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Abstract

We develop a new model for spatial random field reconstruction of a binary-valued spatial
phenomenon. In our model, sensors are deployed in a wireless sensor network across a large
geographical region. Each sensor measures a non-Gaussian inhomogeneous temporal process
which depends on the spatial phenomenon. Two types of sensors are employed: one collects
point observations at specific time points, while the other collects integral observations over
time intervals. Subsequently, the sensors transmit these time-series observations to a Fusion
Center (FC), and the FC infers the spatial phenomenon from these observations. We show
that the resulting posterior predictive distribution is intractable and develop a tractable two-
step procedure to perform inference. Firstly, we develop algorithms to perform approximate
Likelihood Ratio Tests on the time-series observations, compressing them to a single bit for
both point sensors and integral sensors. Secondly, once the compressed observations are
transmitted to the FC, we utilize a Spatial Best Linear Unbiased Estimator (S-BLUE) to
reconstruct the binary spatial random field at any desired spatial location. The performance
of the proposed approach is studied using simulation. We further illustrate the effectiveness
of our method using a weather dataset from the National Environment Agency (NEA) of
Singapore with fields including temperature and relative humidity.

Keywords: Binary spatial random field reconstruction, Sensor Networks, Warped Gaussian
Process, Likelihood Ratio Test (LRT), Spatial Best Linear Unbiased Estimator (S-BLUE).

1. Introduction

Wireless sensor networks (WSNs) have captivated substantial attention due to its wide
applications in environmental monitoring [I], weather forecasts [2], [3] [4], surveillance [5],
building monitoring [6], and automation [7]. Recent studies focus on the estimation of a
single point source, like source localization [8, O, [10, [I1] and source detection [12, [13] 14} 15|
16], which generally assume independence of the observations. In this paper, we consider
a WSN consisting of spatially distributed sensors with limited energy and communication
bandwidth. The sensors monitor non-Gaussian temporal processes with desired features such
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as precipitation, humidity, temperature, concentration of substance, etc., that are dependent
on a binary spatial random field [I7]. After the sensors transmit these observations to a
Fusion Center (FC) [18], the FC then reconstructs the binary spatial random field at spatial
locations where no sensor is placed, based on which further decisions can be made.

Binary spatial random fields are commonly used to model ecological phenomena that take
binary values, such as defoliation [19] and pest outbreak [20]. Some spatial phenomena such
as volcanic activity [21] and vision perception [22] may be hard to observe directly. Therefore,
in our model, we analyze temporal observations generated based on the values of the binary
spatial random field and seek to reconstruct the field using the temporal observations as
proxy. The proposed dependence structure has its application in vision research [22] where
two types of neuron are activated with respect to low-pass and high-pass components in
graphs. It can also be adopted in environmental monitoring problems to model spatial-
temporal phenomena where the spatial phenomenon is not directly observable and only the
temporal processes are observed.

In many cases, these spatial and temporal processes are modeled using Gaussian Pro-
cesses (GPs) [23, 24, 25]. Though GPs lead to a concise and elegant probabilistic framework
that allows further nonparametric regression and classification as shown in [26], their practi-
cality is much restricted due to their normality and exponentially decaying tails, which are
inappropriate for modeling categorical [I7] as well as long-tailed observations [27, 28]. To
ameliorate these limitations, non-linear distortions of a GP, called Warped Gaussian Pro-
cesses (WGPs) [29, 30], 31}, 32], are often adopted as an alternative. The warping function in
a WGP for distorting a GP can take any parametric form, like the sum of tanh functions [31]
or Tukey’s family of transformations used in [33] for environmental monitoring. Moreover,
when the warping function is strictly increasing and continuous, the marginal likelihood of
the WGP is analytically tractable [31, Section 3], which makes the WGP superior to other
non-parametric models.

The main purpose of this paper is to develop a low complexity algorithm that can re-
construct a binary spatial random field given transmitted time-series data from sensors.
The binary spatial random field is modeled by a WGP with the warping function being an
indicator function. Conditional on the values of the binary spatial random field, the tempo-
ral processes are modeled by WGPs following specific non-Gaussian marginal distributions.
Meanwhile, two types of sensors are deployed to observe either point or integral observations.
The Point sensors defined later in take point observations that are noisy realizations
of the temporal processes at some specific time points while the Integral sensors defined later
in take integral observations that are the averages of realizations of the temporal pro-
cesses over time intervals with additive noise. In practice, Point sensors are commonly used
to measure real-time features such as daily temperature, whereas Integral sensors are used to
track cumulative features such as total daily precipitation [34], computed tomography (CT')
scans [35], and areal data [36]. Therefore, both types of sensors can be utilized to monitor
various temporal phenomena that stem from the same spatial phenomenon and enhance the
performance of spatial field reconstruction [37].

A number of studies have been devoted to developing tractable methods to reconstruct
latent spatial field through Gaussian Process-based data. In those studies, authors com-
monly adopt the hierarchical Bayesian framework and resort to Markov Chain Monte Carlo
(MCMC) [37] (in particular, Hamiltonian Monte Carlo [38]) to infer the posterior predictive



distribution. Alternatively, the posterior predictive distribution can be derived analytically
when conjugacy is assumed in the model [23]. However, MCMC-based methods are not
suitable for accommodating the continuous online inflow of sensor observations due to their
sophisticated and time-consuming nature, whereas conjugacy is not present in the set-up
using WGPs.

The contributions of this paper are four-fold:

1. We propose a novel model to represent the hierarchical spatial-temporal physical phe-
nomenon using WGPs such that the temporal processes may follow arbitrary distribu-
tions that appear in real applications.

2. We develop the Warped Gaussian Process Likelihood Ratio Test (WGPLRT) and the
Neighborhood-density-based Likelihood Ratio Test (NLRT) tailored to approximately
performing Likelihood Ratio Tests on time-series data for sensors collecting point or
integral observations, respectively.

3. We derive the Spatial Best Linear Unbiased Estimator (S-BLUE) for aggregating out-
puts of Likelihood Ratio Tests and reconstructing the spatial phenomenon, which is
computationally efficient.

4. We perform both synthetic data experiments and real-world experiments to validate
our model and algorithms. In the real-world experiments, we use a weather dataset
from the National Environment Agency (NEA) of Singapore that includes fields such
as temperature and relative humidity to support the proposed approach.

The rest of the paper is structured as follows. We introduce the definitions of GPs and
WGPs and present the system model in Section [2 We show that the posterior predictive
distribution in the proposed problem is analytically intractable and motivate a two-step
procedure to reconstruct the binary spatial random field in Section[3] In Section[d], we develop
the Warped Gaussian Process Likelihood Ratio Test (WGPLRT) and the Neighborhood-
density-based Likelihood Ratio Test (NLRT) for inferring temporal processes. Section
introduces the Spatial Best Linear Unbiased Estimator (S-BLUE) and its properties. In
Sections [6] and [7, we showcase the proposed model and algorithm by performing experiments
using synthetic and real-world datasetd!] respectively. Finally, we conclude the paper in
Section [§

2. Definitions & System Model

In this section, we introduce the definitions of Gaussian Processes (GPs) and Warped
Gaussian Processes (WGPs) and present the system model. Throughout this paper, all
random variables are defined on a probability space (£, F,P). Let us first state the definition
of a GPA

!Codes implemented in MATLAB can be found on GitHub: https://github.com/ShunanSheng/
WarpedGaussianProcesses.
“We use Gaussian Process and Gaussian random field interchangeably.
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Definition 1 (Gaussian Process (see, e.g., [26, Definition 2.1])). Let X C R? and let f :
Q x X — R denote a stochastic process parametrized by x € X. Then, f is a Gaussian
Process (GP) with the mean function u: X — R and the covariance functionC : X x X — R,
i.e., f~GP(u(:),C (")), if all its finite dimensional distributions are Gaussian, that is, for
any m € N and Xy, = (X1, ,Xp) € X™, the random variables (f (x1),..., [ (xm))" are
jointly normally distributed with mean p(X1.,) == (u(x1), -+, (X)) € R™ and covariance
matriz C(Xq.m, X1.m) € R™ ™ where (C(Xlzm,XLm))m = C(x;,%x;) for 1 <i,5 <m.

We can therefore characterize a GP by the following class of random functions:

S:Z{fIQ><X—)RS.t.fNQ'P(/J('),C(',')),
with p: X - R, x— E[f(x)],

C: XXX =R, (x,x) = E[(f(x) — px)) (f(x) — p(x))]}-

Subsequently, we define a Warped Gaussian Process (WGP) as the point-wise transformation
of a GP, as detailed below.

Definition 2 (Warped Gaussian Process). Let z :  x X — R be a stochastic process
indezed by x € X C R We call z a Warped Gaussian Process (WGP) if it is the point-
wise transformation of a GP f : Q0 x X — R under a Borel-measurable warping function
W R — R, that is,

z(x) :W(f(x)> forallx € X.

A candidate for the warping function is W = F~!'o®, where F is the cumulative distribu-
tion function (CDF) of a random variable, F~!(u) := inf {x € R: F(z) > u} for u € [0,1] is
the Generalized Inverse of F', and ® is the CDF of the standard normal distribution N (0, 1).
Consequently, if f ~ GP(0,C(+,-)) with C(x,x) = 1 for all x € X, then the CDF of z(x) is
F for all x € X.

Having formally defined the semi-parametric class of WGP models, we proceed with
presenting our system model. The system model consists of the two following parts:

1. The physical phenomenon: a collection of spatial-temporal random processes including
a binary spatial random field and a collection of temporal processes whose character-
istics are based on the local values of the binary spatial field?| (see [[TP1)| and [[TP2)]
below).

2. The sensor network: a wireless sensor network is deployed to observe the local temporal
processes at specific spatial locations. The wireless sensor network consists of two types
of sensors: the first collects point observations of the temporal process at specific time
points (see below); the second collects integral observations of the temporal
process over time intervals (see below).

3We use binary spatial random field and binary spatial field interchangeably.



We now present the system model:

(BSF1)

(BSF2)

(TP1)

(TP2)

(SN1)

Binary spatial random field

Consider a latent spatial random field g : Q x X — R defined over X C R?, which is
modeled as a GP with mean function p(-) and covariance function C(-,-), that is

g~ GP(n().C(). 1)

The binary spatial random field y : Q@ x X — {0,1} is defined to be the point-wise
transformation of the latent spatial random field g such that

Y(x) = Lgyx)2e (2)

where ¢ € R is a constant threshold.

Temporal processes

At each spatial location x € X, let f(-;x): Q x [0,7] — R be a temporal latent GP
for some T > 0 with characteristics depending on the value of y(x) such that

f(';X) ~ {gp(()?CO( ) ))7 lf y(X) : 0, (3)
GP0,Ci(+-)), if y(x)=1,

where C; : [0,T] x [0,T] — R, for ¢ = 0,1, are the covariance functions of the

respective temporal processes with C;(¢t,t) = 1 for all ¢ € [0,7]. Given any fi-

nite collection of spatial locations, such as x1,---,x, € X for n € N, the ran-

dom variables f(-;x1),---, f(-;x,) are assumed to be independent conditional on

(g(xl)7 e 7g<Xn))'

The temporal process at x is defined to be a WGP Z(:;x) : Q2 x [0,7] — R via a
point-wise transformation of f, depending on the value of y(x) such that

o W), iy =0,
(t:) {Wl(f(t;x)), it y(x) =1, (4)

where W; = F7 ' o ®, for i = 0,1. Each Fj is the cumulative distribution function
(CDF) of a random variable, F; ! is the Generalized Inverse of F;, and ® is the CDF
of the standard normal distribution N (0, 1).

Sensor network

Let N € N be the total number of sensors that are deployed over the 2-dimensional
space X C R? to make observations over the time period [0,7]. There are two
types of sensors that are referred to as Point sensors (abbreviated to P-sensors) and
Integral sensors (abbreviated to I-sensors). We assume that there are N P-sensors
deployed at (xF),—i.x» and N' I-sensors deployed at (x!),—.y1, where N¥ N! € N
and NT + N' = N. Note that {f(- ;x})} _ e, {f(- :X})}, _ .\ are independent
conditional on (g(x}),...,g9(x5e), g(x}),..., g(xk1)).
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Symbol Interpretation

x” € X The spatial location of the n-th P-sensor for n = 1,--- , N¥
x € X The spatial location of the n-th I-sensor for n. = 1,---  N'

Xy = (xF, - ,x%p, The spatial locations of the N sensors deployed in the field

xlxhy)
Try = (t1,-++ ,ty) The time instants at which the P-sensors collect observations
Tl = { [(k_Kl)T, %T] } The time intervals during which the I-sensors collect observations

: .

g = g(Xi1.n) The realizations of the latent spatial random field g at Xi.y

1
)
yr :=y(x5) The realization of the binary spatial random field y at x%
: ) The realization of the binary spatial random field y at x!,

/S (Zf;17 ,z}j, )T The collection of the point observations at x! over 7T,

Z, = (%1, Zy )" The ground-truth values of the point observations at x;, over T,
?}l = (2h1,-- »2hk)"  The collection of the integral observations at x}, over T,

Z), = (%1, - ,Zh k)" The ground-truth values of the integral observations at x;, over T},

Table 1: Symbols used in the following sections.

(SN2) Point sensors: Point sensors collect noisy observations of the temporal process at the
time instants (¢,)2, C [0,7] for some M € N. At each time instant ¢, the n-th
P-sensor makes a noisy observation, which is given by

P (4P P

Zn,k = (tkf?xn) + En,k’ (5)
where €, € " N(0,02) for some noise variance o2 > 0 with ey, and
Z(t; xY) being independent for all k =1,--- , M.

(SN3) Integral sensors: Integral sensors collect integral observations of the temporal process

over consecutive time intervals [(k LT kT} for k=1,---, K, for some fixed K € N.

K
The noisy observation at x!, over the time interval [(k Kl)T, %

] is given by
kT
K %
1B (] I
Zyp = T e Z(t;x,,) dt + €k (6)
K
where €], |, -+, €, RS (0,07) for some noise variance of > 0 with €}, , and Z(t; x),)
being independent for all ¢ € [0, 7.

A comprehensive list of symbols used in the following sections is provided in Table [T and
the graphical structure of the proposed model encoding conditional independence relations
is presented in Figure (1] as a directed acyclic-graph (DAG) using plate notations. The main
objective of this paper is Binary spatial random field reconstruction, abbreviated as
Spatial field reconstruction. In other words, given an un-monitored location x, € X,
we want to infer the value of the binary spatial random field y, := y(x.) based on the data
transmitted by the N sensors.

Remark 3. If u(x) =0 and C(x x) =1 for all x € X, then the binary spatial random field

satisfies y(x) = Ligm>ep = F (P(g(x))), P-a.s., where Fg' is the Generalized Inverse of
Bernoulli(7) with m =1 — (ID( )



u,C c i, Ci W;

X:Xllj? 7X§P7X117 7X§\/I
g y(x)
e R
= ¢ (k=1)T kT
k > K 'K
2
op [—> o
k=1,---,M k=1, ,K
g . ) (. J )

Figure 1: Directed acyclic graph (DAG) of the model encoding conditional independence relations using plate
notations. The shaded rectangles represent the constants and observed covariates. The white circles indicate
the latent variables. The shaded circles ensemble the observed random variables.

Assumption 4. Throughout this paper, we assume that:

1. the integral observations in|(SN3) are well-defined, that is,

kT

[K ‘2(t;x£)‘dt<oo forallk=1,--- ,K,n=1,--- N

E—1)T
K

2. all covariance functions are symmetric and positive definite (see details in [20, Sec-
tion 2.1]).

3. Posterior Predictive Distribution & Our Approach

In this section, we introduce the posterior predictive distribution for inferring the values
of the binary spatial random field and highlight its computational intractability in . The
posterior predictive distribution of y, := y(x,) at some un-monitored spatial location x,
given the Gaussian prior on g, defined by g ~ N (u(Xi1.n5),C(X1.n, X1.nv)), as well as the

sensor observations (ZT \r, Z! ) is presented in the following Proposition.



Proposition 5 (Posterior predictive distribution). The posterior predictive distribution of
Y. given the sensor observations (Zlf:Np, ZILNI) is Bernoulli(r,) with . given by:

(I g ) (I, p(ZL1g))p(g') dg’

dg dg.. (7)
Moreover, the term
P I
[ (T @) (LY (2ot g

mn contains a sum of ON'NT terms, and hence is computationally intractable.

Proof. Sec [Kppendic Al s

Despite the fact that the Bernoulli parameter m, of the posterior predictive distribution
is computationally intractable, the conditional independence of ZF Z! given g motivates us
to process raw observations at each sensor and aggregate the processed data at the Fusion
Center. Specifically, we adopt the following two-step approach to circumvent the difficulty
of evaluating the computationally intractable posterior predictive distribution.

e Step 1: Forn=1,---, N, the n-th sensor performs inference based on its observations
of the temporal process and transmits a binary decision 77 as an estimator of ¢/, j €
{P,I}. The decision process for Point sensors is detailed in Section[t.1]and Algorithm[l]
and the decision process for Integral sensors is detailed in Section and Algorithm

e Step 2: The Fusion Center collects all the binary decisions from the sensors, denoted

by ?LN = (F, - ,@\EP,/y\{, ,@\}VI)T, and applies the Spatial Best Linear Unbiased
Estimator (S-BLUE) to aggregate the results and predict y. = y(x.) at an un-monitored
location x,. This is detailed in Section [5] and Algorithm [3

Remark 6. Markov Chain Monte Carlo (MCMC) [39], such as Gibbs sampling, could also
be employed to approximate the posterior predictive distribution. However, the Gibbs sampler
tends to be inefficient in practice due to the high correlation in the posterior distribution
over g [39,[40]. Although alternative sampling schemes such as, e.g., sampling using control
variables [40] can address this issue, employing those methods for inference often requires
communicating complete observations among the sensor network, which is extremely costly.
Consequently, MCMC' is not suitable in our context, as it does not align with our objective
of developing an efficient yet simple algorithm.

4. Step 1: Local Binary Decisions via Likelihood Ratio Tests

To infer a binary decision from noisy observations, it is natural to use the Likelihood Ratio
Test as it is the uniformly most powerful test given a fixed significance level (see, e.g., [41]
Section III (a)]). Let us first model the decision problem into a hypothesis testing problem.
At the spatial location x? for j € {P,I}, the null and alternative hypotheses are given by

Ho :y(x2) =0 and  H;:y(x))=1.



Let p(Z7|H;), i = 0,1, denote the marginal likelihood of Z? under the hypothesis H; and
let v1, 4" > 0 be the test thresholds for the P-sensors and the I-sensors, respectively. The
Likelihood Ratio Test uses the following test statistic:

Ho
A 7 >
Az = DBl = 5 g e ey, )
p(Zn|H1) <
1
In the following subsections, we propose two methods for approximating the LRT. Specifi-
cally, we propose the Warped Gaussian Process Likelihood Ratio Test (WGPLRT) for point

observations and we propose the Neighborhood-density-based Likelihood Ratio Test (NLRT)
for integral observations.

4.1. Local Binary Decisions for Point Observations

In this subsection, we present an algorithm called Warped Gaussian Process Likeli-
hood Ratio Test (WGPLRT) for performing local inferences at the Point sensors. The
WGPLRT exploits the Laplace Approximation to estimate the marginal likelihood function
of point observations and provides a formula to approximate the test statistic defined in .

To begin with, the following Proposition gives the analytic expression for the marginal
likelihood of ZF under Hy and H,;.

Proposition 7 (Marginal likelihood of p(ZF|H;)). For i = 0,1, assume that the warping
function is W; = F; ' o ® where F; is strictly increasing and is the CDF of a continuous
random variable with continuous density. Let G; := ® 1o F; be the inverse of W; and let K; :=

Ci(Thy, TEyy) € RMXM be the covariance matriz evaluated at TV ;. Let € = (e, 1, , €y ar)

be the additive noise at x.. Then, the marginal likelihood at the n-th P-sensor is given by

wziim) = |

1 1 M
exp (— —Gi(ZF — &YTKTGHZE — €7 — 3 log det K; — oY log 27
RM

2 n
M 1 )
)(27?0%)2 exp (—iapz(eg)T65> de’ .

M
+ mX::l log 0z

P _P
Zn,m " €n,m

Proof. See Appendic By s

When the sensor observes the ground-truth values of the temporal process without obser-
vation errors, i.e., ZF = ZP then the marginal likelihood p(ZF|H,) for i = 0,1 in (9) reduces
to the case suggested in Section 3 in [31].

However, the marginal likelihood in @ is computationally intractable as the integrand
cannot be expressed as the probability density function of a multivariate normal distribution.
Our approach is to approximate the inner term involving G;(ZY — €'') using the Laplace

approximation. The details of the Laplace approximation as well as the approximated
marginal likelihood function of p(ZF|H;) is given by the following Proposition.



Proposition 8 (Laplace approximation). Fori = 0,1, let

0G;(v)
ov

)
Um

(10)
where K; := C;(T],;, TEyy) fori = 0,1 are defined as in Proposition @ Assume that there is
av; € (mnge(Wi))M satisfying the following conditions:

M
(range(W)M 3 (v1, -+ ,om) T = v s Qi(v) == —%Gi(V)TKilGi(V) + Z log
m=1

1. v; mazimizes Q;;
2. V; is in the interior of (range(W;))™ ;
3. Q; is twice differentiable at V;;
4. A; = —V?Q;(V)|y=s, is positive definite.
Moreover, let Q;(v) be approximated by its second-order Taylor polynomial as

@1(v) = —%(V —V)TA(V =)+ Qi(Vy), ve (mnge(Wi))M , (11)

and the approrimated marginal likelihood function be given by

~ 1 M
P(ZEH,) = / exp [ Qi(ZF — €) — = logdet K; — — log 27
RM 2 2
1 (12)
X (270123)’% exp (—§UP2(65)T65) de’.
Then,
N ~ 1 - - ~
pzEI) = Crexp (~5(25 ~0T(AT + 030) (25 -9 ) (13)

where

-~

1 M 1
C; := exp (—5 log det K; — 5 log 2 — M logop + Q(V;) — 5 log det(A; + 0132[)) .

Proof. See [Kppendic O a
Consequently, the test statistic is approximated by

—log A(ZF) = —log B(ZF |Hy) + log P(ZE|H,)

1
= §(log det(Ag + 0p°1) + logdet Ky — 2Q(Vo) — log det(A; + op21)
AN - - 14)
—logdet K + 2Q(v1)> + 5(z}j — Vo) (Agt + o2 D) H(ZE — Vo) (
1
— 5@ = V) AT+ or ) (Zy = V).

n

We use — log A(ZF) as the test statistic in the WGPLRT and reject Hy if —log A(ZF) >
—log~P. Notice that given Ky and K, the terms Vo, v1, Q(Vo), Q(V1), logdet(A4q + op21),

10



Algorithm 1: Warped Gaussian Process Likelihood Ratio Test (WGPLRT)

Input: the point observations ZF at the n-th P-sensor, the covariance matrix K
defined as in Proposition [7| and the warping function W; for ¢ = 0,1, the
noise variance o3 > 0, and the test threshold 4.
Output: the log-approximated test statistic — log /A\(ZS ) and the binary decision 7~
at x°.
1 Offline phase: Compute v; = arg max, Q;(v) and A; = —V?Q;(v)|y=y, for i =0, 1.
Compute the values of (Ay' + o21)7L, (A7 + 021)7!, and
3 (log det(Ag+o0p>1) +log det Ko—2Q (Vo) —log det(A; +opI) —log det K1 +2Q(v1)).
> Online phase: After observing ZF, compute — log A(ZF) from . The decision 3
is given by

5 )Lt - log A(ZF) > —log 7P
" 0, if —logA(Z}) < —logn".

log det(A,+0p21), (Ay'+021)~t, and (A;'+021)~tin do not depend on the observations
ZP. Thus, the test procedure can be divided into the offline phase and the online phase.
In the offline phase, the values of Vo, vy, (Ay'+021)7L, (A7 +021)! as well as the constant
term 1 (log det(Ag+ opI) +log det Ko — 2Q (Vo) — log det(A; + 0%1) —log det K1 +2Q(v1))
are evaluated and stored. Subsequently, in the online phase, after making the observations
ZP . the test statistic —log A(ZY) is computed using the terms that are pre-computed in the
offline phase. Our test procedure is summarized in Algorithm [I]

Remark 9. The Laplace approximation in Proposition [§ may perform poorly when
range(W;) # R unless the distance between V; and the boundary of (range(W;))™ is large
relative to op. Moreover, since the Laplace approrimation captures only the local charac-
teristics of the integrand in @ around its maximum, WGPLRT sometimes approximates
the LRT poorly when the only difference between Hy and Hy lies in the tails of the warping
distributions.

We have now acquired the analytic expression of the approximated test statistic in the
WGPLRT for point observations. We devote the next subsection to studying the case of
integral observations.

4.2. Local Binary Decisions for Integral Observations

We now derive the algorithm called Neighborhood-density-based Likelihood Ratio
Test (NLRT) for making local binary decisions at the Integral sensors. At a glance, NLRT
uses a Monte Carlo method to approximate the likelihood ratio. The samples generated in the
Monte Carlo method can be used to compute the significance and power of this approximate

likelihood ratio test. To begin with, for + = 0,1, we are again interested in the marginal
likelihood p(Z},|H;), which is given by

P(ZLH,) = / (2L Z8)p(ZL [ H,)dZ (15)
RK
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Algorithm 2: Neighborhood-density-based Likelihood Ratio Test (NLRT)

Input: the integral observations Z! at the n-th I-sensor, the number of generated
samples J, the warping functions W; and the covariance functions C;(-, ) for
i = 0,1, the summary statistics S : RX — R’ for some [ € N with [ < K, the
distance measure d(-,-) : R' x R' — R, the noise variance o7 > 0, the error
tolerance 6! > 0, some €' > 0 small enough, and the test threshold ~'.
Output: the approximated test statistic K(ZL) and the decision 7. at xJ.
1 Offline phase: For i =0,1 and j =1,---,J, generate a sample 2;1 according to
(SN3)!
2 Online phase: Fort =0,1and j =1,---,.J, accept Z;Z if

d(S(Z}),S(Z})) < o'

3 For i = 0,1, denote the number of accepted samples as ny,. Compute the
approximated test statistic
Ny, + el

AZ,) = Ny, + €

n

The decision 7}, is given by

Note that Z!|Z! ~ N(ZL,0%Ix). Unfortunately, the marginal likelihood in is also
computationally intractable as the observations Z! are defined by integrals. To overcome
this problem, we propose the NLRT, which is based on the idea of the Approximate Bayesian
Computation method (see, e.g., [42, Section 2.1]).

In NLRT, we generate samples under H, and H; and accept each sample if it is within a
certain error tolerance §' > 0 to the given observation. Subsequently, the test statistic is
approximated by the ratio of the number of accepted samples under Hy and H;; see details in
Algorithm 2] To measure the distances between the generated samples and the observations,
the Euclidean distance is a natural and effective candidate in most cases. However, for high-
dimensional data, the Euclidean distance fails to define a meaningful notion of proximity
as shown in Theorem 1 in [43]. Therefore, summary statistics are required to project high-
dimensional data to a low-dimensional space while preserving their distinct characteristics
under Hy and H;. In our case, depending on the type of the hypotheses, feature-engineering
is needed for designing summary statistics: mode, mean, variance, kurtosis can be used to
capture the differences in the warping functions; and autocorrelation (ACF) is helpful to
detect the differences between covariance functions Cy and C;.

Remark 10. The Laplace Approrimation technique does not work for the integral case as
the marginal likelihood p(ZL|H;) for i = 0,1 cannot be expressed analytically.

Remark 11. A small positive number €' is added in Line @ of Algorithm @ when evaluating
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the approrimated test statistic to avoid division by zero.

Similar to WGPLRT, since the samples {ii’i}jzw i—o1
the observations Z! | we can also divide the test procedure of NLRT into the offline phase
and the online phase. In the offline phase, the samples {Zi’l}

their summary statistics { S (2;’)}

can be generated before making

im1:g,im0,1 A€ generated, and

i=1edim01 ATC stored. Subsequently, in the online phase,
after making the observations Z!, the test statistic /A\(ZL) is computed with respect to the

summary statistics that are pre-computed in the offline phase.

5. Step 2: Spatial Best Linear Unbiased Estimator (S-BLUE)

After all P-sensors compute the binary decisions {@P}f\fl by Algorithm |1| and after all I-
sensors compute the binary decisions {g/jjl}j\[:ll by Algorithm 2| let \?1: ~ denote the collection
of binary decisions (J1, -+, Une, U1, -+ »Ya1) " at all N sensors. We aim to derive the Spatial
Best Linear Unbiased Estimator (S-BLUE) g, for g. := g(x.) at a fixed un-monitored
spatial location x, € X'. Then, the prediction of y, := y(x,) is given by

U = Lig,>c)- (16)

Let I : R x R — R, denote the loss function. Let R[h] denote the Bayes risk of any
h: RN — R, that is R

R[] = E[l(h(Y1:n), g+)]. (17)

We restrain the estimator to be a member of the family of linear estimators, H :=

{h:RY >R : h(?lzN) =w'Y,n+bweRVDbe R}, where w is called a weight vec-

tor, b is called an intercept, and neither is a function of ?1; ~- The S-BLUE is defined to

be the optimal linear estimator minimizing the Bayes risk under the quadratic loss function

defined by

hs-grue = argmin E[(h(Y1.n) — 9.)7]. (18)

heH
Let us re—indeX ()({)7 e 7x§P7X11’ e ’XAINI) as (X17 oo 7}(1\[) and re—indeX ?1;]\] as
(U1, -+ ,yn)". Observe that the binary decision 7, at location x,, from the Likelihood Ratio

Test is an estimator of the ground-truth y, with type I and type II errors. Therefore, the
effect of the Likelihood Ratio Test at each x,, can be treated as applying a transition ma-
trix that adds noise to the true label during data transmission, as detailed in the following
Remark.

Remark 12. Forn=1,--- N, let " € {7¥,~'} denote the test threshold for the Likelihood
Ratio Test (either WGPLRT or NLRT) at x,,, then the effect of the Likelihood Ratio Test
at X, is equivalent to transmitting the ground-truth y(x,) via a noisy channel, where the
transition matriz U, is given by

0 1
U, = 0 <p80 p&), (19)
1\Plo Ph

13



where py = P[A < v"|Ho] is the type 1 error rate, ply :=1— pity, py := P[A > "|H1] is the
type 11 error rate, and pt, :=1 — py,.

Therefore, our spatial field reconstruction procedure can now be partitioned into two
steps: in the first step, we perform the approximated Likelihood Ratio Tests (LRTS) to
compute the binary decisions; and in the the second step, we reconstruct the binary spatial

field via S-BLUE with these noisy binary inputs. The S-BLUE is presented in the following
theorem.

Theorem 13 (Spatial BLUE). Given the binary decisions Yi.n = (1, ,jn)" obtained
in Algorithm |1 I 1 & @ and the transition matrices {U,}_, specified in (19), the S-BLUE of

g« = g(x.) for a fized un-monitored location x, € X is given by

Ox = ES—BLUE<?1:N> = [y + Cov[g*,?1;N]C0V[SA(1;N]’1(?1:N — IE[?LN]), (20)
where Uy 1= E[g*]’ and for 173 = 17 e ,N’

- i C— M i C— i
E[yz] =p® (_ ) + ppr @ ( ) )
ag; ag;

Cov[Fi, 7j] = phphiP(gi < ¢, 95 < ¢) + oy} Plgi < ¢, 9; > ¢)
+pZ11p611P>(gi > ¢ g5 < C) —|—p111p]111P>(gi >, g5 2 C)

» — i ¢ — pi - c— o (T
— |pi, @ ® 1o [ —— ) o d
e (=5 e (52| e (572 e (52))

o 1 : : (c — )
Covlgs, yi] = ——(p11 — Po1)C (X, X; ——).
oVlgn T = ok = pbClxe ) exp (L1
(21)
with g; == g(x;), i = pu(x;), 02 = C(x4,%;), and ¢ being the constant threshold in (2)).
Proof. Sec AppondiT) =

Remark 14. Fori,5 =1,--- N, P(g; < ¢,9; < ¢), P(g;

cg Zc g
C(xi,x;)
P(g; > ¢, g; > c) are the probabilities of the bivariate normal./\/ C(x; 9
( 00

zZCg]<C>

XJ O'j

over the regions (—oo,c) X (—00,¢), (—00,c) X [¢,20), [¢, 00 ,0), [e,00) X [e,00), re-

spectively.

As a consequence, the theoretical Bayes risk of S-BLUE can be computed analytically as
shown in the following Corollary.

Corollary 15 (Bayes risk). Under the quadratic loss function, the Bayes risk (17) associated
with hs BLUE(Y1 ~) defined in is given by

Rlhs-srue(Yiy)] = Covg.] — Cov]g., Yi.n]Cov[Y 1] Cov]g., Yi.n]"- (22)
Proof. See [Appendix E] O
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Algorithm 3: Classification of binary spatial random field

Input: the binary decisions Y, N, the transition matrices {U, })_,, the constant
threshold ¢, the mean function p(-), the covariance function C(-, -), the
un-monitored location x,. R R

Output: the prediction 7, at x, and the Bayes risk R[hg.pLue(Y1.n)]-

1 Offline phase: Compute i, Cov[g*,?l:N], COV[?LN], E[\?LN] using .

Compute R[ES_BLUE(?LN)] using . R
2 Online phase: After collecting the decisions Y.y, compute

G = /};S-BLUE(?LN) = M+ COV[!J*,?1:N]COV[?1:N]_1(?1:N - E[?LN])'
3 Compute ¥ = L5, >c}-

Algorithm 4: The Overall Algorithm

Input: the observations (Z],y», Z}, 1), the time points Ty, the time intervals 77y,
the test threshold +7 for the Likelihood Ratio Test and the noise variance
0]2- > ( for j € {I, P}, the covariance function C;(-,-) and the warping
function W; of the temporal processes for ¢+ = 0, 1, the summary statistics
S(+), the distance measure d(-, -), the number of generated samples J, the
error tolerance &' > 0, some €' > 0 small enough, the mean function p(-) and
the covariance function C(-,-) of the binary spatial field, the transition
matrices {U,}_,, the constant threshold ¢, the un-monitored location x,.

Output: the prediction 7, at x, and the Bayes risk R[ﬁs_BLUE(?L NI
1 Compute K; = C;(TF,;,TF,,) by definition for i = 0, 1.
2 For j =1,---,N?, compute /y\jP using Algorithm.
o

3 For j=1,---, N' compute @\]I using Algorithm

A~ ~

4 Compute ¥, and R[hspLur(Y1.n)] using Algorithm .

We can execute the S-BLUE algorithm in two phases: the offline phase and the online
phase. In the offline phase, we compute and store the values of i, E[?L Nl
Cov[g*,?I; N]Cov[\?l; ~]7, and R[ﬁS_BLUE(?l; ~)]- Subsequently, in the online phase, given
the decisions {’1: ~, we compute the estimator g, using . This is presented in Algorithm .

After formulating the S-BLUE, the overall algorithm is outlined in Algorithm

Remark 16 (Computational cost of Algorithm . Let us denote the computational cost of
the optimization in the Laplace approzimation in Line |1| of WGPLRT as T,,. Moreover,
let us denote the computational cost of generating a sample of integral observations, the
computational cost of the summary statistics of each sample of integral observations, and
the computational cost of each pairwise distance d(-, -) in NLRT as Tsamp, Tsumm, ond Taist,
respectively. Recall that N denotes the total number of sensors, M denotes the number
of point observations at each P-sensor, and J denotes the number of generated samples in
NLRT. Then, the computational costs incurred at each P-sensor, each I-sensor, and the FC
in Algorithm[4) are given as follows.

e At each P-sensor, the offtine phase costs O(T,, + M?) and the online phase costs
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O(M?) for each time-series of point observations.

o At each I-sensor, the offline phase costs O(J(Tsamp + Tsumm)) and the online phase
costs O(Tsymm + J Taist) for each time-series of integral observations.

o At the FC, the offline phase costs O(N?) and the online phase costs O(N) for each
set of binary decisions from the P-sensors and I-sensors.

See [Appendiz F| for the detailed analyses of the computational cost.

6. Experiments with Synthetic Data

We conduct two experiments with synthetic data to study the performance of the proposed
method in Algorithm [ Section demonstrates the ability of our proposed method to
reconstruct the binary spatial random field. In Section we perform a sensitivity analysis
on the two LRT algorithms when the noise variance and the number of observations vary. To
simplify the nomenclature, from now on, we say a process is warped by a random variable
when the warping function is of the form W = F~1 o ®, where F is the CDF of that random
variable.

The proposed algorithm is compared to the k-Nearest Neighbors (KNN) algorithm. The
KNN algorithm takes the binary decisions ?1; N from the sensors and assigns an un-monitored
spatial location x, to a class, i.e., y(x,) = 1 or y(x,) = 0, based on a plurality vote among
the k nearest neighbors (i.e., sensors) of x,. If the value of k and the distance metric are
fixed beforehand (as opposed to, e.g., using a cross-validation scheme to determine them),
then the k nearest neighbors of x, can be determined in the offline phase and subsequently
the decision y(x,) is computed in the online phase once the sensors transmit their binary
decisions. Hence, assuming that the computational cost of evaluating each pairwise distance
is O(1), the computational cost of KNN is given by O(N + klog N) in the offline phase
and O(k) in the online phase for each set of binary decisions from the P-sensors and the
I-sensors; see for the detailed analysis. Despite that the computational cost of
KNN in the offline phase is lower than the computational cost O(N?) of S-BLUE in the offline
phase (see Remark , we would like to remark that KNN is a heuristic method that does
not use the correlation structure of the spatial random field y(-). Moreover, as discussed in
Remark [16] the online phase of S-BLUE costs only O(N), which makes it highly efficient.

Besides the KNN algorithm, we also compare the proposed algorithm to an unattainable
benchmark called the oracle, which is able to access the values of the latent Gaussian Pro-
cess, i.e., g(Xi.n), that are assumed to be unobservable. The oracle reconstructs the latent
Gaussian Process at an un-monitored spatial location x, using Gaussian Process regression
(see, e.g., [26], Section 2.2]), that is, it estimates g(x.) by

/g\oracle = [L(X*) + C(X*7Xl:N)C<X1:N7Xl:N)_1<g(X1:N) - N(XI:N))a

where p(-) is the mean function and C(-,-) is the covariance function of the latent Gaussian
Process. Subsequently, the oracle reconstructs the spatial field by Yorace := 15, .o >ec}-
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6.1. Ezperiment 1: Fvaluation on Synthetic Datasets — Spatial Field Reconstruction

We first examine the ability of the proposed method to reconstruct the binary spatial ran-
dom field using synthetic datasets. In this experiment, we consider a sensor network deployed
over the geographical region [—5,5] x [—5,5] C R% Within this region, we create a grid of
50 x 50 evenly spaced spatial locations. Out of these 2500 spatial locations, we sample 250
locations uniformly at random without replacement to be monitored by sensors. These sensor
locations are ﬁxedﬁ throughout this experiment. The remaining 2250 un-monitored locations
are used to evaluate the performance of our algorithms. Subsequently, each realization of the
synthetic dataset is independently generated via the following three-step procedure.

Step 1: generation of the binary spatial random field. The spatial random field g is ran-
domly generated from a GP with mean 0 and the Squared Exponential covariance function
Ci, s, (5 ) (see, e.g., [26, Section 4.2.1]), where the length-scale I, = 1/2 and the scale s, = 1,

.. . X;f" .

Cl,s, (%, %) = 53 exp (—

The generated random field g is then warped by a Bernoulli(7), where 7 = 0.5, i.e., ¢ =
®~ (1 —7) = 0 (see details in Remark [3)) to generate the binary spatial field y over the
50 x 50 spatial locations.

Step 2: generation of the temporal processes at sensor locations. At each sensor location
x, based on the value y(x) of the binary spatial field, a temporal process f(-;x) is generated
according to ((TP1)] where the corresponding mean functions are equal to zero and the
covariance functions Cy, C; are the Matérn covariance functions (see, e.g., [26 Section 4.2.1])
with v = 1/2,5/2, respectively. That is, for any ¢, € [0, 7], we have

Co(t, ') = 5% exp (— r ) , (23)

Iy
Vor  5r? 5r
2
Cl(t’t/>:Sf <1+T+£ exp —T , (24)
where the signal variance s7 = 1, the length-scale Iy = 1, and r := [t — | is the distance

between t and t'.

In either case, the temporal process is warped by a random variable following Tukey’s
g-and-h(g, h, 1, s) distribution where g = 0.1,h = 0.4, | = 1, and s = 1; see, e.g., [44]. Note
that a random variable Y follows g-and-h(g, h,l, s) if

Z)—1
Y =145 (M) exp(hZ2),
g

where Z ~ N(0,1) is a standard normal random variable.
Step 3: generation of the sensor observations. Out of the 250 sensor locations, we ran-
domly select half to deploy P-sensors, whereas I-sensors are deployed at the other half of the

4We have conducted the same experiments with different configurations of sensor locations and we have
found that the locations of the sensors do not significantly impact the experimental results.
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sensor locations, that is, N¥ = N' = 125. The P-sensors collect point observations at M
time points equally spaced over [0, 20] and the I-sensors collect integral observations over K
consecutive time intervals of equal lengths over [0,20], where the point observations of the
P-sensors are randomly generated according to |(SN2)| and the integral observations of the
I-sensors are randomly generated according to [(SN3)

For each realization of the synthetic dataset, our objective is to reconstruct the values of
the binary spatial field y(-) at the remaining 2250 un-monitored locations from the point and
integral observations (Zlf: NP le: NI) collected from the sensors.

To study the performance of the proposed algorithms for spatial field reconstruction, we
set M = K = 50 and set the noise standard deviation of Point and Integral sensors to
op = o1 = 0.1. For NLRT, we choose the summary statistics to be the autocorrelations
(ACF) with lags 1 to 4 (see, e.g., [45, Section 2.1]), and we choose the distance measure to
be the Euclidean distance. Moreover, we set 6' = 0.1, ¢! = 0.1, and we set the number of
generated samples to J = 10000. Then, the LRT thresholds are set to 4* = exp(176.9204)
and 7! = exp(—0.2555), such that the False Positive Rate (FPR) of each sensor is controlled
by the significance level a = 0.1. Finally, at each sensor location, we set the transition matrix
(see (19)) to either

UP — 0.9022 0.0978 r U= 0.9016 0.0984
~ \0.1772 0.8228 ~\0.0920 0.9080

depending on the sensor type. The test thresholds v¥,~! and the transition matrices UY, U*
are computed via simulation beforehand, where we estimate the CDF's of the approximated
test statistics under H, and H; via Monte Carlo.

Under the parameters specified above, Figure and show the true binary spatial
field and the reconstructed binary spatial field of a single realization of the synthetic dataset,
respectively. Table [2| presents the average performance of our proposed approach and other
algorithms based on 100 realizations of the synthetic dataset generated from the aforemen-
tioned three-step procedure. The table includes columns for the average mean-square-error
(MSE), F1 scord false positive rate (FPR), and true positive rate (TPR). Each row cor-
responds to a specific method: the oracle, our proposed method (S-BLUE), S-BLUE using
only point observations from the P-sensors, S-BLUE using only integral observations from
the I-sensors, and KNN. Overall, we observe that our proposed method outperforms KNN
and achieves slightly worse results compared to the oracle. Furthermore, Table [2| suggests
that utilizing both Point and Integral sensors for reconstruction purposes yields superior re-
sults compared to the case where only one single type of sensor is utilized. Finally, Table
shows the average computational time of the algorithms over 100 realizations. We observe
that S-BLUE is indeed a highly efficient algorithm.

To further study the impacts of the noise variance when observing the temporal pro-
cesses, we set M = K = 50 and op = o7 and plot the average MSE, F1 score, FPR, and TPR
over 100 realizations against the noise variance o3 = o7 in Figure . The test thresholds
and transition matrices are computed via simulation beforehand for each value of the noise

5The F1 score is given by 2TP/(2TP + FP + FN), where TP, FP, and FN stand for the numbers of true
positive, false positive, and false negative cases, respectively.
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variance. Note that these average metrics are computed based on 100 realizations of the syn-
thetic dataset generated via the three-step procedure described above for each value of noise
variance. When the noise variance becomes smaller, observe that the FPR stays relatively
constant because the significance level is controlled to be around 0.1. In contrast, notice that
the TPR increases, which leads to an improvement in the F1 score and MSE.

The Reconstructed Binary Spatial Field ,-MISE, F1 score, FPR, TPR against noise variance
1 & d g o 1 !
. 3 —-6-MSE
° B o 081 |—6—F1 score
0.8 0.8 FPR
o7 0 “'[|ZA—TPR
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Figure 2: Experiment 1 — Figure represents the true binary spatial field. In the figure, the red crosses
indicate the sensor locations, the blue area represents the spatial locations where the values of the true
binary spatial random field are “0”, and the yellow area represents the spatial locations where the values are
“1”. Figure visualizes the reconstructed binary spatial field from our algorithm. Figure shows the
average MSE, F1 score, FPR, and TPR over 100 realizations against the noise variance.

Algorithm MSE | F1 score | FPR | TPR
Oracle 0.1201 | 0.8799 | 0.1224 | 0.8800
S-BLUE 0.2578 | 0.7412 | 0.2595 | 0.7400

S-BLUE (pt. obs.) | 0.3259 | 0.6685 | 0.3147 | 0.6591
S-BLUE (int. obs.) | 0.3067 | 0.6946 | 0.3188 | 0.7005
KNN 0.3073 | 0.6846 | 0.2970 | 0.6739

Table 2: Experiment 1 — Average MSE, F1 score, FPR, TPR over 100 realizations.

Algorithm Offline phase | Online phase

S-BLUE 4912 x 107! | 3.161 x 10~*
S-BLUE (pt. obs.) | 1.244 x 1071 | 1.716 x 104
S-BLUE (int. obs.) | 1.239 x 1071 | 1.724 x 104

KNN 3.965 x 1073 | 4.818 x 1073

Table 3: Experiment 1 — Average computational time (in seconds) over 100 realizations.

6.2. FExperiment 2: Evaluation on Synthetic Datasets — Sensitivity Analyses on LRT's

In the second experiment, we perform a sensitivity analysis on the two LRT algorithms
by varying the number of observations as well as the noise variance. We aim to differentiate
between the same hypotheses defined in and . Except for the number of observations

M, K and the noise variances o3, of, all other parameters in the two LRTs are set up as
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Figure 3: Experiment 2 — Figure shows the effect of the number of observations on the AUC of WGPLRT
and NLRT. Figure shows the AUC of WGPLRT and NLRT against the noise variance when M = K = 50.

in Subsection . Figure examines the impact of the number of observations on the
Receiver Operating Characteristic (ROC) curves of WGPLRT and NLRT. We evaluate the
performance using the Area Under Curve (AUC) metric under two different noise standard
deviation values: op = o1 = 0.1 and op = o1 = 0.01. Notably, the AUC of WGPLRT and
NLRT increases as the number of observations increases. In addition, we study the effect
of the noise variance on both WGPLRT and NLRT in Figure when the number of
observations is again set to be M = K = 50. Unsurprisingly, the AUC of both WGPLRT
and NLRT increases as the noise variance decreases.

7. Evaluation on a Real Dataset

In the real-world experiments, we study a weather datasetlﬂ from the National Envi-
ronment Agency (NEA) of Singapore. The dataset contains hourly measurements of Tem-
perature, Wet Bulb Temperature, Dew Point Temperature, Scalar Mean Wind Direction,
Relative Humidity, Scalar Mean Wind Speed, and Sea-Level Pressure at 21 weather sta-
tions. The measurements are mainly between 2010 to 2018, yet their starting dates and
ending dates vary depending on the stations. Among the 21 stations, 5 stations (with station
number S06, S23, 524, 525, S80) are installed as early as 2005 and they also take hourly mea-
surements of Total Rainfall and Cloud Cover. The spatial locations of the weather stations
are visualized in Figure .

In this section, we aim to synthetically generate sensor observations based on the dataset
and reconstruct the binary spatial random field at other spatial locations over Singapore
where no weather stations are deployed.

Shttps://data.gov.sg/search?groups=environment, retrieved on 7 January 2022.
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Figure 4: Real-world experiment — Histogram and normal Q-Q plot of the average weekly relative humidity.

7.1. Data Preprocessing

To begin with, we observe that some weather stations only take measurements between
5:00 a.m. to 23:00 p.m., hence all measurements outside this period are removed for consis-
tency. Furthermore, to reduce seasonal variation, we take the data over 17 weeks during the
Southwest Monsoon Seasor[] in 2012, i.e., from 03/06/2012 (Sunday) to 29/09/2012 (Satur-
day). Next, we select the fields of interest to represent the binary spatial random field and the
temporal processes. For the binary spatial random field, we take the average weekly relative
humidity as the latent GP and the constant threshold c is taken to be the median of all data.
Figure [4 shows the histogram and normal Q-Q plot of the average weekly relative humidity.
Observe that the normality assumption holds. For the temporal processes, hourly measure-
ments of temperature are used. For each hour from 5:00 a.m. to 23:00 p.m., the average
hourly temperature over all weather stations is subtracted from the measurements to center
the measurements. The processed measurements are named as centered temperatures (CT).
Then, they are further partitioned into two subsets based on the level of the average weekly
relative humidity (i.e., over or below the constant threshold ¢) to represent the temporal
processes under Hy and H;. Figure [5| shows the density plots of the centered temperatures
from the two subsets. We notice that the data are left-skewed and the transformed data
under x — 10 — x can be modeled using Gamma distributions for suitable hyperparameters
fitted from data; see also Table [§] Figure [0] presents the Q-Q plots of the transformed data
from the two subsets against the fitted Gamma distributions, respectively.

7.2. Model Selection

After determining the spatial and temporal fields of interest, we model the measurements
of the average weekly relative humidity as noisy samples from a GP with a constant mean
function and a Matérn covariance function with v = 5/2 defined in with 7 + ||z — 2|
for z,2" € X. For each week from 03/06/2012 to 29/09/2012, we estimate the signal mean,

"See details in http://www.weather.gov.sg/climate-climate-of-singapore.
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Figure 5: Real-world experiment — Figure shows the density plot of the centered temperatures when
the average weekly relative humidity is below the constant threshold c. Figure shows the histogram
of the centered temperatures when the average weekly relative humidity is above the constant threshold c.
The orange-colored curves in both Figure and Figure indicate the flipped and shifted graphs of the
probability density functions of the fitted Gamma distributions, respectively.

signal standard deviation, noise standard deviation, and length-scale via mazimum a posterior
(MAP) estimation (see Chapter 2 of [20] for details) based on the measurements from the 21
weather stations. The prior distributions of the logarithms of the signal standard deviation,
length-scale, and noise standard deviation are N'(—2,0.1), N (log3.8,0.1), N (log0.1,0.01),
respectively. The median of the estimated values over 17 weeks are then taken as the final
hyperparameters of the GP. The estimated hyperparameters are shown in Table [4]

A similar approach is also applied to specify the model for the centered temperatures (CT).
For each set of measurements, we model the data after the transformation x — 10—z as noise-
free samples from a GP warped by a Gamma random variable. First, the hyperparameters
for the Gamma distribution are estimated based on the measurements from the 21 weather
stations. Next, the data are transformed by z +— ®~'o F'(z), where F is the CDF of the fitted
Gamma distribution. Then, the transformed data are modeled by a GP in which the mean
function is constant zero and the covariance function is again the Matérn covariance function
with ¥ = 5/2 defined in . The estimated hyperparameters based on the transformed
measurements over all sensors via maximum marginal likelihood estimation (see Chapter 5 of
[26] for details) are shown in Table [f]

threshold ¢ | signal mean | signal std. dev | length-scale | noise std. dev
75.3692 75.0566 5.3068 0.0344 0.1000

Table 4: Real-world experiment — Estimated GP hyperparameters

7.3. Ezrperiment Setting

In this experiment, we create a 50 x 50 grid of spatial locations over Singapore to evaluate
the performance of our algorithms. Subsequently, we randomly generate each realization of
the dataset via the following three-step procedure.
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Figure 6: Real-world experiment — Figure presents the Q-Q plot of the transformed centered temperatures
when the average weekly relative humidity is below the constant threshold ¢ against the fitted Gamma
distribution. Figure shows the corresponding Q-Q plot when the average weekly relative humidity is
above the constant threshold c.

Gamma(a,b) | GP mean | GP std. dev | GP length-scale

Ho | (53.7457,0.1771) 0 1 3.7622
7, | (43.3694,0.2417) 0 1 1.0654

Table 5: Real-world experiment — Estimated WGP hyperparameters

Step 1: generation of the binary spatial random field. The latent spatial random field is
a GP with a constant mean function and a Matérn covariance function with v = 5/2, where
the hyperparameters are specified in Table @] The process is then warped by a Bernoulli
random variable to generate the binary spatial random field over both the 50 x 50 grid of
spatial locations and the 21 weather station locations.

Step 2: generation of the temporal processes at the weather stations. At each weather sta-
tion, based on the value of the binary spatial field, a temporal process is generated according
to . The corresponding mean functions are equal to zero and the covariance func-
tions are Matérn covariance functions with v = 5/2, where the hyperparamters are specified
in Table 5] Then, the GP is warped by a Gamma random variable with hyperparameters
presented in Table

Step 3: generation of the sensor observations. We equip all 21 weather stations with P-
sensors, i.e., N¥ = 21, N' = 0. Each weather station collects hourly measurements of the
temporal process from 5 : 00 a.m. to 23 : 00 p.m., 7 days a week. For simplicity, we set
T = 133.

To evaluate the performance of the proposed algorithms in reconstructing the spatial
field, we set M = 133 and op = 0.1. Given the point observations, WGPLRT is applied with
¥ = exp(—6.5387) such that the significance level « is approximately 0.1, which results in
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the following transition matrix (see (19))

0.8996 0.1004
U= (0.0774 0.9226)' (25)

Then, S-BLUE is used to predict the values of the binary spatial field at the 50 x 50 grid of
spatial locations where no weather station is deployed.

7.4. Result and Discussion

Figure [7] shows the spatial locations of the 21 weather stations, the true binary spatial
random field, and the reconstructed binary spatial field based on the point observations at
the 21 weather stations from a single realization of the dataset. Note that the values of
the binary spatial field are not directly observed at the sensors. Instead, they are inferred
using the temporal observations at the sensors. Consequently, there are instances, such as
at sensor S23, where the value of the reconstructed binary spatial field differs from the true
value. This discrepancy arises due to the estimation error that occurs during the first step of
our proposed approach. Figure [§ presents the true latent GP, the reconstructed latent GP,
and the map of the Bayes risk given in from that particular realization of the dataset.
From Figure , we see that the Bayes risks are small around the weather stations and high
over the regions where no weather stations are deployed. The average performance of the
oracle, S-BLUE, and KNN over 100 realizations is presented in Table[6 We see that S-BLUE
achieves performance comparable to the oracle, showcasing the effectiveness of our proposed
algorithm.

Geographical locations of weather station True binary spatial field Reconstructed binary spatial field
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(a) (b) (c)

Figure 7: Real-world experiment — Figure shows the spatial locations of the 21 weather stations over
Singapore. Figure represents the true binary spatial field, where the red crosses denote the weather
stations, the blue area represents the spatial locations at which the values of the true binary spatial random
field are “0”, and the yellow area represents the spatial locations at which the values are “1”7. Figure
visualizes the reconstructed binary spatial field from our algorithm based on the point observations at the 21
weather stations.

7.5. Sensitivity Analysis

In this subsection, we analyze the effects of the significance level, number of point ob-
servations, and noise variance on the proposed algorithm. To start with, Figure shows
the ROC curve of WGPLRT under the experiment setting specified in Subsection [7.3] To
study the impact of the significance level, i.e., FPR, the transition matrix for S-BLUE is
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Figure 8: Real-world experiment — Figure shows the true latent GP. Figure visualizes the recon-
structed latent GP from our algorithm based on the point observations at the 21 weather stations. Figure (8¢
shows the map of the Bayes risks defined in .

Algorithm | MSE | F1 score | FPR | TPR

Oracle | 0.3403 | 0.5962 | 0.2282 | 0.5326
S-BLUE | 0.3790 | 0.5544 | 0.2740 | 0.5046
KNN 0.4252 | 0.5391 | 0.4430 | 0.5678

Table 6: Real-world experiment — Average MSE, F1 score, FPR, TPR over 100 realizations.

determined by points along the ROC curve in Figure at each significance level. We
plot the MSE against the significance level in Figure . Notice that the MSE decreases
initially and then increases because of the trade-off between the TPR and FPR as suggested
in Figure .

We proceed to study the effects of the number of point observations and the noise variance.
Figure shows the AUC of WGPLRT against the number of point observations. We
observe that even though the AUC improves when the number of point observations increases,
the slope is close to zero when the number of point observations exceeds approximately 19.
Therefore, we take M = 19 when analyzing the effects of the noise variance. Figure
presents the average MSE, F1 score, FPR, TPR over 100 realizations against the noise
variance o3. As in the synthetic experiment, the FPR stays relatively constant, the F1
score, TPR increase, and the MSE decreases when the noise variance decreases.

8. Conclusion

This paper addressed the problem of binary spatial random field reconstruction of a hier-
archical spatial-temporal system based on sensor observations of the temporal processes. A
novel model was proposed to represent a hierarchical spatial-temporal physical phenomenon
using WGPs such that the processes may follow arbitrary distributions appeared in real-world
applications. A sensor network was deployed over a vast geographical region to monitor the
hierarchical spatial-temporal physical phenomenon, where two types of sensors were consid-
ered; one collects point observations at specific time points while the other collects integral
observations over time intervals. We developed two algorithms: the Warped Gaussian Process
Likelihood Ratio Test (WGPLRT) and the Neighborhood-density-based Likelihood Ratio Test
(NLRT) to compress the local sensor observations of the temporal processes to a single-bit.
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Figure 9: Real-world experiment — Figure (9a) shows the ROC curve of WGPLRT under the experiment
setting in Subsection Figure shows the MSE of S-BLUE against the significance level.
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Figure 10: Real-world experiment — Figure (10al) shows the effect of the number of point observations on the
AUC of WGPLRT. Figure (10b]) presents the average MSE, F1 score, FPR, and TPR over 100 realizations
against the noise variance of Algorithm [ when M = 19.

20

o

Next, based on the local inferences, we developed the Spatial Best Linear Unbiased Estimator
(S-BLUE) to solve the problem of binary spatial random field reconstruction. We preformed
both synthetic experiments and real-world experiments, the latter of which are based on a
weather dataset from the National Environment Agency (NEA) of Singapore. The results
showed that our proposed algorithms can effectively reconstruct the binary spatial random
field.
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Appendix A. Proof of Proposition

Proof of Proposition[5. Let g. := g(x.) denote the value of the latent Gaussian Process at
a fixed un-monitored location x, € X. Note that y. := y(x.) € {0,1}, and hence it is
Bernoulli(r,) distributed for some 7, € [0,1]. The Bernoulli parameter 7, of the posterior

predictive distribution of y, conditional on (Zlf: NP le: 1) is given by

T = Py, = 1|Z1 NP7Z1 NI) = /RP( = 1|9*7Z1 NP7ZILN1)p(g*|ZiNP’ ZI1:N1)d9>«« (A1)

Since y, is independent of (Z] ye, Z!. 1) conditional on g, (see Figure 1)), we obtain that
]P<y* = 1|g*, ZENPv ZIl:NI) = ]P)(y* = 1|g*) = ﬂ{g*zc}a (AQ)

which is a deterministic function of g,.

By the Law of Total Probability, the term p(g.|Z} v, Z}. 1) can be written as
P lZe Zho) = [ 9ol Zhne Zhop(6lZ e Zh)dg. (A
Then, by the independence of g, and (ZT \r,Z1 1) conditional on g (see Figure 1)), we derive
that
(9| Zy e, Zyyi) = /R _P(g.19)p(9|Z3 e, Zi 1) dg. (A4)
Moreover, by the Bayes’ rule, we have
ZP I
(g|leP7leI) ( 1NP7 1N1|g)p(g) (A5)

fRNp 1:NP> 1:N1‘g/)p(g/) dg/

Due to the conditional independence of {Z}} _ .. {ZL} _ given g = (g(x), ...,

g(x5e), g(x1), ..., g(x}1)) stated in |(TP1)| one can factorize p(Z} \»r,Z} \i|g) as follows
N
P(Zie, Zinnlg) = Hp (Zyl9) | [ [T1»(Z019) ) - (A.6)
n=1

Therefore, (A.1)—(A.6) imply that P(y, = 1|Z7 e, Z! ) is given by

(Hn " p(2lg)) (1) p(ZL]9)) plg)
// (9:|9) - dg dg,. (A7)
fRN Yp(zElg)) (T p(Zklg) ) plg') dg'

This proves .
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Now, let ¢/ := y(x)), g/ := g(x?) for j € {P,1} and observe that
[ (I ozt (T2 o) pia') g
= /RN (Hiv; (X1 P(ZY1yy = 1,9 )plyr = lIQ’)))
< (TDE (Limo (LI, = 1.9k = Ig) )p(g') dg’ (A8)
= [ (0 (1 = 0L+ P(ZEIE = D10

I
X (Hivzl (p(ZL|yr = 0) Ly <oy + P(ZL |y = 1)1{ggzc}))p(g’) dg'.

Hence, we see that the denominator of the integrand in equation (A.7) contains a sum of
NN terms and is therefore computationally intractable. O

Appendix B. Proof of Proposition
The following Lemma is needed in the proof of Proposition

Lemma 17. Let N € N, let (x,)n=1.8v C X, and let z == (2(x1), 2(X2), ..., 2(xy))" where
z = Wo fis a WGP defined as in Definition [ with W : R — range(W) C R being
strictly increasing and continuously differentiable. Let W= denote the inverse of W and let
X denote the covariance matriz of f evaluated at (X )n=1.n. Then, the probability density

fu%zczéz'on of z 1s given by
pal) = o (0 el W e0) 105 ) TT 200 ey

where Gpr(+;0, 3%, ) : RY — R denotes the density function of a multivariate normal distri-
bution with mean vector 0 and covariance matriz Y, .

Moreover, if W := F~1 o ®, where F is strictly increasing and is the CDF of a continuous
random variable with continuous density, and ® is the CDF of N'(0, 1), then we have

()= o (00 o) 10,5 ) T e ) (8.2
Dz = QPN 1)), y N y Uy, Lixq.y 11 q)/((b_l(F(z(XZ)))) .
Proof. As z = (W(f(x1)), -, W(f(xn))) and (f(x1), -, f(xn)) follows a multivariate
normal distribution with mean vector 0 and covariance matrix Y, ., the Change of Variable
Theorem (see, e.g., [40, Theorem 10.9]) yields that the joint density of z is given by

pal) = o (W a061)), - W (300))) 50, B ) ‘Wa—z(z)
W aa) 0
9z(x1)
o (V) W) 10,8 et |
0 . OW 1 (z2(xn))

6Z(XN)
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Therefore, we obtain that

OW = (z(x4))

pz(z) = ¢N< (W_l(z(xl))v e 7W_1(Z(XN)>) ;07 ZXl:N) H 8Z(X,) ) (B?’)

which proves (B.1)).

Moreover, if W = F~1 o ®, where F is strictly increasing and is the CDF of a continuous
random variable with continuous density, and @ is the CDF of N'(0, 1), then W is also strictly
increasing and continuously differentiable. Therefore, since

W _(FW)| P (ax) -
Wy Oy oy P(27H(F(2(x1))))
we can conclude the desired result. O

Proof of Proposition[]. Fori = 0,1, as W; = F, ' o ® where [ is strictly increasing and is
the CDF of a continuous random variable and by Lemma [I7, the probability density of the
ground-truth values ZF of the temporal process 7 at x% over TF,, with G; :== W, ! is given
by

n (3

p(Zy|H:) = (QW)_% det(Ki)_% exp (_ %Gi(ZP)TKflGi(ZP) " Z log 0G;(2)

Egm). (B.5)

Since ZF = ZF + € and by € ~ N(0,0%1);), we have ZP|Z> ~ N(ZF, 021,;). Therefore,
by the Law of Total Probability, the marginal likelihood of ZF is given by

WZiIH) = [ D228 Hop(ZE ) AZ;
RM
1 - ~ 1 M
= / exp [ — =G{(ZX)YTK; ' G{(ZY) — = logdet K; — — log 2T
RM 2 2 2
M

+ Z log 5z
m=1

1 . s .
ooty exp (ot~ 272 - 2 ) a2,
P

(B.6)

Finally, by applying the Change of Variable Theorem with e = ZF — ZE, we conclude that

1 1 M
p(ZE|H,;) = / exp [ — =Gi(ZY — e)TK'Gi(ZF — €7) — ~logdet K; — — log 27
RM 2 2 2
M (B.7)
0G;(z) 2\ M L 5 pyT P P
1 2 2 —= de,, .
+mZ:1 0g —~ zgyme%m)( TOp)” 2 eXp 50P (€,) €, | de,
[
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Appendix C. Proof of Proposition

Proof. In the following proof, for the ease of notation, we drop the subscript 4, denote ZF
as z, denote € as €, denote p(ZF|H;) as p(z), and let Ky = Ci(TL,;,Tt,,) denote the
covariance matrix evaluated at T7;,. We have

~ 1 M 1
p(z) = / exp (Q(z —€) — 5 log det Ky — 5 log 27r> (27?0%)’% exp ( — 50'1;261—6) de
RM
1 - - 1
= C’/ exp | —=(z—e—V)TA(z— € —V) — op%€"€ | de,
RM 2 2
where the coefficient C' is given by
1 M - M M
C =exp (—5 log det Ky — 5 log 27?) exp (Q(V)) exp (—7 log 27 — > log 0123)

1 ~
= exp (—5 log det Ky — M log 2w — M log op + Q(v)) )
Therefore, by completing the square and by AT = A, we obtain that
~ 1 T ~ 1 57
pz)=C exp| —=(z—€e—V) A(z—€—V)——op € €) | de
RM 2 2
1
= C/ exp ( —[(z=V)TA(z—V) —2e"A(z— V) + € (A + UEQI)ED de
RM 2
1
= Cexp (—§(z — V)T A(z — V))
1
X / exp < - 5[6 — (A4 0p2 D) A(z — V)T (A4 0p2])[e — (A4 0p2]) tA(z — V)]
RM

(z—9)TAA +052]) " Az — v)) de

N | —

+
1 S\T oy o L S\T —27y—1 PN
= Cexp (—é(z—v) A(z—v)+§(z—v) A(A+op°l) A(z—v))

g /RM exp ((— gle — (A4 0521) Al — D) T(A + 057D le — (A + 07 1) " Aln — 9)]) de

N

= C'exp (%(z — V)T (AA+0p°I) " A— A) (z— V)) (2m) % (det(A+op?1))"
« /RM exp (- %[e — (At o3’ 1) Al — )T (A + 0" Dle — (A+ 05”1) Al — 9)

x (2m) "2 (det(A + 052]))% de.

(C.1)
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Moreover, note that the integrand in the last equality is the density function of N (,ﬁ,, i)
with i := (A + 0p?1) ' A(z — V) and Si=(A+ op°1)7!, and hence

y 1 1 ~
/RM(QW)]\; (det(A + 01321)); exp ( - 5[6 —(A+0p2D) T A(z — V)| (A + 0p2)
xle — (A+052D) " Az — v)]) de =1,
Combining this with (C.1)) yields that

P(z) = Cexp (§< — )T (A(A+05° ) A - A)(z - v)) ,

where the coefficient C' is defined as follows

~

1 M 1
C :=exp ( ~3 log det Ky — M log 2w — M log op + Q(G)) exp (7 log 27 — élog det(A + J§2I)>
1 M ~ 1 )
= exp —ElogdetKM—?logQW—Mlogap—l—Q(v)—§logdet(A—|—ch I)].

Finally, using Woodbury’s matrix identity (with Z <~ A7, U < I, V < I, and W < o031
in the notation of Appendix A.3 in [26]), we therefore see that

N | —

p(z) = aexp ( — —(z—V)" (A" + i)z — 9)) )

Appendix D. Proof of Theorem

In order to derive the analytic expression for the S-BLUE, the following Lemma is needed.
Let g. := g(x.) denote the value of the latent GP at a fixed un-monitored location x, € X.

Lemma 18. The conditional predictive distribution of g, given g is N(ug*\g,az*m) with

Kg.lg ‘= M(X*) + C(X*7Xl:N)C(XI:]\/UXl:N)il(g - IU’(XLN))?
O'2 = C(X*, X*) - C(X*, X11N>C(X1:Na XLN)_IC(XLN, X*).

g«lg

Proof. Since ¢ is a GP, the joint distribution of g and g, follows a multivariate normal
distribution given by

pl () fedy Gos]) o

Hence, the result follows from the property of the multivariate normal distribution, see, e.g.,
Appendix A.2 in [26]. O
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Proof of Theorem [13 Under the quadratic loss function, the Bayes risk R[h] for any h € H
is given by

R[h] =E [(WT?LN +b— g*)Q}

A R N (D.2)
~w'E [YLNYIN} W+ 02 — 26E[g.] + E[g?] + 2w E[Y1.x]b — 2w E[Y 104
Let g := Elg.] = pu(x.). Differentiating R[h]| with respect to w and b yields that
aR = QE[Yl NY1 N]W + 2bE[Y1 N] — QE[Yl Ng*]
gg (D.3)
5 = 20— 2w+ ow ' E[Y1.n].

Setting the partial derivatives to zero, we obtain that
b=y, — W E[Y1n],
W= (E[?I:N?-{:N] - E[?I:N]E[?I:N]T>_l (E[?LNQ*] - N*E[?I:N]) (D.4)
= Cov[?lzN]_lCov[?lzN, gs)-
Therefore, the S-BLUE is given by
s prue(Yin) = tte + Covig,, Yin]Cov[Yin] " (Yin — E[Y 1)) (D.5)

The mean and covariance terms involved in the S-BLUE are presented below. For the ease

of notation, let g; := g(x;), vi := y(x:), ;i := p(x;), and o? = C(x;,x;) fori = 1---  N.

Therefore, for i = 1,--- , N, as g; ~ N (u;,0?),
[P

E[yi] = Elgily: = 1]Ply; = 1] + E[gi|y; = 0]P[y; = 0]

= P Plgi > ] + poiPlg: < ¢ (D.6)
i C— [y i C—
=p',® | — v P )
P ( o, > + Po ( o, )
Similarly, for 7,5 = 1,--- , N, due to the conditional independence of {Zg}n:LNP, {ZEL}HZLNI

given (g(x}),...,g9(x5e), g(x}),...,g(xk:)) stated in [(TP1)| we have

E[y:y;] = E[E[y:y;lg:, 9;l]
= E[E[yilg:, 9,]E[Y519:, 951]
where (g;,9;)T ~ N ((ﬁ;), (C( o C(xiéxj)>). Moreover, by Remark @ we have, for i =

Xi,X;) o;

(D.7)

1.+ N,E[G|g:] = pi11{g>er +Pbi Ligi<c. Therefore, we see that E[y;]g;] is o(g;)-measurable,
where o(g;) denotes the o-algebra generated by g;. Then becomes
Elyiy;] = E [E[yi|g:]E[y;95]]
= E [(ph1 Lgize} + PinLigi<ey) (P11 1{g,2e} + Philigy<c})]
= pélpélE[ﬂ{gi<c,gj<c}] + pélp‘{lE[]]‘{gi<C7ngC}]
+ pi11pg1E[1{gizc,gj <] + p§1p{1E[1{g¢2c,ngC}]
= PP P(gi < ¢.95 < ) + pouphiP(gi < ¢.95 > ©)
+p§1p61P(gi > ¢, g5 <c) +p§1p{1p(9i > ¢, g; > o).

32



Then, the covariance Covl[y;, y;] is given by
Cov[yi, y;] = E[1:y;] — E[B:i|E[y)]
= po1Poi P(9i < ¢, 95 < ) + poup1i P(gi < ¢, 95 > )
+ PPl = ¢, g5 < c) +pupnPlgi > ¢, g5 > ¢)

; C— flj i (€ i : C— Ju (=
e (=52 #abe (50 e (-5 e (5522

(D.9)

Finally, for i = 1,--- | N, by the conditional independence of g, and y; given g; (see Figure|l),
we obtain that

E[/y\zg*] = E[E[g*/y\z‘gz“
=E[E[¢v: = 1, ;] P(y; = 1]g:)]
= E [Elg.|g:]P(7; = 1]9:)]

= E|E[g.]gi] (P(@ =1y = 1,0:)P(ys = 1]g:) + P(7i = Llys = 0, 9:) P(ys = 0|g7;)>]

= E|E[g.]gi] (pilﬂ{giZc} +p6111{g,-<c})] : (D.10)

By Lemma [18] we have E[g.|g;] = . + C(x.,%;)(g; — pt:)/02, and then (D.10) becomes
E[@g*] = Hx (pillE[]l{giZC}] +pélE[1{gi<C}])

i (i — i) i (9i — )
+ C(x4, %) (an [Tﬂ{gizc} + Poi E Tﬂ{gi@}

i 7

j C— Hi ; C— [y
= M« Lo — L))
M\ P11 ( o, ) + Do1 ( o, )> (D.ll)
i Gi — My (gi - /~Li)2>
+ C(x4, X; ! / ex (—— dg;
( ) <p11 - /—27“7? p 2022 g
i gi — [ (gi - Mi)2) )
+ ———exp | ———5—— ] dg; | .
P /{9i<0} 2”“? P ( 201'2 g

Let u = - we obtain that

i — [t (g@-—ui)Z) /°° u >
exp | ———— ) dg; = exp(—u”/2) du, D.12
/{M} — p( ) = [ el ) (D.12)
and
c—p;

9i — i (9; — ,u,-)2) / o U ,
Xp\ =5 ) doi = exp(—u?/2) du. D.13
/{gi<c} 2no} p( 2072 g V270, p(—u”/2) ( )
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Subsequently, since R 3 u + uexp(—u?/2) € R is an odd function, we have

exp(—u?/2) du = 0. (D.14)

exp(—u?/2) du +

U
“r /270y \V2mo;
K

If ¢ > p;, then using the substitution u — v := u?/2 gives

u exp(—u2/2)du:fo —— exp(—v) dv = —— exp (—M)

2
1 /20y % 2mo; 2mo; 20;
i o

- K3
v i

o0

(D.15)
If ¢ < p;, then using (D.14) and the substitution u + v := (—u)?/2 yields that

c—py
T

U 9 U
exp(—u“/2)du = —
“ri /270 ( /2) —0o  V27o;

o 1
= /<f;:21>2 Wor exp(—v) dv (D.16)
! (c— pi)®
Therefore, . := E[g.], , and m D.16|) imply that

Covlgs, U] = E[yig*] — E[yi]E[g.]
= [t (p’il@ (— UZM) + P @ ( )
1

)
+\/2_—7mic<x*’Xi> (p"llex[)( C—m ) polexp< %)) (D.17)
2 (pl >

,u

exp(—u?/2) du
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Appendix E. Proof of Corollary

Proof. By substituting into , the Bayes risk Rlhsprus(Yi.y)] associated with
hs.rue(Yiy) is given by

E[(hS—BLUE(leN) - g*) ]
=K |:(,U* + COV[Q*,?1;N]COV[?1:N]71(/Y\'1:N - E[?LN]) - g*>2]
=E [(9* - M*)2 — 2(g« — =) Cov|g., ?I:N]COV[?I:N]_1<?1:N - E[?I:N])

+ Cov[g*, ?1:N]COV[?1:N]_1(?1:N - E[?lzN])(?lzN - E[?lzN])TCOV[?lzN]_lcOV[Q*a ?LN]T] .
(E.1)
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Since Cov|[g., ?1; Nl Cov[\?lz ~] are constant matrices once x, and X;.y are known (see
in Theorem , we have

E[(hsprue(Yin) — g.)%]
= Covlg.] — 2Cov[g., Y1.n]Cov[Y1.5] 'E [(?LN CE[Yun])(gs — u*)]

+ Covlg,, Yi.n]Cov[Yin] 'E [(?LN —EY 1) (Yiy — E[Y1y] )T] Cov[Y1in] " Covlg,, Yin]T
= Covlg.] — 2Cov[g,, Y1.x]Cov[Y1.n] " Cov]gs, Yin]T

+ Cov]gs, Y1.n]Cov[Y 1] Cov[Y1.x]Cov[Y1.n] " Cov]gs, Yin]T
= Cov[g.] — Covlg., Y1.x]Cov[¥1.x] " Covlg., Yi.n]T.

Appendix F. Details of the Computational Cost Analyses

In the following, let us analyze the computational cost incurred at each P-sensor, each
I-sensor, and the FC in Algorithm[d]in detail. Recall that 74 denotes the computational cost
of the optimization in the Laplace approximation in WGPLRT (Line|l|of Algorithm , Tsamp
denotes the computational cost of generating a sample of integral observations, Tgumm denotes
the computational cost of the summary statistics of each sample of integral observations in
NLRT, 7qist denotes the computational cost of each pairwise distance d(-, -) in NLRT, N
denotes the total number of sensors, M denotes the number of point observations at each
P-sensor, and J denotes the number of generated samples in NLRT.

At each P-sensor (i.e., in Algorithm , the offline phase consists of first solving two
optimization problems vy, = argmax, Qo(v), Vi = argmax, 1(v), which incurs compu-
tational cost 27y, and then computing the values of (A;' + o21)~%, (Ay' + o2I)7!, and
1(logdet(Ag + op>I) + logdet Ky — 2Q (Vo) — logdet(A4; + op°1) — logdet K7 + 2Q(v1)).
Note that (A;' + o21)7Y, (Ay*t + 021)7!, logdet(Ag + 0p2I), and logdet(Ay + op21) can
all be computed easily after diagonalizing Ay and A;, which costs O(M?). All subsequent
computations cost O(M?). Therefore, the total computational cost during the offline phase
at each P-sensor is O(Tqps + M?). In the online phase, for each time-series of point obser-
vations ZF, the computation of the test statistic — log /A\(ZE) from involves evaluating
two vector-matrix-vector products, and thus the total computational cost during the online
phase at each P-sensor is O(M?).

At eacll [-sensor (i.e., in Algorithm , the offline phase consists of first generating 2.J
samples {Z?Z }j:I:J, i=0,1
their summary statistics {S(i;’i)}j:h}’ =01
tational cost during the offline phase at each I-sensor is O(J(Tsamp + Tsumm))- In the online
phase, for each time-series of integral observations Z! | the computation of the test statistic
A(Z1) requires the evaluation of the summary statistics S(Z!), which costs Toymm, as well as
the evaluation of the pairwise distances between S(Z) and {S (/Z\;’i)}j:L Ji—oq» Which costs
2JTqist- As a result, for each time-series of integral observations, the total éomputational
cost during the online phase at each I-sensor is O(Tsumm + J Taist )-

of integral observations, which costs 2J7smp, and then computing

which costs 2J7gumm. Hence, the total compu-

35



At the FC (i.e., in Algorithm , the offline phase computes the values of pu,, E ?LN],
COV[g*,?LN]COV[?LN] , and R[hg BLUE(Y1 N)} It follows from 1) and Remark [14] that
the evaluation of each entry in IE[YLN] Cov|gs, Yl.N] and COV[YLN] costs O(1). Hence, the
computational cost in offline phase at the FC is dominated by the inversion of the matrix
Cov[Y1.y], which has computational complexity O(N?). As a result, the total computational
cost during the oﬂ'hne phase at the FC is O(N?). The online phase at the FC for each set of
binary decisions Y1,y simply computes /i, +Cov|gs, Y., N]COV[Y1 NI LYy —]E[SA(LN]). This
consists of the computation of a vector-vector subtraction followed by a vector inner-product
and the addition of a constant. Therefore, the online phase at the FC costs O(NV) for each
set of binary decisions from the P-sensors and I-sensors.

Furthermore, the computational cost of the k-nearest neighbor (KNN) algorithm is ana-
lyzed as follows. The offline phase of the KNN algorithm consists of computing the pairwise
distances between x, and {x,}n=1.n, which costs O(N), and finding the k nearest sensors,
which costsf| O(N + klog V), and hence the total computational cost is O(N + klog N). The
online phase of the KNN algorithm simply performs a plurality vote among the binary
decisions of the k nearest sensors, which incurs computational cost O(k).
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