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1 Woody pollen types (daily pollen concentrations)
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Fig. S1 Daily pollen concentrations of Alnus pollen type. Regression analysis to compare
concentrations between both traps DEBIED vs. DEMUNC by year (red line) with respect
to the ideal situation, i.e. the same concentrations between traps (black line, slope = 1).
Confidence interval 95%.
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Fig. S2 Daily pollen concentrations
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of Betula pollen type. Regression analysis to

compare concentrations between both traps DEBIED vs. DEMUNC by year (red line)
with respect to the ideal situation, i.e. the same concentrations between traps (black
line, slope = 1). Confidence interval 95%.
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Fig. S3 Daily pollen concentrations of Carpinus pollen type. Regression analysis to
compare concentrations between both traps DEBIED vs. DEMUNC by year (red line)
with respect to the ideal situation, i.e. the same concentrations between traps (black
line, slope = 1). Confidence interval 95%.
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Fig. S4 Daily pollen concentrations of Corylus pollen type. Regression analysis to
compare concentrations between both traps DEBIED vs. DEMUNC by year (red line)
with respect to the ideal situation, i.e. the same concentrations between traps (black
line, slope = 1). Confidence interval 95%.
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Fig. S5 Daily pollen concentrations of Cupressaceae/Taxaceae pollen type. Regression
analysis to compare concentrations between both traps DEBIED vs. DEMUNC by year
(red line) with respect to the ideal situation, i.e. the same concentrations between traps
(black line, slope = 1). Confidence interval 95%.
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Fig. S6 Daily pollen concentrations of Fraxinus pollen type. Regression analysis to
compare concentrations between both traps DEBIED vs. DEMUNC by year (red line)
with respect to the ideal situation, i.e. the same concentrations between traps (black
line, slope = 1). Confidence interval 95%.
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Fig. S7 Daily pollen concentrations of Picea pollen type. Regression analysis to compare
concentrations between both traps DEBIED vs. DEMUNC by year (red line) with respect
to the ideal situation, i.e. the same concentrations between traps (black line, slope = 1).
Confidence interval 95%.
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Fig. S8 Daily pollen concentrations of Pinus pollen type. Regression analysis to compare
concentrations between both traps DEBIED vs. DEMUNC by year (red line) with respect
to the ideal situation, i.e. the same concentrations between traps (black line, slope = 1).
Confidence interval 95%.
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Fig. S9 Daily pollen concentrations of Quercus pollen type. Regression analysis to
compare concentrations between both traps DEBIED vs. DEMUNC by year (red line)
with respect to the ideal situation, i.e. the same concentrations between traps (black
line, slope = 1). Confidence interval 95%.
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Fig. S10 Daily pollen concentrations of Tilia pollen type. Regression analysis to compare
concentrations between both traps DEBIED vs. DEMUNC by year (red line) with respect
to the ideal situation, i.e. the same concentrations between traps (black line, slope = 1).
Confidence interval 95%.



2 Herbaceous pollen types (daily pollen concentrations)
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Fig. S11 Daily pollen concentrations of Poaceae pollen type. Regression analysis to
compare concentrations between both traps DEBIED vs. DEMUNC by year (red line)
with respect to the ideal situation, i.e. the same concentrations between traps (black
line, slope = 1). Confidence interval 95%.



Urticaceae: 2006 Urticaceae: 2007 Urticaceae: 2008 Urticaceae: 2009

300 slopes= 0.96 slope = 0.5 . slope =0.59 =«

R2=0#15 300 R2_0.38
p=0.01 L p<0.001

300 Slope = 0.96 .

R?=0.25
p<0.001
L]

0.
p=0.001

X}
=
=

g a0 g o 9 g 200
=] =] =] =]
= = = . =
w w w . w
a 100 a 100 a 100 o O 100
% o0’
1] 0 0 1]
0 100 200 300 0 100 200 300 1] 100 200 1] 100 200 300
DEBIED DEBIED DEBIED DEBIED
Urticaceae: 2010 Urticaceae: 2011 Urticaceae: 2012 Urticaceae: 2013
250 glope = 0.53 250 slope = 0.21 slope = 0.93« slope = 1.29,
-0, 2o 0. 200 RE=0.4 a00 R =0.84
200 p<0.01  ® . 200 P<0.001 p<0.001 pe0.00i
% 150 ° % 150 % 180 % e
2 2 2 2
iy 100 o 100 4 100 & 200
[a} [a} o ]
50 50 50 100
0 0 i 0
0 50 100 150 200 250 0 50 100 150 200 250 0 50 100 150 200 0 100 200 300 400
DEBIED DEBIED DEBIED DEBIED
Urticaceae: 2014 Urticaceae: 2015 Urticaceae: 2016
200 slope = 8.83 slope = 0.81 - 00 slope =093 »
R*=0.29 00 R2=0.57 R*=0.53
p<0.001 p<0.001 p<0.001 -
150
Q Q 15
2 Q 150 Qa0 »
o & 100 ]
e a O 100
50 50
o 0 0
0 50 100 150 200 0 50 100 150 200 1] 100 200 300
DEBIED DEBIED DEBIED

Fig. S12 Daily pollen concentrations of Urticaceae pollen type. Regression analysis to
compare concentrations between both traps DEBIED vs. DEMUNC by year (red line)
with respect to the ideal situation, i.e. the same concentrations between traps (black
line, slope = 1). Confidence interval 95%.



3. Phenological amplitude
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Fig. S13 Pre-peak and post-peak periods of Alnus pollen type for each year (2009-2016).

2016
|
R
50 100 150
Julian days




Betula (pre-peak / post-peak)

2009

DEM (35 m AGL;-
DEB (2 m AGL)

2010

DEM (35 m AGL;-
DEB (2 m AGL) A

2011

DEM (35 m AGL;-
DEB (2 m AGL) A

2012

DEM (35 m AGL) -
DEB (2 m AGL) 1

2013

DEM (35 m AGL)
DEB (2 m AGL) 1

DEM (35 m AGL) -
DEB (2 m AGL) 1

2014

2015

DEM (35 m AGL)
DEB (2 m AGL) -

2016

DEM (35 m AGL) -

DEB (2 m AGL) 1

Fig. S14 Pre-peak and post-peak periods of Betula pollen type for each year (2009-

2016).
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Fig. S15 Pre-peak and post-peak periods of Carpinus pollen type for each year (2009-

2016).
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Fig. S16 Pre-peak and post-peak periods of Corylus pollen type for each year (2009-
2016).
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Fig.S17 Pre-peak and post-peak periods of Cupressaceae/Taxaceae pollen type for each
year (2009-2016).
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Fig. S18 Pre-peak and post-peak periods of Fraxinus pollen type for each year (2009-
2016).
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Fig. S19 Pre-peak and post-peak periods of Picea pollen type for each year (2009-2016).
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Fig. S20 Pre-peak and post-peak periods of Pinus pollen type for each year (2009-2016).
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Poaceae (pre-peak / post-peak)
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Fig. S21 Pre-peak and post-peak periods of Poaceae pollen type for each year (2009-
2016).
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Fig. S22 Pre-peak and post-peak periods of Quercus pollen type for each year (2009-
2016).
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Fig. S23 Pre-peak and post-peak periods of Tilia pollen type for each year (2009-2016).



Urticaceae (pre-peak / post-peak)
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Fig. S24 Pre-peak and post-peak periods of Urticaceae pollen type for each year (2009-
2016).



