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Abstract The ever-growing size of modern space-time data sets, such as those collected by remote
sensing, requires new techniques for their efficient and automated processing, including gap-filling
of missing values. CUDA-based parallelization on GPU has become a popular way to dramatically
increase computational efficiency of various approaches. Recently, we have proposed a computa-
tionally efficient and competitive, yet simple spatial prediction approach inspired from statistical
physics models, called modified planar rotator (MPR) method. Its GPU implementation allowed
additional impressive computational acceleration exceeding two orders of magnitude in comparison
with CPU calculations. In the current study we propose a rather general approach to modelling
spatial heterogeneity in GPU-implemented spatial prediction methods for two-dimensional grid-
ded data by introducing spatial variability to model parameters. Predictions of unknown values are
obtained from non-equilibrium conditional simulations, assuming “local” equilibrium conditions.
We demonstrate that the proposed method leads to significant improvements in both prediction
performance and computational efficiency.

Keywords spatial interpolation · local-equilibrium simulation · non-Gaussian model · heteroge-
neous data · GPU parallel computing · CUDA

1 Introduction

With the emergence and increasing frequency of massive spatio-temporal data sets, such as those
collected by remote sensing technologies, scalable numerical techniques are required for their effi-
cient processing. For example, such data often include gaps that may occur as a result of sensor
malfunctions, cloud, vegetation or snow coverage, dense precipitation or other barriers separating
the sensed object and the remote sensing device (Lehman et al., 2004; Coleman et al., 2011; Bechle
et al., 2013; Sun et al., 2017; Kadlec and Ames, 2017) and may have the unfavorable effect on
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statistical assessment of mean values and trends. Therefore, they need to be estimated to generate
gapless maps of observed variables and to facilitate prompt and informed decisions (Sickles and
Shadwick, 2007). Most of traditional interpolation methods, such as kriging (Wackernagel, 2003),
however, are not directly applicable to such massive data due to their computational demands.
Consequently, several modifications of kriging-based methods have been developed (Furrer et al.,
2006; Cressie and Johannesson, 2018; Hartman and Hössjer, 2008; Kaufman et al., 2008; Ingram
et al., 2008; Zhong et al., 2016; Oyebamiji et al., 2017; Marcotte and Allard, 2018), in effort to
increase their computational efficiency.

Very recently, a geostatistics-informed machine learning model has been suggested by Bai and
Tahmasebi (2021) to improve the computational performance of the ordinary kriging and inverse
distance weighted regression method Emmendorfer and Dimuro (2021) to improve the performance
of the standard inverse distance weighted (IDW) method (Shepard, 1968). Aiming at the same goal,
a statistical physics inspired approach that employs models based on Boltzmann-Gibbs exponential
joint densities has also been proposed (Hristopulos, 2003; Hristopulos and Elogne, 2007; Hristop-
ulos, 2015; Žukovič and Hristopulos, 2009a,b; Žukovič and Hristopulos, 2018; Hristopulos et al.,
2021). In this concept, spatial correlations are captured by means of short-range interactions, in-
stead of the experimental variogram used in geostatistical methods, which renders the proposed
interpolation methods computationally very efficient. Especially, the recently introduced method
that employed the modified planar rotator (MPR) model (Žukovič and Hristopulos, 2018), due to
its computational efficiency (roughly linear-time computation complexity) and ability to operate
autonomously without user input, was shown to be appropriate for the automated and efficient
processing of massive gridded data, typical in remote sensing.

Nevertheless, spatial simulation performed in a sequential way is still computationally costly,
especially in the case of simulating huge data sets (Mariethoz, 2010; Nunes and Almeida, 2010;
Peredo et al., 2015; Rasera et al., 2015). With new developments in hardware architecture and its
availability in common PCs, in particular multi-core CPU and general purpose Graphics Processing
Units (GPU), more and more popular way of overcoming the computational inefficiency is achieved
by parallel implementations. Up to date most standard interpolation methods, including kriging
and IDW, have been parallelized on high performance and distributed architectures (Kerry and
Hawick, 1998; Cheng et al., 2010; Guan et al., 2011; Pesquer et al., 2011; Hu and Shu, 2015; Misra
et al., 2020; Que et al., 2021; Migallón et al., 2022) and general-purpose computing GPU (Xia et al.,
2011; Tahmasebi et al., 2012; Cheng, 2013; de Ravé et al., 2014; Mei, 2014; Stojanovic and Sto-
janovic, 2014; Mei et al., 2017; Marcellino et al., 2017; Zhang et al., 2019, 2018). It has been shown
that by means of parallelization, it is possible to achieve computational acceleration achieving up
to almost two orders of magnitude compared to traditional single CPU implementation.

Parallelization of spin models simulation is achievable due to the short-range character of inter-
actions between the spin variables. By employing a highly parallel architecture of GPUs impressive
up to 1000-fold speedups can be achieved (Weigel, 2011, 2012). Our recent GPU implementation
of the spin-model-based MPR method led to almost 500-fold computational speedup, compared to
single-processor calculations, for massive data sets (Žukovič et al., 2020). Thus, using an ordinary
personal computer, data sets that involve even several millions of points can be processed in a
fraction of second.

Most of geostatistical methods assume spatial homogeneity/stationarity of data, even though
recently a kriging-based interpolation method for non-homogeneous data has been proposed (Lajau-
nie et al., 2020). However, if one targets large spatial data, in which anisotropy and non-stationarity
are common, such an assumption is not justified. It is not reasonable to assume that one set of
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model parameters can capture scale-dependent relationships between covariates and the outcome
variable that vary in space. The most common techniques for modelling such data are geographi-
cally weighted regression (GWR) and spatially-varying coefficients (SVC) methods (Fotheringham
et al., 2003; Gelfand et al., 2003; Harris et al., 2010a; Finley, 2011). There are some relatively
efficient GWR methods that have been developed (Harris et al., 2010b; Tran et al., 2016; Li et al.,
2019) but the scalable linear-time implementation required for application to big data sets has been
proposed only very recently (Murakami et al., 2020). Their parallelization via the Message Passing
Interface lead to a further increase in computational efficiency (Li et al., 2019). Another recent
approach to modeling large data with non-stationary covariance structure is based on efficient local
likelihood estimation in moving windows to infer spatially varying covariance parameters (Pardo-
Igúzquiza et al., 2005; Wiens et al., 2020).

In the present paper we implement modifications to our previously introduced GPU-accelerated
MPR method in effort to enable modeling spatial heterogeneity/non-stationarity, essential for
analyzing massive spatial data. In the GPU-implemented version this can be conveniently achieved
by introducing spatial dependence to the MPR model parameter (temperature) by the so-called
double checkerboard decomposition. Then, predictions of unknown values are obtained from non-
equilibrium conditional situations, assuming “local” equilibrium conditions corresponding to local
temperatures varying in space (MacGillivray et al., 1993).

The rest of the paper is structured as follows: in Section 2 we present an overview of the
previously introduced MPR model and its GPU implementations with both spatially-uniform and
spatially-varying parameters; more details are given in Žukovič and Hristopulos (2018) and Žukovič
et al. (2020). The statistical and computational performance of the MPR-based models is inves-
tigated and compared to the standard approach in Section 3. In the last Section 4 we summarize
our findings and present conclusions.

2 MPR methods

2.1 MPR method with spatially uniform parameter

Let us consider a two-dimensional square grid G of the size L×L nodes with partially known values
(samples). Let us denote locations of the samples of the spatial process Z(s) on the grid nodes as
GS = {sn}

N
n=1, where N < L2 and their values as Zs = (z1, . . . , zN )⊤ (where ⊤ denotes the matrix

transpose). The task is to estimate the missing values Ẑp = (ẑ1, . . . , ẑP )
⊤ of the process at the

grid nodes GP = {s̃p}
P
n=1. Thus, the intersection of the sets GP and GS is empty and their union

represents the full grid G.

In the following we briefly outline the basic idea of the MPR method, recently introduced for
efficient and automatic prediction of partially sampled non-Gaussian data on regular grids (Žukovič
and Hristopulos, 2018). It should be noted that, unlike geostatistical methods, the MPR method
makes no restrictive assumptions regarding the probability distribution of the spatial process.
Instead, it assumes that the spatial correlations are imposed by local (nearest-neighbor) interactions
between the nodes of G. The MPR method employs the modified planar rotator (MPR) spin model
in the framework of a Gibbs-Markov random field (GMRF). In the first step, the original data are
linearly transformed to continuously-valued “spin” variables (or spin angle φ) space [0, 2π]. Then,
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conditional Monte Carlo (MC) simulations of the MPR Hamiltonian

H = −J
∑

〈i,j〉

cos[q(φi − φj)], (1)

where J > 0 is the interaction between neighboring spins and q ≤ 1/2 is the modification parameter,
are performed at the temperature T . The latter is estimated by matching of the specific energy of
the whole grid (including sample and prediction points) with that calculated only from samples as

es = −
1

NSP

N
∑

i=1

∑

j∈nn(i)

cos[q(φi − φj)], (2)

where j ∈ nn(i) is the sum over the sample (non-missing) nearest neighbors of the site si (i.e.,
sj ∈ GS), and NSP is the total number of the nearest-neighbor sample pairs. After reaching
thermodynamic equilibrium, the spin values at the prediction locations are back-transformed to
the original values. Finally, spatial prediction of missing data is based on taking the mean of the
respective conditional distribution at the target site given the incomplete measurements. Its high
computational efficiency makes the MPR method applicable to massive data, for example remotely
sensed images. More details about the MPR algorithm can be found in the paper by Žukovič and
Hristopulos (2018).

2.2 SV-MPR method with spatially varying parameter

While the MPRmodel has proved to be competitive for non-Gaussian data, its reliance on the single
parameter - the reduced temperature T - for the whole data set naturally restricts its applicability.
In particular, since T is related to spatial variability, a single parameter value cannot adequately
capture spatial variability of the data showing some heterogeneity, a commonly present feature in
massive data. For example, if the studied data set includes domains of almost constant values as
well as domains with large spatial fluctuations, no single value of T can be optimal for both of these
regimes. The sample specific energy given by Eq. (2) in a subsystem with nearly constant values will
be very low, which will result in T taking values close to 0. Such values would not be representative
for a subsystem with high variability and vice-versa. The sample specific energy calculated from all
data (including domains with low and high variability) and subsequently estimated temperature
thus may not be characteristic for either of the involved domains. As a result, the spatial variability
of the predictions in the domains with low (high) variability will be over- (under)-estimated.

2.2.1 GPU-implemented SV-MPR method

Generally, such a problem can be addressed by introducing a spatial dependence into the model
parameters, as it is done in the GWR approach (Fotheringham et al., 2003; Gelfand et al., 2003).
The current implementation in CUDA offers a very straightforward way to do this for the MPR
method. Parallel computations in CUDA are facilitated by virtual processors called threads that
can be mapped to hardware resources to perform computations for individual (or multiple) data
points or spins. These threads are organized into blocks consisting of up to 1024 threads arranged
in one, two or three dimensions (here, we use square blocks). Thread blocks are in turn organized
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into a grid of up to three dimensions. Block and grid dimensions are specified at the launch of each
kernel - a function which executes computations on the GPU. More information about the CUDA
programming model and the implementation of the MPR algorithm on the GPU is given in our
previous paper (Žukovič et al., 2020).

2.2.2 Block-specific parameter inference and simulation

The energy of the system is calculated using the parallel reduction algorithm (Harris, 2007; Luitjens,
2014). Each thread is mapped to a single spin and computes the energy of a bond with two of its
neighbors using the Hamiltonian (1) in such a way that all the bonds present in the system are
counted. Then, the results of each thread within a given block are reduced (summed) to a single
value representing the energy contribution of that block. Since at this point, the energy is known
for each block, same energy matching procedure as described in Sect. 2.1 can be used to assign an
individual value of T to each block. Thus, we obtain multiple values of the simulation parameter T
for different regions of the system. In the extreme case, when a large percentage of the block’s data
is missing and there are no bonds between samples (no nearest neighbors) for energy calculation
and temperature estimation, such a block will be assigned the temperature corresponding to the
median value of the available block temperatures.

Since during simulation, threads representing individual spins are also grouped into blocks,
instead of a single global value of T , each thread can use the value which corresponds to the block
it belongs to. One must make sure that the same configuration of thread blocks used for the energy
computation is also used for the Metropolis update, otherwise spins from one part of a system may
end up using a temperature based on a different part of the system with diverse behavior. This ap-
proach synergizes with an optimization technique called double checkerboard (DC) decomposition
(Weigel, 2012), which is an extension of the single checkerboard (SC) decomposition described in
our previous paper (Žukovič et al., 2020).

Assuming the data are localized on a two dimensional square grid (generalization to any regular
grid is straightforward), they can be split into two sets sitting on two interpenetrating sub-grids,
e.g., A and B. The nearest neighbors of any node on the sub-grid A belong to the sub-grid B,
and vice versa. Therefore, the updating algorithm can be applied to all the spins on the same
sub-grid in parallel. In Fig. 1, the two sub-grids are depicted using light and dark small squares.
Our computation kernels call one thread per each sub-grid spin.

The DC decomposition splits the grid further into larger tiles, which correspond to thread
blocks. At each MC step, first only the even (odd) numbered tiles are updated in parallel and then
only the odd (even) tiles. Each tile can be loaded into the block’s shared memory, which is orders of
magnitude faster compared to the GPU’s global memory, and we can perform multiple Metropolis
updates in quick succession only within the even numbered blocks, before doing the same for the
odd numbered blocks. As mentioned above, since the temperature is computed individually for each
block, we can assign a different value to each tile of the decomposed grid, as depicted in Fig. 1 using
light and dark large squares. In our case, this is the main reason for using the DC decomposition
as we do not apply the update procedure multiple times for individual tiles. Nevertheless, due to
the fact that the tiles are first loaded into shared memory, looking up the neighboring spins uses
shared instead of global memory and we still get a small performance benefit, as will be discussed
below. More information about the various types of memory available on GPUs can be found in
our previous paper (Žukovič et al., 2020) and in the CUDA programming manual (Nvidia, 2021).
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Fig. 1 Schematic representation of a double checkerboard decomposition of the spin grid with block specific tem-
peratures Ti, i = 1, . . . , 16. Each small square represents a grid node with its associated spin variable. Each thread
performs calculations for a single spin. Sub-grid A comprises the dark nodes, while sub-grid B includes the light
nodes. The grid is decomposed further into larger dark and light tiles corresponding to individual thread blocks
responsible for the numerical operations on the spins included within the tile. Each tile can be simulated using a
different temperature computed only from the spins within the tile.

We call this version of the algorithm using the DC decomposition as the SV-MPR method with
block-specific temperatures (BST).

2.2.3 Site-specific parameter inference and simulation

Our second approach is motivated by the effort to eliminate the undesirable block boundary effect
that occurs in the above SV-MPR method with BST. It results from the fact the temperature
varies on the grid discontinuously as a step function and thus neighboring blocks assigned markedly
different temperature values will be characterized with markedly different spatial variations of the
simulated values, which can generate unnatural edges between blocks on the prediction map. Such
an effect can be partially reduced by decreasing the size of the blocks. However, this approach has
some limitations as very small blocks may lack samples either completely or their reduced numbers
within blocks may lead to imprecise block-specific temperature estimation. An alternative approach
allows us to reduce the block size so that each of them contains only one spin and thus to obtain
a smooth variation of temperatures on the grid. Assigning a value of T to each spin individually
can be viewed as a limiting case of decreasing the block size lb → 1. However, instead of actually
decreasing the block size we apply a simple smoothing algorithm to the block temperatures. The
latter can be achieved by starting from the BST state and recursively replacing the temperature at
each site with an average value of the surrounding area with some radius rs. To reach the desired
level of smoothness, it can be applied ns times in succession. We will refer to this version of the
algorithm as the SV-MPR method with site-specific temperatures (SST). The implementation of
the SV-MPR algorithms on the GPU is illustrated in the flowchart shown in Fig. 2.
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Fig. 2 Flowchart of the main computational steps and memory transactions performed on the GPU.

3 Results

3.1 Data

To assess the effect of introducing the spatial dependence into the model parameter, we compare
both the prediction performance and computational efficiency of the present SV-MPR model with
the original MPR model. The comparison is performed on several big real world data sets show-
ing a heterogeneous character of their spatial variability (see Fig. 3) and non-Gaussian (skewed,
multimodal, etc.) distributions (see Fig. 4). The first one represents the synthetic pollutant concen-
tration data derived from a digital elevation model of the Walker lake area in Nevada (Isaaks and
Srivastava, 1989). A map showing a 2D projection of the pollution field is presented in Fig. 3(a)
along with the histogram on a semi-log scale in Fig. 4(a). The units used for the Z values are
arbitrarily set to parts per million (ppm). The map shows the presence of both larger dark regions
with the values close to zero and almost no variability, as well as brighter regions with very large
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Fig. 3 Spatial distributions of (a) Walker lake, (b) Kaibab plateau and (c) Wasatch front.

Fig. 4 Histograms of (a) Walker lake, (b) Kaibab plateau and (c) Wasatch front.

values and relatively high variability1. The histogram shows that the distribution is highly posi-
tively skewed indicating the predominance of very low concentrations with just a small portion of
extremely large values.

Further, we considered much larger data sets with the linear grid sizes L = 2 048 and L =
8 192, collected using airborne light detection and ranging (LIDAR) technology. They represent
the canopy height (in meters) of the forests around Kaibab plateau, Arizona (US Forest Service,
2019) (Figs. 3(b) and 4(b)), and the digital surface model of Wasatch front, Utah (State of Utah,
2015) (Figs. 3(c) and 4(c)). These data sets include values over extensive spatial domains with
nontrivial distributions, as shown in the histograms in Fig. 4. The statistical properties of all the
data sets are summarized in Table 1.

Table 1 Summary statistics of the used data sets.

Dataset Number of points Range z̄ z0.50 σz skewness kurtosis
Walker lake 65 535 (L = 256) 0− 9 500 289 64 516 3.6 23.3
Kaibab plateau 4 194 304 (L = 2 048) 0− 15 3.6 2.7 3.5 0.58 2
Wasatch front 67 108 864 (L = 8 192) 0− 255 112 117 62 0.13 2.2

1 Note the adjusted color map, showing all the values Z & 4 000 in yellow, to better visualize the extreme data
in the tail.
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3.2 Prediction validation

To evaluate the performance of the MPR-based prediction algorithms, we simulate missing values
by setting aside a portion of the complete data to be used as a validation set. We typically generate
M = 100 different configurations by randomly removing between p = 30%− 90% (or p = 0.3− 0.9)
of data points. The MPR predictions are based on the conditional mean as evaluated from the
conditional MC simulation. The reconstructions are compared with the true values, first by visually
inspecting the reconstructed data and then statistically, using two validation measures: the average
absolute error (AAE) defined as

AAE =
1

P

∑

rp∈Gp

|ǫ(rp)|, (3)

and the root average squared error (RASE)

RASE =

√

√

√

√

1

P

∑

rp∈Gp

ǫ2(rp), (4)

where ǫ(rp) = Z(rp)− Ẑ(rp) is the difference between the true value Z(rp) and the predicted value

Ẑ(rp) at the site rp and P = pL2 is the number of prediction sites. Both of these quantities are then
averaged over the M = 100 different sample configurations to calculate the mean AAE (MAAE)
and mean RASE (MRASE). CUDA-based calculations are executed on a PC with NVIDIA GeForce
RTX 2080 SUPER GPU, using CUDA version 10. The CPU host system is equipped with 8-core
3 GHz Intel(R) Core(TM) i7-9700F CPU with 32 GB RAM, running Ubuntu 20.04.3 LTS Linux.

3.3 Visual inspection of reconstructions

3.3.1 Standard MPR method

Let us first demonstrate the performance of the original MPR algorithm with a single (spatially
uniform) parameter T and its weak point, especially when applied to the data with highly het-
erogeneous spatial variability, such as the Walker lake data set. The gappy data along with their
reconstructions using the MPR algorithm are depicted in Fig. 5 for three values of the thinning
ratio p = 30%, 60% and 85%. The MPR algorithm performs fairly well for small values of p, thanks
to the abundance of the conditioning sample data. However, with the increasing sparsity of the
samples the prediction performance quickly deteriorates. In particular, the predicted values in the
regions corresponding to very low or zero concentrations (dark regions) noticeably overestimate
the true values, which is reflected in the appearance of speckles with lighter colors. On the other
hand, the extremely large values are greatly underestimated, albeit it is less conspicuous in the
reconstructed map due to the scarcity of such data. This phenomenon becomes much more pro-
nounced at larger concentrations of missing data (lack of conditioning sample data), such as for
p = 85% presented in Fig. 5(f). This problem is not conspicuous on the large scale but it is ev-
ident if we zoom in a small area, as shown in the inset. In this particular area the true values
are Z(rp) = 0, nevertheless, the predictions Ẑ(rp) ∈ [0, 100]. Considering the fact that the MPR

model includes only one parameter, this averaging effect is not surprising. The temperature T̂ is
estimated based on all the samples, involving regions with different degrees of spatial variability
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Fig. 5 Original Walker lake data with (a) p = 30%, (c) p = 60% and (e) p = 85% of the data (white color) randomly
removed and the corresponding MPR-based reconstructions obtained at the (spatially uniform) temperatures (b)

T̂ = 0.0378, (d) T̂ = 0.0378 and (f) T̂ = 0.0672, respectively.

and, thus the resulting mean value of T̂ cannot be representative in all these areas and thus cannot
reflect the local conditions.
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Fig. 6 (a) Distribution of block-specific temperatures and (b) map of reconstructed data using the BST implemen-
tation of the SV-MPR method for lb = 32. The red ellipse encloses an example of the edge-like artifact of using
block-specific temperatures and the square area demonstrates the improved SV-MPR predictions compared to the
MPR ones in the same area shown in Fig. 5(f).

3.3.2 SV-MPR method - BST implementation

To best demonstrate the beneficial effects of implementing spatial variability of the parameter in
the presently introduced SV-MPR versions of the algorithm, we chose the high sample sparsity
case of p = 0.85 (85%). The MPR reconstruction is depicted in Fig. 5(f) and the corresponding
(spatially uniform) parameter value, estimated from the specific energy matching principle based
on all samples, is T̂ = 0.0672. By using the double checkerboard decomposition in the SV-MPR
implementation the spatial distribution of the estimated block-specific temperatures (BST) with
square blocks of the linear size lb = 32 is shown in Fig. 6(a). One can witness a great variability in
BST, the values of which correlate with the sample variation in the respective blocks. In particular,
the blocks with almost constant sample values close to zero are assigned very low values of T̂ ≈ 0,
while those with spatially highly variable samples are assigned much higher values of up to T̂ ≈ 0.5.

It is worth noticing that the mean value of
¯̂
T = 0.0693, calculated over all blocks, coincides rather

well with the MPR estimate T̂ . Consequently, one can expect that the spatially-variable parameter
can better model the local data variability than the spatially-uniform one. Indeed, performing
simulations using the SV-MPR (BST) implementation with the block specific temperatures yields
the reconstruction, which suffers much less from the averaging effect than the MPR method, as
demonstrated in Fig. 6(b). Visually, the reconstruction is much closer to the original data than
that of the original MPR algorithm, especially in the (dark) regions with low spatial variability. For
comparison, the inset shows the SV-MPR predictions in the same area as for the MPR method in
the inset of Fig. 5(f), for which Ẑ(rp) ∈ [0, 20]. On the other hand, undesirable artifacts resulting
from the presence of boundaries between blocks with different parameters appear (see, e.g., the area
marked by the red ellipse in Fig. 6(b)). Such unnatural edge-like effects are likely to emerge between
blocks which include sample data with distinct degrees of variability. We note that the edges are
partially smeared due to the fact that the spins at the shared boundaries of the neighboring blocks
interact with each other and thus propagate fluctuations from their blocks to the surrounding
blocks. Nevertheless, such a diffusion has a local character with rather limited range and cannot
eliminate the edge-like effects completely. To further eliminate these undesirable artifacts, we tried
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Fig. 7 Distributions of block-specific temperatures (left column) and the corresponding data reconstructions (right
column) using the SV-MPR (BST) implementation for lb = 16 (upper row) and lb = 8 (bottom row). The red ellipses
in the lower panels highlight the area of misestimated parameter (panel (c)) and consequently data variability (panel
(d)) due to lack of samples in the corresponding block.

two approaches. The first one consists in gradually decreasing the linear block size lb from 32 to
16 and 8. The block temperatures (left column) and the corresponding data reconstructions (right
column) are shown in Fig. 7, for lb = 16 (top row) and lb = 8 (bottom row). Decreasing the
block size leads to partial elimination of the conspicuous edges between blocks and also allows
a greater flexibility in capturing the local variability. On the other hand, the decreasing block
size also reduces the amount of the neighboring sample pairs (bonds) available for the calculation
of the block-specific sample energies, and thus inhibits a reliable estimation of the block-specific
temperatures. Particularly for very sparse samples with high values of p, this may cause insufficient
statistics for a reliable estimation of the block-specific temperatures. This leads to the second
type of the artifacts in the form of misestimation of the data variability due to the erroneous
parameter estimation (see, e.g., the bright square in the lower right corner of Fig. 7(d) showing
unexpectedly large variability including extremely large values due to the overestimation of T̂ ).
Notwithstanding, the presented results also demonstrate that decreasing granularity of the blocks
results in a smoother spatial variation of the parameter and considerably suppresses the block
boundary effects.
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Fig. 8 (a) Temperature map after applying the smoothing algorithm with ns = 5 to block temperatures with
lb = 32. (b) Walker Lake data reconstruction for p = 0.85 by using the single checkerboard implementation with
site-specific temperatures (SST).

3.3.3 SV-MPR method - SST implementation

The second implementation of the SV-MPR model attempts to eliminate the artifacts associated
with the BST approach by applying a smoothing algorithm to the block-specific temperatures
to obtain a smooth variation of the temperature values over the entire grid. Consequently, each
site is assigned an individual value of the reduced temperature and thus this implementation
will be referred to as the SV-MPR method with site-specific temperatures (SST). The block-
specific temperatures for Walker lake data with lb = 32 (see Fig. 6(a)) after smoothing are shown
in Fig. 8(a). Using these local temperatures in the conditional simulations we obtain the data
reconstruction for the Walker lake data, shown in Fig. 8(b). Notice that the unnatural boundary
effects from the BST implementation are now completely eliminated while the spatial variability
in different regions is reproduced much better than in the original MPR method (compare to
Fig. 5(f)). In principle in this SV-MPR (SST) implementation both the standard single and the
double checkerboard decompositions can be used but for simplicity, we have chosen to use the
former one. Applying the SV-MPR approach in Fig. 9 we also visually present the results of the
reconstruction of the Kaibab plateau andWasatch front data sets after randomly removing p = 85%
of pixels.

We note that in both the BST and the SST implementations, due to the splitting of the
simulations on a large grid into a number of parallel simulations in much smaller blocks (including
at most hundreds of sites), the equilibration even faster than in the original MPR method. To
demonstrate the impact of the domain spitting used in the SV-MPR methods, in Fig. 10 we
illustrate the equilibration process in the biggest Wasatch front data set with p = 0.3. In particular,
we show the evolution of the specific energy e, calculated for the whole grid, in the respective
MPR-based methods averaged over 100 realizations. One can notice that event though a random
initialization in the MPR method results in the initial value of e far from the equilibrium value,
the relaxation process is relatively fast even for such large data set requiring only about 30 MC
sweeps. Nevertheless, the SV-MPR BST and SST implementations can shorten it even more due
to the initialization by the per-block averages, corresponding to the specific energies much closer to
equilibrium values. It is also interesting to compare the equilibrium energy values eeq resulting from
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Fig. 9 (a,c) Samples of the Kaibab plateau and Wasatch front, obtained by removing p = 85% of pixels, and (b,d)
their reconstructions obtained by the SV-MPR SST method.

different approaches among each other as well as with the sample-estimated value es (see Eq. (2)).
One can see that while the MPR method gives eeq close to es, the BST and SST implementations
give the values of eeq respectively higher and lower than es. The increased BST value can be
explained by the presence of boundaries between different blocks, which create unnatural domain
walls and thus increase the total energy. On the other hand, the smoothening of the temperatures in
the SST implementation leads to partial elimination of the domain walls, not only those unnaturally
created by the BST approach but also those substantiated by the data.

3.4 Statistical validation

The results for the Walker lake data set obtained by the standard MPR method as well as the
SV-MPR BST and SST implementations are shown in Table 2 in terms of the prediction errors
and computational times for different degrees of the sample sparsity. As expected, both MAAE
and MRASE errors increase with higher ratios of the missing data p for all implementations.
Nevertheless, it is clear that implementing a spatial dependence in the simulation temperature has a

14



0 10 20 30 40 50 60
MC sweeps

-0.912

-0.911

-0.91

-0.909

-0.908

-0.907

-0.906

e

SST
BST
MPR
e

s

Fig. 10 Evolution of the specific energy during equilibration process in the respective MPR-based methods for the
Wasatch front data with p = 0.3 averaged over 100 realizations. es represents the average of the sample energy.

significant positive effect on the prediction accuracy. Compared to the MPR approach with a single
global temperature the values of both MAAE and MRASE in the SV-MPR implementations are
considerably smaller for all p. The relative improvements achieved by the present implementations
are demonstrated in Fig. 11, in which we present error ratios of the respective methods as a
function of the data thinning. Not surprisingly, the benefits of the parameter spatial variability
increase with the increase of the sample sparseness, i.e., the decrease of the amount of the local
conditioning data. The relative MAE (MRASE) errors decrease up to p ≈ 0.7 (p ≈ 0.8), where the
SV-MPR accuracy outperforms the MPR one by up to 11% (15%), and then they start increasing.
Their increase for very large p is related with the above discussed artifacts of the second kind
- misestimation of the local (block-specific) parameters due to insufficient statistics within the
respective blocks. By comparing the BST and SST implementations of the SV-MPR approach,
the former appears to be more accurate for smaller p, while the benefits of the latter show up
more at intermediate and larger p. As already demonstrated by Žukovič et al. (2020), the GPU
implementation of the MPR model resulted in a computationally very efficient prediction method.
In the Walker lake data set the MPR prediction of arbitrarily large portion of missing data takes
no more than 8 ms, with no apparent dependence on p. Both the BST and SST implementations
of the SV-MPR algorithm, besides the above demonstrated increasing of the prediction accuracy,
also further decrease the computational burden with the computational time squeezed to 5-7 ms.
The computational complexity of the SV-MPR algorithm will be discussed in a more detail below.

The results for the remaining (much larger) data sets are summarized in Table 3 for the missing
data ratio p = 0.85. The expected degree of the improvement in the prediction performance,
resulting from the introduction of spatial dependence in the parameter, can be judged from the
character of the data under consideration. The Walker lake data set with the extensive areas
corresponding to (almost) constant values is an example of the spatial distribution which can
greatly benefit from the spatially-variable parameters. To certain extent similar features, with
some larger areas of constant values, can also be observed in the remaining data sets. Therefore,
the SV-MPR implementations can also be expected to deliver better prediction performance than
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Table 2 Validation measures for the three implementations of the MPR-based prediction algorithm for various
missing data ratios p applied to the Walker lake pollution data set. All implementations use single precision (FP32)
arithmetic with hardware intrinsic CUDA functions, lb = 32 and for the SST implementation ns = 5.

MPR SV-MPR (BST) SV-MPR (SST)
p MAAE MRASE t[ms] MAAE MRASE t[ms] MAAE MRASE t[ms]
0.1 177 352 7.3 163 331 6.2 167 333 6.4
0.2 180 359 7.5 165 336 6.3 168 336 6.9
0.3 186 367 7.5 168 340 6.5 169 338 6.6
0.4 190 378 7.8 171 347 5.3 172 342 6.3
0.5 196 391 7.6 176 355 5.3 175 348 5.7
0.6 203 405 7.5 181 364 5.2 180 354 5.4
0.7 212 423 7.5 189 376 5.2 188 363 5.3
0.8 221 443 8.0 202 390 5.3 204 378 5.3
0.85 225 451 7.5 217 401 5.3 221 392 5.4
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Fig. 11 Errors of the SV-MPR implementations (BST and SST), errSV−MPR, relative to those obtained from the
simple MPR method, errMPR, as functions of the data thinning p, for the Walker lake data set.

Table 3 Validation measures for the three implementations of the MPR-based prediction algorithm for the Kaibab
plateau and Wasatch from data sets with missing data ratio p = 0.85. The implementations use single precision
(FP32) arithmetic with hardware intrinsic CUDA functions. The linear sizes of these data sets are: L = 2 048 for
the Kaibab plateau and L = 8 192 for the Wasatch front data sets.

MPR SV-MPR (BST) SV-MPR (SST)
Dataset MAAE MRASE t[s] MAAE MRASE t[s] MAAE MRASE t[s]
Kaibab plateau 5.00 7.05 0.175 4.81 6.53 0.161 4.98 6.68 0.193
Wasatch front 26.14 35.60 2.64 23.36 32.58 2.44 24.22 33.37 3.02

the MPR method. Indeed, the SV-MPR implementations reduce the MPR MAAE errors by 4-11%
(BST) and 0.4-7.4% (SST) and the MRASE errors by 7.4-8.5% (BST) and 5.3-6.3% (SST).

As for the computational efficiency, some comments are in order. Compared to the original
MPR approach, one can notice overall only a small reduction of t (if any) achieved by the BST
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implementation and even some increase by applying the SST implementation. This might appear
as contradiction with the above results for Walker lake data, presented in Table 2, but it has a
simple explanation. The total execution time largely depends on the speed of the convergence to
equilibrium, as the rest is only dictated by the number of samples needed for averaging and is almost
independent of the chosen method. However, as explained above and demonstrated in Fig. 10, the
SV-MPR implementations are indeed either faster in reaching the equilibrium state (BST) or more
efficient in finding states with the energy levels lower than those achievable by the MPR method
(SST). The reason why the shorter BST equilibration time is not more apparently reflected in
the values of t is that, for simplicity, in all the methods we used the same (default) values of the
parameter nfit = 20, which defines the memory length of the energy time series employed in testing
the onset of equilibrium, and the parameter nf = 5, which defines the frequency of verification
of equilibrium conditions2. Thus, in all the used approaches the first checking of the equilibrium
conditions is only performed after the first nfit + nf = 25 MC sweeps, regardless of the fact that
in some cases the equilibrium is reached much faster. For example, from Fig. 10 we can see that
the equilibrium conditions of the BST implementation are already reached at about 20 MC sweeps
even for as big data as Wasatch front. On the other hand, the SST implementation requires more
(about 25) MC sweeps but it reaches lower energy levels. Additional contribution, which further
increases the total SST execution time, comes from the temperature smoothing procedure. Thus,
the execution time of the SV-MPR implementations can be in principle shortened by resetting
of the concerned parameters. However, considering the superior efficiency of all the MPR-based
methods compared to some other approaches (e.g., see comparison with IDW in Fig. 14), at present
we find it unessential.

3.5 Effect of SV-MPR parameters

In the above study we used the SV-MPR methods with the fixed block size lb = 32 and in the
SST implementation the fixed smoothing parameter ns = 5. In the following we demonstrate the
effect of these parameters on the prediction performance of the respective methods. The latter
is demonstrated in Fig. 12, in which the prediction errors of the SV-MPR method, errSV−MPR,
are presented relative to those obtained from the simple MPR method, errMPR for two cases of
a relatively small (p = 0.3) and large (p = 0.8) degrees of thinning. In Fig. 12(a) they are shown
for the BST implementation considering different block sizes lb and in Fig. 12(b) for the SST
implementation with the fixed lb = 32 and a varying parameter ns. As one can see from Fig. 12(a),
the above used block size lb = 32 may not be optimal in terms of minimizing prediction errors. As
discussed in the previous section, its decreasing allows a greater flexibility in capturing the local
variability, which may result in improvement of the prediction performance. On the other hand,
smaller values of lb in combination with larger values of p suffer from the lack of the sampling points
within the blocks, which may lead to the block-specific parameters misestimation and consequently
deterioration of the prediction accuracy.

Figure 12(b) shows that the smoothing parameter ns not only suppresses the edge-like visual
artifacts but its choice can also affect the prediction performance of the SST implementation.
In particular, the gradual smoothing tends to increase MAAE and decrease (to smaller extent)
MRASE and its effect is more pronounced in data with larger sparsity. Therefore, relatively small

2 For detailed decription of nfit and nf see also paper by Žukovič et al. (2020).
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Fig. 12 (a) Errors of the SV-MPR method, errSV−MPR, relative to those obtained from the simple MPR method,
errMPR, as functions of (a) the block size lb in the BST implementation and (b) the smoothing parameter ns in
the SST implementation.

values of the smoothing parameter, such as ns ≈ 5, which to some degree suppress the visual arti-
facts but still do not excessively increase MAAE, may be considered as an acceptable compromise.
In any case, compared to the standard MPR method, the SST implementation of the SV-MPR
method appears to deliver superior prediction performance for arbitrary choice of the parameter
ns.

3.6 Comparison with established IDW approach

Prediction performance and computational efficiency of the original MPR method have been com-
pared with several established interpolation methods (Žukovič and Hristopulos, 2018). Among
them, the inverse distance weighted (IDW) (Shepard, 1968) and the ordinary kriging (OK) Wack-
ernagel (2003) were the methods that gave the prediction performance comparable with the MPR
approach. However, the high computational complexity of OK prevents it to be applied to huge
data sets. Therefore, for comparison of the present GPU-implemented MPR-based methods we
chose the GPU-implemented IDW method (Marcellino et al., 2017) by using the CUDA code avail-
able at GitHub (Ruggieri and Marcellino, 2017). The implementation of IDW involves choosing
two parameters, which can influence both the prediction performance and computational efficiency.
The power parameter was set to a default value of 2 and the search radius R was varied from the
minimum for which every prediction point has some sample points within the radius up to the
maximum involving practically all points on the grid. We note that an optimal choice of R is not
so obvious. It can be set to some fixed value equal for all points, which can result in the problem
of some prediction points not having any samples in the search radius, or it can be made variable,
which would make the IDW implementation more involved. In particular, in Fig. 13 we present
errors of the MPR (blue color) and SV-MPR BST (red color) methods, relative to those obtained
from the IDW method, errMPR/errIDW and errBST/errIDW, as functions of the search radius R,
for (a) Walker lake and (b) Wasatch front data sets. Therefore, the values larger than 1 mean
superior performance of IDW. One can notice that IDW shows the best prediction performance for
the smallest search radius R, where it outperforms both MPR as well as SV-MPR BST methods.
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Fig. 13 MAAE (open circles) and MRASE (filled squares) errors of the MPR (blue color) and SV-MPR BST (red
color) methods, relative to those obtained from the IDW method, as functions of the search radius R, for (a) Walker
lake and (b) Wasatch front data sets.
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Fig. 14 GPU time of the MPR (blue color) and SV-MPR BST (red color) methods, relative to those required by
the IDW method, as functions of the IDW search radius R, for (a) the Walker lake and (b) Kaibab plateau data
sets.

However, with the increasing R the IDW errors increase and in most cases (except MAAE error
for Walker Lake data) starting from some value of R both MPR-based methods become superior.
Owing to the improved prediction performance of the present SV-MPR BST implementation, the
latter outperforms IDW starting from much smaller R than the standard MPR method. Even for
the optimal IDW performance at small R, the errors of the SV-MPR BST method do not exceed
those from IDW by more than 5− 7% .

On the other hand, the computational efficiency of the MPR-based methods clearly dominates
over the IDW performance, regardless of the parameters. Due to favorable scaling properties of the
MPR method (computational time scales approximately linearly with system size) its dominance
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over IDW further increases with the data size. As presented in Fig. 14, the ratio of the GPU
execution times of the MPR-based to IDW methods is of the order of 10−3 for relatively small
Walker lake data set (L = 256) and of the order of 10−5 for much larger Kaibab plateau data set
(L = 2 048). We note that for as massive data as Wasatch front (L = 8 192) the IDW calculations
could not be executed on a standard GPU-equipped PC within some reasonable time at all3. The
curves presented in Fig. 14 also show that the relative computational efficiency of the MPR-based
methods, es expected, increases with the search radius R due to decreasing efficiency of IDW.
Furthermore, by comparing the results for the two MPR based approaches one can see that the
SV-MPR BST method is somewhat faster than the original MPR approach, again in line with the
expectations discussed above.

4 Conclusions

In the current study we proposed a rather general approach to modelling spatial heterogeneity, the
feature often present in massive spatial data, in GPU-implemented spatial prediction methods for
gridded data. In particular, we presented two approaches to introducing spatial dependence to the
model parameter (temperature) by the so-called double-checkerboard (DC) decomposition to our
previously introduced GPU-accelerated MPR method and thus obtained two SV-MPR methods
with spatially varying temperatures. In the BST variation, separate values of the temperature are
obtained for each block of the DC-decomposed grid and in the SST variation even each individ-
ual prediction point is modelled using its own temperature. Then, similar to the MPR method,
predictions of unknown values are obtained from conditional situations. However, in the present
methods the conditional situations are actually non-equilibrium but assume “local” equilibrium
conditions corresponding to the local temperatures. Using various types of big heterogeneous real
data, such as remote sensing data, we have demonstrated that the proposed SV-MPR methods sig-
nificantly improve prediction performance and even computational efficiency of the original MPR
method. Their prediction performance is competitive with some established prediction methods,
such as IDW, but their execution times are by several orders of magnitude faster. We note that
the presented approach to modelling spatial heterogeneity was demonstrated on the MPR method
but in fact it is rather general and its application to other GPU-implemented methods is rather
straightforward.

Future extensions of the presented models to further increase their flexibility and ability to cap-
ture various relevant features present in real data, such as geometric anisotropy or non-Gaussianity,
may involve adding more parameters to the temperature, while still keeping their local nature
(within blocks) and spatial variability. For example, the geometric anisotropy could be introduced
by distinguishing the exchange interactions in different directions, i.e., by introducing a directional
exchange interaction anisotropy parameter. The non-Gaussianity could be incorporated by includ-
ing higher-order interactions and/or applying some suitable form of an external “magnetic” (bias)
field to the Hamiltonian. Another possibility to be considered is inclusion of further-neighbor pair-
wise interactions that would, for example, control data smoothness. The impressive computational
efficiency of the models offers possibility to extend them to three dimensions (3D space or 2D
space + time), where there is still lack of efficient methods that would enable modeling massive
data (Wang et al., 2012). The generalization of the GPU code from two to three dimensions is

3 We terminated the calculation after about two weeks of running and the errors presented in Fig. 13(b) were
obtained by executing the code on the supercomputer Govorun at the Joint Institute for Nuclear Research in Dubna.
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straightforward. The GPU time in 3D is expected to increase by the factor of 3/2 but the relative
efficiency of the CPU and GPU implementations should be preserved (Weigel, 2012).
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