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Abstract

The sensor placement problem is a common
problem that arises when monitoring corre-
lated phenomena, such as temperature, pre-
cipitation, and salinity. Existing approaches
to this problem typically formulate it as the
maximization of information metrics, such
as mutual information (MI), and use opti-
mization methods such as greedy algorithms
in discrete domains, and derivative-free opti-
mization methods such as genetic algorithms
in continuous domains. However, computing
MI for sensor placement requires discretiz-
ing the environment, and its computation
cost depends on the size of the discretized
environment. This limitation restricts these
approaches from scaling to large problems.
We have uncovered a novel connection be-
tween the sensor placement problem and
sparse Gaussian processes (SGP). Our ap-
proach leverages SGPs and is gradient-based,
which allows us to efficiently find solution
placements in continuous environments. We
generalize our method to also handle discrete
environments. Our experimental results on
four real-world datasets demonstrate that our
approach generates sensor placements consis-
tently on par with or better than the prior
state-of-the-art approaches in terms of both
MI and reconstruction quality, all while be-
ing significantly faster. Our computation-
ally efficient approach enables both large-
scale sensor placement and fast robotic sen-
sor placement for informative path planning
algorithms.

Preprint.

1 Introduction

Meteorology and climate change are concerned
with monitoring correlated environmental phe-
nomena such as temperature, ozone concentra-
tion, soil chemistry, ocean salinity, and fugitive
gas density [Krause et al., 2008, Ma et al., 2017,
Suryan and Tokekar, 2020, Whitman et al., 2021,
Jakkala and Akella, 2022]. However, it is often too
expensive and, in some cases, even infeasible to
monitor the entire environment with a dense sensor
network. We therefore aim to determine strategic
locations for a sparse set of sensors so that the data
from these sensors gives us the most accurate estimate
of the phenomenon over the entire environment. We
address this sensor placement problem for correlated
environment monitoring.

The sensor placement problem in correlated environ-
ments is a fundamental problem with diverse and
important applications. For example, informative
path planning (IPP) is a crucial problem in robotics
that involves identifying informative sensing loca-
tions for robots while considering travel distance con-
straints [Ma et al., 2017]. Similar sensor placement
problems arise in autonomous robot inspection and
monitoring of 3D surfaces [Zhu et al., 2021], for exam-
ple, when a robot must monitor stress fractures on an
aircraft body. Recently a sensor placement approach
has even been used to learn dynamical systems in a
sample-efficient manner [Buisson-Fenet et al., 2020].

An effective approach to address the sensor placement
problem in correlated environments is to use Gaus-
sian processes (GPs) [Husain and Caselton, 1980,
Shewry and Wynn, 1987, Wu and Zidek, 1992,
Krause et al., 2008]. We can capture the correlations
of the environment using the GP’s kernel function and
then leverage the GP to estimate information metrics
such as mutual information (MI). Such metrics can
be used to quantify the amount of new information
that can be obtained from each candidate sensor
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location. However, computing MI using GPs is
very expensive as it requires the inversion of large
covariance matrices whose size increases with the
environment’s discretization resolution. Having faster
sensor placement approaches would enable addressing
the abovementioned applications, which require a
large number of sensor placements or a fine sensor
placement precision that is infeasible with discrete
approaches.

Sparse Gaussian processes (SGPs)
[Quinonero-Candela et al., 2007, Bui et al., 2017]
are a computationally efficient variant of GPs. There-
fore, one might consider using SGPs instead of GPs
in GP-based sensor placement approaches. However,
a naive replacement of GPs with SGPs is not always
possible or efficient. This is because SGPs must be re-
trained for each evaluation of MI. In sensor placement
approaches, MI is often evaluated repeatedly, making
SGPs computationally more expensive than GPs for
sensor placement. As a result, even though SGPs
have been studied for over two decades, SGPs have
not yet been widely adopted for sensor placement
despite their potential advantages.

The objective of this paper is to develop an efficient
approach for sensor placement in correlated environ-
ments. We present an efficient gradient-based ap-
proach for sensor placement in continuous environ-
ments by uncovering the connection between SGPs
and sensor placement problems. We generalize our
method to also efficiently handle sensor placement in
discrete environments.

2 Problem Statement

Consider a correlated stochastic process Ψ over an en-
vironment V ⊆ Rd modeling a phenomenon such as
temperature. The sensor placement problem is to se-
lect a setA of s sensor locations {xi ∈ V, i = 1, ..., s} so
that the data yi ∈ R collected at these locations gives
us the most accurate estimate of the phenomenon at
every location in the environment. We consider esti-
mates with the lowest root-mean-square error (RMSE)
to be the most accurate. An ideal solution to this sen-
sor placement problem should have the following key
properties:

1. The approach should be computationally efficient
and produce solutions with low RMSE. Since the
environment is correlated, this should also result
in the solution sensor placements being well sepa-
rated to ensure that the sensors collect only novel
data that is crucial for accurately reconstructing
the data field.

2. The approach should handle both densely and

sparsely labeled environments. In a densely la-
beled environment, we have labeled data at every
location in the environment. In a sparsely labeled
environment, we have labeled data that is suffi-
cient only to capture the correlations in the en-
vironment, or we have domain knowledge about
how the environment is correlated.

3. The approach should handle both continuous sen-
sor placements A ⊆ V, where the sensors can be
placed anywhere in the environment, and discrete
sensor placements A ⊆ S ⊆ V, where the sensors
can only be placed at a subset of a pre-defined set
of locations S.

3 Related Work

Early approaches to the sensor placement prob-
lem [Bai et al., 2006, Ramsden, 2009] used geometric
models of the sensor’s field of view to account for the
region covered by each sensor and used computational
geometry or integer programming methods to find so-
lutions. Such approaches proved useful for problems
such as the art gallery problem [de Berg et al., 2008],
which requires one to place cameras so that the en-
tire environment is visible. However, these approaches
do not consider the spatial correlations in the environ-
ment.

This problem is also studied in robotics
[Cortes et al., 2004, Breitenmoser et al., 2010,
Sadeghi et al., 2022]. Similar to geomet-
ric approaches, authors focus on cov-
erage by leveraging Voronoi decomposi-
tions [de Berg et al., 2008]. A few authors
[Schwager et al., 2017, Salam and Hsieh, 2019],
have even considered Gaussian kernel functions, but
they did not leverage the full potential of Gaussian
processes.

Gaussian process (GP) based approaches addressed
the limitations of geometric model-based sensor place-
ment approaches by learning the spatial correlations
in the environment. The learned GP is then used
to quantify the information gained from each sensor
placement while accounting for the correlations of the
data field. However, these methods require one to dis-
cretize the environment and introduce severe compu-
tational scaling issues. Our method finds sensor loca-
tions in continuous spaces and overcomes the compu-
tational scaling issues.

Early GP-based approaches [Shewry and Wynn, 1987,
Wu and Zidek, 1992] placed sensors at the highest
entropy locations. However, since GPs have high
variance in regions of the environment far from the
locations of the training samples, such approaches
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tended to place sensors at the sensing area’s bor-
ders, resulting in poor coverage of the area of in-
terest. [Krause et al., 2008] used mutual information
(MI) computed with GPs to select sensor locations
with the maximal information about all the unsensed
locations in the environment. The approach avoided
placing the sensors at the environment’s boundaries
and outperformed all earlier approaches in terms of
reconstruction quality and computational cost.

[Whitman et al., 2021] recently proposed an approach
to model spatiotemporal data fields using a combina-
tion of sparse Gaussian processes and state space mod-
els. They then used the spatiotemporal model to se-
quentially place sensors in a discretized version of the
environment. Although their spatiotemporal model
of the environment resulted in superior sensor place-
ments, the combinatorial search becomes prohibitively
large and limits the size of the problems that can be
solved using their method.

Sensor placement in continuous environments has been
addressed in the context of informative path planning
using gradient-free optimization methods such as evo-
lutionary algorithms [Hitz et al., 2017] and Bayesian
optimization [Francis et al., 2019]. However, both ap-
proaches maximized MI computed using GPs, which
is computationally expensive. In addition, evolution-
ary algorithms and Bayesian optimization are known
to have poor scalability.

4 Background: GPs and SGPs

Gaussian processes (GPs)
[Rasmussen and Williams, 2005] are a non-parametric
Bayesian approach that we can use for regression,
classification, and generative problems. Sup-
pose we are given a regression task’s training set
D = {(xi, yi), i = 1, ..., n} with n data samples
consisting of inputs xi ∈ Rd and noisy labels yi ∈ R,
such that, yi = f(xi) + ϵi, where ϵi ∼ N (0, σ2

noise).
Here σ2

noise is the variance of the independent additive
Gaussian noise in the observed labels yi, and the
latent function f(x) models the noise-free function of
interest that characterizes the regression dataset.

GPs model such datasets by assuming a GP prior over
the space of functions that we could use to model
the dataset, i.e., they assume the prior distribution
over the function of interest p(f |X) = N (0,K), where
f = [f1, f2, ..., fn]

⊤ is a vector of latent function val-
ues, fi = f(xi). X = [x1,x2, ...,xn]

⊤ is a vector (or
matrix) of inputs, and K ∈ Rn×n is a covariance ma-
trix, whose entries Kij are given by the kernel function
k(xi,xj).

The kernel function parameters are tuned using Type

II maximum likelihood [Bishop, 2006] so that the GP
accurately predicts the training dataset labels. This
approach requires an inversion of a matrix of size n×n,
which is a O(n3) operation, where n is the number of
training set samples. Thus this method can handle at
most a few thousand training samples.

Sparse Gaussian processes (SGPs)
[Snelson and Ghahramani, 2006, Titsias, 2009,
Hoang et al., 2015, Bui et al., 2017] address the com-
putational cost issues of Gaussian processes. SGPs
do this by approximating the full GP using another
Gaussian process supported with m data points
called inducing points, where m ≪ n. Since the SGP
support set (i.e., the data samples used to estimate
the training set labels) is smaller than the full GP’s
support set (the whole training dataset), SGPs reduce
the matrix inversion cost to O(m3).

There are multiple SGP approaches; one particu-
larly interesting approach is the sparse variational
GP (SVGP) [Titsias, 2009], a well-known approach
in the Bayesian community that has had a signifi-
cant impact on the sparse Gaussian process literature
given its theoretical properties [Bauer et al., 2016,
Burt et al., 2019].

To approximate the full GP, the SVGP approach uses a
variational distribution q parametrized with m induc-
ing points. The approach treats the inducing points
as variational parameters instead of model parameters,
i.e., the inducing points parametrize a distribution over
the latent space of the SGP instead of directly param-
eterizing the latent space. Thus the inducing points
are protected from overfitting. The SVGP approach’s
mean predictions and covariances for new data sam-
ples are computed using the following equations:

mq
y(x) = KxmK−1

mmµ ,

kqy(x,x
′) = k(x,x′)−KxmK−1

mmKmx′+

KxmK−1
mmAK−1

mmKmx′ ,

(1)

where the covariance term subscripts indicate the in-
put variables used to compute the covariance; m corre-
sponds to the inducing points Xm and x corresponds
to any other data point x. µ and A are the mean and
covariance of the optimal variational distribution q∗.
The approach maximizes the following evidence lower
bound (ELBO) F to optimize the parameters of the
variational distribution:

F =
n

2
log(2π)

︸ ︷︷ ︸
constant

+
1

2
y⊤(Qnn + σ2

noiseI)
−1y

︸ ︷︷ ︸
data fit

+

1

2
log |Qnn + σ2

noiseI|
︸ ︷︷ ︸

complexity term

− 1

2σ2
noise

Tr(Knn −Qnn)

︸ ︷︷ ︸
trace term

,

(2)
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where Qnn = KnmK−1
mmKmn and Kmm is the covari-

ance matrix of the inducing points Xm. Please re-
fer to Bauer et al. [Bauer et al., 2016] for an in-depth
analysis of the SVGP’s lower bound.

5 Method

We first present our reduction of the sensor place-
ment problem in correlated environments to a regres-
sion problem that can be solved using SGPs. Then,
we discuss how our approach satisfies each of the key
properties of an ideal sensor placement solution, out-
lined in Section 2.

Proposition 1. The sensor placement problem in cor-
related environments is equivalent to an SGP-based re-
gression problem.

Proof. Consider a labeled regression problem. It can
be viewed as taking a finite set of data samples from
a data domain and learning to map the input samples
xi ∈ Rd to their corresponding labels yi ∈ R. An ideal
regression approach would be able to use this finite
training set D = {(xi, yi), i = 1, ..., n} to learn to map
any point in the data domain to its corresponding label
even if the point is not in the training set.

In our correlated sensor placement problem, we can
consider the domain of our environment Rd as the
data domain, and the regions that can be included
in the training set as the regions within the environ-
ment V ⊂ Rd. An ideal regression model fit to such
a dataset with the labels corresponding to the val-
ues of the sensed phenomenon would give us a model
that can accurately predict the phenomenon within
the environment V. In the Bayesian realm, one would
consider a non-parametric approach such as GPs that
maximize log p(y) and evaluate the posterior noise-
free labels z for any given test samples X∗ as follows:
p(z|y) =

∫
p(z|f)p(f |y)df . Here, f are the latents cor-

responding to the training set inputs X.

Since GPs are not computationally efficient (O(n3)),
we instead consider SGPs. Given a training dataset
with n samples, SGPs also maximize log p(y). How-
ever, they have the additional constraint of distilling
the training dataset to only m inducing points, where
m ≪ n. We can then use only the inducing points
to predict the labels of the test dataset in an efficient
manner (in O(nm2)). In the case of sparse variational
GPs (SVGPs) [Titsias, 2009], this constraint is real-
ized as a variational distribution parametrized with m
inducing points. The posterior is evaluated as follows:
q(z) =

∫
p(z|fm)ϕ(fm)dfm, where ϕ is the variational

distribution learnt from the training set and fm are the
latents corresponding to the inducing points Xm. As
such, the inducing points are optimized by construc-

tion to approximate the training dataset accurately
(Equation 2).

Suppose the inducing points are parameterized to be
in the same domain as the training data. In that case,
the inducing points will correspond to critical locations
in the data domain, which are required to predict the
training dataset accurately. This is equivalent to our
sensor placement problem with m sensors. Therefore,
we have reduced our sensor placement problem in cor-
related environments to a regression problem that can
be solved using SGPs. Please refer to the Supplemen-
tary for details of its theoretical ramifications.

5.1 Continuous-SGP: Continuous Solutions

We leverage Proposition 1 to find the solution sen-
sor placements in continuous environments. To ensure
that our approach is computationally feasible, instead
of considering every data sample in the sensor place-
ment environment xi ∈ V, we use a finite number of
samples from a random uniform distribution Φ defined
over the bounds of the environment to train the SGP.
When considering the densely labeled variant of the
sensor placement problem, we use the ground truth la-
bels y associated with the sampled inputs X ∼ Φ(V)
to train the SGP. We parametrize the inducing points
to be in the same domain as the training set inputs
and impose a cardinality constraint over the solution
sensor placements by specifying the number of induc-
ing points. Once the SGP is trained using gradient
descent, we return the optimized inducing points as
the solution placements.

This solution is inherently computationally efficient as
it requires us to only train an SGP. In addition, con-
sider the SVGP approach [Titsias, 2009], the data fit
term in its lower bound F (Equation 2) ensures that
our solution placements have low RMSE on the sam-
ples within the environment V. The complexity term
ensures that the placements are well separated to be
able to collect novel data. The trace term ensures that
the uncertainty about the entire environment is mini-
mized. Also, the method leverages the environment’s
covariance structure captured by the kernel function
to better use the available sensors. Therefore, the
method satisfies the first property of an ideal sensor
placement approach detailed in Section 2.

Furthermore, note that our approach is not limited
to the SVGP approach. Indeed, our solution enables
leveraging the vast SGP literature to address multi-
ple variants of the sensor placement problem. For
example, we can use stochastic gradient optimizable
SGPs [Hensman et al., 2013, Wilkinson et al., 2021]
with our approach to address significantly large sensor
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placement problems, i.e., environments that require a
large number of sensor placements. Similarly, we can
use spatiotemporal-SVGPs [Hamelijnck et al., 2021]
with our approach to efficiently optimize sensor place-
ments for spatiotemporally correlated environments.
Also, Proposition 1 enables us to bound the KL di-
vergence between our solution for any given number
of sensing locations and an ideal sensing model that
senses every location in the environment:

Theorem 1. [Burt et al., 2019] Suppose N training
inputs are drawn i.i.d according to input density p(x),
and k(x,x) < v for all x ∈ X. Sample M induc-
ing points from the training data with the probability
assigned to any set of size M equal to the probabil-
ity assigned to the corresponding subset by an ϵ k-
Determinantal Point Process with k = M . With prob-
ability at least 1− δ,

KL(Q||P̂ ) ≤ C(M + 1) + 2Nvϵ

2σ2
nδ

(
1 +
||y||22
σ2
n

)

where C = N
∑∞

m=M+1 λm, λm are the eigenvalues of
the integral operator K for kernel k and p(x).

In our sensor placement problem, Q is equivalent to
an SVGP that can be used to predict the state of the
whole environment from sensor data collected at the
inducing points, and P̂ is a GP that senses every lo-
cation in the environment.

Now consider the sparsely labeled variant of our sen-
sor placement problem. It is often the case that it is
not possible to get labeled data from the whole envi-
ronment. In the SVGP’s lower bound F (Equation 2),
only the data fit term is dependent on the training
set labels. The complexity and trace terms use only
the input features and the kernel function. We can
leverage this property of SVGPs to train them in an
unsupervised manner.

In the absence of information about how the phe-
nomenon is realized at any given location, our best
source of information is the kernel function, which can
tell us how the environment is correlated. We can use
this information to determine regions of the environ-
ment that vary at a high frequency and those that vary
at a lower frequency, thereby allowing us to determine
which regions require more sensors and which regions
can be monitored with only a few sensors.

GP-based sensor placement approaches require a small
dataset that can be used to learn the kernel func-
tion parameters or assume that we have the do-
main knowledge to initialize the kernel function such
that we can capture the correlations in the en-
vironment [Wu and Zidek, 1992, Krause et al., 2008].
Therefore, since we already know the kernel function

parameters, even if the data fit term of the SVGP’s
lower bound F (Equation 2) is disabled, we can still
optimize the SGP’s inducing points to get informative
sensor placements. As such, we set the training set la-
bels to zero and use a zero mean function in the SGP,
which will disable the data fit term. Once we do that,
we only need to optimize the inducing point locations
of the SGP via the complexity and trace terms of the
lower bound F . Algorithm 1 shows the pseudocode of
the approach.

Algorithm 1: Continuous-SGP. kθ is the ker-
nel with learned parameters, Φ is a random
distribution defined over the bounds of the en-
vironment V, and γ is the SGP learning rate.

Input: kθ,V,Φ, s, n, γ
Output: Sensor placements A ⊂ V, |A| = s

1 X ∼ Φ(V) / / Draw n unlabeled locations
2 Xm = RandomUniformSubset(X, s)
/ / Initialize the SVGP with 0 mean and 0 labeled data

3 φ = SGP(mean = 0, kθ;X,y = 0,Xm)
4 Loop until convergence :
5 Xm ← Xm + γ∇Fφ(Xm)
6 return Xm

5.2 Greedy-SGP: Greedy Discrete Solutions

Now consider the case when we want to limit the so-
lution of the sensor placement problem to a discrete
set of candidate locations, either a subset of the train-
ing points or any other arbitrary set of points. In this
case, we can use the inducing points selection approach
outlined in [Titsias, 2009] to handle non-differentiable
data domains. The approach entails sequentially se-
lecting the inducing points Xm from the candidate set
S using a greedy approach (Equation 3). It considers
the increment in the SVGP’s optimization bound F
as the maximization criteria. In each iteration, we se-
lect the point x that results in the largest increment in
the SVGP’s bound F upon being added to the current
inducing points set Xm

1:

Xm ← Xm ∪ {argmax
x∈S\Xm

F(Xm ∪ {x})−F(Xm)} . (3)

Here Xm is the set of inducing points/sensing loca-
tions, and S\Xm is the set of remaining candidate
locations after excluding the current inducing points
set Xm.

1 We provide the pseudocode for our algorithms in the
Supplementary.
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5.3 Discrete-SGP: Gradient-based Discrete
Solutions

The problem with any greedy selection algorithm is
its inherently sequential selection procedure. A better
solution may be possible if the initially selected in-
ducing points are re-selected at the end of the greedy
approach, or if the inducing points are all selected to-
gether while accounting for their combined effect in-
stead of only incrementally considering the effect of
the ones that were selected in the sequential approach.

Our approach to this problem is to simultaneously op-
timize all the inducing points in the continuous input
space using gradient descent (as in Section 5.1) and
map the solution to the discrete candidate solution
space S. We can map the continuous space solutions
to discrete sets by treating the mapping problem as
an assignment problem [Burkard et al., 2012], i.e., as
a weighted bipartite matching problem. The assign-
ment problem requires one to find the minimal cost
matching of a set of items to another set of items
given their pairwise costs. We compute the pairwise
Euclidean distances between the continuous space in-
ducing points and the discrete space candidate set lo-
cations S. The distances are then used as the costs
in an assignment problem. One could even use covari-
ances that are appropriately transformed, instead of
distances, in the mapping operation to account for the
correlations in the environment.

The solution of the assignment problem gives us points
in the discrete candidate set closest to the continuous
space solution set1. Such a solution could be superior
to the greedy solution since the points in the contin-
uous space solution set are simultaneously optimized
using gradient descent instead of being sequentially se-
lected. Although the gradient-based solution could get
stuck in a local optimum, in our experiments, we found
that the gradient-based discrete solutions are on par
or better than the greedy solutions while being sub-
stantially faster to optimize.

6 Comparison with Mutual
Information

Our Greedy-SGP approach has a few interesting sim-
ilarities to the mutual information (MI) based sensor
placement approach [Krause et al., 2008]. The MI ap-
proach uses a full GP to evaluate MI between the sens-
ing locations and the rest of the environment to be
monitored. The MI based criteria shown below was
used to greedily select sensing locations:

MI(Xm∪{x})−MI(Xm) = H(x|Xm)−H(x|S\Xm) ,

where Xm is the set of selected sensing locations, and

S\Xm is the set of all candidate locations in the envi-
ronment excluding the current sensor locations Xm.
[Krause et al., 2008] used a Gaussian process (GP)
with known kernel parameters to evaluate the entropy
terms. The SVGP’s optimization bound based selec-
tion criterion to obtain discrete solutions using the
greedy algorithm is equivalent to maximizing the fol-
lowing:

∆F = KL(ϕ(fi|fm)||p(fi|y))−KL(p(fi|fm)||p(fi|y)) .
The first KL term measures the divergence between
the variational distribution ϕ over fi (the latent vari-
able corresponding to x) given the latents of the induc-
ing points set Xm, and the exact conditional given the
training set labels y (the conditional uses the training
set inputs X as well). The second term acts as a nor-
malization term that measures the divergence between
the exact conditional over fi given the latents of the
inducing points and the same given the training labels.

A key difference between our approach and the MI
approach is that we use the efficient cross-entropy (in
the KL terms) to account for the whole environment.
In contrast, the MI approach uses the computationally
expensive entropy term H(x|S\Xm). However, the
overall formulation of both approaches is similar. We
validate this empirically in the experiments section.

7 Experiments

We demonstrate our methods on four datasets—Intel
lab temperature [Bodik et al., 2004], precip-
itation [Bretherton et al., 1999], soil mois-
ture [Hain, 2013], and ROMS ocean salin-
ity [Shchepetkin and McWilliams, 2005]. The
datasets are representative of real-world sensor place-
ment problems and some of these have been previously
used as benchmarks [Krause et al., 2008]. We used an
RBF kernel [Rasmussen and Williams, 2005] in these
experiments.

The Intel lab temperature dataset contains indoor
temperature data collected from 54 sensors deployed
in the Intel Berkeley Research lab. The precipitation
dataset contains daily precipitation data from 167 sen-
sors around Oregon, U.S.A, in 1994. The US soil mois-
ture dataset contains moisture readings from the con-
tinental USA, and the ROMS dataset contains salinity
data from the Southern California Bight region. We
uniform sampled 150 candidate sensor placement lo-
cations in the soil and salinity datasets.

For each dataset, we used a small portion of the data
to learn the kernel parameters2. and used a Gaus-
sian process (GP) to reconstruct the data field in the

2Please refer to the Supplementary for further details.
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Figure 1: The mean and standard deviation of the RMSE vs number of sensors for the Intel, precipitation, soil,
and salinity datasets (lower is better).
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Figure 2: The mean and standard deviation of the Runtime vs number of sensors for the Intel, precipitation,
soil, and salinity datasets (lower is better).
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(c) Salinity dataset MI
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Figure 3: Comparison of the MI and SVGP’s lower bound (ELBO) for the soil and salinity datasets. The mean
and standard deviation of the MI vs number of sensors (a), (c) and SVGP’s lower bound (ELBO) vs number of
sensors (b), (d).
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Figure 4: A non-stationary environment. (a) Ground truth. Reconstructions from the Continuous-SGP solutions
for (b) 32 sensing locations with a stationary RBF kernel, and (c) 9 and (d) 16 sensing locations with the neural
kernel. The black pentagons represent the solution placements.

environment from each method’s solution placements.
The GP was initialized with the learned kernel func-
tion, and the solution sensing locations and their corre-
sponding ground truth labels were used as the training
set in the GP. We evaluated our data field reconstruc-
tions using the root-mean-square error (RMSE).

We benchmarked our approaches—Continuous-
SGP (Section 5.1), Greedy-SGP (Section 5.2), and
Discrete-SGP (Section 5.3). We also evaluated the
performance of the approach in [Krause et al., 2008],
which maximizes mutual information (MI) using
the greedy algorithm (Greedy-MI) in discrete en-
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vironments, and we used the covariance matrix
adaptation evolution strategy (CMA-ES) to maximize
MI (CMA-ES-MI) as another baseline as it can handle
continuous environments. We chose these baselines as
they have also been show to perform well on sensor
placement problems. All methods considered the
sparsely labeled sensor placement problem, i.e., only
a small portion of labeled data was available to learn
the kernel parameters.

We computed the solution sensor placements for 3 to
100 sensors (in increments of 5) for all the datasets, ex-
cept for the Intel dataset, which was tested for up to
30 placement locations since it has only 54 placement
locations in total. The experiments were repeated 10
times and we report the mean and standard deviation
of the RMSE and runtime results in Figures 1 and 2.
We see that our approaches’ RMSE results are consis-
tently on par or better that the baseline Greedy-MI
and CMA-ES-MI approaches.

Moreover, our approaches are substantially faster than
the baseline approaches. Our Continuous-SGP ap-
proach is up to 6 times faster than the baselines in the
temperature dataset, up to 50 times faster in the pre-
cipitation dataset, and up to 43 times faster in the soil
and salinity datasets. Our SGP-based approaches se-
lect sensing locations that reduce the RMSE by maxi-
mizing the SGP’s ELBO, which requires inverting only
an m×m covariance matrix (m≪ |S|, where |S| is the
number of candidate locations). In contrast, both the
baselines maximize MI, which requires inverting up to
an |S| × |S| covariance matrix to place each sensor,
which takes O(|S|3) time. As such, the computational
cost difference is further exacerbated in the precipita-
tion, soil, and salinity datasets, which have three times
as many candidate locations as the temperature data.

Also, the Continuous-SGP method consistently gen-
erates high quality results in our experiments; which
is consistent with the findings of [Bauer et al., 2016],
who showed that SVGP’s are able to recover the
full GP posterior in regression tasks. Solving the
assignment problem in our Discrete-SGP approach
to map the Continuous-SGP solution to the dis-
crete candidate set incurs a one-time O(m3) computa-
tion time that is negligible. Therefore our gradient-
based approaches—Continuous-SGP and Discrete-
SGP—converge at almost the same rate. Yet the
Discrete-SGP retains the solution quality of the
Continuous-SGP solution.

The labeled data locations in the soil and salinity
datasets used to train our kernel function were not
aligned with our candidate locations for the discrete
approaches. We chose this setup to demonstrate that
we can learn the kernel parameters even if the data is

not aligned with the candidate locations, or is from a
different environment altogether.

In Figure 3 we show the MI and SVGP’s lower bound
(ELBO) between the solution placements and the en-
vironments (2500 uniformly sampled locations). The
label dependent data fit term in the ELBO was dis-
abled to generate the shown results. Although the
ELBO values differ from MI, they closely approximate
the relative trends of the MI values. This validates our
claim that the SVGP’s ELBO behaves similarly to MI
while being significantly cheaper to compute.

When using stationary kernels, our approach and ap-
proaches that maximize MI generate solution place-
ments that are equally spaced. However, the solu-
tion placements are more informative when using non-
stationary kernels. The following experiment demon-
strates our approach in a non-stationary environment.
We used a neural kernel [Remes et al., 2018] to learn
the non-stationary correlations in the environment
(Figure 4). We see that our placements from the SGP
approach with the neural kernel are not uniformly dis-
tributed and are able to achieve near-perfect recon-
structions of the environment. Please refer to the Sup-
plementary for further details and experiments.

8 Conclusion

We addressed the sensor placement problem for mon-
itoring correlated data. We formulated the problem
as a regression problem using SGPs and showed that
training SGPs on unlabeled data gives us ideal sensor
placements in continuous spaces, thereby opening up
the vast GP and SGP literature to the sensor place-
ment problem and its variants involving constraints,
non-point sensors, etc. The method also enables us
to leverage the convergence rate proofs of SGPs. Fur-
thermore, we presented an approach that uses the as-
signment problem to map the continuous domain solu-
tions to discrete domains efficiently, giving us compu-
tationally efficient discrete solutions compared to the
greedy approach. Our experiments on four real-world
datasets demonstrated that our approaches result in
both MI and reconstruction quality being on par or
better than the existing approaches while substantially
reducing the computation time.

A key advantage of our approach is its differentiability
with respect to the sensing locations. We leverage this
property in concurrent work to generalize our sensor
placement approach to robotic informative path plan-
ning. Since GP-based approaches rely on having ac-
curate kernel function parameters, we aim to develop
online approaches to address this in our future work.
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1 Algorithms

This section presents detailed algorithms for each of our sensor placement approaches—Continuous-SGP, Greedy-
SGP, and Discrete-SGP.

1.1 Continuous Space Solutions

Algorithm 1: Continuous-SGP approach for obtaining sensor placements in continuous environments. Here
kθ is the kernel function with parameters learnt from either historical data or expert knowledge, Φ is a
random distribution defined over the bounds of the environment V, s is the number of required sensors, n is
the number of random locations used to train the SGP, and γ is the SGP learning rate.

Input: kθ,V,Φ, s, n, γ
Output: Solution sensor placements A ⊂ V, where |A| = s

1 X = {∅} ; // Initialize empty set to store SGP training set

2 repeat
// Draw n random unlabeled locations from the environment

3 x ∼ Φ(V)
4 X← X ∪ {x}
5 until |X| = n;
6 D = (X,y = 0) ; // Generate SGP training dataset with 0 labels

7 Xm = RandomUniformSubset(X, s) ; // Initialize s inducing points at random locations

8 φ = SGP(0, kθ;D,Xm) ; // Initialize a SVGP φ with 0 mean, kernel function kθ, training

set D, and inducing points Xm

9 repeat
10 Xm ← Xm + γ∇Fφ(Xm) ;

// Optimize the inducing point locations Xm by maximizing the

SVGP’s ELBO Fφ using gradient ascent with a learning rate of γ
11 until convergence;
12 return Xm



1.2 Greedy Discrete Space Solutions

Algorithm 2: Greedy-SGP approach for obtaining sensor placements in discrete environments (i.e., sensor
placements limited to a given set of candidate sensor locations) using a greedy selection approach. Here kθ
is the kernel function with parameters learnt from either historical data or expert knowledge, S is the set of
candidate sensor placement locations, Φ is a random distribution defined over the bounds of the environment
V, and s is the number of required sensors, n is the number of random locations used to train the SGP.

Input: kθ,V,S,Φ, s, n
Output: Solution sensor placements A ⊂ S, where |A| = s

1 X = {∅} ; // Initialize empty set to store SGP training set

2 repeat
// Draw n random unlabeled locations from the environment

3 x ∼ Φ(V)
4 X← X ∪ {x}
5 until |X| = n;
6 D = (X,y = 0) ; // Generate SGP training dataset with 0 labels

7 φ = SGP(0, kθ;D) ; // Initialize a SVGP φ with 0 mean, kernel function kθ, and

training set D
8 repeat

/* Sequentially select each of the solution inducing point locations using the greedy

approach. */

9 Xm ← Xm ∪ {argmaxx∈S\Xm
Fφ(Xm ∪ {x})−Fφ(Xm)}

10 until |Xm| = s;
11 return Xm



1.3 Gradient-based Discrete Space Solutions

Algorithm 3: Discrete-SGP approach for obtaining sensor placements in discrete environments (i.e., sensor
placements limited to a given set of candidate sensor locations) using gradient descent. Here kθ is the kernel
function with parameters learnt from either historical data or expert knowledge, S is the set of candidate
sensor placement locations, Φ is a random distribution defined over the bounds of the environment V, s is
the number of required sensors, n is the number of random locations used to train the SGP, and γ is the SGP
learning rate.

Input: kθ,V,S,Φ, s, n, γ
Output: Solution sensor placements A ⊂ S, where |A| = s

1 Xm = Continuous-SGP(kθ,V,Φ, s, n, γ) ; // Get the s continuous space sensor placements using

our gradient based approach

Continuous-SGP (Algorithm 1)

2 C = 0|Xm|×|S| ; // Initialize zero matrix to store pairwise distances

3 for i← 0 to |Xm| do
4 for j ← 0 to |S| do
5 C[i][j]← ||Xm[i]− S[j]||2 ; // Compute the pairwise L2 distances

6 A = H(C) ; // Solve the assignment problem H [Burkard et al., 2012] to assign the

s continuous space inducing points Xm to s locations in the

candidate sensor placement locations set S
7 X∗

m = S[A] ; // Use the solution assignments A to index the candidate sensor

placement locations set S and get the solution discrete sensor

placements

8 return X∗
m



2 Theory

This section shows the derivation of the SVGP evidence lower bound’s delta term, which is used to contrast it
with the MI approach’s delta term [Krause et al., 2008], and details why the SGVP’s evidence lower bound is
not submodular.

2.1 Preliminary

2.1.1 Properties of Entropy

1. Joint entropy can be decomposed into the sum of conditional entropy and marginal entropy [Bishop, 2006]:

H(X,Y ) =H(X|Y ) +H(Y )

=H(Y |X) +H(X) .

2. The reverse KL divergence is the cross entropy minus entropy [Murphy, 2022]:

KL(q||p) = Hp(q)−H(q) .

2.1.2 Submodularity

A set function f is submodular if it has the following diminishing returns property for sets X,Y, and T , with u
being an element of the set T that is not already in Y [Nemhauser et al., 1978]:

f(X ∪ {u})− f(X) ≥ f(Y ∪ {u})− f(Y )

∀X ⊆ Y ⊂ T and u ∈ T\Y .

2.2 SVGP Evidence Lower Bound’s Delta Term Expansion

The lower bound of the SVGP [Titsias, 2009] is given by:

F =
n

2
log(2π) +

1

2
log |Qnn + σ2

noiseI|+
1

2
y⊤(Qnn + σ2

noiseI)
−1y − 1

2σ2
noise

Tr(Knn −Qnn) , (1)

where Knn is the covariance matrix computed using the SGP’s kernel function on the n training samples X,
Qnn = KnmK−1

mmKmn, the subscript m corresponds to the inducing points set, σnoise is the noise variance, and
y is the vector containing the training set labels.

Assume that the inducing points are a subset of the training set indexed by m ⊂ {1, ..., n}. Let (Xm, fm) be the
set of inducing points locations and their corresponding latent variables. Similarly, let (X, f) be the training set
locations and latent variables. Here n is the index set corresponding to the training dataset, and m is the index
set corresponding to the inducing points. Note that we use the same notation as [Titsias, 2009], who also used
n and m to denote the cardinality of these sets. We know that the SVGP evidence lower bound can be written
as follows [Bishop, 2006] for inducing points Xm:

F(Xm) =−KL(qm(f)||p(f |y)) + log p(y)

=−Hp(f |y)(qm(f)) +H(qm(f)) + log p(y) .
(2)

Here qm is the variational distribution of the SGP with the m inducing points. We index the n training set
points excluding the m inducing set points as the set difference n −m. We can use the above to formulate the
increments (delta term) in the SVGP lower bound upon adding a new inducing point xi such that i ∈ n−m as
follows:



∆F(Xm, {xi}) =F(Xm ∪ {xi})−F(Xm)

=−KL(qm+1(f)||p(f |y)) + KL(qm(f)||p(f |y))
=−Hp(f |y)(qm+1(f)) +H(qm+1(f)) +Hp(f |y)(qm(f))−H(qm(f))

= (H(qm+1(f))−H(qm(f)))︸ ︷︷ ︸
∆h1

− (Hp(f |y)(qm+1(f))−Hp(f |y)(qm(f)))
︸ ︷︷ ︸

∆h2

.

(3)

The last equation above is similar to the KL divergence, except that each entropy term here ∆hj is the difference
of two entropies. We can use the following expansion of the variational distribution qm to simplify the above:

qm(f) = p(fn−(m+1), fi|fm)ϕ(fm)

= p(fn−(m+1)|fi, fm)p(fi|fm)ϕ(fm) .
(4)

Here we factorized the variational distribution over f as the product of the variational distribution ϕ over the
latents fm parametrized with the m inducing points Xm and the conditional distribution p over the remaining
data points n −m computed using conditioning; fi corresponds to the additional data sample added to the m
inducing points. Similar to the above we can expand qm+1(f) as follows:

qm+1(f) = p(fn−(m+1)|fm+1)ϕ(fm+1)

= p(fn−(m+1)|fm, fi)ϕ(fi|fm)ϕ(fm) .
(5)

Instead of using the conditional p(fi|fm) as we did for qm(f), here the distribution over fi is from the variational
distribution ϕ(fi|fm). Since all the inducing points are explicitly given in the variational distribution, the joint
variational distribution over the inducing points can be decomposed as the product of marginals. We can now
plug the decomposed variational distribution back into Equation 3 to get the following using the chain rule of
entropy:

∆h1 =H(qm+1(f))−H(qm(f))

=H(p(fn−(m+1)|fi, fm)ϕ(fi|fm)ϕ(fm))−H(p(fn−(m+1)|fi, fm)p(fi|fm)ϕ(fm))

=
((((((((((
H(p(fn−(m+1)|fi, fm)) +H(ϕ(fi|fm)) +�����H(ϕ(fm))−

((((((((((
H(p(fn−(m+1)|fi, fm))−H(p(fi|fm))−�����H(ϕ(fm))

=H(ϕ(fi|fm))−H(p(fi|fm)) .
(6)

Similar to the above, we can get ∆h2 = Hp(fi|y)(ϕ(fi|fm))−Hp(fi|y)(p(fi|fm)). This gives us the following:

∆F(Xm, {xi}) = H(ϕ(fi|fm))−H(p(fi|fm))−Hp(fi|y)(ϕ(fi|fm)) +Hp(fi|y)(p(fi|fm))

= (H(ϕ(fi|fm))−Hp(fi|y)(ϕ(fi|fm)))− (H(p(fi|fm))−Hp(fi|y)(p(fi|fm)))

= KL(ϕ(fi|fm)||p(fi|y))−KL(p(fi|fm)||p(fi|y)) .
(7)

Consider Xm ⊆ Xl ⊂ X and xi ∈ X\Xl:

∆F(Xm, {xi})−∆F(Xl, {xi}) ≥ 0

KL(ϕ(fi|fm)||p(fi|y))−KL(p(fi|fm)||p(fi|y))−KL(ϕ(fi|fl)||p(fi|y)) + KL(p(fi|fl)||p(fi|y)) ≥ 0
(8)

One needs to show that the last equation above is true for the SVGP’s lower bound to be submodular, which
is not necessarily true in all cases. If we constrain the variational distribution ϕ to have a diagonal covariance
matrix, the diagonal covariance matrix assumption allows us to drop the variational distribution’s dependence
on fm in ∆h1 and ∆h2. This gives us the following:

∆h1 = H(ϕ(fi))−H(p(fi|fm))

∆h2 = Hp(fi|y)(ϕ(fi))−Hp(fi|y)(p(fi|fm)) .
(9)



Now if we again consider Xm ⊆ Xl ⊂ X and xi ∈ X\Xl:

∆F(Xm, {xi})−∆F(Xl, {xi}) ≥ 0

KL(ϕ(fi)||p(fi|y))−KL(p(fi|fm)||p(fi|y))−KL(ϕ(fi)||p(fi|y)) + KL(p(fi|fl)||p(fi|y)) ≥ 0

�����H(ϕ(fi))−H(p(fi|fm))−(((((((Hp(fi|y)(ϕ(fi)) +Hp(fi|y)(p(fi|fm))−
�����H(ϕ(fi)) +H(p(fi|fl)) +(((((((Hp(fi|y)(ϕ(fi))−Hp(fi|y)(p(fi|fl)) ≥ 0

Hp(fi|y)(p(fi|fm))−H(p(fi|fm))−Hp(fi|y)(p(fi|fl)) +H(p(fi|fl)) ≥ 0

KL(p(fi|fm)||p(fi|y))−KL(p(fi|fl)||p(fi|y)) ≥ 0

KL(p(fi|fm)||p(fi|y)) ≥ KL(p(fi|fl)||p(fi|y))
KL(p(fi|fm)||p(fi|y)) ≥ KL(p(fi|fm ∪ (fl\fm))||p(fi|y))

(10)

The last equation above is much simpler than the inequality obtained using a full covariance matrix in the
variational distribution. Indeed all the distributions used in the KL divergence terms are Gaussian, and therefore
have a closed form equation for the KL divergence. However, we still found the inequality far too complex to be
able to conclusively prove that the SVGP’s lower bound is submodular.

So we performed empirical tests to check for submodularity and found that the SVGP’s ELBO with a full
covariance matrix and a diagonal covariance matrix were not submodular. Nonetheless, we found that when
using a diagonal covariance matrix, the bound was almost submodular. This finding is based on the quality of
the solutions found by optimizing the lower bound using the naive greedy and lazy greedy algorithms. When
using a diagonal covariance matrix, the solution inducing points’ lower bounds from both the algorithms were
very close. This suggests that even if one were to treat the lower bound as submodular and optimize it using the
efficient lazy greedy algorithm, we would still get good solutions.



3 Additional Experiments

3.1 Spatiotemporal Sensor Placement

We demonstrate our approach’s scalability to large spatiotemporal data fields by finding placements for 500 ozone
concentration sensors across the planet. Note that the environment is the surface of a sphere in this example.
We used a spatiotemporal-sparse variational Gaussian process (ST-SVGP) [Hamelijnck et al., 2021] as it allows
us to efficiently model spatiotemporal correlations in the data with time complexity linear in the number of time
steps in the training set. We used Matern 3/2 kernels [Rasmussen and Williams, 2005] to model the spatial and
temporal correlations. All the model parameters were optimized with a learning rate of 0.01, and the parameters
were optimized using the Adam optimizer [Kingma and Ba, 2015]. The ST-SVGP was trained on the first six
months of the monthly ozone data from 2018 [Service, 2018], and we used a subset of 1040 uniformly distributed
locations in the dataset as the training set and 100 inducing points to learn the kernel parameters. The learned
kernel function was then used in our sensor placement approach—Continuous-SGP (Algorithm 1)—to obtain the
500 solution placements shown below. Note that the solution sensor placements are spatially fixed to monitor
the spatiotemporal data.
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Figure 1: Placements for 500 sensors generated using the Continuous-SGP approach with an ST-
SVGP [Hamelijnck et al., 2021]. The red points are the sensor placements projected onto the 2D map using
cylindrical equal-area projection.

The solution placements are relatively uniformly distributed over the planet. This is because we used a stationary
kernel function. However, in a real-world scenario, using a non-stationary kernel would give us even more
informative sensing locations that can further leverage the non-stationary nature of the environment.

3.2 Obstacle Avoidance

We handle obstacles in the environment by building an appropriate training dataset for the SGP. We remove
the random samples in the SGP training set at locations in the interior of obstacles. Therefore the resulting
training set has samples only in obstacle-free regions. Training an SGP on such data would result in inducing
points that avoid the obstacles since placing the inducing points at locations with obstacles would not increase

x

y

Figure 2: Placements for 200 sensors generated using the SGP approach. The hatched orange polygons represent
obstacles in the environment and the blue points represent the solution sensor placements.



the likelihood of the training data used to optimize the SGP. Our obstacle avoidance approach is best suited for
relatively large obstacles.

We now present our solution sensor placements in an environment with multiple obstacles (Figure 2). We trained
the SGP using gradient descent on randomly sampled points in the environment where there were no obstacles
and set all labels to zero. As we can see, the solution placements are well-spaced to ensure that the same
information is not repeatedly collected. Also, our solution placements perfectly avoid the obstacles.



4 Main Experiment Details and Results

4.1 Experiment Setup

We used an RBF kernel [Rasmussen and Williams, 2005] in all our experiments included in the main paper, and
trained all GPs (and SGPs) with a learning rate of 1e − 2 for a maximum of 3000 iterations using the Adam
optimizer [Kingma and Ba, 2015]. We used the GPflow Python library [van der Wilk et al., 2020] for all our GP
implementations, and the apricot Python library [Schreiber et al., 2020] for the greedy selection algorithm.

All our experiments were executed on a Dell workstation with an Intel(R) Xeon(R) W-2265 CPU and 128 GB
RAM. We ran our experiments using Python 3.8.10.

4.2 KL Divergence Results

In Figure 3, we show how each of the methods in the paper—Greedy-MI, CMA-ES-MI, Continuous-SGP,
Greedy-SGP, and Discrete-SGP—perform on the SGP’s KL divergence measured using the approach presented
in [Burt et al., 2019]. We see the our approaches consistently perform on par or better than the baselines.
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(b) Precipitation dataset
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(c) Soil dataset
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(d) Salinity dataset

Figure 3: KL divergence between the SGP posterior and the true posterior [Burt et al., 2019] vs number of
sensors for the temperature, precipitation, soil, and salinity datasets (lower is better).

4.3 Bayesian Optimization Results

For completeness, we also generated results on the Intel temperature dataset using Bayesian optimization
(BO) [McKay et al., 1979], shown in Figure 4. We used the upper confidence bound (UCB) acquisition func-
tion [Brochu et al., 2010] in BO and maximized mutual information. However, the method’s performance was
subpar compared to other baselines.
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Figure 4: Results on the Intel temperature dataset generated using BO and the methods in the paper—Greedy-
MI, CMA-ES-MI, Continuous-SGP, Greedy-SGP, and Discrete-SGP.

4.4 Non-Stationarity Kernels

Based on the experiments in Section 3, it is clear that when using stationary kernels the solution sensor placements
are uniformly distributed. Indeed, this is true for approaches that maximize MI [Krause et al., 2008] and our
SGP approach, which is also an efficient method to approximately maximize MI. One can also use a faster



uniform sampling technique such as Latin hypercube sampling [McKay et al., 1979] to achieve similar results.
However, in contrast to discrete sensor placement approaches, an advantage of our SGP-based approach is that
it is differentiable with respect to the inducing points (sensing locations), which enables us to impose a variety
of constraints to address related problems such as the informative path planning problem [Hitz et al., 2017].

Furthermore, our approach can also be used with non-stationary kernels. The following experiment demonstrates
our approach in a non-stationary environment. We generated a non-stationary data field (elevation data), in
which the left half varies at a lower frequency than the right half. Therefore, uniformly distributed sensor
locations generated using a stationary kernel will not result in good reconstructions. Therefore, we used a neural
kernel [Remes et al., 2018] to learn the correlations in the environment.
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Figure 5: A non-stationary environment. (a) Ground truth. Reconstructions from the Continuous-SGP solutions
with a neural kernel for (b) 4, (c) 9 and (d) 16 sensing locations. The black pentagons represent the solution
placements.
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Figure 6: Non-stationary environment reconstructions from the Continuous-SGP solutions with a stationary
RBF kernel function for (a) 4, (b) 9, (c) 16, and (d) 32 sensing locations. The black pentagons represent the
solution placements.

We used three mixture components in the neural kernel function and parameterized each constituent neural net-
work as a two-layer multilayer perceptron [Bishop, 2006] with four hidden units each. The training data consisted
of 1250 grid-sampled labeled data from the non-stationary environment. The neural kernel function parameters
were optimized using a Gaussian process (GP) [Rasmussen and Williams, 2005] trained with type-II maximum
likelihood [Bishop, 2006]. We then used the neural kernel function in our Continuous-SGP approach (Algo-
rithm 1) to generate sensor placements for 4, 9, and 16 sensing locations. The ground truth data from the sensor
placements was used to generate a dense reconstruction of the non-stationary environment (20,000 data points).
The results with the non-stationary neural kernel are shown in Figure 5 for 4, 9, and 16 sensor placements.
We also show the results generated using a stationary RBF kernel [Rasmussen and Williams, 2005] in the SGP
approach in Figure 6.

As we can see, the sensor placements are no longer uniformly distributed. Instead, they are biased towards
strategic locations that are crucial for accurately estimating the data field. We see multiple sensors in the
middle, where the frequency of the variations (elevation) change, thereby accurately capturing the underlying



data field. A stationary kernel would not be able to identify this transition point as a region that needs multiple
sensors to accurately capture the data field.
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