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Chapter 1: Data Collection and Selection

Data on the climate change impacts from the production of the wood derivatives cellulose, hemicellulose, lignin,
cellulose nanofibril (CNF), and cellulose nanocrystal (CNC) were gathered from the literature and assessed for inclusion
or exclusion in the lifecycle scenarios modeled for the paper. Data points were excluded on the basis of 1) unusually
high values stemming from lab-scale production processes, 2) unusually high values stemming from the utilization of
waste or agricultural biomass as input, or 3) any value that already incorporated any form of carbon crediting, since

carbon crediting would be performed later manually.

All data points gathered regarding the climate change impacts from the production of the selected wood derivatives
(cellulose, hemicellulose, lignin, microfibrillated cellulose, and cellulose nanocrystals) that were taken from the literature

in Supplementary Table 1 were then graphically plotted in Supplementary Figure 1 to visualize the data and identify

extreme outliers.
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Supplementary Table 1. The literature reviewed on the climate change impacts of the production of wood derivatives. All the environmental impacts tabulated below have been plotted in Supplementary
Figure 1. Data points may be included or rejected for only lignin and CNF; for all other wood derivatives not considered in the assessment, inclusion or rejection is not applicable (N.A.). The extended table

can be found in Supplementary_Table.xlsx

Environmental
1 ki 2 eq. Incl . Lo
Reference Feedstock Feedstock Type Process Wood Derivative mpact (kg CO2 eq nc. uded or Notes or Reasoning for Rejection
per 1kg of Rejected
derivative)
Eucalyptus Wood Primary Wood Viscose Process Cellulose 38 NA. CO2 uptake considered;
Eucalyptus Wood Primary Wood Viscose Process Cellulose 53 N.A
Eucalyptus and Beech Wood | Primary Wood Lyocell Process Cellulose 11 NA. CO2 uptake considered
Eucalyptus and Beech Wood | Primary Wood Lyocell Process Cellulose 2.5 N.A
Eucalyptus and Beech Wood | Primary Wood Lyocell Process Cellulose 0.05 NA. CO2 uptake considered
1
Eucalyptus and Beech Wood | Primary Wood Lyocell Process Cellulose 15 NA
European Beech Wood Primary Wood Viscose Process Cellulose 0.03 NA. CO2 uptake considered
European Beech Wood Primary Wood Viscose Process Cellulose 15 NA
European Beech Wood Primary Wood Viscose Process Cellulose -0.25 NA. CO2 uptake considered
European Beech Wood Primary Wood Viscose Process Cellulose 1.2 NA
Norwegian Spruce Primary Wood Borregaard Cellulose 1.160 NA
Norwegian Spruce Primary Wood Borregaard Lignin 0.666 Included
2
Norwegian Spruce Primary Wood Borregaard Lignin 1.12 Included
Eucalyptus Wood - Bleached ori Wood Pul Kraft douloi Cellul 5
rima ood Pu raft wood pulpin ellulose
3 Sulphate Pulp i P PUIPINg N.A.
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Environmental

Impact (kg CO2 eq.

Included or

Rejected

Reference Feedstock Feedstock Type Process Wood Derivative per 1kg of Rejected Notes or Reasoning for Rejection
derivative)
Eucalvotus Wood Pri Wood Refini CNF 7 Lab-scale process
ucalyptus Woo rimary Woo efining Rejected
Eucalyptus Wood Primary Wood Refining and homogenization CNF 12.5 Rejected Lab-scale process
Extraction and concentration of
. . . . . N.A.
Mixed Hardwood Woodchips | Primary Wood hemicellulose to 70% dry Hemicellulose 0.0298
4 content via evaporation
Extraction and concentration of
Mixed Hardwood Woodchips | Primary Wood hemicellulose to 50% dry Hemicellulose 0.0332 NA
content via evaporation
) Ultrasound-assisted alkaline . .
Sugarcane Bagasse Pith Agro Waste . Hemicellulose 277 NA Agricultural feedstock; lab-scale
extraction <A . t Ily high
process; impact unusually hig
. Ultrasound-assisted alkaline . .
5 Sugarcane Bagasse Pith Agro Waste i Hemicellulose 306 NA Agricultural feedstock; lab-scale
extraction -A. L .
process; impact unusually high
) Ultrasound-assisted alkaline . .
Sugarcane Bagasse Pith Agro Waste i Hemicellulose 267 NA Agricultural feedstock; lab-scale
extraction o process; impact unusually high
Spruce Bark Primary Wood Organosolv Lignin 2.14 Included
Tannin-Free Spruce Bark Primary Wood Organosolv Lignin 1.39 Included
6
. . . Included
Tannin-Free Spruce Bark Primary Wood Organosolv Lignin 0.23
Beech Primary Wood Fabiola Organosolv Lignin 0.77 Included
7
Beech Primary Wood Fabiola Organosolv Lignin -4.71

CO2 uptake considered
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Environmental

Homogenization (CEHO)

Reference Feedstock Feedstock Type Process Wood Derivative Impact (kg CO2 eq. Inc.luded or Notes or Reasoning for Rejection
per 1kg of Rejected
derivative)
] ) Enzymatic + HPH
Sulfite Pulp Primary Wood Pulp o CNF 1.2 luded
(Homogenization) Include
) . Enzymatic + HPH
Sulfite Pulp Primary Wood Pulp o CNF 3.1 luded
(Homogenization) Include
Sulfite Pul ori Wood Pul TEMPO oxidation + HPH CNF 1
ulfite Pu rima ood Pu
P i P (Homogenization) Included
sulfite Pul o Wood Pu TEMPO oxidation + HPH oNF 18
ulfite Pu rima ood Pu .
8 P 2 P (Homogenization) Included
TEMPO oxidation +
Sulfite Pulp Primary Wood Pulp ) ) CNF 0.75 Included
mechanical refinement
TEMPO oxidation +
Sulfite Pulp Primary Wood Pulp ) ) CNF 1 Included
mechanical refinement
TEMPO oxidation
Delignified Kraft Pulp Primary Wood Pulp | + Sonication + Centrifuge CNF 980 Rejected Lab-scale process; impact
purifying (TOSO) unusually high
Delignified Kraft Pul Pri Wood Pul TEMPO oxidation + CNF 190 I.ab-scallle '::o:‘eSS; mpact
elignified Kraft Pu rima ood Pu . unusua i
9 P ;e P Homogenization (TOHO) Rejected yhig
9 . .
Chloroacetic acid Lab-scale process; impact
Delignified Kraft Pulp Primary Wood Pulp | etherification + Sonication + CNF 1160 Rejected unusually high
Centrifuge purifying (CESO)
Chloroacetic acid Lab-scale process; impact
Delignified Kraft Pulp Primary Wood Pulp | etherification + CNF 360 Rejected unusually high
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Reference

Feedstock

Feedstock Type

Process

Wood Derivative

Environmental

Impact (kg CO2 eq.

per 1kg of
derivative)

Included or
Rejected

Notes or Reasoning for Rejection

10

Unbleached Sulfate

Primary Wood Pulp

Enzymatic pretreatment+

microfluidization

CNF

0.79

Included

Sulphite Pulp

Primary Wood Pulp

Carboxymethylation
pretreatment +

microfluidization

CNF

99

Rejected

Impact unusually high

Unbleached Sulfate

Primary Wood Pulp

Without pretreatment +

homogenization treatment

CNF

1.2

Included

1

Carrot Waste

Food Waste

MFC liberated (Aqueous
Enzymatic treatment +
homogenization) + Coating
MFC with GripX + Wet
spinning by adding Sodium
Alginate

CNF

150

Rejected

Agricultural feedstock; lab-scale
process; impact unusually high

Carrot Waste

Food Waste

MFC liberated (Enzymatic +
homogenization) + Coating
MFC with GripX + Wet
spinning by adding Sodium
Alginate

CNF

160

Rejected

Agricultural feedstock; lab-scale
process; impact unusually high

Carrot Waste

Food Waste

MEFC liberated (Enzymatic +
homogenization) + Wet
spinning by adding Sodium
Alginate (without coating)

CNF

150

Rejected

Agricultural feedstock; lab-scale
process; impact unusually high

Carrot Waste

Food Waste

MFC liberated (Enzymatic +
homogenization) + Wet
spinning by adding Sodium
Alginate (without coating)

CNF

160

Rejected

Agricultural feedstock; lab-scale
process; impact unusually high

Carrot Waste

Food Waste

MEFC liberated (Enzymatic +

homogenization) +

CNF

150

Rejected

Agricultural feedstock; lab-scale
process; impact unusually high
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Environmental

Reference Feedstock Feedstock Type Process Wood Derivative Impact (kg CO2 eq. Inc.luded or Notes or Reasoning for Rejection
per 1kg of Rejected
derivative)
electrospinning by adding
PEO as a carrier polymer
MEFC liberated (Enzymatic +
homogenization) +
Carrot Waste Food Waste E o ) ) CNF 160 Reiected Agricultural feedstock; lab-scale
electrospinning by adding ) process; impact unusually high
PEO as a carrier polymer
Bleaching, washing, Masuko Included despite the food waste
12 Carrot Waste Food Waste o ' CNF 0.0586 Included feedstock as it was one of the
grinding only data points for upscaled
production.
Wood Waste Pulp Waste Wood Pulp High-pressure homogenization CNF 1.2 Rejected CO2 uptake considered
Wood Waste Pulp Waste Wood Pulp High-pressure homogenization CNF 24 Rejected CO2 uptake considered
Wood W pul | Enzymatic pretreatment +
0o aste Pulp Waste Wood Pulp Microfluidization CNF 08 Rejected CO2 uptake considered
d | Enzymatic pretreatment +
. Wood Waste Pulp Waste Wood Pulp Microfluidization CNF 1.6 Rejected €02 uptake considered
Carboxy-methylation
Wood Waste Pulp Waste Wood Pulp pretreatment + CNF 99 Rejected €02 uptake considered
Microfluidization
Carboxy-methylation
Wood Waste Pulp Waste Wood Pulp pretreatment + CNF 110 Rejected €02 uptake considered
Microfluidization
. Enzymatic Treatments &
Hardwood Kraft Pulp Primary Wood Pulp o CNF 18.6 .
14 Homogenization (ENZHO) Rejected Lab-scale process
15 Coconut Fibers Food Waste EUC extraction (hydrolysis) CNC 1086.412 NA Agricultural feedstock; lab-scale

process; impact unusually high
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Environmental

Impact (kg CO2 eq.

Included or

recovery

Reference Feedstock Feedstock Type Process Wood Derivative per 1kg of Rejected Notes or Reasoning for Rejection
derivative)
Primary Cotton Agricultural feedstock; lab-scale
Cotton Fibers pul EC extraction (hydrolysis) CNC 122171 N.A process; impact unusually high
ulp A,
Bleached Kraft Pulp from
16 Wood Primary Wood Pulp | pilot acid hydrolysis process CNC 29.64 N.A
Chips
Extraction of CNC with high Agricultural feedstock; lab-scale
Coconut Fibers Food Waste CNC 207 process; impact unusually high
17 powered ultrasound (CNU) N.A.
Primary Cotton Sulphuric acid hydrolysis
Cotton Pulp ) ) ) CNC 494
Pulp without acid separation N.A.
. Sulphuric acid hydrolysis +
Primary Cotton . . . .
Cotton Pulp gravity settling with acid CNC 40.35
Pulp ) N.A.
separation
Sulphuric acid hydrolysis +
18 Primary Cotton P . . y y
Cotton Pulp centrifugation with acid CNC 40.87
Pulp i N.A.
separation
) Sulphuric acid hydrolysis +
Primary Cotton o . .
Cotton Pulp microfiltration with acid CNC 29.6
Pulp ) N.A.
separation
) Acid hydrolysis with acid
Wood Pulp Primary Wood Pulp CNC 11.39 N.A
recovery -A-
19 ) Acid hydrolysis without acid
Wood Pulp Primary Wood Pulp CNC 11.18 NA
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Supplementary Figure 1. All of the compiled data points in Supplementary Table 1 represent the climate change impacts from the production of different wood derivatives.
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Chapter 2: Carbon Dioxide Uptake Calculations for Bio-based Materials

The carbon dioxide uptake and release amounts for 1 kg each of the bio-based materials lignin, CNF, and PLA were
calculated for each material. Stoichiometrically, 0.273 kg of carbon (C) produces 1 kg of carbon dioxide (CO2) and this

value was used for calculating the biogenic carbon uptake/release values.

Supplementary Table 2. Calculated carbon dioxide uptake and release amounts for 1 kg of lignin, CNF, and PLA.

Material (1 kg) Carbon content [%] CO2 uptake and release [kg/kg material] Source for carbon content
Lignin 62.5 2.292 [20]
CNF 44.4 1.628 [21]
PLA 50 1.833 [21]

Chapter 3: Discounting Rate

The amount of biogenic carbon considered to be released after different storage periods from an original materially-
stored 1 kg of biogenic carbon using an annual discount rate of 1% and a time horizon of 100 years was calculated for
each scenario involving dynamic carbon accounting. 1 kg of biogenic carbon successfully stored within materials for 100
years and then released would be considered to have no emissions impact due to the long storage period achieved,
while 1 kg of biogenic carbon released after a storage period of zero years would be considered to have the full emissions
impact of the release of 1 kg of biogenic carbon. In this way, biogenic carbon emissions in the near future are weighted

more heavily than emissions in the more distant future.
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Supplementary Figure 2. An illustration of dynamic carbon accounting over 100 years involving an annual discount
rate of 1%.

Chapter 4: End-of-Life Options

Three End-of-Life (EoL) scenarios (incineration, landfilling, and a 'no emissions' scenario) were identified and all three
were incorporated into the lifecycle scenarios for each of the bio-based materials lignin, cellulose (i.e. CNF), and PLA. It

was assumed that an incineration scenario would result in the full release of stored biogenic carbon as carbon dioxide

10
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and that a landfill scenario would result in stored biogenic carbon being released as 50% carbon dioxide and 50%
methane due to partial anaerobic conditions. The 'no emissions' scenario assumes that no carbon is emitted at the EolL

and represents scenarios in which PLA, lignin, and cellulose end up in landfills and are non-biodegradable.

~
o

Niginlin! Incineration
(100% CO2 conversion of
biogenic carbon)

A
il Landfill )
(50% CO2 conversion, 50%
Cellulese methane conversion of
9 biogenic carbon)
No Emissions i
(0% CO2 or methane
conversion of biogenic
PLA \ carbon) )

Supplementary Figure 3. End-of-life scenarios analyzed for the bio-based materials.
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Supplementary Figure 4. End-of-life scenarios analyzed for the fossil-based plastic polymers.

Five potential EoL scenarios were identified and these were incorporated into the lifecycle scenarios for each petroleum-

based plastic polymers PET, HDPE, LDPE, PP, PU, and PA. However, the selected EoL options were taken from the data

11
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available in ecoinvent v3.9.1 and are not necessarily inclusive of all EoL options available for every polymer, e.g., recycling
is possible for plastics besides PET, but the data on these scenarios was not available in ecoinvent??. Additionally, the
number of production data sets varied between different polymers in ecoinvent, with PET having the highest number of
data sets along with three possible EoL options (landfilling, recycling, and incineration). HDPE and LDPE both had fewer
data points than PET, followed by PP, PU, and PA. None of the polymers, except for PET, had the datasets to model the
Eol as recycling. This is particularly apparent in Figure 2(c) of the main text, wherein only PET has a trimodal life cycle

impact distribution, where the middle mode represents the recycling of PET as an impact.

Chapter 5: Life Cycle Climate Change Impacts of Materials

The total cumulative lifecycle climate change impacts for lignin, CNF, PLA, PET, HDPE, LDPE, PP, PU, and PA were

calculated for each lifecycle scenario of the material and collated into the table below for reference.

Supplementary Table 3. Total lifecycle climate change impacts for each material (in kg CO2 eq. per kg of polymer) in each scenario.

Lignin CNF PLA PET HDPE LDPE | PP | PU | PA
1073 | 296 | 043 | 283 | 495 | 113 | 298 | 346 | 506 | 139 | 155 | 3.56 | 210 | 208 | 246 | 7.58 | 11.63
1127 | 341 | 157 | 473 | 503 | 053 | 333 | 332 | 525 | 125 | 192 | 375 | 251 | 243 | 205 | 523 | 1165
1291 | 443 | 1030 | 263 | 311 | 053 | 333 | 160 | 245 | 1.16 | 164 | 354 | 252 | 245 | 245 | 527 | 1166
1336 | 3.68 | 1220 | 343 | 320 | 2.89 | 352 | 146 | 373 | 048 | 072 | 365 | 095 | 268 | 485 | 523 | 943
1438 | 252 | 1010 | 238 | 493 | 306 | 072 | 137 | 522 | 125 | 136 | 366 | 076 | 270 | 443 | 7.80 | 9.29
1363 | 3.06 | 1090 | 263 | 502 | 113 | 200 | 0.69 | 508 | 176 | 0.76 | 2.03 | 093 | 211 | 484 | 513 | 939
1247 | 067 | 985 | 242 | 309 | 299 | 349 | 146 | 336 | 130 | 137 | 245 | 111 | 491 | 485 | 513 | 9.29
1301 | 112 | 1010 | 283 | 318 | 333 | 335 | 197 | 322 | 168 | 077 | 245 | 093 | 526 | 444 | 783 | 939
1061 | 214 | 989 | 169 | 449 | 503 | 163 | 151 | 313 | 139 | 077 | 088 | 1.11 | 528 | 484 | 523 | 1165
1107 | 139 | 1030 | 120 | 458 | 522 | 148 | 189 | 245 | 047 | 313 | 069 | 103 | 550 | 241 | 7.51 | 11.68
1209 | 023 | 916 | 310 | 265 | 242 | 140 | 160 | 322 | 111 | 330 | 086 | 076 | 553 | 199 | 517 | 11.69
1134 | 077 | 867 | 100 | 274 | 370 | 072 | 068 | 373 | 052 | 137 | 104 | 095 | 494 | 239 | 521 | 946
1018 | 293 | 1057 | 180 | 311 | 519 | 148 | 132 | 327 | 112 | 323 | 086 | 075 | 203 | 242 | 517 | 931
1072 | 339 | 847 | 075 | 320 | 505 | 200 | 0.73 | 3.65 | 053 | 357 | 1.04 | 085 | 238 | 200 | 7.73 | 9.42
1119 | 441 | 927 | 100 | 128 | 333 | 154 | 133 | 336 | 053 | 331 | 096 | 086 | 240 | 241 | 506 | 932
1164 | 366 | 822 | 079 | 137 | 319 | 192 | 074 | 244 | 289 | 351 | 069 | 492 | 262 | 49 | 506 | 9.42
1266 | 250 | 847 | 120 | 1336 | 3.10 | 163 | 0.74 | 3.08 | 306 | 0.71 | 088 | 534 | 265 | 455 | 7.76 | 11.72
1191 | 304 | 826 | 006 | 1345 | 242 | 071 | 310 | 249 | 112 | 199 | 068 | 535 | 206 | 495 | 517 | 1174

10.75 0.64 8.67 2.81 1153 | 319 | 135 | 3.26 | 3.10 | 299 | 347 | 0.78 | 3.78 2.02 4.83 11.75
11.29 1.10 7.53 4.71 1162 | 370 | 075 | 133 | 250 | 333 | 333 | 0.79 | 358 2.37 442 9.53
8.90 2.12 10.29 2.61 1334 | 324 | 136 | 320 | 250 | 515 | 162 | 503 | 3.76 2.39 4.82 9.38
9.35 1.37 12.19 3.41 1343 | 362 | 076 | 354 | 486 | 534 | 147 | 545 | 394 2.61 2.40 9.48
10.37 0.21 10.09 2.36 11.51 333 | 076 | 343 | 503 | 254 | 139 | 546 | 3.76 2.63 1.99 9.38
9.62 0.75 10.89 2.61 11.60 | 241 312 | 362 | 310 | 3.82 | 0.71 3.89 | 3.94 2.05 2.39 9.48
8.46 2.38 9.84 2.40 1290 | 3.05 | 329 | 082 | 496 | 531 147 | 369 | 385 4.88 11.63
9.00 2.84 10.09 2.81 1299 | 246 | 136 | 210 | 530 | 517 | 199 | 387 | 358 5.23 11.66
3.86 9.88 1.67 11.07 | 3.06 | 322 | 359 | 507 | 345 | 152 | 405 | 3.78 5.25 11.66
3.11 10.29 1.18 1116 | 247 | 356 | 345 | 526 | 3.31 190 | 387 | 357 548 9.44
1.95 9.14 3.08 1153 | 247 | 324 | 173 | 246 | 322 | 162 | 405 | 367 5.50 9.29
2.49 8.66 0.98 1162 | 483 | 343 | 158 | 3.74 | 254 | 0.70 | 396 | 3.69 491 9.40
0.09 10.56 1.78 9.70 499 | 063 | 150 | 523 | 3.31 134 | 369 | 205 2.01 9.29
0.55 8.46 0.73 9.78 3.06 | 1.91 082 | 509 | 382 | 074 | 389 | 246 2.36 9.40
1.57 9.26 0.98 493 | 340 | 158 | 337 | 336 | 135 | 3.68 | 247 2.39 10.60
0.82 8.21 0.77 527 | 326 | 210 | 322 | 374 | 075 | 3.78 | 0.90 2.61 10.62
-0.34 8.46 1.18 313 | 154 | 164 | 3.14 | 345 | 075 | 3.80 | 0.71 2.63 10.63
0.20 8.25 0.04 332 | 140 | 202 | 246 | 253 | 3.11 | 493 | 0.88 2.04 8.41
0.67 8.66 2.42 0.53 | 1.31 173 | 322 | 317 | 328 | 535 | 1.06 5.02 8.26
1.12 7.52 432 1.81 063 | 081 374 | 258 | 135 | 535 | 0.88 5.37 8.36
2.14 9.90 2.22 329 | 140 | 145 | 328 | 3.18 | 3.21 3.78 | 1.06 5.39 8.26

12
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Lignin CNF PLA PET HDPE LDPE | PP PU PA
139 | 11.80 | 3.02 315 | 191 | 085 | 366 | 259 | 355 | 359 | 097 | 561 8.36
0.23 9.70 1.97 144 | 145 | 146 | 337 | 259 | 331 | 376 | 071 | 564 10.57
077 | 1050 | 222 129 | 1.83 | 0.86 | 245 | 495 | 351 | 394 | 090 | 5.05 10.59
-163 | 945 2.01 121 | 154 | 086 | 3.09 | 512 | 071 | 3.76 | 069 | 491 10.60
-117 | 970 242 053 | 062 | 322 | 249 | 318 | 199 | 394 | 080 | 5.26 8.38
-0.15 | 949 1.28 129 | 1.26 | 339 | 3.10 | 505 | 348 | 3.86 | 0.81 | 5.28 8.23
-090 | 9.90 0.79 181 | 066 | 146 | 250 | 539 | 334 | 359 | 203 | 551 8.34
206 | 875 2.69 134 | 127 | 332 | 250 | 3.09 | 162 | 3.78 | 245 | 553 8.23
-152 | 827 0.59 172 | 068 | 366 | 486 | 328 | 147 | 358 | 246 | 494 8.34
1348 | 1017 | 139 144 | 068 | 338 | 503 | 048 | 139 | 368 | 0.89 10.66
13.93 | 807 0.34 052 | 3.03 | 357 | 3.10 | 1.76 | 071 | 3.69 | 0.69 10.69
1495 | 887 0.59 116 | 320 | 077 | 496 | 325 | 147 0.86 10.69
1420 | 7.82 0.38 056 | 127 | 206 | 530 | 3.11 | 1.99 1.04 8.47
13.04 | 807 0.79 117 | 3.13 | 354 | 3.09 | 139 | 153 0.86 8.32
1358 | 786 | -0.35 057 | 348 | 340 | 329 | 125 | 1.90 1.04 8.43
1119 | 827 1.20 057 | 333 | 168 | 049 | 1.16 | 1.62 0.96 8.32
1164 | 7.13 3.10 293 | 353 | 154 | 177 | 048 | 0.70 0.69 8.43
12.66 | 867 1.00 310 | 073 | 145 | 326 | 125 | 134 0.89 10.57
1191 | 1057 | 1.80 117 | 201 | 077 | 312 | 1.76 | 0.74 0.68 10.60
1075 | 847 0.75 3.03 | 350 | 154 | 140 | 130 | 135 0.78 10.61
1129 | 9.27 1.00 337 | 336 | 206 | 125 | 168 | 075 0.80 8.38
1346 | 822 0.79 309 | 164 | 159 | 117 | 139 | 075 4.90 8.23
1391 | 847 1.20 328 | 149 | 197 | 049 | 047 | 3.11 531 8.34
1493 | 826 0.06 048 | 141 | 168 | 125 | 1.11 | 3.28 5.32 8.23
1418 | 867 | -043 176 | 073 | 076 | 177 | 051 | 135 3.75 8.34
13.02 | 7.53 147 325 | 149 | 140 | 131 | 1.12 | 3.21 3.56
1356 | 7.05 | -0.63 3.11 | 201 | 081 | 168 | 053 | 355 3.73
1116 | 895 0.17 335 | 142 | 140 | 053 | 330 3.91
1162 | 685 | -0.88 142 | 082 | 048 | 2.88 | 3.49 3.73
1264 | 765 | -0.63 328 | 082 | 1.12 | 3.05 | 069 3.91
1189 | 660 | -0.84 362 | 318 | 052 | 1.12 | 197 3.82
6.85
6.64
7.05
5.90
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