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Table S1. The different batches of the biogas digestate from swine manure.

Experiment batch Sampling batch Sampling time Temperature (C)
; 1 2017/12/5 12
3
4 2 2017/12/8 10.5
5
6 3 2017/12/12 9
7
8 4 2017/12/16 8
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Figure S1. The Rrs (%) of (a) physical and chemical parameters and (b) antibiotics content in
RO permeates with HFUFM and CUFM pretreatment method.
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Figure S2. The content of (a) TN, (b) NH«-N, (c) TP, (d) TK, (e) COD, (f) TOC in the

concentrates of the integrated process with HFUFM and CUFM pretreatments.
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Figure S3. The content of (a) sulfadimethylpyrimidine, (b) enrofloxacin and ciprofloxacin, (c)
oxytetracycline, (d) doxycycline in the concentrates of the integrated process with HFUFM and

CUFM pretreatment.




