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Figure S1. Demolition waste of (a) cement-based plasters (W1), (b) brick waste (W2) and (c) natural stones waste 
(W3). 
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Figure S2. SEM analysis of FA (a), W2 (b), and W1 (c). 
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Figure S3. SEM analysis of NYT (a) and VRT (b). 

 



 

Figure S4. Geopolymeric samples before (a), during (b), and after immersion (c) (d) in bi-distilled water for 24 h. 

 

  

(a) (b) 

Figure S5. Water absorbed by capillarity (Q, mg cm-2) as a function of time (t, √s) in W1- (a) and MW-based (b) 

geopolymers. 

 



 

Figure S6. Correlation between Shore D hardness and compressive strength for W1-based and MW-based 

geocomposites. 


