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Figure S1: Partial rank correlation coefficients (PRCC) of model parameters in relation to the Shannon
Diversity (SD) mean and variance. Please note that different parameters have similar values of PRCC for
both the diversity metrics, and the greatest difference in the trends of the two metrics was for growth

radius.
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Figure S2: Overlaying values of parameters, (A) Kill margin, (B) Kill radius, (C) Inhibit margin, and (D)

Inhibit radius, over the respective values on Shannon Diversity (SD) mean and SD variance space. No

obvious patterns are discernable in how these parameters affect the diversity space as compared to the ones

in Figure 3 D-F, where distinct patterns in clustering of the diversity space can be observed.
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Figure S3: (A) k-means clustering of the Shannon Diversity (SD) mean-variance space by the community
formation time (CFT) value. (B) shows the optimal number of clusters using the elbow method. We

obtained similar results when optimizing clusters using the D index and the Hubert indices.
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Figure S4: Random forest regressions (10,000 trees each with optimization for splits using out-of-bag

(OOB) error) for community formation time (CFT) for the four diversity groups clustered using k-means.
Variance explained for- Group 1: 30.2%, Group 2: 90.6%, Group 3: 27.3%, Group 4: 6.0%, Overall:

22.3%. Note: IncNodePurity refers to the total decrease in node impurities from splitting on a given

parameter, averaged over all trees.
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Figure S5: Dependence of the results on species bin sizes. (A) and (B) depict the normalized variable

importance scores for a random forest regression of Shannon diversity (SD) mean and variance,

respectively, at the four bin sizes. Percent variance explained remained between 68-75% for all bin sizes,

and all other results were similarly consistent. (The only thing to note is that the dependence on growth

radius (a mobility-related metric) weakens with increasing bin size, which may occur because increasing

bin size results in greater discretization for a given length scale). (C1-4) depict the k-means clustering of

the space of SD mean and variance for the four bin sizes. Increasing bin size collapses the range of SD

mean and SD variance of the resultant communities, but otherwise no changes are obvious. (D1-4) depict

the Partial Rank Correlation Coefficients (PRCC) of variables on Community Formation Time (CFT),

which are consistent across bin sizes. (E1-4) depict how the spatial categorizations correspond to the

diversity groups at four bin sizes, and again the results are consistent.



Supplemental Methods. Species interactions can be generalized by keeping the distance-
based threshold function but changing the geometric representation of the trait space by
defining some function f(x): R®> - R3® which maps the uniform trait space to a
transformed trait space. The threshold function (margin) is then applied to this transformed
trait space to determine the interactions between species. In other words, if we imagine the
interactions in our model to be represented by a graph (as in the case of Kelsic et al. 2015),
the original trait space defines the identity of the species (i.e., nodes in the graph) and the
transformed trait space (after being acted upon by the threshold function) defines the

interactions (i.e., the edges in the graph).

Our current model simply uses the identity mapping f(x) = x, and therefore the
transformed trait space and the original trait space are equivalent. The identity map is the
simplest functional assumption. Instead of the uniform toroidal space in our current model,
other trait space geometries are possible which could represent very intricate non-linear
relationships between how individual species, and their traits, interact and evolve (See
Figure S6 for simplified examples). The nature of these interactions is not explicitly known
from current experimental literature and there is much debate around it, i.e., there is a
dearth of empirical information on the structure and dependencies of these traits (e.g.,
whether they are independent, or constrained; see Schoustra et al., 2012; Pérez-Gutiérrez
etal., 2013; Gonzalez et al., 2019; Granato et al., 2019; Peterson et al., 2020; Gorter et al.,
2021). In the absence of any guiding information, we assumed an independent, uniform
linear space of microbial traits for simplicity. This leaves room to develop the model to

more complex definitions of trait interactions based on future experimental findings.
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Figure S6: Simple example of two-trait space: (A) depicts the distance between the original trait o for
species 1 and trait B for species 2 before and after both traits are mutated by a value 'd'. The transforming
function (i.e., the function that transforms the trait value for use in interaction mapping) is linear (i.e.,
identity function, as is the case with our model). The trait distance between both species is the same before
and after mutation (Ax1 = Ax»). These principles of linearity and equidistance underpin the simplicity of our
approach to trait evolution. (B) depicts the same species and traits, but trait  has a different geometry (here
the transforming function is exponential) such that mutating both traits by a value 'd' does not preserve the
trait distance between the two species (Ax1 # Axz). (C) is similar to (B) but with a more non-linear
transforming function. Both (B) and (C) represent more complex (and more specific) assumptions about
trait interrelationships than the scenario in (A) which we adopted. If we imagine the interactions in our
model to be represented by a graph (as in the case of Kelsic et al. 2015), the original trait space (X-axis)
defines the identity of the species (i.e., nodes in the graph) and the transformed trait space (Y -axis) (after

being acted upon by the threshold function) defines the interactions (i.e., the edges in the graph).
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