, DA e B S SN 1 AT S [32]

DOI: 10.12677/acm.2026.163888 1129 I IR 2= =23t e


https://doi.org/10.12677/acm.2026.163888

FHE, A=z

4. FiMFE
4.1. #&LA = (Radiomics)

AR E N CT B Rl B HUEE . 8 TR RIS 80E & TR e, DLELg:
AR B, WAL G8 R TC VR U I 4R 2 5 o T8 IR AR 07 % 5 B (I LASSO. B ALAR
Ry SVM 55), SLARLH A5 R A] T TR 45795 1 R L B DR AR RRAE A AR K . 2 TR ST R A,
SLGH EARERIAE 2571 S 23 2 R I R A ERA v, LI 1 B B 451 (GGINS) A i H il 2 731 7 Th
HA B S IRRE 71[33] [34]

4.2. FREF 3 (CNN =E)

REES 2], JUHRGIAEM L (CNN), Ref% B s iE CT KHE 5 21 % (B = JURFAE, o7 N TA4F
FETFE. CNN ERURAYAEIRAIEE TSk, B, QUEREEH, a2 AR R, e Sk X
R T R IR FAE S G R, AR, 5T 3D CNN [ RGuheiA BB L 2 it SR U R
I Wit RE, FLE R RGH A Bn S b B RIF Rz A M o TR FE 22 S AR 34 T SHom B s it (H RIS
T G AT A R 1 9 55 11 ) [ 2] [35]

4.3. ZIESRMARB(REK + CT +Al)

VTAESR, 20 Rl A A R T P A I 45 0 R VP Ak TR RV 7 1 o A G B — AR Bl — I R AR B,
AAETI AR . MR WG SE . BEAE R SR SEIR RS B CT S B4FIE . SAAR 4%~ 50 CNN FRAEHE T4
H T, MR ZE T B TRINAE 77 B0, A HF TR PR 2 S S B AR R+ 55 Brock £ 4151 Mayo
BRI R A s, ROV TAE — AL 2 Wik B o R AR B T U@ il EOSE IR IR 5%, el
SETE TR A N SR A7 kb b B B s e SR AR E[36] [37]

4.4. DR ERBRBI(FTREREME . HEM 14, BUIRIRS)

S AL R fifs 45745 U T o R B LK 77, (BAAE 2 IR . oG, PR ST AR i
Z AR, MELAHIE IR, AM T IRREE S RIE. HK, SR M2 B ZREaR S5 . RE
B FMSEEER R MR, BN SE Rz AR . sehh, St FORE th i A e
P lmAs i A, RRZE R AR A 22 BT A vs LS AREZE S, TIREREURMIIERE T RE. BtL, S
FARRENE ST O 2 O B P R DU AR R R R R RORR FE IR S B U5 171 [38]-[40]

45. MEFEDRAER(CT + IBK + £YiREH)

BEAERSAELE R R, — Se BT 5T T 4R 220K 15 PR AR 54 (0 CEAL CYFRA 21-1. NSE. ProGRP)
YN T 28571 AR TS Y v, DA ey 53 2 bk 1) R SRR S Tl R 1 [22] o R b B R 08 S LT 7E (1 2E 4 2%
1TH, SRARRERA BAMME, JUHEH TR AR RIS | 2 TSSO B DL e P Al 455 .

ZUEFL R, ¥ CEA i CYFRA 21-1 5IuK(E B IGUBRHMES &, Al RER S AUC, 2
T/ INGE Y B FEE T B A5 AR TR GE /7. 0 Kammer [22]%8 A EEIOSERIERY, 454 T IRRE R, CT 4
fIE % CEA. CYFRA 21-1 Z5hrEW, 755 B AR 52 1 il 4555 05 T SR A A% Sl RS2 (41 Mayo #47)
(1) AUC fH, $&7 A5 B WIAE AR KBS VP AS 1 & b el e R #E 58 KAE R [22] [40].

WAESR, BEE MRS B AR IR IE, B8 o7 A Ahs AT I 25775 R Sk % ) o 0 T 0 (L2 52
B FVE . FEFR R DNA (circulating tumor DNA, ctDNA) A I A 38 5 4 & 1 46 55 A Y5 1 g 20 ) DNA Fr
B, I RO RSB s BEiE S . — SR ORI, B AR AR R I /NG B I Y B,
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BB RN TR AT AT B 5 PR AR oIDNA {5 5, O R EBPEIRAIR BE T RE[41]. BEAh, DNA FEAL Rl 1f:
Ry — o B B AT 16, JEEL 3 AT A I R A DG R B S R A, TR e S e PO A
H 2, IR X7 RO 45 v B A TR SIS s S 3 F[42].

FHELAL S8 CEA B NSE <5 by il F B MR 704 (15 =, CtDNA 55 FREAL G B 42300 e A
M TR MRS, BA SR A AT REVEA R I 5 [41] [42]. KRR, G RBARAE. IR B Il
ISR T hR EWH RS, WTREHE— D IRTIA R A AT E IS5 IR RE ST, IR AN 2
RN E . (H H AT SAS I A B v, ARG 0 N (14 82 475 5 B8 22 AT PERT T80T -

5. 7R3k 75 [(Discussion/Perspective)

BEE N LR R S KEAR BRI A e, ligh 15 R PPl ISR SRS e 58 B 345 ] fRRe it 77 [l Jedt
ARV SR i 2 SRS, 456 CT R KR AVWEY) . FERA S L T8, W
S AT PR RS VAT HE S [33] o TR BE 2% 2] SR G0t ) i B o A IR AR B R J&, SIS 46 CT i AN 15
PERE S L8 00 B S AT, (R 9/ N AR e 45 SR 4 i 22 [ 2]

5 [RIF, SRR () o] ff B P (explainability) & R R BT 2 —. A B EEL R IHLHIEL
ARG R 7, A BT IRR R AR Al SR R, S T8 2 M [43]. BbAh, BEALYE F St Fep
s T PE . G PME R MR Z, i8R NI E R R, R KRR, £ 4
O ZHERBIEE, FHINSRINBEIE, K23 A AT HE 14 (generalizability) i 98 [39] (Park 2021;
Obermeyer 2019).

KKAaF SRR MG E Rath oI N Al THE, gz N “seB x5 Em wEg + £
Vg + Al SEEHIT BBaal, kSRS iR gt B s S .

6. £5if(Conclusion)

IS T AR RS S 5 AR W A B ) PR, 502 AE LDCT J iz MR, A 3R, i
SARRHIEA S H G Z R etk . A£G U0 Mayo #5714 Brock (PanCan) Y, o [l ABERRAY & 52 HL o LR B
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