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Table S1 ANOVA table for W; response

Source df Sum of Squares F value Prob >F
0 1 0.000096 0.6635 0.436 *
/ 1 0.09425 651 <0.0001
0/ 1 0.00555 383 0.00016
Model 3 0.09990 230 <0.0001
Error 9 0.001302

Table S2 ANOVA table for Lg response
Source df Sum of Squares F value Prob >F
0 1 0.2772 271 <0.0001
/ 1 0.7164 700 <0.0001
0/ 1 0.00263 2.57 0.153 **
6 1 0.04725 46.2 0.000253
r 1 0.0011 1.08 0.334 **
Model 5 1.059 207 <0.0001
Error 7 0.001022

Table S3 ANOVA table for W, response
Source df Sum of Squares F value Prob >F
0 1 0.03635 5.03 <0.0001
/ 1 0.2663 36.9 <0.0001
Model 2 0.3026 20.9 0.000264
Error 10 0.07213

* insignificant, but retained for model hierarchy
** statistically insignificant
df = degrees of freedom
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Figure S1. Predicted value of W, vs. actual values observed in
simulations. The response followed a two-factor interaction model (Ws = + 6
+ [ + 8 ]). The linear trend between predicted values and those observed in
simulation indicated agreement between the statistical model and simulation

results (p <0.0001).
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Figure S2. Predicted value of Lg vs. actual values observed in simulations.
The response followed a quadratic model (Lsi = B + 6 + [ + 67) with p < 0.0001.
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Figure S3. Predicted value of W, vs. actual values observed in
simulations. The response followed a linear model (W = B + 8 + /). While there
was spread among the data, especially at the lower end of the model, the model
was statistically significant (p = 0.000264).



