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Abstract

Spatio-temporal datasets are rapidly growing in size. For example, environmental
variables are measured with increasing resolution by increasing numbers of automated
sensors mounted on satellites and aircraft. Using such data, which are typically noisy
and incomplete, the goal is to obtain complete maps of the spatio-temporal process,
together with uncertainty quantification. We focus here on real-time filtering inference
in linear Gaussian state-space models. At each time point, the state is a spatial field
evaluated on a very large spatial grid, making exact inference using the Kalman fil-
ter computationally infeasible. Instead, we propose a multi-resolution filter (MRF), a
highly scalable and fully probabilistic filtering method that resolves spatial features at
all scales. We prove that the MRF matrices exhibit a particular block-sparse multi-
resolution structure that is preserved under filtering operations through time. We de-
scribe connections to existing methods, including hierarchical matrices from numerical
mathematics. We also discuss inference on time-varying parameters using an approxi-
mate Rao-Blackwellized particle filter, in which the integrated likelihood is computed
using the MRF'. Using a simulation study and a real satellite-data application, we show
that the MRF strongly outperforms competing approaches.

1 Introduction

Massive spatio-temporal data have become ubiquitous in the environmental sciences, which is
largely due to Earth-observing satellites providing high-resolution measurements of environ-
mental variables on a continental or even global scale. Accounting for spatial and temporal
dependence is very important for satellite data, as atmospheric variables vary over space and
time, and measurements from different orbits are often complementary in their coverage.

When time and space are discretized, spatio-temporal data are typically modeled us-
ing a dynamical state-space model (SSM), which describes how the state (i.e., the spatial
field evaluated at a spatial grid) evolves over time and how the state is related to the ob-
servations. Dynamical SSMs can include information from other sources and sophisticated
temporal dynamics in terms of partial differential equations; for example, the effect of wind
on atmospheric variables can be captured by an advection term. Such informative, physical
evolution models are crucial for producing meaningful forecasts.
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We focus here on real-time or on-line filtering inference in linear Gaussian SSMs, which
means that at each time point ¢, we are interested in the posterior distribution of the spatial
field at time ¢ given all data obtained up to time ¢. The filtering distributions in this setting
are Gaussian and can in principle be determined exactly by the Kalman filter (Kalman)|1960)),
but this technique is not computationally feasible for large grids. Particle filter methods such
as sequential importance (re-)sampling (e.g., |Gordon et all [1993) are asymptotically exact
as the number of particles increases, but suffer from particle collapse for finite particle size
in high dimensions (e.g., [Snyder et al., 2008)).

In the geosciences, filtering inference in SSMs is referred to as data assimilation (see, e.g.,
Nychka and Anderson|, 2010} for a review), especially when the evolution is described by a
complex computer model. Data assimilation is typically carried out via variational methods
(e.g., Talagrand and Courtier, [1987) or the ensemble Kalman filter (EnKF; e.g., |[Evensen,
1994}, [2007; Katzfuss et al., |2016; Houtekamer and Zhang, |2016). The EnKF represents
distributions by an ensemble, which is propagated using the temporal evolution model and
updated via a linear shift based on new observations. In practice, only small ensemble sizes
are computationally feasible, resulting in a low-dimensional representation and substantial
sampling error.

In the statistics literature, computationally feasible filtering approaches for dynamical
spatio-temporal SSMs often rely on low-rank assumptions (e.g., Verlaan and Heemink, |1995}
Pham et al., [1998; Wikle and Cressie,, [1999; Katzfuss and Cressie, 2011)), but such approaches
cannot fully resolve fine-scale variation (Stein, 2014)). Therefore, recent methods for large
spatial-only data have instead achieved fast computation through sparsity assumptions (e.g.,
Lindgren et al.| |2011; [Nychka et al. 2015; Datta et al| 2016a; |[Katzfuss and Guinness,
2020)), and idea that can also be used in the context of retrospective, “off-line” spatio-
temporal analysis, in which time is essentially treated as an additional spatial dimension
and the resulting spatio-temporal covariance function is modeled or approximated (e.g.,
Zhang et al. 2015} [Datta et al., 2016b). However, most sparsity-based methods cannot be
easily extended to the filtering perspective of interest here, because the sparsity structure is
lost when propagating forward in time.

Here, we propose a novel multi-resolution filter (MRF) for big streaming spatio-temporal
data based on linear Gaussian SSMs. The MRF is a highly scalable, fully probabilistic
procedure that results in joint posterior predictive distributions for the spatio-temporal field
of interest. In contrast to the EnKF, MRF computations are deterministic and do not suffer
from sampling variability. In contrast to low-rank approaches, the MRF does not rely on
dimension reduction. Similar to wavelet-based filtering methods (e.g. |Chui, 1992; |Cristi
and Tummalal 2000; [Renaud et all 2005 Beezley et al., |2011; [Hickmann and Godinez,
2015), the MRF can be viewed as employing a large number of basis functions at multiple
levels of spatial resolution, which can capture spatial structure from very fine to very large
scales. However, as opposed to wavelets, the MRF basis functions automatically adapt to
approximate the covariance structure implied by the assumed SSM. These features allowed
the MRF to strongly outperform existing approaches in our numerical comparisons.

The MRF relies on a new approximate covariance-matrix decomposition, for which the
resulting matrix factors exhibit a particular block-sparse multi-resolution structure. This
decomposition is based on the multi-resolution approximation (Katzfuss, 2017} |Katzfuss and
Gong, [2019) of spatial processes, which performed very well in a recent comparison of different



methods for large spatial-only data (Heaton et al., 2017)). Using advanced concepts from
graph theory, we prove the perhaps surprising property that the block-sparse structure of
the MRF matrices can be maintained under filtering operations through time, which in turn
is crucial for allowing us to show that the MRF exhibits linear computational complexity for
fixed tuning parameters. Note that this is in contrast to other sparse-matrix approximations,
as even matrices with simple sparsity patterns (e.g., tridiagonal matrices) do not preserve
sparsity under inversion. In fact, we suspect that the multi-resolution decomposition and its
special cases are unique in terms of preserving matrix sparsity.

We also establish a close connection between our multi-resolution decomposition and
hierarchical matrices. Despite being relatively unknown in statistics, hierarchical matrices
(e.g., [Hackbuschl 2015) are a highly popular and widely studied class of matrix approxima-
tions in numerical mathematics. We introduce this matrix class into the statistical literature,
and describe how hierarchical matrices can be applied to SSMs based on second-order par-
tial differential equations, including those describing advection and diffusion. This marks a
major step forward with respect to multiple previous hierarchical-matrix approaches for fast
high-dimensional Kalman filtering (e.g. [Li et al.| [2014; Saibaba et al. [2015; |Ambikasaran
et al., [2016)), which were only applicable in the simple case of a random walk.

Finally, we discuss extensions for inference on time-varying parameters that are not part
of the spatial field, using a Rao-Blackwellized particle filter, in which the integrated likelihood
is approximated using the MRF.

The remainder of this article is organized as follows. Section [2| describes the linear
Gaussian state-space model and reviews the Kalman filter. In Section |3, we present the
MRF'. Section [4] details key properties of the MRF, and Section [5| discusses connections
to existing approaches. Section [6] shows how the MRF can be extended when the model
includes unknown parameters. In Section [7] we present a numerical comparison of the MRF
to existing methods. Section [§] demonstrates a practical application of the MRF to inferring
sediment concentration in Lake Michigan based on satellite data. We conclude in Section [9]
Proofs are given in Appendix [A]l

A separate Supplementary Material document contains Sections S1-S8 with further prop-
erties, details, and proofs. At http://spatial.stat.tamu.edu, we provide additional il-
lustrations. All code will be provided upon publication.

2 Spatio-temporal state-space models (SSMs) and fil-
tering inference

2.1 Spatio-temporal state-space model

Let x; be the ng-dimensional latent state vector of interest, representing a (mean-corrected)
spatio-temporal process x;(-) at time ¢ evaluated at a fine grid G = {g1, ..., gn, } On a spatial
domain or region D. Further, let y; denote the observed n;-dimensional data vector at time
t. We assume a linear Gaussian spatio-temporal state-space model given by an observation
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equation and an evolution equation,

y: = Hixi + vy, vi ~ Ny, (0,Ry), (1)
xp = A +wy, Wy ~ N, (0,Qy), (2)
respectively, for time t = 1,2,.... The initial state also follows a Gaussian distribution:

Xg ~ Nng(NO\m 3o0). The noise covariance matrix R; will be assumed to be diagonal or
block-diagonal here for simplicity (see Assumption [I]in Section [£.2.1)). No computationally
convenient structure is assumed for the innovation covariance matrix Q;. The observation
noise v; and the innovation w, are mutually and serially independent, and independent of
the state x;_;. We assume that all matrices in (I)—(2)) (and g and X)) are known. The
case of unknown parameters is discussed in Section [6]

The observation matrix H; relates the state to the observations. This enables combining
observations from different instruments or modeling areal observations given by averaging
over certain elements of the state vector. Here, we usually assume point-level measurements
for simplicity, although a block-diagonal form for H; is possible (see Assumption .

The evolution matrix A; determines how the process evolves over time. It can be specified
in terms of a system of partial differential equations (PDEs), may depend on other variables,
or — in the absence of further information — could simply be a scaled identity operator
indicating a random walk over time. We assume that the evolution is local and A; is sparse
(Assumption [2] in Section [4.2.2)).

Note that the SSM in (I)—(2), which is a latent Markov model of order 1, is very general
and can describe a broad class of systems. Higher-order Markov models can also be written
in the form f by expanding the state space. Non-Gaussian observations can often be
transformed to be approximately Gaussian. Other extensions are also straightforward, such
as letting the grid G vary over time.

2.2 Filtering inference using the Kalman filter (KF)

We are interested in filtering inference on the state x;. That is, at each time ¢, the goal is
to find the conditional distribution of x; given all observations up to and including time t,
denoted by x;|y1., where y1.4 = (y],-..,y})-

For the linear Gaussian SSM in (1))-(2)), the filtering distributions are Gaussian. These
filtering distributions can be obtained recursively for t = 1,2,... using the Kalman filter
(Kalman| 1960), which consists of a forecast step and an update step at each time point.
Denote the filtering distribution at time ¢t — 1 by x;—1[y1.e-1 ~ Ny (pe—1j—1, Ze—1j—1). The
forecast step obtains the forecast or prior distribution of x; based on the previous filtering
distribution and the evolution model as

th’uq ~ Nng(uﬂt—la 2t\t—1)> Hijt—1 = Atll't—1|t—17 2t|t—1 = Atzt—l\t—lA; +Qq.

Then, the update step modifies this forecast distribution based on the observation vector y;
and the observation equation , in order to obtain the filtering distribution of x;:

Xe| Y1 ~ Nng (Mt|t, Et\t)7 Mt = Hyje—1 + Ki(y: — Htll't|t—1)> Sy = (Ing - Kth)Et\t—la
(3)



where K; := 3,1 H,(H;3,;_1H} + R;) ™" is the ng x n, Kalman gain matrix.

While the Kalman filter provides the exact solution to our filtering problem, it requires
computing and propagating the ng X ng covariance matrix i;; and decomposing the n; x n;
matrix (H¢%,—1H} + R;) in Ky, and is thus computationally infeasible for large ng or large
n;. Therefore, approximations are required for large spatio-temporal data.

3 The multi-resolution filter (MRF)

3.1 Overview

We now propose a multi-resolution filter (MRF) for spatio-temporal SSMs of the form —
([2) when the grid size ng or the data sizes n; are large, roughly between 10* and 10°. The
MRF can be viewed as an approximation of the Kalman filter in Section [2.2]

The most important ingredient of the MRF is a novel multi-resolution decomposition
(MRD). Given a spatial covariance matrix X, the MRD computes B = MRD(X) such that
3> ~ BB’. We will describe the MRD in detail in Section 3.4, For now, we merely note
that the MRD algorithm is fast, and the resulting multi-resolution factor B is of the same
dimensions as ¥ but exhibits a particular block-sparse structure (see Figure .

The MRF algorithm proceeds as follows:

Algorithm 1: Multi-resolution filter (MRF)
At the initial time ¢ = 0, compute Bgjg = MRD(3|9). Then, for each t = 1,2,. .., do:
1. Forecast Step: Apply the evolution matrix A; to obtain p—1 = A1

and Bfit_l = AiB;_j;—1. Carry out a multi-resolution decomposition By,_; =
MRD(Eﬁt_l), where Eﬁt_l = Bﬁt_l(Bﬁt_l)’ + Qi, to obtain x|yi; 1 ~

Nng (Nt|t—17 2t|t—1) with 2t|ze—1 = Bt|t—1B:5‘t_1-

2. Update Step: Compute By, := Bt|t,1(Lt_1)’, where L; is the lower Cholesky triangle
of Ay :=1,, +B; HgRt_lHtBt‘t,l, to obtain x|y, ~ Nog (peje, o) with 3y, =

tlt—1

Bt\th‘t and Kt = Hjt—1 T Bt|tB;|tH;R;1<yt - Ht#t|t—1)-

The key to the scalability of this algorithm is that while ¥;,_; and X, are large and
dense matrices, they are never explicitly calculated and instead represented by the block-
sparse matrices By;—; and By, respectively. Also, as shown in Section , B;|; has the same
sparsity structure as By;_;, which allows the cycle to start over for the next time point ¢+ 1.
The forecast step and update step will be discussed in more detail in Sections and [3.3]
respectively.

3.2 Details of the MRF forecast step

Assume that we have obtained the filtering distribution x;_1|y1..—1 ~ No(f—1je—1, Z—11-1),
where Xy 1 = Bt*1|t*1B;—1|t—1 and B;_j;—1 is a block-sparse matrix. Following the



forecast step of the standard Kalman filter, we want to obtain the prior distribution at time
t, Xy 11 ~ No(fep—1, Zeje—1)-

Because of the sparsity of A; (see Assumption [2in Section , computing the forecast
mean fty;—1 = Aype_1,—1 and the forecast basis matrix Bfrt_l = AB,; s is fast. Then,
rather than calculating the dense ng x ng forecast covariance matrix Zﬁ P = Bf[ i (Bﬁ )+
Q; explicitly, we obtain its multi-resolution decomposition By;_; = MRD(Eﬁt_l) as de-
scribed in Section [3.4f This implies an approximation to the prior covariance matrix as
Y1 = Bt‘t_lB;“_l. Again, 3,;_; does not need to be computed explicitly, because only
Byj;—1 is used in the update step below.

3.3 Details of the MRF update step

The objective of the update step is to compute the posterior distribution x;|yq.; ~ Nng (e, Bipe)
given the prior quantities pey;—1 and By—y (such that 3, = Bt|t,1B;|t71) obtained in the
forecast step.

Following the Kalman filter update in , we have

S = (g — KHy) X1
= Btllf/—l (Ing - ;|t71H;(HtBt\t—1B;|t71H£ + Rt)ilHtBtlt—l)B:t\tfl
= Byt (Ing + B1/t|t—1H:th_1HtBt|t*1)_1 ;|t—1
= Bt|t—1Ale;\t,1 = Bt|tB:5\t7

where By, := Bt|t,1(Lt_1)’, L, is the lower Cholesky triangle of A; := I, +B; H;Rt_lHtBﬂt,l,

tt—1
and we have applied the Sherman-Morrison-Woodbury formula (e.g., Hend‘erson and Searle,
1981) to Ay.
To obtain the filtering mean, we use the Searle set of identities (Searle, 1982, p. 151), to
write the Kalman gain as

K, = Et|t—1H2<HtEt|t—1H:5 + Rtrl
= By 1 Bf, H;(H/By, By, H; + R;)™
=By-1 (L, + B;|HH;RngtBt‘t_l)*1B;|t,1H;R;1
= Bt\t—lAt_lB;u—lH;R_l = Bt\tB:€|tH;ERt_17

and so we have

B = -1 + Ko (yr — Hyptye—1)
= Mt—1 T+ Bt|tB£|tH£R;l(yt — Hipry—1).

!/

Thus, the MRF update step in Algorithm [1|is exact for given g,y and 3y, = Bt\t—lBt\t_r
Crucially, we will show in Proposition [3| that B,; has the same sparsity structure as By,
and hence it satisfies the block-sparsity assumption at the beginning of Section [3.2]
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Figure 1: Illustration of knot placement for a regular grid of ng = 80 points on a one-dimensional domain
D (x-axis). Recursively for m = 0,1,..., M (with M = 3 here), each region is split into J = 3 subregions
(dashed lines), with r,,, = 2 knots per region (maroon dots). Grid points used as knots at resolutions m are
not plotted on finer (> m) resolutions for clarity.

3.4 The multi-resolution decomposition

We now propose an approximate multi-resolution decomposition (MRD) of a generic spa-
tial covariance matrix X, which is used in the forecast step of the MRF in Algorithm [2|
Specifically, we consider a vector x = (x(gl), . ,x(gng))/ ~ N,;(0,%), evaluated at a grid
G = {81,...,8n,} over the spatial domain D. The MRD is based on a multi-resolution
approximation of Gaussian processes (Katzfuss, 2017) — see Section for more details.

3.4.1 Partitioning and knots

The MRD requires a domain partitioning and selection of knots at M resolutions. Consider
a recursive partitioning of D into J regions, Dy, ..., Dy, each of which is again divided into
J smaller subregions (e.g., Dy is split into subregions Day, ..., Dyy), and so forth, up to
resolution M. We write this as

- J . .
Djl,m,jm = Ujm+1=1 Dj1w~:jm+17 (.]17"'7Jm) S {17"'7‘]}m7 m = 07"'7M_ L.
Let Gj, . ;. = GND;j ;. bethe grid points that lie in region D;, _; , and let Z; ., =

{i:gi €Dy, ;.} be the corresponding indices, and so Z = {1,...,ng}.

Further, we require a hierarchy of “knot” indices, such that £C;, ;. is a small set of r,,
indices chosen from Z; ;. It is assumed that for each resolution m, the number of knots
is roughly the same in each subregion (i.e., |[Kj, ;.| = rm), while it may change across
resolutions. We use K™ = J; . Kj, . to denote the set of all knots at resolution m,
and define Ko™ = [J;2, K" as the set of all knots at resolutions 0 through m. To ensure
that {IC;, . : (1, gm) €{L,...,J}"ym=0,1,..., M} is a partition of {1,...,ng}, we
sequentially choose K, ;.. C (Zj.. ;. \ K¥™ 1) for m =0,1,..., M.

In practice, we often choose J = 2 or J = 4. Each r,,_; should be sufficiently large to
capture the dependence between the D, ; that is not already captured at lower resolutions,
which often means that 7, can decrease as a function of m. Each set of knots j, ;. could
be chosen as a roughly uniform grid over the subregion D;, ;. The partitioning and knot
selection is illustrated in a toy example in Figure

Note that because G is assumed constant over time here, we only need to do this par-
titioning and selection of knots once (not at each time point). We also assume that the
elements in x; are ordered such that if (j1,...,jam) =1 (i1,...75n), where =, stands for
lexicographic ordering, then min (Z;,  ;,,) > max (Z;, i, )-

7



(a) B=MRD(X) (b) B'B (c) L = chol(B'B) and L~}

Figure 2: Sparsity patterns for ng =80, M =3, J = 3, and r,,, = 2 for m = 0,...,3. Rows and columns

correspond to hierarchically arranged elements of the grid G in Figure [1| from resolution m = 3 down to
m = 0. Blocks corresponding to different resolutions are separated by dashed lines. Relating Figure [2a] to
Figure[3] we see the transition from many sparse columns corresponding to many compactly supported basis

functions (m = 3), to only two dense columns corresponding to two basis functions supported over the entire

domain (m = 0).

3.4.2 The MRD algorithm

For index sets J; and Ja, denote by X[J;, J2] the submatrix of ¥ obtained by selecting the
Ji1 rows and Jo columns, and X[J1, : ] is the submatrix of the [J; rows and all columns. Based
on grid indices {Z;, .} and knot indices {/C;, .

the multi-resolution decomposition of a spatial covariance matrix 3 proceeds as follows:

Algorithm 2: Multi-resolution decomposition of X
Form=0,1,...,M and (j1,...,7m) €{1,...,J}™

e For / =0,...,m, compute
0 /—1 _
Wj1,...,jm = E[Ijlw-ajm’ Ilev""jZ:I - k=0 W";l,...,jm (V_;Cl,,]k) 1(V?1,...,jg>/ (4)
l /—1 _
Vj17...,jm = E[Kjly--wjm’ Ilew'wj[:I - k=0 V‘I]{;l,...,jm (Vfl,ﬂk) l(Vﬁl,...7jg)/' (5)

e Set le,---,jm = W7 (Vm )71/2.

J1yesdm Jlseessdm

Return B = MRD(X), where B = (B¥ B! ... BY) with B"™ = blockdiag({B
(J1, -y dm) €4{1,..., J}™}).

j17"'7jm :

The resulting matrix B is of the same size as 3 but has a block-sparse structure, which
is illustrated in Figure [2a

4 Properties of the multi-resolution filter

4.1 Approximation accuracy

The only difference between the MRF (Algorithm |If and the exact Kalman filter (Section
is the MRD approximation of the forecast covariance matrix at each time point; that

8



is, instead of taking 3, = Zﬁt_l, the MRF assumes X, = Bt|t_1B;‘t_1 with By;—1 =
MRD(EﬁFl). Hence, the MRF is exact when the MRD at each time point is exact.

However, the MRD is only exact in certain special cases. One trivial example is given by
M =0 and ry = ng (see Section S1). Thus, the MRF converges to the exact Kalman filter
as ro — ng, but computational feasibility for large ng relies on ry < ng. Another instance of
exactness is when Ef[t_l is based on an exponential covariance function on a one-dimensional
domain, D C R, and we place a total of r,,, = J — 1 knots, one at each subregion boundary
(Katzfuss and Gong, 2019, Prop. 6). Figure [l provides an example of such knot placement.
Finally, approximation error can also be avoided when A; = ¢/1,,;, with ¢, € R* and Q, = 0.
In this case we can set By, := /¢, Bi_1;—1, rather than employing the MRD in the forecast
step. In data assimilation, the assumption Q; = 0 is quite common, when model error is
incorporated through multiplicative inflation of the forecast covariance matrix.

Aside from these special cases, the MRD and hence the MRF are approximate. However,
the MRA, which is the technique underlying the MRD (see Section, can provide excellent
accuracy, as has been shown, for example, by Katzfuss (2017)), Katzfuss and Gong (2019)) and
in a recent comparison of different methods for large spatial data (Heaton et al.| 2017). In
applications where accuracy is crucial, one could successively increase the number of knots
r,m used at low resolutions until the inference “converges.” We demonstrate the MRF’s
accuracy numerically in Sections [7|and |8, In practice, the SSM in f will usually be an
approximation to the true system, and we expect the MRD approximation error to often be
negligible relative to the error due to model misspecification.

4.2 Computational complexity

We now determine the memory and time complexity of the MRF algorithm under the as-
sumption that n = O(ng) = O(ny) for all t =1,2,.... We also define N := )" r,.

4.2.1 Sparsity and memory requirements

As can be seen in Algorithm a multi-resolution factor is composed of block-diagonal
submatrices by construction. The following proposition quantifies the number of its nonzero
elements.

PROPOSITION 1. For a covariance matriz 3, each row of B = MRD(X) has N nonzero
elements.

Thus, if r,, = r for m = 0,..., M, then each row of B has exactly (M + 1)r nonzero
elements. Figure [2a] illustrates this case for M = 3, J = 3 and r = 2. The MRD results in a
convenient structure of the inner product of the multi-resolution factor. The following state-
ment describes the sparsity pattern of this inner product (see Figure , while Proposition
shows its usefulness in applications to filtering problems.

PROPOSITION 2. Let B = MRD(X) for some covariance matriz . Then B'B is a block
matrix with M + 1 row blocks and M + 1 column blocks. For k,l =0,..., M with k > 1, the
(M 41—k, M +1—1)-th block is of dimension |KF¥| x |K!| and is itself block-diagonal with
blocks that are r; columns wide.



The following technical assumption ensures that both H; and R, are block-diagonal with

blocks corresponding to indices Z;,  ;,, within each of the finest subregions:

ASSUMPTION 1. Leti € I, ;,, and j € L, ., . Assume Ry[i, j] = 0, unless (i1, ...,im) =
(J1, .-y Jm). Further, if Hyli, 5] # 0, then Hy[i, k] = 0 for all k ¢ I, Finally, if
i1,09 € Ijl yeeJM

This assumption guarantees the key property of the MRF: The sparsity pattern of the
multi-resolution factor is preserved in the update step; that is, By, € S(Bi_1j;—1), where
S(G) denotes the set of matrices whose set of structural zeros is the same or a superset of
the structural zeros in some matrix G. We also use G to denote the lower triangle of G,

meaning that GL[i, j] = Gl[i, j] if i > j, and G%[i, j] = 0 otherwise.

PROPOSITION 3. Let Byj;—1, By, Ay, Ly be defined as in Algorithm[1. Under Assumption [1]
we have:

TyeenJM

gy and iy <ig, then for all is with i1 < i3 < 19, we have i3 € T;,

1. At € S(B£|t—1Bt‘t_1);
2. Ly € S(AL) and L € S(AL);
3. Bt\t c S(Bt\tfl)'

We state one more proposition that proves useful in determining the computational com-
plexity:

ProproOsITION 4. If L; is the lower Cholesky factor of A, then each column of L; has at
most O(N) nonzero elements.

Figure [2q| illustrates the structure of L.

The results above show that all matrices computed in the MRF Algorithm (1] are very
sparse, with only O(nN) nonzero entries. The update step preserves the sparsity, so that
B € S(Byt—1). Due to the Markov structure of order 1 implied by our state-space model,
there is no need to store matrices from previous time points, and so the memory complexity
of the entire MRF algorithm is O(nN).

4.2.2 Computation time

For determining the time complexity of the MRF, we assume that the number of knots
within each subregion is constant across resolutions (i.e. r,, = r for m = 0,..., M) and so
N = (M + 1)r. While the efficacy of our method does not depend on this assumption, it
greatly simplifies the complexity calculations and helps to develop an intuition regarding its
computational benefits.

PROPOSITION 5. Given a covariance matriz 3, B = MRD(X) can be computed in O(nN?)
time using Algorithm [
We further assume that the evolution is local, in the sense that the nonzero elements in

any given row of A; only correspond to grid points in a small number of regions at the finest
resolution of the domain partitioning:

10



ASSUMPTION 2. Assume that the evolution matriz A; is sparse with at most O(r) nonzero
elements per row, which must only correspond to a small, constant number of subregions,

HZj...ine - 39 €L,y Such that Ayt j] # 0} <¢, i=1,...,n.
For example, for local evolution in two-dimensional space, we have ¢ < 4.

PROPOSITION 6. Under Assumptions [1| and [3, the MRF in Algorithm [1] requires O(nN?)
operations at each time step t.

In practice, N = (M +1)r is chosen by the user depending on the required approximation
accuracy and the available computational resources. For fixed N, the time and memory
complexity of Algorithm (I} are linear in n. If M increases as M = O(logn) for increasing n
(e.g., [Katzfuss, 2017) and r is held constant, the resulting complexity is quasilinear.

4.3 Distributed computation

For truly massive dimensions (i.e., ng = O(107) or more), memory limitations will typically
require distributing the analysis across several computational nodes. The MRF is well suited
for such a distributed environment, as information pertaining to different subregions of the
domain can be stored and processed in separate nodes, with limited communication overhead
required between nodes. We plan to leverage these properties of the MRF by designing an
implementation of Algorithm [If that can be deployed in a high-performance-computation
environment. We include further details in Section S2.

4.4 Forecasting and smoothing

Forecasting is straightforward using the MRF. Given the filtering distribution x7|y;.r as
obtained by Algorithm , we can compute the k-step-ahead forecast xpyx|y1.r by simply
carrying out the forecast step in Algorithm [I| £ times, while skipping the update step. More
precisely, we carry out Algorithm (1| for ¢ = T + 1,...,T + k, but at each time point t,
we replace Step 2 by simply setting gy = pep—1 and By = By—1. The accuracy of such
forecasts will depend heavily on the quality of the evolution matrices A;, and so a physics-
informed evolution can result in much better forecasts than simple models such as random
walks.

In some applications, one might also be interested in obtaining retrospective smoothing
distributions x;|yy.r for t < T'. These can be computed exactly by carrying out the Kalman
filter up to time 7', and then carrying out recursive backward smoothing (e.g., [Rauch et al.|
1965), but this is not feasible for large grids. It is challenging to extend the MRF by
deterministic backward-smoothing operations that preserve sparsity, but it may be possible
to devise a scalable MRF-based forward-filter-backward-sampler algorithm. We intend to
investigate this modification in future work.

5 Connections to existing methods

In this section, we discuss in some detail the connections between our MRF and hierarchical
matrix decompositions and basis-function approximations. Further, in Section S3, we discuss
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connections to multi-resolution autoregressive models, which demonstrate that the MRF can
also be interpreted as a nested Kalman filter that proceeds over resolutions within each outer
filtering step over time.

5.1 MRD as hierarchical low-rank decomposition

Hierarchical off-diagonal low-rank (HODLR) matrices are a popular tool in numerical anal-
ysis, and they have recently also been applied to Gaussian processes (e.g. /Ambikasaran and
Darve, 2013; |Ambikasaran et al., 2016). In HODLR matrices, the off-diagonal blocks are
recursively specified or approximated as low-rank matrices. In this section, we show the
connection between the HODLR format and the MRD when J = 2.

DEFINITION 1. (Ambikasaran et al., 2016) A matriz K € RY*Y s termed a 1-level hierar-
chical off-diagonal low-rank (HODLR) matrixz of rank p, if it can be written as

1 1 1
K= J{ﬁ )(1> Ug)%g g
U2 (VZ ), K2

where Kgl) € RN/2N2 - and UE”,VE” € RN/2xP We call K an m-level HODLR matriz of
rank p if both diagonal blocks are (m — 1)~level HODLR matrices of rank p.

If we use H? to denote the set of all m-level HODLR matrices of rank p, then it follows
that H?, C H? _,. The optimal low-rank representation is obtained by specifying the matrices

Ugj) and ng) as the first p singular vectors of the corresponding off-diagonal submatrix
(Hogben, 2006, Item 5.6.13), but this is prohibitively expensive. |[Ambikasaran et al.| (2016))
discuss multiple ways of approximating this low-rank representation.

We now show that the outer product of an MRD factor is a HODLR matrix, specifically
one in which the low-rank approximations are obtained as skeleton factorizations.

PROPOSITION 7. Let B = MRD(X), where the decomposition is based on a partitioning
scheme with J =2 and r,,, = v form =0,...,M. Then, BB' € H},.

The proof is given in Appendix [A] It can easily be extended to r,, varying by resolution.
Thus, the MRF approximation of the prior covariance matrix, ¥,;_; = Bt‘t_lB;‘t_l, is
a HODLR matrix (Ambikasaran et al., 2016). In contrast to previous approaches using
HODLR matrices for spatio-temporal models (e.g. |Li et al, 2014; |Saibaba et al., 2015), the
block-sparse MRD matrices allow the MRF to handle non-diagonal evolution matrices A,
and full-rank model-error matrices Q;.

5.2 MRD as basis-function approximation

The MRD is related to the multi-resolution approximation (MRA; [Katzfuss, 2017) of a
Gaussian process as a weighted sum of increasingly compactly supported basis functions at
M resolutions. While the MRD adapts the MRA to an approximate decomposition of a
covariance matrix evaluated at a spatial grid, ¥ = BB’, we can similarly interpret each
column of B as a basis vector over the grid. In other words, the spatial field x ~ N (0, X) is
approximated as x ~ Bn, where n ~ N (0,1) is the vector of independent standard normal
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Figure 3: Basis functions obtained by interpolating the entries in each column of B = MRD(X) in Figure
using the grid from Figure [I] with 3 based on an exponential covariance with range 0.3. Each basis
function’s support is restricted to one of the subregions (dashed lines) at each resolution.

weights. By interpolating the values of the basis vectors between grid points, we can visualize
the columns of B as basis functions, which is illustrated in Figure

The basis functions obtained in this way exhibit interesting properties. Their support is
increasingly compact as the resolution increases, and basis functions at low resolution capture
the large-scale structure. There are strong connections between the MRD and stochastic
wavelets, with the major difference that the shape of the basis functions in the MRD adapts
to the covariance structure in 3. This adaptation is especially useful in the spatio-temporal
context here, which requires approximation of the forecast covariance matrix Ef\tq that
depends on the data at previous time points and is hence highly nonstationary. The compact
support stems from the assumption of a block-sparse structure at each resolution in the
MRD, which is equivalent to assuming that the remainder at each resolution is conditionally
independent between subregions at that resolution, given the terms at lower resolutions. In
general, this assumption is not satisfied and thus produces an approximation error, although
the MRD is exact in some special cases (see Section .

6 Parameter inference

If there are random, time-varying parameters 6; in any of the matrices in f, that are
distinct from the Gaussian state x;, we can make inference on these parameters using an
approximate Rao-Blackwellized particle filter (Doucet et al., 2000), in which we use the MRF
algorithm to approximately integrate out the high-dimensional state x; at each time point.
An alternative approach, based on including the unknown parameters in the state vector,
otherwise known as data augmentation, tends to work poorly for certain parameters and
thus is less general (e.g., DelSole and Yang, 2010; Katzfuss et al., 2020]).
To derive our filter, note that we have

T T

p(Y1:T|91:T) = HP(Yt|Y1:t—17 91:t) = Hﬁt(eu),

t=1 t=1

where, after integrating out x;, we have y;|y14—1,01¢ ~ Ny, (Hepsge—1, HiXy 1 H, + Ry)
with X, = Bt\t—1B2|t—1' By applying a matrix determinant lemma (e.g., Harville, 1997,

Thm. 18.1.1) to the determinant and the Sherman-Morrison-Woodbury formula to the quadratic
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form in the multivariate normal density, it is straightforward to show that the integrated
filtering likelihood at time ¢ can be written, up to a constant, as

—2log L4(01.1) = 21og |L¢| + log |R| + (y: — Htﬂ/t|t71)/Rt_1<Yt —Hipti—1) — ¥i¥1, (6)

where y,; := Bt‘ JHIR, 1(}’t — Hipay¢—1), and we have omitted dependence on the parameters
0,.; for the terms on the right-hand side.

Assuming that the priors for the 6, are given by py(8y) for ¢ = 0, and recursively by
pi(0:10,_1) for t = 1,2,..., the particle MRF proceeds as follows:

Algorithm 3: Particle MRF ' ‘
At time ¢t =0, for i = 1,..., N, draw 0(()1) ~ po(0y) with equal weights w((f) = 1/N,, and
compute u&% = poo(0D) and BOIO MRD(Z0/0(6{")). Then, for each t = 1,2, ..., do:

e Fori=1,..., Ny

— Sample 6! from a proposal distribution qt(0t|0t 1)

— Forecast step: Compute “’Eu L= = A, )uti 1\t 1 Bt|t W= A4(6, Z))B,E -1
and Bf)) | = MRD(Z{]) ), where Bf, ,@(Bf,_,®) +

Qi(6;")).
— Update step: Compute A = I, + Bt|t l’Ht(H DYR,(6)1H, (6, Z))BE‘Z,’ ¥
L{" as the lower Cholesky trlangle of A Bt|t = Bifg (@YY and “tlt =
)+ BB, 6 Ru(67) (5~ B8 ).

— Using the quantities just computed for Ot , calculate Et(Oﬁ)t) as in (6)), and
update the particle weight w{” o wﬁ?lﬁt(eﬁi)pt(at(”|9§1)1)/qt(0§’) |0£Z_)1)

e The filtering distribution is p(6;, x;|y1.¢) = va | wt 50( 1 (0:) N (xt|p,§|it), BE‘?BEQ’)

e If desired, resample the triplets {(9t ,,ut‘t,Bith) c i =1,...,N,} with weights
wEl), e ,wt(Np ), respectively, to obtain an equally weighted sample (see, e.g., Douc

et al., [2005], for a comparison of resampling schemes).

Section SH presents numerical experiments demonstrating the accuracy of Algorithm
and its advantage over a low-rank particle filter.

7 Simulation study

We used simulated data to compare the performance of the MRF with several filtering
methods:

KF: The Kalman filter (see Section provides the exact filtering distributions, but has
O(n?) time complexity at each time point.
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MRF': The multi-resolution filter proposed here in Section , with O(nN?) time complexity,
where N = Z'rjr\/z[:O T

EnKF: An ensemble Kalman filter with stochastic updates (e.g., Katzfuss et al., 2016],
Sect. 3.1). We set the ensemble size to NV and use Kanter’s function (Kanter} |1997) for
tapering such that the resulting matrix has N nonzero entries per row. This results
roughly in O(nN?) time complexity (e.g., Tippett et al., [2003).

LRF: A low-rank-plus-diagonal filter that can be viewed as a spatio-temporal extension of
the modified predictive process (Finley et al., [2009) and as a special case of a fixed-
rank filter (Cressie et al., 2010). Moreover, it can be viewed as a special case of the
MRF (hence allowing for ease of comparison) with M = 1 resolutions and N knots at
resolution 0, where each grid point is in its own partition at resolution 1, resulting in
a time complexity of O(nN?).

MRA: The MRA (Katzfuss, 2017) is a spatial-only method. It can essentially be viewed as
a special case of the MRF, for which the filtering distribution at each time ¢ is obtained

by assuming that only y; and no data at previous time points are available. It has the
same O(nN?) complexity as the MRF.

While the KF provides the exact filtering distributions, it is only computationally feasible
due to the deliberately small problem size chosen here. All other methods attempt to ap-
proximate the exact KF solution, but have the advantage of being scalable to much larger
grid sizes. For a fair comparison, all approximate methods used the same N, which trades
off approximation accuracy and computational complexity. Further, we acknowledge that
the EnKF was designed for nonlinear evolution in operational data assimilation, and it is
thus more widely applicable than the other methods.

We used two criteria to compare the performance of the approximate filters: the Kullback-
Leibler (KL) divergence between the true and approximated filtering distribution of the state
vector (i.e., the joint distribution for the entire spatial field), and the ratio of the root mean
squared prediction error (RMSPE) achieved by each approximate method relative to the
RMSPE of the KF. Detailed definitions of the criteria can be found in Section S4.1. Lower is
better for both criteria, with optimal values of 0 for the KL divergence and 1 for the RMSPE
ratio. In addition, Section S4.4 examines the performance of all methods in terms of the
confidence-interval coverage. All quantities were averaged over 50 simulated datasets.

7.1 One-dimensional circular domain

In our first simulation scenario, we considered a diffusion-advection model on a one-dimensional
domain consisting of a circle with a unit circumference. After discretizing both the spatial
and the temporal dimensions using ng = 80 and 7" = 20 regularly spaced points, respec-
tively, we obtained a linear model as in —, where A; was a tri-diagonal matrix and
Q: = 02 [M,(s4, sj)]m:lwng was based on a Matérn correlation function M, (-, ) with
smoothness v and range A. At each time point, we randomly selected n; observed locations,
so that H; is a subset of the identity, and we set R; = 0°I,,,. A detailed description of the
simulation, including examples of process realizations, is given in Section S4.2.

Because of the many possible choices of parameters, we first established baseline settings
that we considered relevant for practical applications, and then examined the effects of
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‘ n/ng v A ol o2

baseline 0.3 0.5 0.1 0.5 0.05
smooth 0.3 1.5 0.1 0.5 0.05
dense obs. 0.8 0.5 0.1 0.5 0.05
low noise 0.3 0.5 0.1 0.5 0.01

Table 1: Settings used in the 1D simulation. Bold values indicate changes with respect to the baseline.

| ne/ng v A o o2

baseline 0.1 0.5 0.15 0.5 0.25
smooth 0.1 1.5 0.15 0.5 0.25
dense obs. 0.3 0.5 0.15 0.5 0.25
low noise 0.1 0.5 0.15 0.5 0.1

Table 2: Settings used in the 2D simulation. Bold values indicate changes with respect to the baseline.

changing them one by one. The resulting simulation scenarios are detailed in Table [I For
the MRD, we set M =3, J = 3, and r,,, = 2 for all m, and so we used N = (3+ 1)2 =8 for
EnKF, LRF, and MRA.

As shown in Figure [5, the MRF performed best in all four scenarios, both in terms of
the KL divergence and the RMSPE ratio.

7.2 Two-dimensional domain

We also considered a diffusion-advection model on a unit square, and we discretized it on
a regular grid of size ng = 34 x 34 = 1,156. As before, we used 7' = 20 evenly spaced
time points. Writing the model in the linear form —, A, was a sparse matrix with
nonzero entries corresponding to interactions between neighboring grid points to the right,
left, top and bottom. A detailed description of the simulation, including examples of process
realizations, is given in Section S4.3.

Similar to the 1D case, we first considered baseline parameter settings and then we
changed some of them, one at a time. The multi-resolution decomposition used M = 4 and,
similar to Katzfuss| (2017) we changed J,, across resolutions m: (Ji,...,Js) = (2,4,4,4).
We also varied the numbers of knots r, used at each resolution: (rg,...,r,) = (16,8,6,6,6).
Thus, to achieve a fair comparison, we used N = 42 for EnKF, LRF, and MRA. As shown
in Figure [0f], MRF again performed best in all four scenarios.

8 Sediment movements in Lake Michigan

We also considered filtering inference on sediment concentration in Lake Michigan over a
period of one month, March 1998, based on satellite data. Such inference can be used by
hydrologists to increase their understanding of sediment transport mechanisms and fine-
tune existing domain-specific models. We closely followed an earlier study of this problem
done by [Stroud et al. (2010)) in the context of spatio-temporal smoothing. Unless specified
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Figure 5: Filter scores for different parameter settings; one-dimensional domain. Note that we used
different scales on the vertical axis for each plot, with a logarithmic scale for the KL divergence.

otherwise, we used the same model and parameter estimates. We briefly summarize the
general framework below and indicate the few modifications we introduced.

The lake area was divided into ng = 14,558 grid cells of size 2km x 2km each. We use
x; to denote the sediment concentrations at the ng cells at time ¢. The time dimension
was discretized into 409 intervals. The sediment transport model was assumed to be x; =
Aix; 1 + p; + wy, where A, describes the temporal evolution based on a hydrological PDE
model, p, is a vector with external inputs representing the influence of water velocity and
bottom sheer stress, and the model error w; is assumed to follow a N(0,Q;) distribution
with covariance matrix Q; = (02§2,€2,) o T, where o denotes element-wise multiplication.
All matrices €; have dimensions ng x 5 and reflect the spatial structure of the error in
the original study, while T is taken to be a tapering matrix based on a Kanter covariance
function with a tapering radius that leaves about 200 nonzero elements in each row.

The data comprise 10 satellite measurements of remote-sensing reflectance (RSR) at the
frequency of 555 nm taken over the southern basin of Lake Michigan, modified in a way that
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Figure 6: Filter scores for different parameter settings; two-dimensional domain. Note that we used
different scales on the vertical axis for each plot, with a logarithmic scale for the KL divergence.

accounts for the effects of the cloud cover. The observed value at each grid point was assumed
to be the first-order Taylor expansion of h(c) = 6y + 0 log(1 + 62(c + 63)) taken around the
initial mean of the sediment concentration at time ¢ = 0. Using y; to denote the vector
of observations at time t after removing a time-varying instrument bias and accounting for
constant terms in the Taylor expansion, we assumed y; = Hyx; + v; as in ({1)), where H; had
only one nonzero element in each row, v, ~ N'(0,R;), and R; was diagonal.

Because of the moderate size of the spatial grid, we were able to compute the exact
Kalman filter solution. We set M =5, J = 4, and (ro,...,75) = (16,8,8,8,4,4) for the
MRF, which implied that N =" r,, = 48 for the other approximation methods in Section
[ The tapering range used in EnKF was selected such that the tapering matrix had only
5 nonzero elements per row, which corresponds to the setting used by |Stroud et al.| (2010]).
While this is inconsistent with the comparison principles outlined in Section [7], it made the
EnKF perform better in this case.

As the true concentrations were unknown, we compared the approximate filtering means
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Table 3: Root average squared difference (RASD) between approximate and exact filtering means for sedi-
ment concentration

| MRF  EnKF LRF MRA
RASD | 0.08 022 042 0.72

to the exact means obtained by the Kalman filter, using the root average squared difference
(>0, > (i) — T 1])?) "2 hetween the approximate filtering means fi, [i] and the KF means
pXE(4], averaged over all times ¢ and grid points 4. The results, reported in Table , show the
MRF outperforming all other approximate methods. To visually verify these results, we also
present satellite data and sediment concentration estimates for three selected time points in
Figure |7l A video with all time points can be found at http://spatial.stat.tamu.edu.

For a grid of the size ng considered here, a single step of the MRF took roughly 5% of
the time required by the exact Kalman filter (on a laptop with 8GB of memory and Intel(R)
Core(TM) i7-3630QM CPU @ 2.40GHz). More importantly, the MRF scales well to even
larger grid sizes (see Section [4.2)), while exact calculations will quickly become infeasible due
to memory constraints. Exact computation times and memory limitations will, of course,
depend heavily on the computational environment.

9 Conclusions and future work

We introduced the multi-resolution filter (MRF), a new filtering method for linear Gaussian
spatio-temporal state-space models, which relies on a block-sparse multi-resolution matrix
decomposition. We proved that the sparsity can be preserved under filtering through time,
ensuring scalability of the MRF to very large spatial grids. In our comparisons, the MRF
substantially outperformed existing methods that can be used to approximate the Kalman
filter. We also successfully applied the MRF to inferring sediment concentration in Lake
Michigan.

Spatio-temporal processes typically exhibit highly complicated structures that make exact
inference intractable, especially in high dimensions. We believe that it is often better to
conduct approximate inference for a realistic, intractable model, rather than carrying out
“exact” inference for a crude simplification (e.g., a low-rank version) of the model. While
it might be challenging to precisely quantify the approximation accuracy in the former case
(e.g., for the MRF), approximate inference can give better results than exact inference in a
simplified model, which often completely ignores the error incurred by simplifying the model.

While we have focused on spatio-temporal data here, our methods are also applicable to
general SSMs of the form ([I)—(2) that do not correspond to physical space and time, as long
as some distance between the elements of each state vector can be specified.

Potential future work includes extensions to non-Gaussian data, nonlinear evolution, and
smoothing inference. We are also developing a user-friendly implementation of the MRF
with sensible default settings for the number of knots and domain partitioning.
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Figure 7: Satellite data (in log RSR) and exact Kalman filtering means of sediment concentrations (in mg/L),
along with differences of approximate filtering means to the Kalman filter. We display the results for the
southern basin of the lake only, where differences between the methods are most pronounced.
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A  Proofs

We now provide proofs for the propositions stated throughout the article. We simplify notation by dropping
most time subscripts; to avoid confusion, we denote By;_; by B, and By, by B. In Section S8, we provide
lemmas with proofs that are used in the proof of Proposition [3| here. Sections S6-S7 contain additional
technical concepts used in the lemmas, including a review of basic ideas from graph theory, hierarchical-
matrix theory, and some illustrative figures. Finally, throughout this appendix, if G is a square matrix, we
use G¥ and GY to denote its lower and upper triangles, respectively.

Proof of Proposition[l Recall that B = (BM BM~1 ... B°). This lets us write the i-th row of B as

Bli,:] = (BM[i,:], BM~1[i,:],...,B[i,:]). By construction, each block B™ is block-diagonal and such that
for m < M, each segment B™[i,:| has only 7,, nonzero elements. Because each row of B is composed of
M + 1 blocks B™[i,:] for m = 0,..., M, this ends the proof. O

Proof of Proposition[3 Direct calculation shows that B’B is a block matrix consisting of (M + 1) x (M +1)
blocks with (M —k+1, M —1+1)-th block (B¥)'B!. Since for each j the matrix B/ has dimensions ng x |K7|
it follows that (B¥)'B! is of size |K¥| x |[K!|. Note that B¥ and B! are block-diagonal with blocks of size

|Zjy.....in| X 7 and |Z;, . j,| X 71, respectively. Assuming without loss of generality that k <[, we have that

J J J J
Lj,...jw = Ujk+1:1"'Ujl:1Ij1’...,jz7 = |‘,Z'-j1;~~7jk,‘ = ij+1:1"'2jl:1 ‘Ij1’~~~,jz|- (7)

Thus B! can be viewed as a block-diagonal matrix with blocks of height |Z;, ;. |. We can also determine

their width to be wj, . ;, = Z;']Hl:l e Z;’lzl \Ki...insjrsssqi|- This means (B¥)'B! is the product of two
block-diagonal matrices with matching block sizes. Therefore the product will be also block-diagonal with

blocks of dimensions wj, ... j, X k. O

Proof of Proposition[3

1. Observe that under Assumption R~! and H are block-diagonal with blocks of matching dimensions.
Since R™! has square blocks, we conclude that HR™' € S(H'). Thus, if R™! := H'R™'H, then
R™! € S(H'H). The latter is a block-diagonal matrix with square blocks of size |Z;, . j,,|-

Next, we demonstrate that B'R'B ¢ S(B'B). First, as R~ is block-diagonal, the (M +1 —k, M +
1 — 1)-th block of B'R™!B is given by (B*)R B

Now, for each 0 < k < M, B* is a block-diagonal matrix with blocks of size |Z;, ;.| X g, but
R~! has blocks of size |Z;,._ju| X |Zj. ju |- However, recalling , blocks of R™! can also be
viewed as having dimensions |Z;, _j,| X 7. Because this implies that (B*)R~! € S(B*)’, we have
(B¥)R™'B! € S((B*)'B!) and hence (B)R™'B € S(B'B). Finally, we conclude that A € S(B'B),
because A =1, + B'R !B and all diagonal elements of B’B are nonzero.

2. According to [Khare and Rajaratnam/| (2012, Thm. 1), for any positive definite matrix S, the sparsity
pattern in the Cholesky factor and its inverse are the same as that of the lower triangle of S, if (a)
the pattern of zeros in S corresponds to a homogeneous graph, and (b) the order of the vertices of
the graph implied by the order of the rows is a Hasse-tree-based elimination scheme. Lemmas S1 and
S2 in Section S8 show that these two conditions are met for B'B. These lemmas, together with Part
1 above, imply that L € S(AL) and L= € S(AL).
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3. Observe that A~' = (LL/)~' = (L7')’L~'. Thus (L™')’ is the Cholesky factor of A~'. Moreover,
by Part 2, (L~!) € S((B’B)Y). This allows us to define blocks L™* such that

MM M1 MO
(LY = : ) : : _ [f]mk} ’
0 .. L1 Lo mk=M,...,0

0 ... 0 LYo

where each L™* ¢ S((B™)'BF¥) for m > k and is zero when m < k. This means that for each m, k
with m > k, we can consider the sparsity of B™(B™)'B* instead of B™L™".

Recall that B¥ is block-diagonal with blocks of size |Z;, . j,| x 7. Similarly, B™ has blocks that are
|Zj,.....im | X Ty However, since k < m, using

we can also see B™ as a block-diagonal matrix whose blocks have dimensions |Z;, . ;.| x 7% (cf. proof
of Proposition. This implies that B™(B™)’ € S(B*(B*)’), which means that B™(B™)'B* € S(B*)
and hence B"L™* ¢ S(BF).

Finally, we observe that

Ly [ g

B (LY =[BMBY _ B.| S =B B,
0o ... L LW
0o .. o0 L%

where B¥ = Z%:k B"L™*. Since we showed that B™L™* ¢ S(BF), this means that B* € S(B*).
O

Proof of Proposition[f} By Proposition [3| Parts 1 and 2, L € S((B’B)%). Therefore, it suffices to show
that ¢c; = (B'B)L[;, j], the j-th column of (B’B)L, has O(N) nonzero elements for each j. Notice that

c; =(0,... 7O,c?’k7 . ..cj.w’k)’ where c?’l = ((B*)B!)[:, 4], the j-th column of (B¥)'B!. Because [ > k, each

.....

one of such diagonal blocks, and so the total number of nonzero elements in ¢ is at most N =" rp,. O

Proof of Proposition[5 Observe that it is enough to consider only the complexity of operations in because
L can be obtained by selecting appropriate rows from Wt . Given matrix X, we only need to

J1seesdm J1seeesdm
calculate the second term in (4). First, note that calculating Wé‘l,...,jm for all (j1,...,Jm) is the same as
computing Wé—l _____ j, for all [, and then, for each (415 -+, Jm), selecting the rows corresponding to Z;, . ;. .

Thus we show the complexity of calculating all W

Assume that all W;“

LyeemJe
components takes O(|Z;,, . j,|r2+r*+r3+r3) = O(|Z;,,.. j,|r*) to compute. Because for any given [, there

are at most M terms under the summation, their joint computation time is O(M -|Z;, . j,|r?). For a given [,

these calculations have to be performed for each set of indices Zj, ... j,. Thus, obtaining all Wél requires

OM-% . T . jr*) = O(M - nr?) time. Now notice that Z;
J1s--450¢ LA,

Jis-Je”
for k£ < [l are already given and consider the summation term. Each of its

yeeade

toim C Zji .. j.- Therefore, once we

have Wél,...,jg’ we obtain Wélj by selecting appropriate rows from Wé‘l,...,je' Finally, iterating over
[ =0,...,M means that the total cost of Algorithm 2 is O(M?nr?) = O(nN?). O
Proof of Proposition[f. The forecast step requires calculating Mije—1 = Agpy_q)i—1 and Bf‘ti1 =AB; 111,

which can be obtained in O(nr) and O(nrN) time, respectively, due to the sparsity structures of By_jj;—1
(see Proposition [1) and A; (Assumption .

By Proposition |5, the MRD of a given covariance matrix 3 requires O(nN?) operations. Here, ¥ =
3)t—1 is not given, but each (4, j) element must be computed as

ity 5] = (Bl iy DB 1l 1) + Qeli, -
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This does not increase the complexity of the MRD, because the MRD requires only O(nN ) elements of
3)t—1, each of which can be computed in O(N) time due to the sparsity structure of Bt‘t ;- Thus, the
entire forecast step can be performed in (’)(nN 2) time.

In the update step, we must compute A, L=! = A~1/2 and By = By (L ~1Y. Under Assumption
l H and R are block-diagonal matrices with at most J* blocks of size O(r x r) each. Thus, calculating
R := H'R!H requires O(JMr3) = O(nr?) operations. The resulting matrix is block-diagonal with blocks
of size O(r x r), conformable with the blocks of By;_;. Given R, the cost of calculating A is dominated
by multiplying By;—; by R. By Proposition |1} each row of B;—1 has N nonzero elements, so in view
of the structure of R determined above, it takes O(nNN?) operations to obtain the product Byi— 1R and,

consequently, to calculate A.

The complexity of computing a Cholesky factor is on the order of the sum of the squared number
of nonzero elements per column (e.g., [Toledo, 2007, Thm. 2.2). Thus, computing L requires O(nN?) time,
because L has O(N) elements in each of its n columns (Proposmon' Computing L' can be accomplished
by solving a triangular system of equations for each column of L~!. Using Proposition |4 l, we conclude that
each of these systems will have only O(N) equations and thus can be solved in O(N?) time (Kincaid and
Cheney, [2002, Ch. 4.2). As we need to compute n columns, the total effort required for obtaining L' is
O(nN?).

Finally, recall that both B;;_; and L~! have O(N) elements in each row and that, by Proposition
their product, By;, has only O(nN) nonzero elements. Because each of these elements can be computed in
O(N) time, the total computation cost of this step is O(nN?).

To summarize, all three matrices necessary in the update step can be obtained in O(nN?) time. Thus,
we showed that both steps of Algorithm [I| require O(nN?) time, which completes the proof. O

Proof of Proposition[]. For m =1,..., M, define B"™ = (B™,...,B") as the submatrix of B consisting of
the column blocks corresponding to resolutions 0,...,m. To show that BB’ € H?,, we prove by induction

over m = 1,..., M that (B*"B%™) € H! . For m = 1, we have B%! = B 0 Bo , where Bg; and
m 0 B; Bp

B2 are each r columns wide. Thus,

BB — Bo1Bg; +B1Bj Bo1Bj, }

Bo2B{; B(2Bj, + B2B),

and so B%1(B%!) € HT.
Now, assume that B®™=1(B%™~1) ¢ H" . We have

BO:m(BO:m)/ — Z;n:O Bj(Bj)/ _ E;n:—ol Bj(Bj)/ + Bm(Bm)/ — BO:m—l(BO:m—l)/ + Bm(Bm)/.

Next observe that for any k, the matrix B* is block-diagonal, which means that B¥(BF)’ is also block-
diagonal with dense blocks B¥(B*)'[Z;, . j,,Z;,.. ;.]. However, recursive partitioning of the domain means
that Z;, ., D Zj,..j.- Therefore, if £ > j, then blocks of B*(B*)’ are nested within the blocks of
B/(B7)’. Since this holds also for k = m — 1 and j = m, it means that B¥™(BY™)" € H . O
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