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Abstract

Modeling incompatible spatial data, i.e., data with different spatial reso-
lutions, is a pervasive challenge in remote sensing data analysis. Typical
approaches to addressing this challenge aggregate information to a common
coarse resolution, i.e., compatible resolutions, prior to modeling. Such pre-
processing aggregation simplifies analysis, but potentially causes information
loss and hence compromised inference and predictive performance. To avoid
losing potential information provided by finer spatial resolution data and im-
prove predictive performance, we propose a new Bayesian method that con-
structs a latent spatial process model at the finest spatial resolution. This
model is tailored to settings where the outcome variable is measured on a
coarser spatial resolution than predictor variables—a configuration seen in-
creasingly when high spatial resolution remotely sensed predictors are used in
analysis. A key contribution of this work is an efficient algorithm that enables
full Bayesian inference using finer resolution data while optimizing computa-
tional and storage costs. The proposed method is applied to a forest damage
assessment for the 2018 Adrian storm in Carinthia, Austria, that uses high-
resolution laser imaging detection and ranging (LiDAR) measurements and
relatively coarse resolution forest inventory measurements. Extensive sim-
ulation studies demonstrate the proposed approach substantially improves
inference for small prediction units.
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1. Introduction

Synthesis of data collected at different spatial resolutions is a component
of most contemporary analyses that aim to learn about environmental pro-
cesses or patterns using georeferenced ground measurements and information
collected by possibly different remotely stationed sensors. This synthesis of-
ten takes the form of a regression-like model in which the environmental vari-
able of interest is defined as some function of the remotely sensed variables.
Here, we refer to the environmental variable as the outcome and remotely
sensed variables as predictors.

Data with different spatial resolutions are often referred to as incompati-
ble spatial data, and methods for coupling such data within statistical models
has received substantial attention within the geospatial, ecological, and geo-
statistical literature, see, e.g., field-specific foundational papers by Atkinson
and Tate (2000), Dungan et al. (2002), and Gotway and Young (2002). These
and related works recognize that valid inference about the process that gen-
erates outcome observations requires the outcome and predictors share the
same spatial resolution or model accommodations are made to appropriately
relate across disparate resolutions.

In the remote sensing literature, creating compatible spatial data, i.e.,
data of the same spatial resolution, involves downscaling or upscaling. Down-
scaling refers to an increase in spatial resolution, e.g., decrease in pixel size of
remotely sensed data. Conversely, upscaling refers to a decrease or coarsen-
ing in spatial resolution, e.g., increasing pixel size via aggregation. For valid
inference, downscaling and upscaling methods should accommodate uncer-
tainty quantification.

In the geostatistical literature, matching disparate resolutions within a
statistically valid framework is called the change-of-support (COS) problem
and is often addressed using kriging-based methods (Gotway and Young,
2002; Kyriakidis, 2004). Such kriging methods involve constructing a spatial
model for an underlying process at a selected fine spatial resolution and treat-
ing the observation on a coarser region as the aggregation of the fine process
in that region. In the remote sensing and geospatial literature, statistical
downscaling refers to a subset of COS methods (Atkinson, 2013).

In many settings, outcome observations are measured at a spatial reso-
lution finer than that of remotely sensed predictors. This is mostly due to
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the often prohibitively high cost of collecting in situ outcome measurements
and relatively coarse resolution of commonly used sensors or gridded data
products, see applied examples in Peng et al. (2017), Zheng et al. (2021),
Berrocal et al. (2012), Berrocal et al. (2020), and Zhang et al. (2021). In
such settings, COS methods focus on downscaling predictor measurements
to match outcome measurements.

Increased access to high spatial resolution remotely sensed data, e.g., laser
imaging detection and ranging (LiDAR) and hyperspectral, means that pre-
dictors can often be measured at a spatial resolution finer than that of the
outcome measurements. This setting differs from the COS problems noted
above because the outcome and predictor spatial resolutions are reversed
and, hence, require different considerations when formulating appropriate
models. Such settings are now common in many forestry applications, where
forest outcomes measured on fixed-area inventory plots are related to Li-
DAR predictors available at a scale finer than that of a given inventory plot.
For example, a recent study by Nothdurft et al. (2021) aimed to model a
forest outcome measured on relatively large inventory plots and predictors
derived from high-resolution LiDAR data—there were approximately 140 Li-
DAR predictor measurements for each outcome measurement. To address
their incompatible spatial data issue, Nothdurft et al. (2021) used a pre-
processing upscaling step to aggregate LiDAR measurements to match the
inventory plot area, then fit their proposed regression models and made sub-
sequent predictions. Although their approach provided rapid model param-
eter estimation, subsequent prediction accuracy and precision might not be
optimal, especially when a prediction unit’s area is considerably smaller than
the inventory plot. Their approach to the COS problem was non-statistical
in nature and hence there might be room for improved prediction and asso-
ciated uncertainty quantification.

In this study, we propose a new Bayesian model for settings where the
outcome variable is measured on a coarser resolution than the predictor vari-
ables. We pursue a Bayesian inferential framework because it adds flexibility
to the model’s specification, parameter estimation, and prediction (Gelfand
et al., 2001; Wikle and Berliner, 2005; Banerjee et al., 2014; Cressie and
Wikle, 2015; Bradley et al., 2016). We motivate the method development
using a reanalysis of the Nothdurft et al. (2021) study. Our approach to
this COS problem constructs a spatial model at the finest spatial resolution
(e.g., that of the LiDAR predictor data). Additionally, we develop an ef-
ficient implementation algorithm for the proposed model. We demonstrate
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through simulation studies that our approach leads to improved prediction
performance in some settings. The remainder of this article is organized
as follows. Section 1.1 provides an overview of the Nothdurft et al. (2021)
study and data. The proposed COS modeling approach is outlined in Sec-
tion 2, followed by the implementation algorithm in Section 2.1. We conduct
a comparative analysis of the new algorithm and the algorithm presented by
Nothdurft et al. (2021) through simulation studies in Section 3. Section 4
presents the results of our data analysis using the newly proposed algorithm.
We conclude the article with a discussion and ideas for future work in Sec-
tion 5.

1.1. Study area and blowdown data

The Nothdurft et al. (2021) study focused on an area in the upper Gail
Valley in the southern Austrian federal state of Carinthia that is close to
the Dellach Forest Research and Training Center of the Institute of Forest
Growth and the Institute of Forest Engineering of the University of Natural
Resources and Life Sciences Vienna (Figure 1 inset). On October 28, 2018,
storm Adrian brought wind gust speeds of 130 km/h across Carinthia and
produced heavy rainfalls of 627 l/m2 within 72 hours at the Plöckenpass
meteorological station, located near the study area (Zimmermann, 2018).

The storm damages caused by hurricane Adrian mostly occurred in the
Hermagor administrative district (Bezirk). In total, 564 blowdown areas were
identified and delineated using high-resolution aerial images provided by the
Carinthian Forest Service. The damages were concentrated in five distinct
sub-regions: Frohn, Laas, Liesing, Mauthen, and Ploecken (Figure 1). The
total area of the damaged forests was 212.3 ha. Summary statistics for the
blowdown areas are provided in Table 1.

The study’s inferential goal was to predict what 2020 growing stock timber
volume would have been—if not destroyed by Adrian in late October 2018—
in each blowdown and summarized over blowdowns at the sub-region and
regional scales.

Because there were no pre-hurricane forest inventory data available for
the study area, an ad hoc field measurement campaign was conducted in
May 2020 to collect growing stock timber volume samples that proved suit-
able for modeling the volume loss in the blowdown areas. As detailed in
Nothdurft et al. (2021), nb=62 inventory plots were sampled in undamaged
forest adjacent to the blowdowns and having forest structure similar to that
of the blowdowns prior to the hurricane. Each plot was a 20 m radius circle
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Figure 1: Map inset is the location of the study area in Southern Carinthia, Austria (red
point). Storm damage areas (polygons) and inventory plots (blue points) in the study
area.

Table 1: Summary statistics of the digitized blowdowns and inventory plot data.
Blowdown areas Inventory plots

Area (ha) Growing stock volume (m3/ha)

Site count mean med sd min max nb mean med sd min max

Frohn 273 0.230 0.065 0.600 0.004 7.231 21 593 579 227 188 979
Laas 152 0.362 0.138 0.565 0.004 2.727 17 785 772 333 142 1382
Liesing 5 0.581 0.348 0.621 0.115 1.607 7 689 698 67 563 757
Mauthen 62 0.621 0.190 1.075 0.013 4.969 6 762 748 323 403 1220
Ploecken 72 0.738 0.242 1.724 0.008 12.322 11 773 773 136 528 968

Total 564 0.376 0.110 0.892 0.004 12.322 62 705 730 256 142 1382

(0.126 ha) within which tree measurements were used to produce the out-
come measurements of growing stock timber volume (m3/ha). Figure 1 shows
the location of all nb plots, and Figure 2 shows a close-up view of the plots
(blue circles) and their proximity to blowdowns (orange polygons) for the
Laas sub-region. Summary statistics for the inventory plot data are given in
Table 1.

Lidar predictors were derived from gridded canopy height data provided
by Carinthian Forest Service in a 3m × 3m pixel resolution originating from
airborne laser scanning data collected in 2012. While many canopy height
metrics can be computed using the LiDAR point cloud within a given pixel,
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Figure 2: A portion of the Laas sub-region depicting location and extent of observed cir-
cular inventory plots (blue) where timber growing stock volume was measured, blowdowns
where growing stock volume prediction is desired (orange), and 3 m × 3 m spatial resolu-
tion forest canopy height data used as a predictor for growing stock volume.

following Nothdurft et al. (2021) we consider only mean canopy height as the
LiDAR predictor in the subsequent reanalysis. There are 139.63 forest canopy
height pixel measurements within each inventory plot, see, e.g., Figure 2. It
is the spatial resolution incompatibility between growing stock volume plot
measurements and forest canopy height pixel measurements we address using
our proposed COS approach detailed in the next section.

2. Proposed COS methods

Here we developed the predictive spatial model to analyze the incompat-
ible spatial data in this study. As stated in Section 1.1, we use the 2012
LiDAR measurements summarized on a 3m × 3m resolution grid as the
predictors, and the outcome variable is the growing stock volume measured
on 20m radius plots collected in 2020. As illustrated in Figure 2, blowdowns
have varied sizes and irregular shapes. On the 3m × 3m resolution grid,
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there are 8,661 and 235,909 pixels that overlap with observed plots and pre-
diction blowdowns, respectively. However, the number of observed plots and
prediction blowdowns are only 62 and 564, respectively. Each observed plot
covers 140 3m × 3m pixels, and the smallest prediction blowdown covers 5
3m × 3m pixels.

Assume the predictors are recorded on a fine grid {Ai : i = 1, . . . , na}.
We use x(Ai) = (x1(Ai), . . . , xp(Ai))

⊤ to denote the p-dimensional vector of
the predictor variables observed on unit Ai, and {Ai : i = 1, . . . , na} is the
finest scale upon which we plan to build our models. In our study, we fit a
regression coefficient for each sub-region and x(Ai) is a vector of length p = 5
comprising the LiDAR measured mean canopy height, i.e., the j-th element
in x(Ai) equals the LiDAR point cloud distribution’s mean over Ai when Ai

is located in sub-region j, and it equals zero otherwise. The finest scale in
our study is the 3m × 3m grid. The outcome variable is observed on plots
({Bl : l = 1, . . . , nb}). We use y(Bl) to denote the measured outcome over
Bl ⊂ D, where D ⊂ Rd is the study domain. In our study, y(Bl) is growing
stock volume (m3/ha) on the l-th plot and nb=62. On the finest scale we
assume the spatial model

y(Ai) = β0 + ω(Ai) + x(Ai)
⊤β1 + ϵ(Ai) , (1)

where β0 is the intercept, ω(Ai) is the latent spatial process, β1 is the vec-
tor of regression coefficients associated with predictors x(Ai), and ϵ(Ai) is
a white noise process. Note that ϵ(A) cannot legitimately arise from the
integral of a point-referenced white noise process ϵ(s), i.e., as

∫
A
ϵ(s)ds since

this integral is not well-defined. Hence, ϵ(Ai)’s are modeled independently
as white noise over the finite collection of regions as its support. We model
ω(Ai) through a zero-centered Gaussian process with an exponential corre-
lation function (although, of course, other valid spatial correlation functions
could be used). Denote ωA = (ω(A1), . . . , ω(Ana))

⊤, then ωA follows a multi-
variate normal distribution ωA ∼ MVN(0, σ2Cϕ), where the (i, j)-th element
of the correlation matrix Cϕ is defined through the exponential correlation
function exp(−ϕ ·d(si, sj)) with si, sj the centroids of Ai and Aj, d(si, sj) the
Euclidean distance between si, sj, and the parameter ϕ controlling the rate of
correlation decay. Since all pixels on the grid have the same area, we further

assume ϵ(Ai)
ind∼ normal(0, τ 2), where τ 2 is the variance of the white noise

on the finest scale. Akin to block kriging Wackernagel (2003), the predictive
average for each target unit Bl, l = 1, . . . , nb is a weighted average of multiple
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point predictions on the fine grid within the target unit extent. Under the
assumption that the underlying model at the finest resolution follows (1), for
each l we have,

y(Bl) =
1

|Bl|

na∑
i=1

y(Ai)

∫
Bl∩Ai

ds ≈
na∑
i=1

|Bl ∩ Ai|
|Bl|

y(Ai)

= β0 +
na∑
i=1

hliω(Ai) +
na∑
i=1

hlix(Ai)
⊤β1 +

na∑
i=1

hliϵ(Ai) ,

(2)

where hli = |Bl∩Ai|
|Bl|

and |B| represents the area of B ⊂ D. Denote yB =

(y(B1), . . . , y(Bnb
))⊤. Let HBA be an nb × na matrix whose (i, j)-th element

is hij, we have
yB = HBAωA +HBAXβ +HBAϵA (3)

where X =

[
1 · · · 1

x(A1) · · · x(Ana)

]⊤
, β =

[
β0

β1

]
ϵA = (ϵ(A1), . . . , ϵ(An))

⊤. We

assign priors

β ∼ Normal(µβ,Vβ) , τ
2 ∼ Inverse-Gamma(tτ , sτ ) ,

σ2 ∼ Inverse-Gamma(tσ, sσ) , ϕ ∼ Uniform(aϕ, bϕ) ,
(4)

with prefixed parameters {µβ,Vβ, tτ , sτ , tσ, sσ, aϕ, bϕ}. The shape and scale
of the inverse gamma prior for τ 2 (σ2) are specified by tτ (tσ) and sτ (sσ), re-
spectively, while aϕ, bϕ denote the support of the uniform distribution. Com-
bining the priors (4), the data model (3), and model for ωA, we build up the
Bayesian hierarchical model for our study. For generalization, any proper
priors for τ, σ, ϕ works, and the prior of β can be replaced by a flat prior.

Predictions are achieved using (1) and (2). Assume Bu ⊂ D is the unob-
served prediction unit. We pick pixels from the fine grid {Ai : i = 1, . . . , na}
that cover Bu and denote the picked pixels as {Au

i : i = 1, . . . , nu}. As-
sume we have the posterior samples of ωA on the pixels that cover the
observed units {Bj : j = 1, . . . , nb}. Through (1) we see that ω(Au

i ) and
yB are independent conditional on ωA and the joint posterior distribution
p(ω(Au

i ),ωA,β, σ
2, τ 2, ϕ |yB) equals

p(ω(Au
i ) |ωA,β, σ

2, τ 2, ϕ)× p(ωA,β, σ
2, τ 2, ϕ |yB) . (5)

Since the latent spatial process ω(Ai) is modeled through a Gaussian process,
ω(Au

i ) |ωA, σ
2, ϕ follows a Gaussian distribution with a closed form. After
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obtaining the posterior samples of all parameters {ωA,β, σ
2, τ 2, ϕ} in the

Bayesian hierarchical model, we can generate posterior samples of ω(Au
i )

using the conditional distribution of ω(Au
i ) |ωA, σ

2, ϕ. Finally, by replacing
Bl by Bu in (2), we can generate posterior samples y(Bu) based on posterior
samples of ω(Au

i ), β, and τ 2.

2.1. Implementation method

The model and corresponding prediction algorithm based on (5) involves
posterior sampling of the high dimensional parameter ωA. However, sam-
pling on a parameter space including ωA through Markov chain Monte Carlo
(MCMC) can be challenging. In our study, na (the length of ωA) is 8,661. The
computational burden and storage requirement at each iteration of MCMC
when including ωA in the parameter space are in the order of O(n3

a) and
O(n2

a), respectively, which is a heavy cost. Besides, the high-dimensional
posterior distribution on the joint space may not be well explored by MCMC
sampling, resulting in slow convergence rate and poor mixing. For the sake of
efficiency, we develop an algorithm to avoid sampling the high dimensional
parameters ωA. To be specific, we first conduct MCMC sampling on the
low-dimensional space {σ2, τ 2, ϕ}. Then we recover the posterior samples of
ωB = HBAωA and β. In the last stage, we use the posterior samples of
θ = {σ2, τ 2, ϕ,ωB,β} to obtain the predictive inference.

Following the model design in the preceding subsection, the posterior
density p(β,ωB, σ

2, τ 2, ϕ |yB) is proportional to

p(τ 2, σ2, ϕ)×MVN(ωB | 0, σ2CB(ϕ))×MVN(β |µβ,Vβ)

×MVN(yB |ωB +HBAXβ, τ 2Dh) , (6)

where Dh = HB,AH
⊤
B,A is a diagonal matrix (this follows from the structure

of the pixels within the blocks) with l-th diagonal element equal to
∑na

i=1 h
2
li,

and the (i, j)-th element in CB(ϕ) equals∑
Al∩Bi ̸=∅,Ak∩Bj ̸=∅

hilhkj exp(−ϕ · d(sl, sk)) . (7)

Therefore, the marginal posterior on the low-dimensional space {σ2, τ 2, ϕ}
follows

p(σ2, τ 2, ϕ |yB) ∝ MVN(yB |HBAXµβ, σ
2CB(ϕ)+

HBAXVβX
⊤H⊤

BA + τ 2Dh)× p(τ 2, σ2, ϕ)
(8)
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Furthermore, with a flat prior for β, i.e. p(β) ∝ 1,

p(σ2, τ 2, ϕ |yB) ∝ p(τ 2, σ2, ϕ)×
|V∗

β|1/2

|V∗|1/2
exp[−1

2
{y⊤

BV
∗−1yB − µ∗⊤

β V∗−1
β µ∗

β}] , (9)

where

V∗−1
β = X⊤H⊤

BAV
∗−1HBAX,

V∗ = σ2CB(ϕ) + τ 2Dh,

µ∗
β = V∗

βX
⊤H⊤

BAV
∗−1yB, and

µ∗⊤
β V∗−1

β µ∗
β = y⊤

BV
∗−1HBAXV∗

βX
⊤H⊤

BAV
∗−1yB.

The derivation of (8) and (9) is provided in the Appendix. Given that nb, the
length of ωB, is 62 in the study, the computational cost of p(σ2, τ 2, ϕ |yB)
is dominated by the generation of CB(ϕ) whose cost is in the order of
O(n2

a). To further reduce the computational burden, we use a tapering kernel
(Wendland, 1995; Gneiting, 2002) to taper the spatial correlation function
exp(−ϕ·d(sl, sk)) in (7) to zero when d(sl, sk) is beyond a certain range. This
method of introducing sparsity is known as covariance tapering, see, e.g., Fur-
rer et al. (2006), Kaufman et al. (2008), and Du et al. (2009). A popular
choice of tapering kernel is Cγ(sl, sk) = (1 − d(sl, sk)/γ)

4
+(1 + 4d(sl, sk)/γ)

where γ is the distance beyond which the correlation becomes zero. The ex-
ponential correlation function noted in the preceding development is replaced
by the tapered correlation function

Ctap(sl, sk;ϕ) = exp(−ϕ · d(sl, sk)) · Cγ(sl, sk) .

The distance γ is a prefixed parameter. In our study, we set γ at 1.8 km
to reduce the spatial correlation of the plots from different sub-regions into
zero while maintaining as many non-zero correlations among the observations
within the same sub-region as possible. We implement the marginal posterior
model in probabilistic programming language like Stan (Carpenter et al.,
2017) to generate posterior samples. In our implementation, we generate 4
MCMC chains, each with 500 iterations for warm-up and 500 iterations for
sampling, and then select G = 200 posterior samples ({σ2(g), τ 2(g), ϕ(g)}, g =
1, . . . , G) by keeping one of every 10 iterations of the MCMC chains.
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In the algorithm’s second stage, we recover the posterior samples of
{β,ωB} using the posterior samples of {σ2, τ 2, ϕ}. Since we have

p(β,ωB, σ
2, τ 2, ϕ |yB) = p(β,ωB |σ2, τ 2, ϕ,yB)p(σ

2, τ 2, ϕ |yB) ,

and from (6) the conditional posterior distribution has a closed form (see
proofs in the Appendix)

β,ωB |σ2, τ 2, ϕ,yB ∼ MVN(Mm,M) , (10)

where

M−1 =

[
X⊤H⊤

BA

IB

]
(τ2Dh)

−1[HBAX, IB] +

[
V−1

β 0

0 1
σ2C

−1
B (ϕ)

]
,

m =

[
X⊤H⊤

BA

IB

]
(τ2Dh)

−1yB +

[
V−1

β µβ

0

]
.

When assigning flat prior for β, we just need to replace V−1
β in the above

equation by a zero matrix. This step involved Cholesky decomposition of the
matrix M−1. We can compute the Cholesky decomposition with posterior
sample {σ2(g), τ 2(g), ϕ(g)} and generate posterior sample β(g),ω

(g)
B for each g.

Lastly, we derive a closed form of the conditional posterior predictive
distribution and use it to obtain the posterior predictive inference. Assume
U = {Bu

1 , . . . , B
u
np
} contains the regions for prediction. For Bu ∈ U , since

we just want to estimate y(Bu), we obtain posterior prediction based on

the posterior samples of ω(Bu) =
∑nu

i=1 h
u
i ω(Au

i ) where hu
i =

|Bu∩Au
i |

|Bu| . Let

ωu
B = (ω(Bu

1 ), . . . , ω(B
u
np
))⊤,

ωu
B |ωB, ϕ ∼ MVN(C⊤

BUC
−1
B (ϕ)ωB,

CUU −C⊤
BUC

−1
B (ϕ)CBU) , (11)

where the (l, k)-th element of CBU equals∑
{si:si∩Bl ̸=∅},{suj :suj ∩Bu

k ̸=∅}

hlih
u
kjCtap(si, s

u
j ;ϕ),

the (l, k)-th element of CUU equals∑
{sui :sui ∩Bu

l ̸=∅},{suj :suj ∩Bu
k ̸=∅}

hu
lih

u
kjCtap(s

u
i , s

u
j ;ϕ),
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and hu
kj =

|Bu
k∩A

u
j |

|Bu
k |

. Then the posterior prediction y(Bu) for Bu ∈ U simply

follows

N(β0 + ω(Bu) +
nu∑
i=1

hu
i x(A

u
i )

⊤β1, τ
2

nu∑
i=1

hu2
i ) . (12)

With the posterior samples θ(g) = {σ2(g), τ 2(g), ϕ(g),β(g),ω
(g)
B }, g = 1, . . . G

obtained from the first two stages, we can generate posterior predictive sam-
ple ω

u(g)
B and {y(Bu)(g) : Bu ∈ U} for each θ(g) by (11) and (12). We provide

a summary of the sampling algorithm in Algorithm 1.

Algorithm 1 Sampling for the proposed Bayesian spatial model

1: Generate posterior samples {σ2(g), τ 2(g), ϕ(g)}Gg=1 through Stan using tar-
get density defined by (8) or (9)

2: for g = 1 to G do
3: Sample β(g),ω

(g)
B with p(β,ωB |σ2(g), τ 2(g), ϕ(g)) defined by (10)

4: Sample ω
u(g)
B with p(ωu

B |ω(g)
B , ϕ(g)) defined by (11)

5: Sample y(Bu)(g) from (12) with β = β(g), τ 2 = τ 2(g), and ω(Bu) =
ω(Bu)(g)

6: end for

3. Simulation study

We anticipate the proposed COS approach will yield improved predictive
inference particularly when prediction units (e.g., blowdowns) have irregu-
lar shapes and when they have an area comparable to or smaller than the
observation units (e.g., inventory plots). We illustrate this feature through
simulation studies in this section. For comparison, we include the predic-
tion approach, referred to as “Block”, used in Nothdurft et al. (2021) as a
competitor. The Block approach partitions each blowdown into pixels that
have the same area as the fixed-area inventory plots (i.e., 0.126 ha). Each
pixel is indexed using its centroid, and predictor variables are computed as
an average of the LiDAR values over its extent. The Block approach uses
the spatial model described in (1), but at the coarsest area resolution de-
fined by the plot area, i.e., replacing As with Bs. The predictive average
over plots for prediction for both algorithms are computed through (2), a
weighted average of the point predictions on the pixels overlaps with the plot
for prediction. Essentially, the major difference between the Block approach
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and our proposed approach is that our approach builds models on a much
finer grid and it remains scalable for massive data using the proposed imple-
mentation algorithm. We refer to our proposed approach as “COS”, because
it models observed outcome and predictors with incompatible supports.

In this simulation, we generated data through the spatial regression model
(1) on a 1/27 × 1/27 resolution grid on a unit square [0, 1]2. The predictor
x(Ai) for each pixel is a single value sampled from a standard normal. We
pick β0 = 1, β1 = 5, τ 2 = 1.0, and the latent spatial process ω(Ai) follows
a zero-centered Gaussian process with exponential correlation function with
σ2 = 2.0 and ϕ = 5.0. We provide an illustration of the grid in Figure 3(a),
where the grid in orange and black indicate the fine and coarse grids, respec-
tively. As shown in Figure 3(a), each observation on the coarse grid averages
9 observations on the fine grid. In Figure 3(b) we use the red squares to
indicate the observed pixels in the coarse grid. The “O” and “K” in blue are
two prediction units. Unit “O” covers 38 in the fine grids. Unit “K” covers
48 pixels in the fine grids.

(a) (b)

Figure 3: (a) Coarse (black) and fine (orange) grids used in the simulation study. (b)
Illustration of observed units (red squares) and predict units (the “O” and “K” as indicated
by the blue squares) in the simulation study.

For our proposed COS approach, the model is fit on the fine grid, and
we set γ = 0.6 since the correlation of the latent process ω(Ai) on two pixels
drop below 0.05 when the distance between the centroids of the two pixels
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is greater than 0.6. For the Block approach, the model is fit on the coarse
grid, and compute the predictor as the average of the predictor values on the
fine grid over each pixel on the coarse grid. We do not do any approximation
like covariance tapering in the Block approach. We assigned the same priors
for both models. The prior for β was set to be a zero-centered Gaussian
distribution with covariance matrix equal to 1000 · I2. And the remaining
hyperparameters in the priors (4) were tτ = tσ = 2 sτ = sσ = 2, aϕ = 0.006
and bϕ = 30. We generated 200 posterior predictive samples of the average
outcome on “O” and “K” through both approaches. The simulation was
repeated 100 times.

Table 2: Summary of root mean squared prediction error (RMSPE), median absolute
prediction error (MPE), and 95% credible interval coverage and width for the “OK” sim-
ulation study. Values are the average over 100 replicates.

RMSPE O RMSPE K MPE O MPE K CI cover O CI cover K CI width O CI width K

Block 0.69 0.69 0.40 0.46 0.69 0.74 1.45 1.68
COS 0.37 0.47 0.25 0.36 0.91 0.96 1.34 2.06

The predictive performance of the COS and Block approaches was com-
pared using the root mean squared prediction error (RMSPE), the median
absolute prediction error (MPE) and the empirical coverage rates of the 95%
credible interval (CI cover). For each replicate, we calculated the prediction
error for each prediction unit, “O” and “K”, as the difference between the
posterior mean and the true value. The RMSPE and MPE for each predic-
tion unit were then computed based on the 100 prediction errors across all
replicates. Table 2 summarizes these metrics for each prediction unit, as well
as the average width of the credible interval for each unit (CI width). The
COS approach results in lower RMSPEs (0.37 for “O” and 0.47 for “K”)
compared to the Block approach (0.69 for “O” and 0.69 for “K”). The me-
dian of the absolute prediction errors generated by the Block approach for
“O” (“K”) were 1.57 (1.30) times that of the COS approach. Among the
100 simulations, the COS approach yielded average coverage rates of 91%
and 96% for “O” and “K”, respectively. The corresponding coverage rates
from the Block approach drop to 69% and 74%. It is noteworthy that predic-
tion unit CI width for “O” generally decreases when transitioning from the
Block to COS approach. While this trend is reversed for prediction unit “K”.
These trends suggest the COS approach effectively uses the fine resolution
predictor information to provide a richer and more nuanced understanding of
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uncertainty. Although the Block approach was over 20 times (∼3s vs. ∼65s)
faster than the COS approach in this simulation, we conclude the COS ap-
proach provides better uncertainty quantification than the Block approach
according to Table 2.

The preceding simulation study demonstrates that the COS approach
offers more reliable predictions for smaller areas. A natural question to ask
is how the COS approach performs when the prediction unit area varies. To
investigate this, we extended the initial simulation study by expanding the
predictive units to include the white pixels surrounding plots “O” and “K” in
Figure 3(b). The updated summary table is presented in Table 3. Comparing
Table 2 and 3, we observe that the performance of the Block approach and
COS approach converges as the resolution of the prediction units becomes
larger. Based on these simulation studies, we anticipate the performance of
the Block and COS approaches will further converge when the prediction
unit area increases. Considering the speed benefit, the Block approach is
preferred for predictions over large areas, while the COS approach is more
beneficial for predictions in smaller areas.

Table 3: Summary of root mean squared prediction error (RMSPE), median absolute
prediction error (MPE), and 95% credible interval coverage and width for the large area
“OK” simulation study. Values are the average over 100 replicates.

RMSPE O RMSPE K MPE O MPE K CI cover O CI cover K CI width O CI width K

Block 0.30 0.43 0.22 0.27 0.97 0.88 1.30 1.54
COS 0.28 0.37 0.20 0.24 0.93 0.95 1.06 1.60

4. Blowdown comparative analysis

We fit the COS and Block models to the blowdown data described in
Section 1.1 with the inferential goal of predicting growing stock timber vol-
ume loss for each blowdown, sub-region, and region. Prior specifications and
posterior inference for parameters and blowdown predictions followed meth-
ods in Section 1 and Block modeling presented Nothdurft et al. (2021). To
validate the algorithms, we conducted a 10-fold cross-validation test across
the 62 observed plots and summarized the results in Table 4. The two can-
didate approaches were assessed based on 10-fold cross-validation prediction
RMSPE, MPE, and continuous rank probability score (CRPS) (Gneiting and
Raftery, 2007). CRPS is a preferable measure of predictive skill because it
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favors models with both high accuracy and precision. Lower RMSPE and
CRPS indicate better predictive performance. Additionally, we computed
the percentage of holdout observations covered by their corresponding 95%
credible interval. Model with empirical coverage percentages close to the
nominal 95% level is favored. As shown in Table 4, the Block and COS ap-
proaches provide comparable predictive performance in the cross-validation
test. Because the sizes of the observed plots are the same as those of the pre-
diction units (that is, the left-hand plots), these results are consistent with
the findings of our simulation study. Next, we consider the COS approach to
enhance predictions for each blowdown, particularly for those with smaller
areas.

Table 4: 10-fold cross-validation prediction diagnostics. The diagnostics were calculated
using predictions from a 10-fold cross-validation on the observed data. The CI Cover
column indicates the percentage of 95% posterior predictive credible intervals that cover
the observed held-out values. The MPE column shows the median absolute prediction
error.

CI cover RMSPE MPE CRPS

Block 0.97 157.818 118.166 5506.217
COS 0.92 161.911 101.995 5596.635

Figure 4 compares COS and Block posterior predictive point and 95% CI
estimates for each of the 546 blowdowns. While point and interval estimates
are similar, there are differences. First, the Block approach shows more
shrinkage toward the mean than COS. This can be seen most readily at
the axis extremes with COS points above the 1-to-1 line for lower values
and below the line for larger values. Second, the COS 95% CI widths are
generally larger than the Block interval widths. Both these features are more
apparent when looking at the distribution of posterior predictive medians
and CI widths shown in Figure 5. Here, the distribution of median point
estimates for COS is wider than that of the Block estimates, and the 95% CI
widths for COS are substantially larger than those of the Block approach.

Relative to the Block approach, COS informs prediction with more spa-
tially detailed predictor variable information. Hence, one of our working
hypotheses was that COS would deliver improved uncertainty quantitation,
especially for smaller area blowdowns, and this improved uncertainty quan-
titation would likely come in the form of wider CI estimates (which we have
seen in Figure 5). We also hypothesized that as the blowdown area increased,
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Figure 4: COS vs. Block growing stock volume loss posterior predictive distribution (PPD)
summaries for each of the 546 blowdowns. Points are PPD medians and horizontal and
vertical lines are associated 95% credible intervals for COS and Block, respectively.

Block and COS would provide about the same uncertainty estimates. Indeed,
as shown in Figure 6, COS generally delivers larger CI widths than Block for
small blowdown areas (here we define “small” as approximately less than or
equal to two times the observed inventory plot area); however, this figure also
shows the trend of wider COS CIs extends to large blowdowns, but perhaps
to a lesser degree. As expected, Figure 6 also shows that as prediction unit
area increases both methods deliver relatively smaller CI widths.

As detailed in Nothdurft et al. (2021), the Block approach provides separate—
but spatially correlated via a joint predictive distribution—predictions for
each prediction unit, i.e., large pixels, within a given blowdown. Posterior
predictive distribution samples from each unit can be aggregated to arrive
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Figure 5: Distribution of COS and Block growing stock volume loss posterior predictive
distribution median and 95% CI width for the 546 blowdowns. These are the distributions
of point and interval estimates shown in Figure 4.

at a composite posterior predictive distribution for the given blowdown. In
contrast, the COS approach delivers a single posterior predictive distribution
for each blowdown as illustrated in Figure 7.

COS prediction was performed for all blowdowns in each sub-region to
produce maps useful for forest managers when assessing/quantifying storm
blowdown damage, see, e.g., Figure 8, and tabular summaries of sub-region
and region totals given in Table 5.

Consistent with blowdown-level prediction comparisons in Figures 4 and
5, Table 5 shows the two approaches produce comparable posterior predictive
distribution median estimates for growing stock volume loss at sub-region and
region levels. Table 5 also shows some change in uncertainty quantification
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Figure 6: Distribution of COS and Block growing stock volume loss posterior predictive
distribution 95% CI width for small area (≤ 0.25 ha) and large area (> 0.25 ha) blowdowns.

when switching from Block to COS. With the exception of Lass, COS 95% CI
widths for the sub-regions and region totals are marginally larger than those
for Block by 371.0, 213.6, 145.1, 67.2, and 486.5 cubic meters, for Frohn,
Liesing, Mauthen, Ploecken, and region total, respectively. For Laas, Block
95% CI was wider than COS by 358.4 cubic meters.

5. Discussion and future work

The near continuous advancement in sensor technology provides access
to remotely sensed data of increased spatial resolution and extent. These
high-resolution data are routinely coupled with other data streams of mixed
resolution through various modeling techniques. Methods that accommo-
date these incompatible spatial data, such as the COS approach proposed

19



46.706°N

46.707°N

46.708°N

46.709°N

46.710°N

12
.9

80
°E

12
.9

82
°E

12
.9

84
°E

12
.9

86
°E

12
.9

88
°E

Observed
Predicted

0

500

1000

1500

2000
Loss (m3)

Figure 7: Observed inventory plots and COS growing stock volume loss posterior predictive
distribution median for the blowdowns depicted in Laas sub-region Figure 2.

Table 5: Growing stock volume loss by sub-region and total region posterior predictive
distribution median and 95% credible interval.

Area (ha) COS (m3) Block (m3)

Frohn 62.83 31507.7 (27309.2, 35532.2) 31969.3 (28021.3, 35873.3)
Laas 54.95 36869.7 (33142.7, 40310.4) 36146.4 (32530.9, 40057)
Liesing 2.90 2422 (1870.5, 2871.2) 2358.2 (1964, 2751.1)
Mauthen 38.49 30884.8 (26982.9, 35586.5) 30428.9 (26537, 34995.5)
Ploecken 53.15 35122.7 (29387.2, 39348.2) 34613.1 (28848.2, 38742)

Total 212.32 136951.1 (125669.4, 145101.1) 136486.3 (125203.2, 144148.4)

here can yield improved inference in many settings and warrant additional
development.

In this article, we further explore models to assess forest damage from
the 2018 Adrian storm in Carinthia, Austria. The study uses high-resolution
LiDAR measurements and field measurements to quantify timber volume
loss due to blowdown, which introduces the challenge of incompatible spatial
data modeling. We address this challenge by proposing a new COS Bayesian
method to leverage the rich information within high-resolution data. Our
simulation study demonstrates the COS approach enhances prediction per-
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Figure 8: Total growing stock volume loss prediction summaries for blowdowns in Frohn
sub-region. COS approach posterior predictive distribution median (a) and 95% credible
interval width (b).

formance by effectively using the detailed information from high-resolution
data. Compared to existing methods in forest damage assessment, our ap-
proach increases the resolution of the underlying model by approximately
140 times, leading to more expressive prediction uncertainty quantification
at the individual blowdown-level. This significant enhancement in resolution
underscores the potential of our proposed algorithm in transforming forest
damage assessment and analysis.

Importantly, while the Block and COS approaches delivered substantially
different uncertainty quantification at the blowdown-level, as seen in Fig-
ures 5 and 6, there was minimal inferential differences between the approaches
when blowdown predictions were summarized at the sub-region and regional
levels, i.e., as illustrated by small differences in total loss given in Table 5.
This suggests that if interest is in inference at the individual prediction units,
e.g., blowdowns, then the COS approach should be favored, and either ap-
proach is a reasonable choice if one is interested in summaries over many
prediction units, e.g., at the sub-region or regional levels.
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Our implementation of the COS approach utilizes covariance tapering to
further reduce computational and storage costs. It is noteworthy that the
proposed framework can be integrated with scalable Gaussian process al-
gorithms that produce sparse or low-rank approximations of the covariance
matrices, such as the Gaussian predictive process (Banerjee et al., 2008)
and the Multi-resolution Approximation (Katzfuss, 2017). However, it is
not compatible with scalable Gaussian process algorithms like the Nearest
Neighbor Gaussian Process (Datta et al., 2016) and other methods based on
Vecchia’s approximation (Vecchia, 1988; Guinness, 2016; Katzfuss and Guin-
ness, 2017), as these methods rely on a sparse precision matrix rather than
a sparse or low-rank covariance matrix to achieve computational efficiency.

Looking ahead, the proposed algorithm offers potential for extension to
spatio-temporal data modeling. This can be achieved by replacing the cur-
rent model’s spatial process with a spatio-temporal process. Additionally,
exploring scalable modeling of the covariance function in the process model
could yield further insights into algorithm efficiency, which we will leave for
future studies.
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Appendix

Technical details for derivation of marginal posterior likelihoods (8) (9),
and (10). For (8),

p(σ2, τ 2, ϕ |yB) =

∫
p(β,ωB, σ

2, τ 2, ϕ |yB)dβdωB

∝
∫

MVN(yB |ωB +HBAXβ, τ 2Dh)×MVN(ωB | 0, σ2CB(ϕ))

×MVN(β |µβ,Vβ)dβdωB × p(τ 2, σ2, ϕ)

∝ MVN(yB |HBAXµβ, σ
2CB(ϕ) +HBAXVβX

⊤H⊤
BA+

τ 2Dh)× p(τ 2, σ2, ϕ) .

For (9), when assigning flat prior for β, i.e. p(β) ∝ 1, we have

p(σ2, τ 2, ϕ |yB) ∝
∫

p(β,ωB, σ
2, τ 2, ϕ |yB)dβdωB

∝
∫

MVN(yB |ωB +HBAXβ, τ 2Dh)×

MVN(ωB | 0, σ2CB(ϕ))dβdωB × p(τ 2, σ2, ϕ)

∝
∫

MVN(yB |HBAXβ, σ2CB(ϕ) + τ 2Dh︸ ︷︷ ︸
V∗

)dβ × p(τ 2, σ2, ϕ)

∝
∫

1

|V∗|1/2
exp[−1

2
{β⊤X⊤H⊤

BAV
∗−1HBAX︸ ︷︷ ︸

V∗−1
β

β−

2β⊤X⊤H⊤
BAV

∗−1yB + y⊤
BV

∗−1yB)}]dβ × p(τ 2, σ2, ϕ)

∝
∫

1

|V∗
β|1/2

exp[−1

2
{(β − µ∗

β)
⊤V∗−1

β (β − µ∗
β)}]dβ︸ ︷︷ ︸

const

×

|V∗
β|1/2

|V∗|1/2
exp[−1

2
{y⊤

BV
∗−1yB − µ∗⊤

β V∗−1
β µ∗

β}]× p(τ 2, σ2, ϕ)

∝
|V∗

β|1/2

|V∗|1/2
exp[−1

2
{y⊤

BV
∗−1yB − µ∗⊤

β V∗−1
β µ∗

β}]× p(τ 2, σ2, ϕ) ,
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where

µ∗
β = V∗

βX
⊤H⊤

BAV
∗−1yB

µ∗⊤
β V∗−1

β µ∗
β = y⊤

BV
∗−1HBAXV∗

βX
⊤H⊤

BAV
∗−1yB .

For (10), p(β,ωB |σ2, τ 2, ϕ,yB)

∝ exp(− 1

2τ 2
{(yB − ωB −HBAXβ)⊤D−1

h (yB − ωB −HBAXβ)}+
1

2
(β − µβ)

⊤V−1
β (β − µβ) +

1

2σ2
ω⊤

BC
−1
B (ϕ)ωB)

∝ exp

(
−1

2
[β⊤,ω⊤

B ]M
−1

[
β
ωB

]
+ [β⊤,ω⊤

B ]m

)
∼ MVN(Mm,M) .

where

M−1 =

{[
X⊤H⊤

BA

IB

]
(τ 2Dh)

−1[HBAX, IB] +

[
V−1

β 0

0 1
σ2C

−1
B (ϕ)

]}
m =

{[
X⊤H⊤

BA

IB

]
(τ 2Dh)

−1yB +

[
V−1

β µβ

0

]}
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Zheng, J., Lü, H., Crow, W.T., Zhao, T., Merlin, O., Rodriguez-Fernandez,
N., Shi, J., Zhu, Y., Su, J., Kang, C.S., Wang, X., Gou, Q., 2021. Soil
moisture downscaling using multiple modes of the dispatch algorithm in a
semi-humid/humid region. International Journal of Applied Earth Obser-
vation and Geoinformation 104, 102530.

Zimmermann, N., 2018. Tief vaia sorgt für regen über 400 mm,
hochwasser und sturm. UBIMET GmbH, Vienna. https://uwz.at/de/a/
tief-vaia-sorgt-fuer-regen-ueber-400-mm-hochwasser-und-foehn-sturm.
Accessed: 2021-04-09.

27

https://uwz.at/de/a/tief-vaia-sorgt-fuer-regen-ueber-400-mm-hochwasser-und-foehn-sturm
https://uwz.at/de/a/tief-vaia-sorgt-fuer-regen-ueber-400-mm-hochwasser-und-foehn-sturm

	Introduction
	Study area and blowdown data

	Proposed COS methods
	Implementation method

	Simulation study
	Blowdown comparative analysis
	Discussion and future work

