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Appendices

Appendix 1: The Two-Locus Ancestral Process with Population Continuity and Ancient Sampling

We first begin with a model of constant population size and where we sample one haplotype from the present and one haplotype
at time t; ago (in coalescent units). The population is assumed to be constant in size with population scaled recombination rate
o = 4N,r. Since we have two-samples from different time-points, we have two phases of the process: (1) where only the modern
lineage can evolve at two loci (0 < t < t;) and when both haplotypes are available to coalesce and recombine with one another
(t > t;). The states and possible transitions (with their corresponding rates) are shown in Figure Al.

Figure A1 Markov chain model for the ancestral process at two loci from Simonsen and Churchill (1997). In all settings for two mod-
ern haplotypes we assume that we start from the state in the middle (state “0”) in all applications, which means that all sampled
haplotypes are coupled. The parameter # represents the coalescent rate and the parameter p represents the recombination rate (mea-
sured in coalescent units). Figure adapted from Hobolth and Jensen (2014).

Figure A2 Description of variables in the two-locus case. H is the total tree height, T is the coalescent time of the ancient and mod-

ern lineage, and f, is the sampling time of the ancient lineage (in coalescent units). Here subscripts A, B denote the two loci sepa-
rated by scaled recombination distance p.

Before calculating joint moments of the genealogical properties across two loci, we calculate marginal moments at individual loci:
(1) E[T], the time to coalesce between the two sequences after both are able to coalesce, (2) E[H], the height of the genealogy at a
single locus, and (3) E[L], the expected total branch length at a single locus. All of these quantities are scaled by twice the population
size (2N,), which we refer to as the “coalescent scale” (see Figure A2 for a schematic of these marginal quantities). The variable

T ~ Exponential(1) when both haplotypes are sampled from the same population. These marginal quantities can then be obtained
in the model with time-stratified sampling as:

E[T] = Var[T] =1,

for the expectation and variance of T,
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E[H] = E[T + t,]
=1+t,,
Var[H] = Var[T + t,] =1,

for the expectation and variance of H, and

L=2H—t,
E[L] = E[2H — t,]
=241,
Var[L] = Var[2H — t,]
=4Var[H] =4,

for the expectation and variance of L. Following the definition of these marginal moments, we calculate the covariance in the branch
lengths at each locus, Cov(Ly4, Lg), as:

Cov(La, L) = E[LsLp] — E[LA]E[Lg]
E[LsLp] = E[(2Ha — ta)(2Hp — ta)]
—E [4HAHB — 2tyHy — 2t.Hg + t%]
= 4E[H 4 Hp] — 4t,E[H4] + 1>
= 4(E[TATg] + 2to + 12) — 4ta (1 + tg) + 2.
These derivations show that we can compute Cov(L 4, L) under the time-staggered sampling model by computing E[T 4 T5].
We approach this using a “staggered” version of the Simonsen-Churchill Model as described in the main text (Simonsen and

Churchill 1997; Hobolth and Jensen 2014) (Figure Al). In the phase where t < t;, with a single modern haplotype, we consider this
as a two-state continuous-time Markov process with the rate matrix:

which we use to solve for the probability that the ancestral process is in state x at time ¢, as:

Py, (x = (1,1,1)) = (th“>o,1

p(1 — e ta(5+1))
B p+2
P, (x =(2,0,0)) =1—P,(x = (1,1,1)),

where the state x = (2,0,0) represents 2 lineages that are ancestral to both locus A and locus B and the state x = (1,1, 1) represents
1 lineage ancestral to both locus A and B, one lineage ancestral to locus A, and one lineage ancestral to locus B (Hobolth and Jensen
2014; Simonsen and Churchill 1997). This corresponds to our “uncoupled state” in the main text. The two states in the Markov
process with a single present haplotype can only be “coupled” ((2,0,0)) or “uncoupled” ((1,1,1)).

Returning to our computation of IE[T4 Tg] in the second phase of the ancestral process (t > t;), we obtain:

2
PP+ 14p 436
FeoolTaTsl = 7 130y 1’
2
02 +13p +24
E TpTg) = P
(1,1,1)[TaTg] 2+ 1301 18’
E[T4Tp] = Py, (x = (2,0,0))E 2,0,0)[TaT5]
+ Py, (x = (1,1,1))E(y 1) [TATs] ®
(e e tEHY\ 02 4 14p 4+ 36
p+2 02 +13p+18

p(1—e 311y 02 4 130+ 24
p+2 p%+13p + 18’
where [, indicates the expectation conditional on starting in state x of the ancestral process. The first two expressions above are de-
rived in Durrett 2008, Chapter 3, where both haplotypes are sampled at present. The last expression is a weighting of the expectations

from different starting states in the two-locus ancestral process, where the weight corresponds to the probabilities that the modern
haplotype is uncoupled at the time the ancient haplotype is sampled, t;,. From this we can compute the covariance in the branch
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length, Cov(L 4, Lg) and Corr(L 4, Lp): by substituting the Equation 8 into the relevant expressions previously defined, leading to the
expression:

COU(LA, LB)
Var(Ly)Var(Lp) )
=E[TATp] -1,

Corr(La,Lg) =

which simplifies to Equation 4 in the main text. The lower and upper limits of ¢, are 0 and co, and we show the asymptotic behavior
of Corr(L 4, Lp) in terms of p:

ﬁ < P(x = (2,0,0)) < 1,Vta € [0,00)
Corr(La,Lp) =E[T4Tp] —1
P> +14p+36 .
0% +13p +18
- p+18
T p2+13p+18
2 p?4+14p+36
o p+2p24+13p+18
p >+13p+24
p+202+13p+18
8o+ 36
p3 + 1502 +44p 4 36
This derivation highlights the change in the rate of decay in the correlation of the branch length as a function of the sampling time
from O(p~1) to O(p~2).
To relate the correlation in total branch length to the correlation in the number of pairwise differences between two sequences,

we use the following identities for the case where mutations occur as a Poisson process with rate 6/2 along branches, where 6 is the
population-scaled mutation rate (6 = 4N,y ) (Hobolth et al. 2019):

Corr(La,Lp)|ts > 0=

Corr(La,Lp)|ta — o0

7TA|LA ~ Pois (gLA) ’
7TB|LB ~ Pois (gLB> ,
E[4] = B[] = E[E[malLa]] = SE[L4],
Var(mty) = E[Var(ma|La)] + Var(E[m4|Lal),
— IR+ (9)2v L
=5 A 5 ar(La)
]E[T[AT[B] = ]E[]E[T(AT[B|LALB]] = %]E[LALB},

92
Cov(my, mg) = E[mamg] — E[ma]E[mp] = ZCov(LA,LB),

Cov(my, mp)
/Var(mp)Var(nig)’

2
%COU(LA, LB)

J (ELA] + G Var(La))
COU(LA, LB)
ZE[LA] + Var(Ln)

Corr(mtp, mp) =

1
— (E[TgTg] — 1),
14 2t (TaTs]

leading to a relationship with the correlation in the branch length at each locus, Corr(Ly, Lp):

1
Corr(my, p) = T Corr(La,Lp), (10)
1+ =

which is Equation 4 in the main text.
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The Two-Locus Ancestral Process with population divergence and time-stratified sampling

In this section, we assume a model with divergence between the populations containing the ancient lineage and the modern
lineage at the coalescent scaled time, t;;,. We can partition the ancestral process into three phases: (1) when the modern lineage is
the only one evolving, (2) when the ancient lineage and the modern lineage are both evolving but are not able to coalescent with one
another and (3) when both lineages are in the ancestral population and can coalesce with each other. These three phases can be seen
Figure A3.

Figure A3 Description of variables in the single-locus case. H is the total tree height, T is the coalescent time of the ancient and mod-
ern lineage, and ¢, is the sampling time of the ancient lineage (in coalescent units)

The model with population divergence has an additional parameter, t4;,, the divergence time of the two populations. We first
show the properties of the marginal tree under the divergence model (see Figure A3, for a definition of the quantities):

E[T] = Var[T] =1,
IE[H} = IE[T-F t, + tdiv]

=1+t +tgp,
Var[H] = Var[T + tq + tg;)
=1,
E[L] = E[2H — t,]
=2E[H] - t,

=2(1+ta+typ) —ta

=2+ tg + 2t 45,
Var[L] = Var[2H — t,]

=4Var[H] =4,

where t4;, is the population divergence times in coalescent units, ¢, is the sampling time of the ancient lineage, T is the exponentially
distributed time after both lineages are able to coalesce that they coalesce with one another. Using these results, we can calculate
moments of the joint distribution of genealogical properties like the tree height (H), and total branch length (L). Specifically, the
two-locus ancestral process behaves independently within each population for time ¢, and t4;, and each population is assumed to
have the same population size. We begin by deriving the joint expectation of tree-height H, Hp:

E[HsHp] = E[(Ta + ta + tain) (Tp + ta + taip)]
= E[TaTg) + 2tgip + 2ta + (ta + tain)?

and joint tree length L o Lp:

E[LsLp] = E[(2H4 — ta)(2Hp — ta)]
= AE[H,Hp) — 4t, + £2,

where we must solve for the joint expectation of E[T4 Tg], but with the additional complication of population divergence. In order
to do this we must calculate the probability of being in one of three starting states at time t, + #;,: (1) the state x = (2,0,0) where
both the ancient and modern haplotypes are “coupled”, (2) the state x = (0,2,2) where both the ancient and modern haplotype are
“uncoupled”, which is possible due to the independent evolution of both lineages during t, < t < t; + t4;,, and (3) state x = (1,1,1)
where one haplotype is uncoupled while the other is coupled. We consider the two independent processes within each population
until the divergence time and calculate the probabilities of being in each starting state as follows:
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P(x = (2,0,0)ta, tain) = P(x1 = (1,0,0)|ta + taip)IP(x2 = (1,0,0)[t4:)
B pef(tn+td,1,)(p/2+1) +2p67td"v(‘0/2+1) +2
o+2 o+2
P(x = (0,2,2)ta, taip) = P(x1 = (0,1, 1)|ta + taip )P (x2 = (0,1,1)[t470)
p(1 — e~ (tatta)(P/241)y (1 — g~ tain(p/2+1))

= ,

p+2 p+2

’

and
P(x = (1,1,1)|ta, tain) = P(x1 = (1,0,0)ta + t4i,)P(x2 = (0,1,1)[tg;)

+P(x1 = (0,1, 1)|ta + tgin)P(x2 = (1,0,0)[tai)
(pg(ta+tdzl’)(p/2+1) + 2 ‘0(1 — gftdiv(.o/2+1)) >

p+2 p+2
" (p(l — ef(tn+tdiv)(P/2+1)) pgftdizv(f)/z‘i'l) + 2)

o+2 o+2

From these probabilities we calculate the expectation of the joint coalescent times conditional on being in a specified state at time
tq + tg;p is obtained as:

E[TsTg] = )y P(x = x|ta, tain) Ex[TaTp],
xe{(1,1,1),(2,0,0),(02,2)}

where each of E[T4 Tg] are defined using previously derived results under the two-locus ancestral process conditional on being
in a starting state x (Simonsen and Churchill 1997; Durrett 2008, Chapter 3). This is different from the model under population
continuity (where the x = (0,2,2) state was not possible). If we set t;;, = 0, then this corresponds exactly to the model without
population divergence. While the underlying mathematical results are more involved, they provide insights on how population
divergence affects joint coalescent times.

We can now compute joint statistics (e.g. correlation) of the tree properties at each of the loci following common formulas, for
example for the correlation in total branch length at each locus:

COI’T(LA, LB) = ]E[TATB] —1.

Expectations of joint coalescent times under the time-stratified model

We assume that the following results on the joint coalescent times for two contemporary haplotypes starting in the same state in
the two-locus ancestral process as defined in Durrett 2008, Chapter 3 are known:

2

0% + 140 + 36
Eo[TATg|x = (2,0,0)] = 55— ——
olTaTslx = ) 02 +130+18

2

0%+ 130 +24
Eo[TATglx=(1,1,1)] = 55— "=
olTaTslx = )] 02 +130+18

2

0%+ 130 +22
Eo[T4Tslx = (0,2,2)] = 5—F =
o[TaTglx = ( )l 7+ 130+ 18

and now we will go through the individual cases for the time-stratified case: (1) both modern and ancient haplotypes start coupled,
(2) both modern and ancient haplotypes are “uncoupled” and finally (3) where only one of the modern and ancient haplotypes are
coupled (the other is uncoupled).

We first define two quantities, called 7 and 7. The variable 7y refers to the probability of starting in the coupled ((1,0, 0)) state and
ending in the uncoupled state ((0,1,1)) at time #, for a single haplotype (which is Equation (3) in the main text). The variable 7 is the
converse, the probability of starting in the uncoupled state and ending in the coupled state at time t,. Using the matrix exponential
e~ of the following rate matrix for the process with a single haplotype:

we arrive at the following expressions for 7y and #:

p(1— e*tu(%“rl))
o+2

2(1 — e~ta(3 1)
p+2
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With these in hand we can start tackling our first case (1) from above:

]Etu [T:/{T]_Lﬂxtm = (1,0,0),3(0 = (1,0,0)} = (1 —’)/)]EQ[TATB|JC = (2,0,0)}

11
+ 9B [TATs|x = (1,1,1)], (1)

where, xo = (1,0,0) indicates that the modern haplotype is coupled, and x;, = (1,0,0) indicates that the ancient haplotype is
coupled as well. This holds because the modern haplotype can be coupled with probability 1 — 7 leading to state x = (2,0,0) for
the joint ancestral process, or it can be uncoupled with probability -y resulting in state x = (1,1,1). For case (2) (both haplotypes
uncoupled) we obtain:

]Et,; [TATB|xtH = (0, 1,1),3(0 = (0, 1,1)} = (1 —17)]E0[TAT3|x = (0,2,2)}

12)
+nEg[TaTglx = (1,1,1)].
The final case (3) is the most complicated and we break this into a further two sub-cases below:
Ey, [TaTglxt, = (1,0,0),x0 = (0,1,1)] = (1 = )Eo[TaTp|x = (1,1,1)]
+ U]E()[TATB|X = (2, 0,0)}, (13)

Ey, [TaTg|xt, = (0,1,1),x0 = (1,0,0)] = (1 — 7)Eq[TaTp|x = (1,1,1)]
+’Y]EQ[TATB|JC = (0,2,2)},

where the first case corresponds to the modern haplotype starting in the “uncoupled” state (denoted by the x( in the expectation)
and the second case corresponds to the modern haplotype starting in the “coupled” state.

Appendix 2: The expected product of linkage disequilibrium between time-stratified samples

IB (Ot

A |
o

Figure A4 Schematic describing properties of lineages re-
quired for estimation of E [tl‘.?o)].(,) t?m 4] in the case with
time-stratification. Figure adapted from McVean (2002) for
our case of time-stratification.

Here, we derive the scaled product of linkage disequilibrium between time-stratified samples normalized by the heterozygosity
across both sites and time points. We first start from the definition of the statistic in terms of haplotype and allele frequencies in the
ancient and modern samples:

) E[DODW)
oy =
E [p(1—pP)pl (1= p))]
(14)
E WO) 0,0y (,") _ ,® <t>)}

AB ~ PA'PB

AB — Pa'Pp
E [l 1-pipy (1 - p))]

where pf& is the frequency of the haplotype with the derived alleles at both loci at time ¢, pg) is the frequency of the derived allele

at the first locus, and pg) is the frequency of the derived allele at the second locus. Using the approach of McVean (2002) we define
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this ratio using branch lengths in the genealogy relating modern and ancient samples, where a mutation would result in a observed
pattern of identity by state (Figure A4). We first expand the numerator as follows:

E[D® DY) =E[(p)5 - p4p3) (Pas — Parh)]
= Elplyris] —ElpSery pi |~ Elp i plih) + Ep D py pi)),

A B A B A B B
LI 0 8 o) = B o PByo) = B o B o) + LI 1 0]
IE[LALB]

R

’

where i, j, k, | denote sampled haplotypes. Furthermore, I E‘ ) is the branch length leading from the Tycq of the samples i©) at time

0 and j(*) at time ¢ to the Ty;cq of the total population (mcludmg the ancient individuals) at locus x. IE[LALP] is the joint expectation
of the total genealogical branch length for the complete population at both loci. The approximation in the final step above follows
from assuming a small mutation rate (McVean 2002). We use the definition I z%)j(f) =TA— t,-/(lt))]-(m where T4 is the Tyycq for the total
population (modern and ancient) at locus A and tf?O)j(t) is the pairwise coalescent time for samples i©, j(t) at locus A. Using this

relationship between coalescent times and identity coefficients, we arrive at:
A A A A
E[D©DW] = E[(TA - tim)]-m)(TB - tﬁo)j(,))} —E[(T" — t; j(t))(T — toen)]
A A A
—E[(T" -ty 0j) ))(TB - t?k (t)))] +E[(T" — t>)(TB — 0]
A B A B A B A B
E[t{) )jio Lo jo ol — IE[tz(D o] — Elt ok t,-<o> jm} + E[t 0 teoo]
E[LALB]

where the product of pairwise coalescent times at one locus and the total Ty;rcs at the other locus (e.g. ]E[T1 t%i(o)].(o))]) do not

depend on the indices i, j (Durrett 2008, Chapter 3). This means that the numerator of the expression above can be computed using
the expectations of pairwise coalescent times in the time-stratified model.

The denominator of our expression (]E[pf? (1- p%) )pg)) (1- pg) )]) is the probability of drawing two haplotypes at the first locus
that are at different time points and differ in their allelic identity, and drawing two haplotypes at the second locus from different
timepoints that also differ in their allelic identity. This is a measure of the time-stratified joint heterozygosity at both sites. We note
that this is different from the interpretation of E[p(1 — p)q(1 — gq)] which is the probability of a difference at the first locus and a
difference at the second locus under a random draw from of a sample from a contemporary population and is the denominator of ¢3
(McVean 2002). We define the denominator similarly using pairwise coalescent times as:

A 4B
E[t56) o tioo)]

Bl (- pi ey (- v = —lars

where we see that joint total branch length term E[LALE] will cancel out when evaluating the ratio. We can now turn to actually
computing this expression using the joint expectations for coalescent times calculated in our time-stratified model (see Appendix 1
for the derivation of these joint coalescent times):

E[D© D) 1
= E|TyTg|xt, = (1,0,0),x0 = (1,0,0
BT p () ETaTol, = 01,15 = 0,1,] [ FTATs = (10030 = (10O

—]E[TATB\xtﬂ = (0,1,1),.7(0 = (1,0,0)}
—E[TaTg|x;, = (1,0,0),x = (0,1,1)]

—&—]E[TATB\xta = (0,1,1),3(0 = (0,1,1)} ,

which can be simplified to the following expression after substituting the proper expressions for the joint coalescent times derived
in Appendix 1:

(p+2)(p+10)

t(p+2) t(p+2)

p3etz +15pe 2 +48pe 2 +48@ = —4

which is the expression reported in the main text (Equation 7). Importantly, we find that when ¢t = 0, the expression simplifies to
p+10

. . . 2 .
EES s which is the expression for ¢ in the case with two contemporary samples (McVean 2002).

Appendix 3: Expected-Time to First Coalescent for an Ancient Sample

Here we consider a single ancient haplotype sampled at a time ¢, in the past and how it coalesces into the ancestral lineages of a
reference panel of size K haplotypes sampled at the present. We define the random variable T* as the additional time of a coalescent
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event involving the ancient haplotype and a lineage ancestral to the modern reference panel after the time that the ancient haplotype
is sampled (¢;). The expectation of this quantity can be written as:

Ey, k[T*] = E[E[T"|Ak(ta)]]

Ak (ta)+1 j
=E |E P() Y, T
j=2

j i=Ak(t.)+1

|A1<(fa)] ,

where Ak (t,) is the number of lineages ancestral to the modern reference panel at time t,, IP(I;) is the probability that the jt" coales-
cent event involves the ancient lineage, and T; is the ith inter-coalescent time.
Starting at time t, with 1; lineages, we calculate the probability that the j* coalescent event involves the ancient lineage as:

j—1 1 k=1
vy - (1-30) 11 L)

@) ) =g

In a constant population size model, we have E[T}| = %

R Using this fact, the expected time until the first coalescence involving

the ancient lineage (T*) is:

=2 i=Ax(ts

2 2 2 J 2
-y P (-3) r w5l
j=Ax(t)+1 | k=Ax(t)+1 k) i agin i(i—1)

and considering the summation over Ag(#,), we arrive at our final expression:

Ak (t,)+1 j
]E[T*|AK(ta)]_]E[ Y, P }:) Ti]
+1

E;, x[T*] = E[E[T*|Ak(ta)]]

L - 2 ot ooy L2 1>
- KIP(AK(ta)”)|:Z { I (1 k) L i(il)H'

a j=a+1 [ k=at1 i—at1

The probability distribution P(Ag(t) = a) involves a number of alternating sums and leads rapidly to numerical error as the
sample size gets large (see Equation 15 in Chen and Chen (2013)). To alleviate this issue, following Jewett and Rosenberg (2014) we
approximate P(Ag(t) = a) as 6(Ag(t) = E[Ag(#)]). That is, rather than calculate the probability distribution of Ag(t) across states
1...K, we will approximate it with its expectation E[Ag (t)]. One approximation for E[Ag(t)] is found in Griffiths (1984):

K
]E[AK(t)] ~ K+ (1 — K)e*f'

Further approximations for this expectation exist and are explored in greater detail in Jewett and Rosenberg (2014). We chose
the above approximation largely for computational convenience as it does not involve any summation, has a simple form, and is
comparably accurate when compared to other approximations (Jewett and Rosenberg 2014).

The additional time to coalescence for the ancient sample (E[T*]) is proportional to the number of recombination events that
can affect the genealogical closest haplotype to the ancient sample that is in the modern panel. For example, for a sample with
ta =2 x 10~* there is E[T*] ~ 2 x 1073 and 2 x 10~* with a panel size of K = 1000 and 10000 respectively (Figure S5). This guides
the intuition that for large panel sizes and recent sampling times, the time for the ancient haplotype to coalesce with the panel is
quite small, and therefore we expect the haplotype copying rate to be fairly small (leading to longer shared blocks). This is the key
intuition behind long-range phasing methods that take advantage of recent relatedness (e.g. Loh et al. 2016). For samples on the order
of ~ 1072 coalescent units, the relative ratio is 1.17 for IE[T*] with modern panel sizes of K = 1000 and K = 10000 (as opposed to 6.99
when t, = 10~%). This highlights a saturation effect of within-panel coalescence at deeper times, limiting the expected utility of large
modern panels for the setting with substantially ancient samples (Figure S5).
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Supplementary Figures
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Figure S1 Theoretical correlation in pairwise differences for samples under a model
with divergence. Divergence times t;;;, are (A) 0, (B) 100, and (C) 1000 generations in

the past.
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Figure S2 Effect of demographic history on the correlation in the total branch length be-
tween two loci. For all simulations, the recombination rate was set to 10~# per generation.
Simulated scenarios include: (A) constant population size, (B) inferred models of popula-
tion growth, and (C) models of instantaneous population growth.
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Figure S3 Effect of demographic history on the correlation in pairwise differences. Recombination
points on the x-axis are considered as the mean recombination distance for windows of 1 kilobase
separated by d windows (using = 1078 as the recombination distance).
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Figure S4 A. Effect of demographic history on the correlation in pairwise differences for time
points related to LBK and Ust-Ishim samples under the model of (Tennessen et al. 2012) (crosses),
compared against constant-sized theory (lines) for the same ages. B Comparison of constant-sized
simulations at different time-depths against theoretical predictions from Equations (4).
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Figure S5 Expected time to first coalescent event involving an
ancient haplotype with lineages ancestral to modern panel in a
model of constant population size. As an approximation, with an
N, = 104, a sample with t, = 103 is 10 generations old(~ 300
years old (Fenner 2005)), and there is little difference between
reference panel sizes of K = 5000 and K = 10000.
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Figure S6 (A) Map of samples < 1500 kilometers from hypothetical location of central Europe (see Methods) (B) Decrease in esti-
mated A as a function of sample age in generations when estimated from male X chromosomes using all male X chromosomes from
samples in the CEU population (1 = 49) from Auton et al. (2015).
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Figure S7 The impact of panel size on the estimated haplotype copying jump rate. (A) Using all male CEU individuals (n=49),

(B) using all male individuals from the european (EUR) regional grouping (n=240), and (C) using all male individuals in the 1000
Genomes (n=1233). As the panel size increases, the estimated jump rate decreases in terms of the absolute scale, indicating longer
shared haplotypes due to closer relatedness. However, in all cases we still find that the jump rate decrease as a function of the sam-
ple age (p < 0.05; linear regression). For all simulations we use the same set of samples as shown in the main text (restricting to

< 1500 kilometers from a centroid in central europe).
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Figure S8 Schematic illustration of the impact of conditioning on the Ty, with simulated data.
(A) In the case of no-conditioning, we simulate the time to first coalescence for an ancient sample
with a lineage ancestral to a member of a modern panel (K = 100) in a constant population size
scenario of N, = 10%. (B) To mimic the case of conditioning on the Tycq, we simulate instanta-
neous growth at 400 generations from a population size of 10* to 10°. In both simulations, ancient
haplotypes are sampled every 20 generations, are conducted using 5000 replicates and error bars
represent 2 standard deviations from the mean time to first coalescence.
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Figure S9 The effect of filtering by coverage on the estimated jump rate as a function of time. (A)
The original dataset restricted to European individuals. (B) The evaluation of the haplotype copy-
ing jump rate restricted to individuals with the top 25% of the empirical autosomal coverage distri-
bution. In both cases the qualitative decrease in the jump rate as a function of time is present.
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Figure S10 Estimated haplotype-copying error rate as a func-
tion of sample age. There is a weak anti-correlation between
the estimated error rate and the sample age (r = —0.17,95%
CI=[—-0.27, —0.06)).
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Table S1 Sample identifier information and corresponding publication citation for ancient DNA samples used from Allen Ancient
DNA Resource.



