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Abstract

Recent advances in NGS technologies have greatly expanded the application of
genomic approaches in conservation biology, particularly for endangered species for
which sampling is often limited. Genome-scale data not only enable robust assessments
of genetic diversity and adaptive potential, but also provide a powerful foundation for
evidence-based conservation planning under large-scale datasets. In this project, we
conducted conservation genomic analyses on three endangered butterfly species in
Taiwan: the Broad-tailed Swallowtail (Papilio maraho), the Great Purple Emperor
(Sasakia charonda), and the Magellan Birdwing (Troides magellanus). We generated
high-quality genome assemblies and performed whole-genome resequencing followed
by read mapping to identify genome-wide single nucleotide polymorphisms (SNPs).
These data were used to infer population genetic structure and to evaluate whether
contemporary populations exhibit elevated levels of inbreeding or an accumulation of
deleterious mutations that could threaten long-term persistence. Our analyses of P
maraho indicate that the Taiwanese population experienced a historical bottleneck
approximately 200—400 years ago, followed by demographic recovery and recent
population growth. Although the population currently shows a high degree of
inbreeding, the level of deleterious mutation accumulation is markedly lower than that
observed in the closely related P. elwesi. These results suggest that the present
population of P. maraho remains in relatively good condition. Accordingly, future
conservation efforts should prioritize habitat expansion and population enhancement to
further improve long-term viability. In addition, we also successfully completed
genome assemblies for S. charonda and T. aeacus. Preliminary resequencing and read-
mapping analyses based on five to six individuals per species confirmed the high quality
of these assemblies. These genomic resources will provide a critical foundation for
subsequent conservation genomic studies of the Great Purple Emperor and the

Magellan Birdwing.
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S1(F=) 270 BHEE P APEER F 5 P B el B2 - Mantel
test %A (Bl=) > £/ % & h e Biedper 2 IR pEap 7 @ &7 F 4P B |4
(r=-021,p=0.88) s 4pF & » ¢ EFF E FUP| & IRE F o isolation-by-

distance (IBD) #-37¢ (r=0.4545, p <0.05) »

2. Frd mESHHITH R ]

PSMC & SMC++ e % %1 (Bl=) > p Last Interglacial (LIG) 2 & -
PERTE RS AT E RN ISIEE T o a3 Apiote B
Ry & E AR RN P &R 5 7] o GONE (i % &
TEAT A BYH AEL 500 E PSR B LR (Bl2)  FIFE R
TEB A pE R TP R E R TR DA 2000 # R R AP SR TR
A 250 B A (Blw ) @ 2020 & Rtk A > GgF 4 450 B
Rz dh e hd ] GREIE (S Ne 38T 14 200 £ 4R R ik
HE > i 100 B &5 Ne B F 3= 15 2000 2 5000 - ¢k 5 A&
FALE AT BT 10 B2 AP £ IR NesnG g™ "% 0 2000 & o w] T

3 713> @ 2020 # R BT E T 144 -

3. ROH ¥ :78.% 7
1295 RzooROH e~ 455 5% » £ 4 % & B ¥ 48 0 Fron /1 *+ 0.8643 %
0.9063 > @ ® EF k& B U] 4> 0.1858 1 0.4219 (% 2) - Wilcoxon test & 7

E AT R U Fron BAEF R BT L BU > & AT L B U 2000

14



ERE 2020 £ NG BREDZFALBENFEAIEEE o HY > LT A

B Re @ 5 1024 ~ 4096 £2 16384 <7 ROH £ ¢ T IRB BV 6 (BT)

4. BB f AR

Ml & RSEE R LoF 2248 & % R E & (18 (dLoF/dS & dN/AS) »
AR E BB A LoF (W=366,p<0.05) 24 % %% (W=478,p<0.05;
Bl ) % R A FRM AL G| o 3% 2000 & K~ 27 2020 & S ArER B oend B
Th Rk LoOF(W=54,p=0.6784) 2 £ %2% W=48,p=1; B+)
R ¥ AKRPIIEFLRE (B2 ) BF#E > & Rxy ' & (P. maraho / P.
elwesi) 8877 & # 5 & B i LoF % = & ¥4 & " K (Rxy = 0.3319 5 CI:
0.0639-0.6002) » e 45 H X ¥ EHEF L E (Rxy = 1.025; CI: 0.9472-1.1021)
R RRLE TR DOECATHESF (Rxy=1.1719 ; CI: 1.1208-1.223 ; B
) SFSeht 2 R L EAT 0 S BB A LoF & & R A
FTRETRHFLE R HBARREFARY LT EAEFLE (B-
2Z)e aF BN 0 EFRBHYW DR AEEAAFLZ B L By
IREEIR (BN EFALOE > 85 L BU-E A LoF 87497 &5
IR AEFRE DY EFR LA RPES Y PREIR S D

PAEFRE (BN

(Z) *HRFERELPEATRELEE TR

L SRR AT R € U A

A EER G 11 Gb (hONT A T4 0 & 5 140 § 54 7] » 2 N50
& 31kbo gteb > iy BoiB 5 K 30 Gb < [llumina ‘&5 71 NGS F AL #* % »
122 %) 35 Gb e Hi-C A 71 » 12 ONT T A& 7474 & de novo 2%

lllumina & & B A 7] # & Hi-C 7412 {7 scaffolding 1 % % & A& #4>* 1kb

15
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SELR Y OBET T 29 EAC MR (Bl4) 2 ERMEFE XA RS A -
A BHRADAFIEE T 4 8946% 3 9238% 2. B - £ T BIFR A
12.42x % 29.61x 2_ & - i# * BCFtools #1 18 jp| ¥ &g {6 % ¥ 9,083,347 B

SNPs (B ) -

FTEBRATIM e R gL E T A M

AR 2 g 8Gb nONT 2 A Tl » # N50 5 18kb o A s j&
7 %) 97 Gb e [llumina ‘& A 7| NGS F#L* 3t > 2 2 35Gb 9 Hi-C A 7| F
AL o 12 ONT F #1387 47 9 7 de novo 2% ~ [llumina & % B B 7|k &
Hi-C F#L:& {7 scaffolding ¥ #% ",% £ & 3t 1 kb erscaffolds 2 contigs {4 J& %
s 7 262 1 contigs » & B 344 1 Mb %3 A F1H - H N50 5 12.1 Mb >
BUSCO ‘e X2 R 5 97.7% - % Hi-C MEBE'LB® 17 3054 8%
R 2 ERMEFE XA BFrd- > FRFEADETIMEE S
A3 89.46% 3 92.38% 2 F » &£ T RIFR XA 5.86x I 8.76x 2 fF o i *

BCFtools #7 f ip] & 1B 7 15 %+ 9,139,971 & SNPs (B~ =) -

-
7

N
(=) cATERPOETED

BRSO BT ERPEL T b AE Lo H A S fHEF R
REJARE AR o &Y ER g > FRTE pULES A
B e drs 8 T > 2 A KT 500 B v g e EAAE o RA o

GHEL L SRR RO H ¢ SR BASR DL
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Ao L ERFPAFpE R Buad > T ABEOBRED ) FEF
Mt FEE B B R M RA AT O EF L B ERE o BT
GREEFEI G R (T LT LRSI R Pl BT Il o A

EHi 4 BTE RO EE > UEREESB TR > NE T

BHET Rk 58 6

R R B IS

B SR S REAET AR T H A e R e
£ & F 3 (Bradbury et al,, 2023; De Vivo et al., 2023; Huang et al., 2024) - X @ & p
Hehd R B IEEE Y o %L RATS 2 290 & (panmixia) 0 B P IR M
CAEE R SR RS E N LA TR L S0 SR L
AW R Uk A S #Y 3300 % (Yamanaka, 1971) o Bt R kA 4o »
SEEFEEISESSERE R LRSS TR
Bty WA EARLNP AL HL Y %M B IBD HX 0 B HEEB BN
P AR R EEE L IRREATIRARS o F A Y EEE pRORT

Pl e g adF AL 5120 (Funk et al., 2012) -

T Sk adask & a8 oY) VB
AT EUE Y BT RS > LR RETOREFL P

PORFESL R LIG R G ERTRARS R A FAR RREATHRERL

Fo AT 150 1 450 £ A (BlZ) AW T BT BB SEIE e

)ém.\
*m

P& i

o #2000 £ 2 2020 E el AT PR SR E 0 T oL P&
BEAERERFI 222 2 RePPE (Ble) > 3 ¥ it GONE 4 53 200
2o m ende fp A B8 & # i (Santiago et al., 2020) o & A fAE kB U7 R R

REPFEFIEREFEFARAANLIRDPFE TR T BAKD
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v R IREFE SRR ) (Buckley et al.,, 2009; Fu & Wen, 2023; Huang et al.,
2024; Huang & Lin, 2010; Kimmitt et al., 2023; Lei et al., 2014; Lin et al., 2008) o }*
P-RMEA TR AP RHFEDLIY g G T F L 2 (Papadopoulou &

Knowles, 2016) -

WUESPEHE X | B R R F L hF IR & (Curtis et al., 2015) > @ 4 4
R R LR S B B F AP OERE R AN > £ 2
H 43 VR ML (5 A 8 eh 2P PR etk B (Griggs & Burns, 1990; Gu, 1977) »
gt 0F G b Mt A e IR S A R RNt £ A Rt LIRS
mAPOTHEETITE AR EETRFE N T B L L HEHRS AR
PR R PR A RS B R K 7.35% (Chen et al., 2019; Yang & Sheu, 2010) > &
BAlE T S BB RE RE RS A B L BT E YR E S E o B
Ryt ek 8%k B ik & FF (Yamanaka, 1971) 2 £ % ° 3K L R

FAWE - Ko 0% {5 R L R R PN T

g‘“é

MR LE NG TRENE T U

<

8T E B ROH W Gl F 3309 5 A B B L REY Lo

5
3
3

‘78 e9IR % (Frankham, 1998) » £ H i cnx G4 gAY 3L F € 4o Jp) 25 ¢
FEOTMPARLR c AP IHE AR L BYDITRE AT 2L F 4R
5122 8192 et 2w » m 2T 4 o ¥ Fron 128 » £ 4% & Y LoF
REMFIrg iy FRE Y P FRFDEAEF 6] o LoF RER
| { 5 s Y iE B (purifying selection) ehiF % » @ 2L d if @2 5 (genetic drift)
B BBRGATE S BIALMEY AL RRER ST BN A
B~ B B 248 $ (Dussex et al., 2021; Feng et al., 2024; Grossen et al., 2020; Khan et
al., 2021) > R AT R 5 FFEET & TR RN 3 R @ kR
BERFTH o AP EHET 0 AT AP ORFERFET LSS F FR
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foAph o R ARG AS BT L& R @A (N2 ROH) 2> ¥ g p

&‘Fl m—f £ %\%ﬁ‘ o

BH et BT RUhiET G 6
g@*;-‘-% %fé E}iﬁi’xfﬂﬁgg\ﬁ,ﬁ—,‘%% s %’_/‘?%fﬁ @iﬁrﬁf&rﬂ%’pﬁ?ﬂéﬁﬁ

Y AR A H R L G R IRFAPEA R LR soREE
POBAE om > REOR B FAAHTSARER G BT L BE P
i TR I L - BEH S EHRE AT R EHEP AL o
AR AL B AR 20 AR A TR RS R > K KR S A A T 0 1
TR RERT R R L AR AT E BIEET A8 RE A LT
B B F A TR el BT L RY2 GhER FHa v Ra o 4
AR At S i L (Van Breugel et al., 2007) ~ &+ & 5 5% kR L2 5 3
(Yang & Sheu, 2010) » 7 % 32 & o Xeig HhA g e o 4o b 4ok il § 3 § 04
SIEE o LBHE O ARTY Y A TEETIRT o PR L PR AL
ATE EHEET R RS RGP S AR R el A R
AT RParEEE  SEIAR LBSR S o

(2) *HEREAFINEREE AR

& & ONT & Hi-C $jw» 2P EE T § & eht H AT (Bl4) - &
% e % 7§ Ihen scaffold #ic® 22382 1% 3] 4 15 (karyotype analysis) #7J& (% e
4 ¢ WM#cE - 3k (Saitoetal., 1982) - Z FIH < ] ¥ 5 523.1 Mb (BUSCO % 99.1%)

BBty ¢ AP B E (Liu et al, 2020) o @& * 2000 I 2015 #74k & ik

AEFEXA S TTVERIOGL T RPRECET EARDETRBLATR Y

() -
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(Z) FERGATIMEEaRLYRE LA

T ERBYPATIME S XAy = AFIMAEE R Y 344.1 Mb (BUSCO =

97.7%) » £ E# 30 B ¥ s hg 4 48 (B - ) o 2 Kodo and Shigeru (1968) ¥

L F ERPL Y e R 03 R Y WA KT 3 A - R (0=30)
il A A4 HMEE 7 ¥ 2 3k (Lukhtanov et al, 2011) - # * 1996
#3 2003 # chzkck B Uk iR A (N=5) o7 WRITAgEd 7 B RE S (R

) R EERH L A ATIME AR - S0 £ B PRTIMRE S T Y

T5% 24 0 B deS H PR IET EEAZE 90% PR EF (F- )0 2 A kP AAPAT
e v i £ 8 > &% %4 PSMC 2 £ GONE % ¢rif A FIM € ww i »c%
HPLASET R AL HL  FIPL R A P e AT A TR

L xRy A @R -

FX foak fept k- N

I 3 MESTLRREETARENET WS %RH L B3 FOag ol £

A
b
=
2
e
~ml
Sk
i
Eh)
-\:3‘};\.\
gl
&
B2
A
/4
4
Jusf

FE v iRE TR kiR B 0 BRBf FRTSA

MoK B ERE TP PEELERRENETAE o 2B B IREE £

W2 EHRANMERDEE > P A Z2BAAL N0 EDEAZ F R E B
FrZ ki 2 AT R BEIKRE,TA

2. THAGAIEAEHEY A TLI AP Ra BT R AT R ¢

AR ERAGL o T L F LR R e S RN 2 B TR

-

Mg PR EHMEL R L RTAERTE YL R L (FRP o

3. BT A AL FRBAL

\%?{x-

g0 GETI Y 2R R P e T LS ER
PRET R R T2 R AR TR - SR LR Tk
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4. S HRUE FRBYPA T AP BT R EPATIMAES B8
FOOCREEREE ALY PR BT H g e F ol L s R
BB gRE Bk A > MRS ET - ERAFF RS BT ET AFIHA T

5. xRz b LR A B 2 B itk A o P o
CHIP Y o BUATFIREA 9L 500 Mb T s FR R BT AT

Ws 54 47 B LT T S GE - B R BT o
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22LW06267  P. maraho 2021 Taiwan; Taipingshan 481659764 85.41 192.16 57.98
22LW06288  P. maraho 2023 Taiwan; Taipingshan 71822592 84.54 26.07 56.79
22LLW06303  P. maraho 2023 Taiwan; Taipingshan 87467255 84.30 31.27 56.71
22L.W06343  P. maraho 2023 Taiwan; Taipingshan 75153482 84.69 30.13 57.75
22LLW06373  P. maraho 2024 Taiwan; Taipingshan 73880545 83.77 24.13 57.12
Pa0003 P. maraho 2002 Taiwan; Mingchi 72473116 85.02 30.49 57.68
Pa0014 P. maraho 2006 Taiwan; Taipingshan 43409382 84.28 17.32 56.26
Pa0040 P. maraho 2002 Taiwan; Taipingshan 92537166 85.23 37.74 57.64
Pa0171 P. maraho 2004 Taiwan; Yingshi 99719885 85.20 41.00 57.55
Pa0209 P. maraho 2005 Taiwan; Taipingshan 29352134 83.72 12.06 55.85
Pa0235 P. maraho 2001 Taiwan; Taipingshan 42584134 83.91 16.38 56.30
Pa0241 P. maraho 2003 Taiwan; Mingchi 65392361 84.91 27.09 57.60
Pa0583 P. maraho 2004 Taiwan; Taipingshan 35527736 84.08 14.58 56.06
Pa0927 P. maraho 2007 Taiwan; Mingchi 40388393 84.08 16.05 56.28
Pal341 P. maraho 2008 Taiwan; Tuleng 82231967 85.20 34.25 57.75
Pal342 P. maraho 2008 Taiwan; Tuleng 68361611 84.98 28.39 57.62
Pa1409 P. maraho 2009 Taiwan; Jienshi 67047002 85.05 27.90 57.59
22LW06314  P. elwesi 2023 China; Fujian 101449279 86.19 41.67 57.87
22LLW06321  P. elwesi 2023 China; Fujian 67811962 86.13 27.75 57.81
Pa0002 P. elwesi 2002 China; Chongqing 59607960 85.83 23.79 57.04
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Sample ID Species Year Locality Number of reads  Mean coverage (%) Mean Depth Mean mapping Quality

Pa0006 P. elwesi 2001 China; Zhejiang 52974970 85.76 22.14 57.27
Pa0008 P. elwesi 2001 China; Guangdong 12972988 83.40 5.31 57.35
Pa0009 P. elwesi 2001 China; Zhejiang 91337539 86.42 38.31 57.93
Pa0010 P. elwesi 2002 China; Chongqing 57145539 85.74 23.31 57.20
Pa0216 P. elwesi 2001 China; Guangdong 79826164 85.83 32.65 57.37
Pa0219 P. elwesi 2001 China; Guangdong 86041126 86.02 35.83 58.01
Pa0221 P. elwesi 2001 China; Guangdong 103768599 86.36 43.25 57.99
Pa0224 P. elwesi 2001 China; Zhejiang 94985485 86.32 39.66 57.87
Pa0231 P. elwesi 2001 China; Jiangxi 64937374 85.64 26.53 57.20
Pa0236 P. elwesi 2001 China; Zhejiang 82060949 86.37 33.84 57.95
Pa0238 P. elwesi 2001 China; Zhejiang 51454194 85.80 21.69 56.28
Pa0242 P. elwesi 2001 China; Guangdong 77284774 86.06 31.81 58.08
Pa0243 P. elwesi 2001 China; Guangdong 77000134 86.18 31.55 57.97
Pa0244 P. elwesi 2001 China; Zhejiang 83200532 86.53 34.48 57.67
Pa0245 P. elwesi 2001 China; Zhejiang 74604289 86.19 30.63 58.07
Pa0248 P. elwesi 2004 China; Jiangxi 50713853 85.53 20.46 57.45
Pa0315 P. elwesi 2001 China; Zhejiang 95436844 86.43 39.34 58.01
Pa0511 P. elwesi 2006 China; Jiangxi 65604691 85.76 25.48 57.29
Pa0513 P. elwesi 2006 China; Guangxi 52226740 85.57 20.57 56.73
Pa0514 P. elwesi missing  China; Guangxi 68029768 85.64 26.86 57.08
Pa0614 P. elwesi 2006 China; Chongqing 58146969 85.50 23.34 57.19
Pa0947 P. pilumnus 2008 USA; North of California 40388393 84.08 16.05 56.28
21LWI12027  S. charonda 2010 Taiwan; Fuxing 71882903 92.06 20.15 58.87
22LW06097  S. charonda 2000 Taiwan; Fuxing 71234364 89.46 14.69 59.11
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Sample ID Species Year Locality Number of reads  Mean coverage (%) Mean Depth Mean mapping Quality
22LW06100  S. charonda 2015 Taiwan; Fuxing 90838983 91.45 23.02 59.11
22LW06135  S. charonda 2022 Taiwan; Fuxing 51227090 91.25 12.42 56
22LLW06236  S. charonda 2021 Taiwan; Fuxing 101623183 92.38 29.61 59.11
N1-0601 S. charonda 2005 Taiwan; Jian 79203433 91.91 23.56 59.21
21LW12002 T magellanus 1996 Taiwan; Lanyu 35335073 73.21 8.23 57.07
21LW12003 T magellanus 1998 Taiwan; Lanyu 27728821 76.05 8.76 57.75
21LWI12006 T magellanus 2000 Taiwan; Lanyu 25792012 71.32 5.86 56.89
21LWI12011 T magellanus 1999 Taiwan; Lanyu 23159158 75.9 7.59 57.71
21LW12012 T magellanus 2003 Taiwan; Lanyu 27832572 75.68 8.44 56.99
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Proportion (%) of R« rate

Sample ID Species Frou
64 256 1024 4096 16384 32768 65536 262144 524288
21LW09029 P. maraho 0.00 0.00  49.10  35.61 0.43 478 0.02 0.00 0.00  0.8994
22LW06005 P. maraho 0.00 0.00 5205 3082 246 4.06 0.00 0.00 0.00  0.8939
221L.W06237 P. maraho 0.00 0.00 5.78 61.73 16.16 4.16 0.75 0.00 0.00  0.8858
22LW06267 P. maraho 0.00 0.00 3651 4562  2.69 481 0.00 0.00 0.00  0.8964
22L.W06288 P. maraho 0.00 0.00 7.03 6534 991 5.87 0.01 0.00 0.00  0.8815
22LW06303 P. maraho 0.00 0.00 0.00 4690 3249 538 226 0.00 0.00  0.8702
22LLW06343 P. maraho 0.00 0.00 1038 65.23 6.74 5.94 0.00 0.00 0.00  0.8829
22LW06373 P. maraho 0.00 0.00 0.00 4747 3391 2.87 2.19 0.00 0.00  0.8643
Pa0003 P. maraho 0.00 0.00 5988 2445 265 3.34 0.00 0.00 0.00  0.9033
Pa0014 P. maraho 0.00 0.00 10.54 5891 1462 326 1.01 0.00 0.00  0.8833
Pa0040 P. maraho 0.00 0.00 4273  39.43 3.54 3.82 0.00 0.00 0.00  0.8953
Pa0171 P. maraho 0.00 0.00 5275 3052 294 3.70 0.00 0.00 0.00  0.8991
Pa0209 P. maraho 0.00 0.00 1218 6198 1139  0.02 2.59 0.45 0.00  0.8862
Pa0235 P. maraho 0.00 0.00 0.00 5023 3229 1.50 321 0.00 0.00  0.8722
Pa0241 P. maraho 0.00 0.00 4946 3371 2.57 4.01 0.00 0.00 0.00  0.8975
Pa0583 P. maraho 0.00 0.00 8.81 6177 1335 2.47 1.92 0.00 0.00  0.8832
Pa0927 P. maraho 0.00 0.00 930 5952 1578 1.73 1.93 0.00 0.00  0.8826
Pal341 P. maraho 0.00 0.00 6257 2223 241 3.32 0.00 0.00 0.00  0.9054
Pal342 P. maraho 0.00 0.00 5348  29.11 2.73 3.90 0.00 0.00 0.00  0.8923
Pal409 P. maraho 0.00 0.00 5543 2888 232 3.99 0.00 0.00 0.00  0.9063
22LW06314  P. elwesi 0.00 0.01 2.02 3.80 3.30 0.02 3.47 3.30 573 02165
22LW06321  P. elwesi 0.01 0.17 3.29 3.89 2.53 0.87 3.17 3.04 5.87  0.2284
Pa0002 P. elwesi 0.00 0.00 1.28 2.00 1.71 0.04 3.70 2.80 722 0.1876
Pa0006 P. elwesi 0.03 0.18 1.36 3.11 3.09 0.36 2.65 479 371 0.1927
Pa0008 P. elwesi 0.01 0.08 2.92 4.49 0.29 4.13 0.05 0.00 3022  0.4219
Pa0009 P. elwesi 0.15 0.66 2.85 3.05 233 0.83 261 4.67 359 02074
Pa0010 P. elwesi 0.00 0.00 1.30 2.01 1.66 0.04 3.70 245 747  0.1862
Pa0216 P. elwesi 0.00 0.00 3.36 3.00 3.05 0.10 323 3.76 518 02170
Pa0219 P. elwesi 0.00 0.01 2.93 3.17 2.30 0.94 2.46 423 465 02071
Pa0221 P. elwesi 0.23 0.75 3.32 3.05 228 1.05 2.52 3.99 474 02193
Pa0224 P. elwesi 0.01 2.85 1.63 3.18 2.63 0.51 2.61 4.43 384 02171
Pa0231 P. elwesi 0.02 0.30 3.48 2.75 2.82 0.18 3.33 2.99 6.08 02193
Pa0236 P. elwesi 0.31 0.26 1.41 322 3.07 0.48 2.92 4.42 436 02046
Pa0238 P. elwesi 0.00 0.01 1.08 2.36 3.42 0.01 3.64 2.68 6.92 02012
Pa0242 P. elwesi 0.00 0.00 4.15 2.94 3.25 0.01 2.99 3.36 580  0.2250
Pa0243 P. elwesi 0.00 0.00 3.10 331 2.44 0.90 2.49 420 461 02106
Pa0244 P. elwesi 0.00 0.07 3.35 232 321 0.20 2.86 4.56 387  0.2044
Pa0245 P. elwesi 0.00 0.04 1.42 3.01 321 0.08 3.15 421 458  0.1970
Pa0248 P. elwesi 0.02 0.07 0.28 448 1.92 0.78 3.51 3.21 627  0.2055




Proportion (%) of R rate

Sample ID Species Frou
64 256 1024 4096 16384 32768 65536 262144 524288
Pa0315 P. elwesi 0.00 0.02 1.39 2.75 3.17 0.17 3.12 421 449  0.1934
Pa0511 P. elwesi 0.26 0.15 1.75 2.99 2.67 0.46 3.10 3.49 578  0.2065
Pa0513 P. elwesi 0.00 0.00 0.85 1.89 2.62 0.00 3.73 222 7.60  0.1892
Pa0514 P. elwesi 0.02 0.10 0.32 2.57 1.87 0.50 3.36 3.04 6.80  0.1858
Pa0614 P. elwesi 0.02 0.17 1.46 2.63 135 0.09 3.55 2.94 7.19  0.1940

# = ~ % 3% 845w 2 & o9 Chi-square test £7 $e3b 5 ¥ 4

Categories Group X2 p-value
LoF-Synonymous P. maraho 99.19 <0.001
LoF-Synonymous P elwesi 1 51.46 <0.001
LoF-Synonymous P elwesi 2 46.26 <0.001
LoF-Synonymous P elwesi 3 48.72 <0.001
Missense-Synonymous P. maraho 11.74 0.90
Missense-Synonymous P elwesi 1 11.34 0.90
Missense-Synonymous P elwesi 2 13.34 0.82
Missense-Synonymous P elwesi 3 14.47 0.82
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