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Supplementary Figures S1 – S4
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Figure S1. Caption on next page.


Figure S1, continued from previous page. Comparisons of bee assemblages in a subset of scrub reserve plots (gray boxes) and scrub fragment plots (white boxes) that were sampled both before (2011 and 2012) and after (2015 and 2016) a severe drought event in 2014. Models are constructed as in Figures 3 and 4 of the main text, but with the exclusion of data from plots sampled only before or only after the drought. Boxplots are as in Figures 3 and 4, where panels (a) through (f) correspond to the analyses reported in Figure 3a through 3f and panels (g) through (l) correspond to those in Figure 4a through 4f, respectively. Due to the qualitative nature of this auxiliary analysis, no formal statistical comparisons were performed.
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Figure S2. Nonmetric multidimensional scaling (NMDS) ordination plot of bee assemblages in a subset of reserve plots (squares) and fragment plots (circles) that were sampled both before (2011 and 2012) and after (2015 and 2016) a severe drought event in 2014. Points depicting sequential years of sampling at the same study site are connected by dotted lines. The ordination was constructed based on Bray-Curtis dissimilarity scores between all possible pairs of plot-year combinations. Dissimilarity scores were calculated based on relative abundances of bee species after standardizing each assemblage to a sum of 1. Due to the qualitative nature of this auxiliary analysis, no formal statistical comparisons were performed.
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Figure S3. Caption on next page.


[bookmark: _GoBack]Figure S3, continued from previous page. Comparisons of bee assemblages in scrub reserves (gray boxes) and scrub fragments (white boxes) across four study years that spanned a severe drought event in 2014 (dotted line). Models are constructed as in Figures 3 and 4 of the main text, but with study year as a main effect in place of drought status (before vs. after drought). Boxplots are as in Figures 3 and 4, where panels (a) through (f) correspond to the analyses reported in Figure 3a through 3f and panels (g) through (l) correspond to those in Figure 4a through 4f, respectively. Statistical significance of comparisons between years in the same drought status is provided for reserves and fragments separately: n.s. P > 0.05, * P ≤ 0.05, ** P ≤ 0.01, *** P ≤ 0.001. 
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Figure S4. Nonmetric multidimensional scaling (NMDS) ordination plot of bee assemblages in reserve plots (squares) and fragment plots (circles) across four years of sampling that spanned a severe drought event in 2014. Panel (a) depicts an ordination that includes only individuals of Lasioglossum subgenus Dialictus, panel (b) depicts an ordination with all Dialictus individuals excluded from the analysis. Points depicting sequential years of sampling at the same study site are connected by dotted lines. The ordination was constructed based on Bray-Curtis dissimilarity scores between all possible pairs of plot-year combinations. Dissimilarity scores were calculated based on relative abundances of bee species after standardizing each assemblage to a sum of 1. R2 values are indicated for each PERMANOVA independent variable: Y = study year, F = fragmentation status (reserves vs. fragments). Bee assemblage composition differed significantly across study years in both panel (a) (F3,41 = 8.65, P < 0.001) and panel (b) (F3,41 = 2.37, P < 0.001). Bee assemblage composition also differed across reserves and fragments in both panel (a) (F1,41 = 6.82, P < 0.001) and panel (b) (F1,41 = 4.19, P = 0.012). There was no statistically significant interaction between drought status and fragmentation status in either analysis. Detailed statistical outputs of post-hoc pairwise comparisons between all possible pairs of study years are reported in Table S4.
image5.jpeg
(b)

(a)

© © i o e °
S T A =N g
H z H s H T} e H o o
oo & Lo & i e 1 =1 R ]
,,,,,,,, - e, HT o I S 1 ST YR HTH o o
ey & ﬁ - g % & % o &
5 o © o © o ®w o © S 0 S o S ) ry r Py @ S o S ) S
© © & & ~ « o o o~ o - - o ] = 3 2 .« N & = S S
(H) Ausionp 1aualp-uouueys = (Qu ww) sz1s Apoq uesiy Aep-oasuen tad snjojjeig-uou # ~ azis Apoq snjoijeIg-uou uesiy
© . © © ©
RN N O = B S = = A R (A= = 0
fﬁ ° © s e 2 H 2
< g ¢ g f & &
Fﬁ HIH g @ ] ol o " o
of & ﬁ ] % oy B % 5
I ° ot x T « = s‘ﬁ =
L (1] & H ° _n__._ ] “H _.m_ & - m__ &
=) =) o o o ) -— 2 - b .t ) = o =) =) =) =) =) - b « b o =4
8 & 8 =’ ¢ % & & 3 8§ 8§ _8 § 8 =8 ¢ 2 3 & 3 8§ 3
ssauyol se1oads |e120sna uojodold < Kep-joasuen Jad smoneiq # snjojeig-uou ui [ejoosna uolodold
s e o © 9 ° e yr o 3
“A_H Q o [R NA_H ° Q “A_H o|R
T o SH ° g rﬁ e Fﬁ e
HeTH & . s y S B e s
“““““““““““““““““ ¢ o 1.‘11‘1?140411111.1‘ o THI= oy
2 g H : g % g
= TH_MH_l . JB g i I .
) ) S S = 2 ] © &~ © ] — © © < 2 =) ) © © <
E g ? g% 3 8 5 38 8 2 & 8 ¥ 8 3 g® E E 3

Rep-jooasue) Jod seaq #

oposjAlod uolodold

snolfelg uoodoid

snjojeig-uou Ul anosjAlod uoniodold

Year




image6.jpeg
MDS axis 2

Stress = 0.11

(b)

2 [0 Reserves
R%, = 0.12 © Fragments
R% =0.12
@ 2011
@ 2012
. O 2015

-2| Stress=0.22

-1.0 -0.5

0.0

0.5

1.0

1.5

15 10 -05 00 05 10 15

MDS axis 1




image1.png




image2.png
Z
ml\DPj




image3.jpeg
HTH " " |
5 5 5 5
: ) [H | [H )
°
_._ _T © _l_H_l_ L © “ “ © _|— e 2
L r s 2
© © S ©
CIH ’ H o H{ ’ l .
w9 W o w o @w o © S [ E) k) S S ) S S 0 S ) E) k) S
5 ° ® & « = 2 8 38 o« b - = S s = 3 < 2 o & - = S S
(H) Ausianp Jauaip-uouueys = (qL1 ww) azis Apog uesyy Rep-joasuely Jad snjoijeig-uou # = oz1s Apoq snyoljeIG-UOU UBBI
| 1 1 |
H e 5 1 5 f H |, f .
£ = £ =
0 ) ) Al ) | )
° o I
I | I
©
E 8 ! 1 £ g f 2
o : m
—_ 2 =) Q o =) ) -— 2 L. « - o o | o o o =) o =} —~ © o @ < o S
5 8 2 3 5 2 T - s s S s s & 8 B 3 & 2 zc - s s S s S
ssauyal sa1oads |e1oosna uoipodoid S Kep-oesues sad smopeiq # Snjoifeig-uou Ui [e1oosna uoiodold
. ° o g “ “ 5 “ ® 5
2 & & &
L < < » < <
I
I i
® © 1 |2 1 o
s g g g
2 | & I & &
1 I
= = = ry S > @ = © Y S £ Y 53 o S S £ Y 53 o S
=T 8 < ] T - S S S S o S - s 5 S s s s s s s s s
apo8jjod uoipodold snjoijelg uoipodold snjajelg-uou Ul anosjAlod uoilodold

Rep-jooasue) Jod seaq #

Year




image4.jpeg
MDS axis 2

[ Reserves
@ Fragments

@201
@2012
©2015
@2016

-1.0

-0.5

0.0
MDS axis 1

0.5

1.0




