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Table S1. Basic properties of different raw materials

Ingredients Moisture content? pH? TOC(%)® TN(%)° C/NP
Pig manure 69.70£1.67 8.13+0.01 26.28+0.87 3.83+0.11 6.86+0.08
Cow dung 65.61+1.72 7.91£0.03 22.35+0.64 1.84+0.06 12.15+0.25
Sheep manure 54.8340.68 9.1740.18  35.274+2.24 2.24+0.06 15.75+0.43

Chicken manure 51.92+2.50 8.55+0.18  26.57+1.41 3.04+0.01 8.75+0.15

Duck manure 60.82+1.67 8.68+0.21  25.03+2.25 2.25+0.02 11.27+0.21

Sawdust 8.31+0.17 5.61£0.01  46.02+0.02 0.26+0.02 175.51+0.47

a: Calculated on wet basis; b: Calculated on dry basis.

TOC: total organic carbon, TN: total nitrogen, C/N: the ratio of carbon to nitrogen.



Table S2 Topological properties of the bacterial community ecological networks in

different treatments.

Network Total )
Treatments . . avgK HD Modularity
size? link®
PM 42 64 2.091 1.011 0.037
CD 55 87 2.128 1.207 0.056
SM 428 1020 6.681 6.114 0.467
M 488 942 6.663 6.320 0.436
DM 515 1150 6.702 6.891 0.472

3 Number of nodes detected in the network.

® Total links in the ecological network included both positive and negative links.
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Fig. S1. The changes of temperature (a) and electrical conductivity (EC) (b) in manure
composting from different sources. PM, pig manure composting; CD, cow dung

composting; SM, sheep manure composting; CM, chicken manure composting; DM,

duck manure composting.
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Fig. S2. Distribution of parallel factor components of humus (a, humic acid; b, fulvic
acid) in different composts. PM, pig manure composting; CD, cow dung composting;

SM, sheep manure composting; CM, chicken manure composting; DM, duck manure

composting.
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Fig. S3. Cluster analysis of manure composts from different sources according to
organics decomposition and humification index. PM, pig manure composting; CD, cow
dung composting; SM, sheep manure composting; CM, chicken manure composting;

DM, duck manure composting.
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