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Supplementary Figure 1. The figure contrasts workload parameters measured with GPS-tracking
and HR-monitoring systems: A —distance covered; B — number of sprints; C — mean velocity; D —
maximal velocity; E — mean HR; F — maximal HR. The comparisons were assessed using the
paired t-test and demonstrated no significant differences between the matches for individual
players. For comparison of means and mean differences, refer to Table 1 in the main text.



