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[image: Figure_5]Figure S1: Fit measuring criteria: (a) Shear modulus; (b) Yield strength; (c) Ultimate shear strength; (d) Failure strain; [(i) Normal distribution plot; (ii) Actual and predicted plot; and (iii) Box-cox plot.



Table S1: Shear properties from torsion testing of samples. 

	Sample
	Shear Modulus 
(MPa)
	Yield Stress 
(MPa)
	Ultimate Shear Stress
 (MPa)
	Failure Strain 
(%)

	1
	176.29
	3.83
	5.35
	14.58

	2
	653.58
	9.87
	10.89
	14.56

	3
	597.68
	13.60
	15.40
	11.85

	4
	292.39
	8.42
	9.63
	12.53

	5
	176.29
	6.47
	7.26
	14.40

	6
	438.59
	10.72
	11.63
	13.21

	7
	440.74
	10.89
	11.77
	13.29

	8
	436.44
	10.59
	11.56
	13.13

	9
	741.73
	15.25
	16.26
	11.56

	10
	438.59
	10.68
	11.63
	13.20

	11
	219.29
	7.969
	9.76
	11.83

	12
	445.04
	12.99
	16.78
	10.84

	13
	126.84
	3.08
	4.04
	14.66

	14
	879.33
	17.35
	18.90
	7.85

	15
	438.59
	10.16
	11.63
	13.18

	16
	705.18
	10.68
	11.90
	14.51

	17
	761.08
	12.20
	15.22
	14.20

	18
	292.39
	11.92
	15.85
	8.46

	19
	437.51
	5.573
	6.432
	13.96
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Normal Plot of Residuals Predicted vs. Actual Box-Cox Plot for Power Transforms
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