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Figure S1. Displacement and strain calculated for cubic hybrid implants intended for mechanical testing
and device development, calculated using DVC. Shown here is one vertical slice through the centre of each
sample. Note that the scales for the Mech2 sample include positive values for both axial displacement and
minimum 3D principal strain.
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Figure S2. Displacement and strain calculated for thin hybrid implants using DVC. Shown here is one
vertical slice through the centre of each 3D sample volume.

(a) Strain Systematic Error (MAER)
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(b) Strain Random Error (SDER)
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Figure S3. Quantification of error under constant-strain conditions using DVC. Strain systematic error
(a) and random error (b) and displacement random error (c) for the hybrid scaffold samples (n = 6)
for the three DVC approaches. DC = Direct Correlation, FFT = Fast Fourier transform, FFT+DC =
combined approach of FFT and DC. Inset is the same data with the y-axis scaled to better show values
for the larger subvolume sizes. The x axis is labelled in voxels and in brackets is the equivalent
approximate micron distance valid for all scaffolds except Mechl which utilised a larger voxel size.
Error bars show the S.D. between all samples. Table (d) shows the power law equations and R2 values

for each metric and DVC method.
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Figure S4. Quantification of error under constant-strain conditions using DIC. DIC analysis carried
out on static photos of samples as a comparison to those collected during DVC and micro-CT constant
strain error analysis for the hybrid scaffold samples (n = 6). (a) Strain systematic error (MAER), (b)
Strain random error (SDER), (c) Displacement random error (SDER) and (d) Power law equations and
R2 values for each metric. Error bars show the S.D. between all samples.
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