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Abstract: Airborne pollen monitoring datasets sometimes exhibit gaps, even very long, either because
of maintenance or because of a lack of expert personnel. Despite the numerous imputation techniques
available, not all of them effectively include the spatial relations of the data since the assumption of
missing-at-random is made. However, there are several techniques in geostatistics that overcome
this limitation such as the inverse distance weighting and Gaussian processes or kriging. In this
paper, a new method is proposed that utilizes convolutional neural networks. This method not
only shows a competitive advantage in terms of accuracy when compared to the aforementioned
techniques by improving the error by 5% on average, but also reduces execution training times by
90% when compared to a Gaussian process. To show the advantages of the proposal, 10%, 20%,
and 30% of the data points are removed in the time series of a Poaceae pollen observation station in
the region of Madrid, and the airborne concentrations from the remaining available stations in the
network are used to impute the data removed. Even though the improvements in terms of accuracy
are not significantly large, even if consistent, the gain in computational time and the flexibility of
the proposed convolutional neural network allow field experts to adapt and extend the solution, for
instance including meteorological variables, with the potential decrease of the errors reported in
this paper.
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1. Introduction

The clinical relevance of Poaceae pollen has been increasing as the number of allergy cases
continues to grow [1], which is expected to double in the next 40 years [2]. Limiting exposure to
airborne pollen plays a key role in the prevention of symptoms. The prediction of future pollen
concentrations is thus crucial, not only for patients, but also for clinical institutions, in order to arrange
resources before the influx of pollen related allergy cases.

Observation based models employ different methods to relate records of air concentrations to one
or more variables that can be measured or predicted. Examples include regression models [3,4], time
series models [5], and process based phenological models [6]. In the last decade, machine learning
techniques have been gaining importance due to the success of their applications [4,7–12]. However,
these techniques require a significant amount of data, and when dealing with pollen time series,
where high concentrations are especially harmful when they are over 25 grains/m3 [1], the data
are incomplete during the full year (Figure 1). Even though there have been advances in automatic
pollen monitoring [13], the European volumetric spore trap network is mostly operated manually.
Furthermore, defects and maintenance imply that pollen observation networks are highly sensitive to
missing data points.
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Despite the numerous techniques available for missing data imputation, most of the literature
focuses on the conditions under which they lead to unbiased estimates, conditions that do not
often hold. There is no consensus about the exact proportion of missing data for which it is
considered unacceptable to use such techniques. For instance, Schafer [14] asserted that less than 5%
is inconsequential, while Bennett [15] claimed that statistical analysis is likely to be biased over 10%.
In this proposal, we use 10%, 20%, and 30% of missing data, which are greater amounts than asserted
by previous literature. Moreover, many techniques do not take into consideration the spatial relations
of the data. Geographical imputation overcomes this problem by estimating missing data points with
approximate locations derived from associated data. Among the techniques available, inverse distance
weighting [16] and kriging or Gaussian process regression [17] are two of the most popular among
field experts.

However, in the last few decades, artificial intelligence methods have been gaining attention due
to their competitive advantage in solving real-world problems [18]. In particular, convolutional neural
networks (CNNs) [19] have been proven very effective in areas such as computer vision [20] and
natural language processing [21]. The main difference from traditional neural networks lies in using
the convolution operation [22] applied to filters, which allows exploiting the strong, spatial correlation
present in the data.

Even though there is extensive literature about computational intelligence techniques applied
to pollen time series, such as random forests [7,12,23,24], artificial neural networks [9,10], and deep
neural architectures [25], very few works have applied convolutional neural networks to time series.
Nonetheless, CNNs have been extensively used in identifying and classifying pollen grains [26,27].

The objective of this paper is to extend the application of CNNs and increase the awareness
of their advantage and potential. In order to do so, we propose a network architecture that will be
compared to the aforementioned traditional spatial imputation techniques. By artificially producing
missing data points in the time series of one of the observation stations in the region of Madrid, the
study estimates such points from the available observations from the surrounding stations.

2. Materials and Methods

2.1. Data Description

Poaceae pollen observations were provided daily in grains per cubic meter registered at eight
locations in or around the city of Madrid: Alcalá de Henares, Alcobendas, Aranjuez, Complutense
University of Madrid (Pharmacy Faculty), Coslada, Getafe, Leganés, and Villalba. Series for these
locations are shown in Figure 1. Pollen counts followed the standard methodology of the Spanish
Aerobiological Network [28] and were provided by Red Palinológica de la Comunidad de Madrid.
Observations were available for 14 years starting from 1 January 2000 to 31 December 2013.

The region of Madrid has particular geographical characteristics (Figure 1). The observation
station in Aranjuez is at the lowest elevation (495 m above sea level) and has a yearly average
temperature above 14 ◦C with a yearly average rainfall below 400 mm. On the other hand, Villalba is
located 903 m above sea level with a yearly average temperature of 10–11 ◦C and a yearly average
precipitation of 1250–1500 mm. The remaining locations are in metropolitan areas between 594 and 668
m above sea level with yearly average temperatures above 15.2 ◦C and precipitation around 440 mm.
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Figure 1. Selected stations with Poaceae pollen concentrations capped at 100 grains/m3 (left).
Distribution of the locations in the region of Madrid (right).

2.2. Methodology

Inverse distance weighted (IDW) interpolation is based on the principle that nearer observations
are more related than distant ones [29]. Consequently, pollen counts measured closer to the location
of the station for which we want to estimate the pollen counts will have more influence than those
that are distant. This influence is represented by the distance, and the estimation ŷj is calculated as the
weighted sum of the measured pollen counts at the observation stations xi:

ŷj =
∑n

i=1

(
xi
dp

ij

)
∑n

i=1

(
1

dp
ij

) , (1)

where n is the number of observation stations, dij is the distance between the observation station i and
the observation station j where we want to estimate the pollen count, and p is the power function,
which is set to 2 as the default value.

While in IDW, the power function defines how fast the influence (weight) of an observed pollen
count measure decreases based on distance, a Gaussian process or kriging [17] creates a model of
spatial correlation that provides the proper weights by relying on the covariance matrix to control the
values that are close together in the input space to generate values that are similar. A Gaussian process
(GP) assumes that the probability p( f (x1), . . . , f (xn)) is jointly Gaussian, xi being the set of observed
points, with mean µ and covariance given by ∑ij = k(xi, xj), where k is the kernel function [30]. The
underlying idea is that having the joint probability of the variables, it is possible to get the conditional
probability of one of the variables given the others [31].

Based on their success in other fields, experts have started to use convolutional neural networks
for time series analysis [32]. CNNs differ from feedforward neural networks mainly by the existence of
convolutional layers, which are hidden layers that utilize the power of the mathematical operation of
convolution to transform the inputs. Convolution allows for the encoding of the local properties of the
input in such a way that the information propagates in a more efficient manner. CNN filters, obtained
by the convolution of inputs and weights, are local in input space and are thus able to exploit the strong,
spatial correlation present in the time series. That means that they work well in identifying simple
patterns within local regions of the data (subset of features), which then will be used by subsequent
layers to form more complex patterns.
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In order to compare the results with similar research studies, the common scoring rule of the root
mean squared error (RMSE) will be used to measure the average magnitude of the error.

2.3. Experimental Design

The aim was to compare the aforementioned methods in order to see their ability to impute data
properly for the observation station in Farmacia (most central location available), by inferring airborne
pollen counts at one station based on the levels measured in its surroundings. In order to do so, series
with 10%, 20%, and 30% of missing data points were generated and then used as a test set to check the
estimations. However, as we can see in Figure 1, airborne pollen time series are a particular kind of
series where during most of the year, pollen counts are either nonexistent or very low. For this reason,
a stratified random sample was drawn based on the criteria of an observation belonging to a peak or
off-peak pollen season.

There is no general consensus about the definition of the pollen season, and hence, season dates
might differ according to their definition [11]. This notwithstanding, in Spain, the first symptoms are
observed over 25 grains/m3 [33]. Accordingly, this level is selected to define the boundary dates of the
main pollen season as the first and the last day that 25 grains/m3 are observed, corresponding to the
start and the end of the peak season, respectively. Thus, every random sample drawn would include
X% of observations from the peak season and X% from the off-peaks season, X ∈ {10, 20, 30}.

For each percentage of missing data points, a 10-fold cross-validation was run to cover the full
dataset. Subsequently, the GP and CNN algorithms were trained and tested against the corresponding
test set. Since IDW is an unsupervised method, meaning that there is no need to train the algorithm in
order to extract the relations between pollen counts at different locations and the control station of
Farmacia, it was used as a benchmark to evaluate the Gaussian process and the neural network. For
the Gaussian process regression, a dot product covariance function k(xi, xj) = σ2

0 + xi · xj was used
along with a noise level estimation σ2δ(xi, xj) [31] where δ(xi, xj) is the Kronecker delta function.

In order to parse the pollen counts through the CNN as the input, at each time t, the seven
locations surrounding location i and the pollen observations pi were transformed into a 3 × 3 matrix,
as seen in Equation (2), which in turn was transformed into a 5 × 5 matrix (Equation (2)) by adding
zeros in order to capture the contributions of the individual locations and enrich the information flow
through the network. Thus, by using a 2 × 2 filter with a stride equal to one, we ensured the parsing
of an individual location, as seen in Figure 2 with element X11 of the input matrix:

[p1, p2, p3, p4, p5, p6, p7]t →


0 0 0 0 0
0 p1 p2 p3 0
0 p4 p5 p6 0
0 p7 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0


t

(2)

Given the aforementioned setup, with 14 filters, it would be sufficient to cover the full feature
map without taking into account the last two filters, which would result in 0 (Figure 2). However,
the generalization ability of CNNs is not based on limiting the number of parameters [34], and with
an incremental experiment, 32 filters are adequate to solve this problem. As a final step, the filters
were fully connected to a 5 neuron layer, which at the same time was connected to the output. CNNs
usually suffer from an abrupt increment of the number of parameters as their complexity, in terms of
topology, increases. Thus, it is common to include a pooling layer in order to reduce the number of
parameters. Since the architecture proposed was fairly simple, adding this kind of layer was avoided,
as the number of parameters was already small.

Figure 1 shows the particular nature of airborne pollen time series, with a high presence of
observations equal or close to 0, especially outside the main pollen season. This may lead to what it is
know as dead neurons, which results in the weights being equal to 0, since the amount of information
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from the inputs is limited. To avoid this situation, the network was trained using a “LeakyReLu”
activation function (α = 0.1) along with the Adam optimization algorithm [35] instead of the traditional
stochastic gradient descent. A learning rate α = 0.001, an exponential decay of β1 = 0.9, and β2 = 0.999
were used to train the network over 60 epochs.

...
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Figure 2. Convolutional neural network.

3. Results

The study was based on removing data points from the pollen observation station located at the
Faculty of Pharmacy (Farmacia). Table 1 shows the average 10-fold RMSE and standard deviation
for each percentage of observations subtracted from the time series. As mentioned in Section 2.3,
the proportions of missing data were equally selected within and outside the main pollen season.

When removing 10% of the data points, the CNN provided a more accurate estimation, both
during the peak and off-peak season, with an RMSE equal to 39.89 and 4.53 grains per square meter,
respectively. These quantities were compared to an RMSE of 42.44 using Gaussian process regression
and 43.97 obtained by IDW. The differences were closer during the off-peak season with 5.07 and 5.36
for GP and IDW, respectively. This situation was expected since, on the one hand, there were more
observations outside the main pollen season and, on the other, airborne pollen concentrations were
close to zero. Additionally, the stability of the estimations seemed higher for the CNN given the lowest
standard deviation of the results.

Table 1. Average and standard deviation (in parenthesis) of the RMSE per percentage of missing data and
methodology.

% of Missing Peak Season Off-Peak Season All

IDW GP CNN IDW GP CNN IDW GP CNN

10% 43.97 42.44 39.89 5.36 5.07 4.53 18.02 17.41 16.46
(5.84) (8.56) (5.25) (0.91) (1.09) (0.98) (2.05) (3.02) (2.02)

20% 41.55 39.69 37.35 5.76 5.24 4.80 17.26 16.43 15.42
(3.95) (4.72) (4.21) (1.50) (1.55) (1.20) (1.57) (1.80) (1.48)

30% 42.79 41.50 40.14 6.45 5.92 5.40 17.87 17.24 16.60
(3.77) (4.20) (4.05) (0.68) (0.79) (1.15) (1.52) (1.66) (1.60)

CNN also improved the accuracy of other methods, both during the peak and off-peak season,
when 20% of the observations were removed. With respect to the peak season, the CNN performed
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10% better than IDW. This accuracy went to 5% better when compared to GP. In this case, as happened
when removing 30% of the observations, the standard deviation was higher than that obtained by IDW.
This behavior was expected since in computational intelligence models, the principle of the more data,
the better applies in general. Still, the differences were residual.

Figure 3 shows the estimation of all three methods for the peak season during sample years
2008 to 2011. It can be clearly seen that the CNN (red circle) tended to adjust better to sudden peaks
in concentrations. Furthermore, it managed to mitigate the influence of extreme observations from
other locations, as it did not overestimate as much as the other two methodologies. This situation
was demonstrated both in 2009 and 2011, where all models estimated an airborne concentration over
100 grains/m3, while the true observation was closer to 50 grains/m3.
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Figure 3. Sample estimation points during peak seasons (grey area) in 2008 to 2011 representing
CNN (red circle), GPR(blue triangle), and IDW (green square). The missing observed data points are
represented by a black diamond.
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One of the well known disadvantages of neural networks is the training execution times. For this
reason, the training times were tracked (Table 2) to have a fair comparison in every aspect. For this
analysis, IDW was discarded since it is a deterministic method, which was not comparable, in terms
of time performance, to the other two. Intuitively, the more data removed, the shorter the execution
times, as the training set decreased in size. We can see a certain stability in CNN time performance
when compared to the Gaussian process consuming on average about 10% of the time of the GP in the
training process.

Table 2. Average and standard deviation (in parenthesis) of the 10-fold execution time in seconds per
percentage of missing data.

GP CNN

10% missing 243.38 17.47
(10.56) (0.66)

20% missing 171.22 15.91
(18.00) (0.64)

30% missing 148.12 15.55
(24.19) (1.65)

4. Discussion

As we saw in Section 3, the competitive advantage of using CNNs to impute airborne pollen
concentrations was clear. In terms of accuracy, both the Gaussian process and the CNN performed
better than the inverse distance weighting method (Table 1). At the same time, both models could be
extended by including a temporal dimension.

In order to provide insightful results, these were reported based on whether the observations
belonged to the main pollen season or not. The main pollen season, or peak season, was defined using
a threshold approach [36] of 25 grains/m3. This threshold differed from the literature based on the
study region and pollen genus. However, the work in [37] concluded that Poaceae is ranked highest in
terms of allergic significance, and the work in [10] established a threshold of 25 grains/m3 for Plantago
pollen. Furthermore, high pollen concentration thresholds might lead to very short peak seasons and
consequently few test points.

During the main peak pollen season, all models suffered from the influence of extreme values in
other locations (Figure 3), resulting in an overestimation of the concentrations at the target location.
However, this influence was mitigated by the CNN due to the increase in the number of filters,
which increased the model’s generalization.

During off-peak periods, the differences between the techniques proposed were marginal,
but regarding their practical application, these observations were not as important, since they did
not imply a high risk for the allergic population. There is no consensus about how much missing
data is allowed in order to have unbiased statistical analyses when using inference models [14,15],
the cutoff values being around 10% depending on the dataset. This was the reason why 10%, 20%, and
30% of missing data were selected. As a consequence, an increase of the number of filters used in the
CNN topology was necessary to provide the generalization of the estimations as proven by the results.
However, the larger the amount of missing data, the smaller the number of training observations,
which negatively influences the learning process of the CNN. This explains why a decrease in the
accuracy was obtained as a result.

Even though only pollen observations were used in this study, mainly to compare the proposed
solution with the benchmark IDW, the CNN provided the flexibility to include meteorological measures
or predictions as input variables. There is evidence that including such variables [12,24] improves the
estimations of airborne pollen concentrations. Moreover, these variables serve as a differential factor to
mitigate under- and over-estimation of sudden high peaks during the main pollen season. On the other
hand, the simplicity of the topology of the proposed solution was lost. As a consequence, execution
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training periods increased as the number of hyper-parameters increased. This is a well known
drawback of machine learning models; however, the applied method performed better compared
to the others tested, mainly by computation time (Table 2), and is expected to outperform them
significantly when additional co-factors are used, such as meteorological variables.

5. Conclusions

In this study, we tackled the problem of the spatial imputation of missing values for pollen
time series in Madrid. We proposed the use of convolutional neural networks and conducted a
comparison with two traditional geoimputation techniques, inverse distance weighting and Gaussian
process regression. The CNN’s competitive advantage was shown both in terms of accuracy and
execution times.

The results show that it is possible to apply this technique to fields outside computer vision
and linguistics. Field experts can take advantages of the potential of CNNs and their application to
spatial imputation. Even though the results were promising, they could be improved by including
meteorological measures or predictions in the model, yet increasing the computational cost and
complexity. This notwithstanding, it was also intended to increase the awareness of the advantages
and disadvantages of such a technique.
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