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H 11 45.8 5 20.8 1 4.2 7 29.2 0 0.0

| 8 57.1 1 7.1 0 0.0 5 35.7 0 0.0

J 21 63.6 7 21.2 0 0.0 5 15.2 0 0.0

K HCU 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 4 26.7 11 423

J ICU 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 11 100.0 0 0.0

150 48.7 83 26.9 2 0.6 62 20.1 11 3.6

150 53.2 83 294 2 0.7 47 16.7 0 0.0
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A 10 22.2 14 31.1 21 46.7 0 0.0 0 0.0
B 15 30.0 24 48.0 8 16.0 0 0.0 3 6.0
C 5 143 10 28.6 20 57.1 0 0.0 0 0.0
D 7 20.0 14 40.0 12 34.3 1 2.9 1 2.9
E 12 24.0 18 36.0 16 32.0 0 0.0 4 8.0
F 16 314 15 29.4 16 314 0 0.0 4 7.8
G 23 426 16 29.6 14 25.9 0 0.0 1 19
H 7 189 10 27.0 18 48.6 1 2.7 1 2.7
| 15 30.0 13 26.0 20 40.0 0 0.0 2 4.0
J 7 16.3 11 25.6 24 55.8 0 0.0 1 2.3
K HCU 0 0.0 2 50.0 2 50.0 0 0.0 0 0.0
J ICU 0 0.0 0 0.0 5 556 0 0.0 4 444

117 253 147 317 176 38.0 2 04 21 45

117 26.0 145 32.2 176 39.1 2 04 17 3.8
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A J 2
5-8
5-3 5-4
+4.1 A28
5 8

A 13 3 16 139 9.9 41 A 09 3.2 93.5% 132.0%
B 13 5 18 8.2 74 0.8 48 5.6 158.5% 175.7%
C 15 4 19 119 9.3 2.6 3.1 5.7 126.1% 161.3%
D 12 3 15 7.9 9.7 Al8 41 2.3 151.9% 123.7%
E 16 3 19 9.1 9.5 A 04 6.9 6.5 175.8% 168.4%
F 125 3 155 6.9 9.7 A28 5.6 2.8 181.2% 128.9%
G 14 3 17 7.5 8.6 Al2 6.6 54 187.9% 162.8%
H 125 4 16.5 104 9.7 0.7 2.2 2.8 120.8% 128.9%
| 12 3 15 8.7 10.1 A 14 33 1.9 137.9% 118.8%
J 13 5 18 13.6 104 3.2 A 06 2.6 95.6% 125.0%
K HCU 18 4 22 3.0 2.5 0.5 15.0 155 600.0% 720.0%
J ICU 10 0 10 9.2 8.8 0.4 0.8 13 108.7% 114.3%
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