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In areal unit data with missing or suppressed data, it desirable to create
models that are able to predict observations that are not available. Traditional
statistical methods achieve this through Bayesian hierarchical models that
can capture the unexplained residual spatial autocorrelation through condi-
tional autoregressive (CAR) priors, such that they can make predictions at
geographically related spatial locations. In contrast, typical machine learning
approaches such as random forests ignore this residual autocorrelation, and
instead base predictions on complex non-linear feature-target relationships.
In this paper, we propose CAR-Forest, a novel spatial prediction algorithm
that combines the best features of both approaches by fusing them together.
By iteratively refitting a random forest combined with a Bayesian CAR model
in one algorithm, CAR-Forest can incorporate flexible feature-target rela-
tionships while still accounting for the residual spatial autocorrelation. Our
results, based on a Scottish housing price data set, show that CAR-Forest
outperforms Bayesian CAR models, random forests, and the state-of-the-art
hybrid approach, geographically weighted random forest, providing a state-
of-the-art framework for small-area spatial prediction.

1. Introduction. Spatial areal unit data are prevalent in ecology (Brewer and Nolan,
2007), economics (Kawabata, Naoi and Yasuda, 2022), and epidemiology (Lee and Ander-
son, 2023), and the aims of modelling these data include hotspot identification (Knorr-Held
and Raßer, 2000), boundary detection (Lee, Meeks and Pettersson, 2021), ecological regres-
sion (Wang et al., 2022), and the quantification of spatial inequalities (Jack, Lee and Dean,
2019). Unlike for point-level data spatial prediction is not normally the inferential goal, be-
cause there is one data value for each areal unit and hence nothing to predict. However, areal
unit data sometimes contain missing values, making spatial prediction an important method-
ological challenge. These missing values could be caused by the observed value not existing,
not being measured or being suppressed, the latter occurring because it may disclose the iden-
tity of individuals. Here, we model median property prices at a small-area scale in Scotland,
and these data are only publicly released if 5 or more properties sold in a year, leading to
around 9% of the small areas having missing values.

Area unit data are typically modelled in a Bayesian hierarchical setting, where the mean
function is represented by a linear combination of available features and a set of random
effects. The latter capture any residual spatial autocorrelation in the data after feature adjust-
ment, and are typically assigned a conditional autoregressive (CAR) prior distribution (Besag,
York and Mollié, 1991). In contrast, machine learning algorithms are the state of the art ap-
proach to a-spatial prediction, with examples including random forests (Breiman, 2001) and
gradient boosting machines (Friedman, 2001). These algorithms model the relationship be-
tween each feature and the target variable as a complex non-linear function, typically leading
to improved predictive performance compared to simpler linear models. These competing
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paradigms thus utilise different aspects of spatial areal unit data to make predictions, with
machine learning algorithms utilising complex non-linear feature-target relationships and ig-
noring residual spatial autocorrelation, while Bayesian hierarchical CAR models capture this
autocorrelation at the expense of simpler feature-target relationships.

The use of machine learning in spatial statistics is a growing research area, with Berrocal
et al. (2020) and Credit (2022) comparing the predictive performance of traditional spatial
statistical models and machine learning algorithms. A small number of hybrid methodolo-
gies have also been proposed that fuse these two approaches, including the random forest
regression Kriging (RFRK, Hengl et al., 2015) and random forest generalised least squares
(RF-GLS, Saha, Basu and Datta, 2023) algorithms for point-level data. For areal unit data
Xia, Stewart and Fan (2021) and Soltani et al. (2022) incorporated spatially lagged features
in tree-based machine learning models, while Georganos et al. (2021) proposed a geographi-
cally weighted random forest (GRF) algorithm that fits a separate local random forest for each
areal unit using only nearby data points. However, unlike the point-level RFRK and RF-GLS
algorithms, these areal unit methods do not explicitly allow for spatial autocorrelation.

Therefore, this paper proposes an iterative prediction algorithm for areal unit data called
CAR-Forest, which is a novel fusion of conditional autoregressive models and random
forests. The algorithm incorporates flexible feature-target relationships via a random forest
and residual spatial autocorrelation via a Bayesian CAR model, and iteratively re-fits each
component based on the current value of the other. The total number of iterations is one of
the tuning parameters of the algorithm, which are optimised via a 10-fold cross validation
procedure. This methodology is motivated by a new study aiming to predict median property
prices in 2018 at the small-area scale in Scotland, and details of this study are presented
in Section 2. Section 3 provides a review of competitor prediction models, while our novel
CAR-Forest algorithm is described in Section 4. The study design for assessing predictive
performance is outlined in Section 5, while the study results are presented in Section 6.
Finally, the paper ends in Section 7 with a summary of the main findings and areas for future
work.

2. Motivating study. The aim of the study is to predict median property prices at the
small-area scale in Scotland in 2018, which is the most recent year of data that are publicly
available. The data relate to spatial units called Data Zones (DZ), which are a small-area
geography containing between 500 and 1,000 people. Data Zones nest within 32 larger Local
Authorities (LA), which are the administrative units that run public services such as schools
and rubbish collections. Three of these LAs Na h-Eileanan Siar (Western Isles), Orkney, and
Shetland are island communities that contain only 95 DZs in total, which are removed to
avoid having small numbers of DZs in an LA when splitting the data into training and test
sets. This leaves N = 6,881 DZs as the study region, which comprise mainland Scotland and
some of the islands. The data used in this study are described below, and unless otherwise
stated were obtained from https://statistics.gov.scot/home.

2.1. Target variable. The target variable is the median selling price of all properties sold
in 2018, with the median being used because it is robust to outlying observations. Median
prices that are based on less than 5 sales are suppressed (or do not exist in the case of zero
sales) to ensure individual properties are not identifiable, which results in around 9% of
DZs having missing values. Additionally, one DZ had a median price of just £600, and as
this is likely to be an error this value is treated as missing. The remaining data exhibit a
skewed distribution that ranges between £19,500 and £878,000, with a median value of
£139,282. Figure 1 displays the spatial patterns in median property prices across the two
largest cities of Edinburgh (A, top) and Glasgow (B, bottom), while all the data are not

https://statistics.gov.scot/home
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(A) - Edinburgh

(B) - Glasgow

FIG 1. Maps of median property prices in each DZ in Edinburgh (A, top) and Glasgow (B, bottom). Grey DZs
have missing median property prices.
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shown because most DZs would then be too small to see. The figure shows that prices are
more expensive in Edinburgh compared to Glasgow, with median prices of £230,000 and
£122,000 respectively. Glasgow also exhibits a much higher proportion of DZs with missing
property prices (shown in grey) than Edinburgh, being 16.8% and 4.0% respectively. These
missing values appear to be spatially clustered in Glasgow but not in Edinburgh, with clusters
in the residential areas of Drumchapel in the far north-west and Castlemilk in the far south.

2.2. Features. A number of features that are likely to explain the spatial variation in me-
dian property prices were obtained, including characteristics of the DZ itself and the proper-
ties situated within them. Some of these features contain a small number of missing values,
which are imputed using the K nearest neighbours (KNN) algorithm with K = 5 as recom-
mended by Kuhn and Johnson (2019). Additionally, a very small number of clear outliers
were assumed to be data errors and imputed as above. The numeric features were then stan-
dardised to have a mean of zero and a standard deviation of one. The set of features is sum-
marised below, with additional exploratory analysis given in Section 1 of the supplementary
material.

2.2.1. Property characteristics. Average property size is measured by the mean number
of rooms excluding bathrooms and kitchens, while property type is summarised by the per-
centages of: (i) flats; and (ii) semi-detached / detached houses; in each DZ. Additionally, the
density of properties is summarised by the number of dwellings per hectare. Finally, council
tax is a levy paid by each householder for public services, and the council tax band of a prop-
erty provides a crude measure of a property’s worth. The latter has 8 levels labelled A to H,
with the cheapest properties in band A and the most expensive in band H. The percentages
of properties in each of these 8 bands is available, but as they are highly correlated princi-
pal components analysis (PCA) is applied to obtain independent features. The first 5 PCs
explained over 95% of the variation in these variables, and hence are used in the prediction
model.

2.2.2. Small-area characteristics. The level of socio-economic deprivation in each Data
Zone is measured by the Scottish Index of Multiple Deprivation (SIMD, https://simd.scot/),
and we use data for the closest year available which is 2016. The SIMD is a composite
index comprising 26 correlated indicators across the domains of access to services, crime,
education, employment, health, housing and income, and a summary is presented in Section
1 of the supplementary material. The single indicator in the crime domain is removed because
it has 435 (6%) missing values, while the remaining indicators have at most 14 missing
values and are hence imputed. The income and employment domains each contain a single
indicator which are used as-is, while the access to services domain is represented by the
indicator summarising the drive time needed to reach a post office because the remaining
indicators contain numerous outliers. The education, health and housing domains contain
multiple correlated indicators, so PCA is again used to produce independent features. In each
case enough PCs are kept to make the cumulative proportion of variation explained above
95%, which resulted in the following number of features: education - 1, health - 3, housing -
2.

The urbanicity of each DZ is represented by an 8 fold urban-rural classification, which for
simplicity is reduced to the following three levels: urban (Large Urban Areas, Other Ur-
ban Areas); small-towns (Accessible Small Towns, Remote Small Towns, Very Remote
Small Towns); and rural (Accessible Rural Areas, Remote Rural Areas, Very Remote Ru-
ral Areas). Here, small towns is treated as the baseline level, resulting in binary indicator
variables for the urban and rural categories. The final features available comprise the lo-
cal authority each DZ is contained within (a factor with 29 levels), and the easting (east-west)
and northing (north-south) coordinates of the centroid (central point) of each DZ.

https://simd.scot/
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2.3. Study aims. Within the overarching aim of spatial areal unit prediction, this study
addresses three key questions. Firstly, how does the predictive performance of the proposed
CAR-Forest algorithm compare to a-spatial random forests, Bayesian CAR models and
geographically weighted random forests? Secondly, how does property price predictability
vary regionally across Scotland, and which areas can be predicted with the greatest and least
amounts of accuracy? Thirdly, what are the likely median property prices for the 9% of
Data Zones that have missing values, and how do these predictions compare to the prices in
the remaining Data Zones? This paper will thus provide users with information on average
property prices in their local areas, as well as access to a state-of-the-art prediction algorithms
for spatial areal unit data.

3. Competitor prediction models. This section briefly outlines the competitor pre-
diction models that we benchmark our CAR-Forest algorithm against. In what follows,
the study region is partitioned into N non-overlapping areal units S = {A1, . . . ,AN}, and
median property prices are denoted by Y = [Y (A1), . . . , Y (AN )]. Additionally, x(Ak) =
[x1(Ak), . . . , xp(Ak)] denotes a vector of p features relating to Ak. The N areal units are
randomly partitioned into a training set {A1, . . . ,AK} and a test set {AK+1, . . . ,AN}, with
each model being fitted to the training set and used for out-of-sample prediction on the test
set.

3.1. Normal linear model. The simplest baseline model is the normal linear model,
which when applied to the training set is given by

Y (Ak)∼ N{β0 + x(Ak)
⊤β, σ2} for k = 1, . . . ,K,(1)

where (β0,β, σ
2) denote the intercept term, the p× 1 vector of regression parameters and

the variance parameter respectively. Parameter estimation is achieved using maximum likeli-
hood, and further details are given by Faraway (2014) along with how to predict observations
in the test set.

3.2. Spatial conditional autoregressive model. Residual spatial autocorrelation not ac-
counted for by the covariates is ubiquitous in areal unit data, and can be modelled by adding
autocorrelated random effects to (1). Conditional autoregressive (CAR, Besag, York and Mol-
lié, 1991) priors are commonly specified for the random effects, with inference undertaken
in a Bayesian setting, using either MCMC simulation (e.g., via CARBayes, Lee, 2013) or
integrated nested Laplace approximations (INLA, Rue, Martino and Chopin, 2009). Here we
use INLA for its computational speed, due to the need to repeatedly fit the model multiple
times when optimising tuning parameters.

CAR priors induce spatial dependence into the random effects via a (typically) binary
neighbourhood matrix W, whose kjth element wkj = 1 if areal units {Ak,Aj} are spa-
tially close and wkj = 0 otherwise (wkk = 0 ∀k). This specification implies that the random
effects for areal units {Ak,Aj} are partially autocorrelated if wkj = 1, but are condition-
ally independent given the remaining random effects if wkj = 0. Most commonly, wkj = 1
if {Ak,Aj} share a common border and wkj = 0 otherwise. However, as we split the data
into training and test subsets, some areal units will not share a border with any other units
in these subsets, leading to an inappropriate specification of the CAR model. Therefore, for
each subset we define W by the D nearest neighbours algorithm, where wkj = 1 if Aj is
one of the D nearest neighbours to Ak in terms of inter-centroidal distance, and wkj = 0
otherwise. This creates an asymmetric neighbourhood matrix, which is made symmetric by
setting wjk = 1 if initially (wkj = 1, wjk = 0). Here D is a tuning parameter of the model that
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controls the structure of the spatial autocorrelation, with longer range partial autocorrelations
being captured as D increases.

CAR priors have been proposed by Besag, York and Mollié (1991), Leroux, Lei and Bres-
low (2000) and Riebler et al. (2016), and here we utilise the one proposed by Leroux, Lei and
Breslow (2000) because it only contains a single set of random effects {ϕ(A1), . . . , ϕ(AK)}
whose level of spatial dependence is controlled globally by a single parameter ρ. Thus the
full spatial CAR model applied to the training set is given by

Y (Ak)∼ N{β0 + x(Ak)
⊤β+ ϕ(Ak), σ

2} for k = 1, . . . ,K(2)

ϕ(Ak)|ϕ(−Ak),∼ N

 ρ
∑K

j=1wkjϕ(Aj)

ρ
∑K

j=1wkj + 1− ρ
,

1

τ
[
ρ
∑K

j=1wkj + 1− ρ
]


β0, βj ∼ N(0,100000) for j = 1, . . . , p

ln

(
ρ

1− ρ

)
∼ N(0,100)

ln(σ−2), ln(τ)∼ log-gamma(1,0.01),

where ϕ(−Ak) =ϕ \ {ϕ(Ak)}. Here, ρ= 0 corresponds to spatial independence because
then ϕ(Ak)∼ N(0,1/τ), while if ρ= 1 then (2) becomes the intrinsic CAR prior for strong
spatial autocorrelation proposed by Besag, York and Mollié (1991). Weakly informative prior
distributions are specified for (β0,β, ρ, σ2, τ) to let the data speak for themselves, which are
the ones recommended by the INLA software used for inference (Rue, Martino and Chopin,
2009). Once fitted to the training set the model is used to predict property prices in the test
set by sampling from the posterior predictive distribution

(3) f{Y (AK+1), . . . , Y (AN )|Ỹ}=
∫
Θ
f{Y (AK+1), . . . , Y (AN )|Θ}f{Θ|Ỹ}dΘ,

where Θ denotes the set of model parameters and Ỹ = [Y (A1), . . . , Y (AK)] denotes the
training data. Further details of the prediction are provided in Section 2.1 of the supplemen-
tary material accompanying this paper.

3.3. Random forest model. Random forests (RF) are one of the best performing ma-
chine learning prediction algorithms (Boehmke and Greenwell, 2020), and were originally
proposed by Breiman (2001). They are based on the additive decomposition

Y (Ak) =m[x(Ak)] + ϵ(Ak) for k = 1, . . . ,N,(4)

where {m[x(Ak)]} are the true values and the errors {ϵ(Ak)}Nk=1 across both train-
ing and test sets are assumed to be independent and identically distributed with some dis-
tribution g(.). Random forests fit an ensemble of Ntr regression trees (Breiman, 1984)
to the training data {Y (A1), . . . , Y (AK)} to estimate {m[x(Ak)]}, and the predictions
{m̂[x(AK+1)], . . . , m̂[x(AN )]} of the test set observations {Y (AK+1), . . . , Y (AN )} are the
means of the predictions made by these Ntr trees. Here we fix Ntr = 1,000, which initial
analyses showed was sufficient for the prediction error to stabilise. Each tree is fitted to an
independent bootstrapped sample (with replacement) from the training data of the same size.
A tree is built by a recursive binary partitioning algorithm, which considers a random subset
of mtry features when making each split in the tree. This recursive splitting continues until
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a stopping criterion is met, such as when making an additional split would result in a termi-
nal node having less than minnode observations. Full details of the algorithm are given in
Breiman (1984), while a practical introduction is given by Boehmke and Greenwell (2020).
Random forests only provide a single point prediction without a measure of predictive uncer-
tainty, which we overcome using the 95% prediction intervals for random forests proposed
by Zhang et al. (2020). Further details are given in Section 2.2 of the supplementary material.

3.4. Geographically weighted random forest model. The most popular machine learning
algorithm designed for spatially structured areal unit data is the geographical random forest
(GRF, Georganos et al., 2021), which is an extension of geographically weighted regression
(Fotheringham, Brunsdon and Charlton, 2003) to a random forest context. It predicts average
property price for a test set observation Y (Ar) by

(5) Ŷ (Ar) = αŶ local(Ar) + (1− α)Ŷ global(Ar),

where {Ŷ global(Ar), Ŷ
local(Ar)} respectively denote predictions from global (i.e., a stan-

dard random forest, see Section 3.3) and local random forest models, while α is a weight
parameter in the interval [0,1]. The local random forest is constructed using only data from
the bw nearest areal units in the training set to Ar , with the intuition being that these local
units are likely to be more similar to Ar and hence lead to an improved prediction of Y (Ar)
compared to using areal units that are further away. This model thus has two additional tuning
parameters compared to classical global random forests, namely (bw,α), which respectively
control how localised the local random forest model is (bw) and the weight given to its pre-
diction (α). The original GRF algorithm proposed by Georganos et al. (2021) did not provide
measures of predictive uncertainty, which is rectified here using the approach proposed by
Zhang et al. (2020) that uses out-of-bag errors from the global random forest model. For
details see Section 2.2 of the supplementary material.

4. Methodology. This section proposes a novel iterative spatial prediction algorithm for
areal unit data called CAR-Forest, that uses random forests to estimate non-linear feature-
target relationships and Bayesian CAR models to allow for any residual spatial autocorrela-
tion. Its rationale is outlined in Section 4.1, while algorithmic details are provided in Section
4.2.

4.1. Overall approach and rationale. The observed data {Y (Ak)} represent error-prone
measurements of the true values {m[x(Ak)]}, leading to the decomposition

(6) Y (Ak) = m[x(Ak)] + ϵ(Ak) for k = 1, . . . ,N,

for both the training and test sets. The errors {ϵ(Ak)} are independent and identically
distributed, and represent the noise in the observed data. The true values {m[x(Ak)]} are un-
known, and can be estimated using a random forest based on the available features {x(Ak)}.
Denoting this model-based estimate by {m̂[x(Ak)]}, the above decomposition becomes

(7) Y (Ak) = m̂[x(Ak)] + {m[x(Ak)]− m̂[x(Ak)]}+ ϵ(Ak) for k = 1, . . . ,N.

The differences between the true values and the model estimates {m[x(Ak)]−m̂[x(Ak)]}
arise from an incorrect specification of the regression model, which is likely to be caused by
a range of factors, including measurement error in the features and unmeasured confounding.
These unmeasured confounders are likely be spatially autocorrelated, and their exclusion
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from the model induces spatial autocorrelation into the differences {m[x(Ak)]−m̂[x(Ak)]}.
As these differences are unknown the standard approach is to replace them with a set of
spatially autocorrelated random effects {ϕ(Ak)}, which yields the following general model:

(8) Y (Ak) = m̂[x(Ak)] + ϕ(Ak) + ϵ(Ak) for k = 1, . . . ,N.

This specification naturally suggests a two-stage modelling cycle, where in the first stage
the non-linear effects of the features on the target variable are estimated using a random
forest. Then in the second stage the residual spatial autocorrelation not explained by the
features is modelled, by fitting a Bayesian CAR model to the target variable while treating
the estimated feature effects {m̂[x(Ak)]} as fixed offsets. However, the presence of spatial-
autocorrelation will likely affect the feature-target relationships estimated in stage 1. There-
fore, we propose iterating these two stages r = 1, . . . ,R times, where the random effects
estimated in stage 2 are fed back into the random forest model in stage 1 as fixed offsets.
The number of iterations R is a tuning parameter of the algorithm, which together with the
tuning parameters of the random forest (mtry , minnode) and the Bayesian CAR model (D)
are optimised via a cross-validation procedure (see Section 5). After R iterations of these two
steps the final Bayesian CAR model is used to make predictions for the test set.

This approach leverages the best characteristics of both machine learning methods and
spatial statistical models, namely the flexibility of the former for capturing non-linear rela-
tionships between a set of features and the target variable, and the ability of the latter for
modelling residual spatial autocorrelation. It thus extends random forest models for use in
areal unit data applications where residual spatial autocorrelation is ubiquitous. We note that
the GRF model proposed by Georganos et al. (2021) does not allow for residual spatial au-
tocorrelation directly, because it simply fits a-spatial random forest models to different local
subsets of the training set.

4.2. Implementation. The iterative CAR-Forest prediction algorithm has the following
tuning parameters: (i) the number of iterations of the algorithm R; (ii) the random forest
specific tuning parameters (mtry,minnode); and (iii) the CAR model tuning parameter D.
All of these are estimated using a 10-fold cross validation procedure applied to the training
set, details of which are given in the next section. Thus the algorithm below is presented for
a fixed set of tuning parameters.
Algorithm - CAR-Forest

Stage 0: Initialise the random effects by setting ϕ(Ak) = 0 for all training set observa-
tions, and fix the tuning parameters (mtry,minnode,D,R).

Stage 1: Iterate the following steps r = 1, . . . ,R times.
A. Compute the decorrelated target variable Z(Ak) = Y (Ak)− ϕ(Ak) for observations

in the training set k = 1, . . . ,K .
B. Fit a random forest model with tuning parameter (mtry,minnode) to the training set

with features {x(Ak)}Kk=1 and target variable {Z(Ak)}Kk=1 to estimate the effects of the
features after adjusting for spatial autocorrelation. Use this model to produce out-of-bag
predictions {m̂(k)[x(Ak)]}Nk=1 for both the training and test sets.

C. Fit the Gaussian Leroux CAR model described in Section 3.2

Y (Ak)∼ N{β0 + m̂(k)[x(Ak)] + ϕ(Ak), σ
2} for k = 1, . . . ,K,

to the training set, to produce an updated estimate of the residual spatial autocorrela-
tion component {ϕ(Ak)}Kk=1 via its posterior mean. The neighbourhood matrix W for
the CAR model is constructed using the D nearest neighbours rule. Here, the out-of-bag
predictions {m̂(k)[x(Ak)]}Kk=1 from Step B. are included in the model as a fixed offset.
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Stage 2: Use the final Gaussian CAR model from step C. obtained after R iterations to
produce predictions and 95% prediction intervals for observations in the test set via their
posterior predictive distributions. Note, these predictions also use the feature predictions
{m̂(k)[x(Ak)]}Nk=K+1 from the final random forest model.

Further details about random forests (Stage 1 B.) and the Bayesian CAR model used
(Stage 1 C. and 2) are provided in Section 3 of the main paper and Section 2 of the sup-
plementary material. Steps B. and C. respectively produce and use out-of-bag predictions
{m̂(k)[x(Ak)]}Kk=1 from the random forest for the training set, which for areal unit Ak are
made by averaging the predictions from the sub-forest of trees that were fitted without us-
ing Y (Ak). Out-of-bag predictions are used so that the training and test set predictions are
generated in the same way, i.e., without using the data point in question. If one instead re-
placed {m̂(k)[x(Ak)]}Kk=1 with in-sample fitted values, then they would likely be closer to
the observed data compared to those in the test set, leading to an underestimation in predic-
tive uncertainty. The above algorithm is implemented in R, and software allowing others to
apply the method to their own data is available in Section 3 of the supplementary material.
The software uses the ranger (Wright and Ziegler, 2017) package to fit the random forests,
and the INLA package (Rue, Martino and Chopin, 2009) to fit the Gaussian CAR models.

5. Study design for assessing predictive performance. The study design for assessing
the predictive performance of the CAR-Forest algorithm and its competitors for the property
price motivating study is outlined below, while a simulation study evidencing its performance
in a range of controlled settings is presented in Section 4 of the supplementary material. The
predictive performances of the following five models are compared: (i) a normal linear model
(LM - Section 3.1); (ii) a spatial CAR model (CAR - Section 3.2); (iii) a random forest model
(RF - Section 3.3); (iv) a geographically weighted random forest model (GRF - Section 3.4);
and (v) the CAR-Forest algorithm proposed in Section 4 (CAR-Forest). Note, we also
compared a simplified non-iterative form of the CAR-Forest algorithm that is equivalent to
R = 1, but as it did not perform as well as the full CAR-Forest algorithm its results are not
shown for brevity. The normal linear model is included for its simplicity, while the remaining
3 competitors to CAR-Forest comprise state of the art models in spatial statistics, machine
learning and an existing fusion of these paradigms. Predictive performance is assessed by
splitting the N = 6,264 Data Zones that contain non-missing median property price values
into an 80% training set (5,011) and a 20% test set (1,253), which is repeated 5 times to
ensure the results are not affected by the particular choice of training-test split.

With the exception of the normal linear model the remaining models contain tuning pa-
rameter(s), which are initially optimised using the training set. This optimisation is done
using a 10-fold cross validation procedure, which splits the training set into ten random sub-
sets of approximately equal size. Each model is fitted to nine of these subsets with different
combinations of tuning parameters, and for each combination the observations in the tenth
subset, known as the validation set, are predicted. This process is repeated treating each of
the ten subsets as the validation set once, and the optimal values of the tuning parameters are
the combination that minimise the root mean square error (see below for the definition) of
the predictions. This process is repeated independently for each of the five training and test
splits.

Once the optimal tuning parameters have been chosen, each model is refitted to the
full training set using these optimal values, which are then used to make out-of-sample
predictions for the test set. As median property price is a continuous measurement, the
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quality of these predictions is assessed using the following standard metrics. In what fol-
lows {Y (Ar), Ỹ (Ar)} denote the observed median property price and the prediction for
the rth areal unit in the test set respectively, where following the notation in Section 3
r =K + 1, . . . ,N .

Root mean square error − RMSE =

√√√√ 1

N −K

N∑
r=K+1

[
Ỹ (Ar)− Y (Ar)

]2
.

Median absolute error − MAE = Medianr=K+1,...,N

{∣∣∣Ỹ (Ar)− Y (Ar)
∣∣∣} .

Coverage probability − CP = The proportion of the N −K 95% prediction

intervals that contain the true value.

Average interval width − AIW = The average width of the N −K 95%

prediction intervals.

The accuracy of the point prediction is summarised by both the RMSE and MAE metrics,
with the best model minimising both quantities. We present both metrics because as the
RMSE utilises both arithmetic mean and squared operators it is much less robust to individual
DZs with big prediction errors than the MAE is. The appropriateness of the 95% prediction
intervals is quantified by the coverage probability and average interval width, and the former
should be close to 0.95 if predictive uncertainty is appropriately captured. Finally, the average
interval width should be as small as possible as long as the coverage probability is close to
0.95.

6. Results from the property price study. This section presents the results of the mo-
tivating study, focusing on the 3 questions outlined in Section 2.3. Section 6.1 describes the
implementation of the models, while Section 6.2 compares their predictive abilities. Sec-
tion 6.3 provides a local authority comparison of predictive performance, while Section 6.4
predicts median property prices for the Data Zones with missing values.

6.1. Model implementation. All models are applied with the complete set of features de-
scribed in Section 2, which initial analyses showed performed similarly to using an additional
forwards or backwards stepwise feature selection approach. The easting and northing coordi-
nates of each Data Zone’s centroid are included as features in the linear model, random forest
and geographical random forest because these models have no other way of capturing spatial
location, while this is not necessary for the CAR and the CAR-Forest approaches that utilise
spatial random effects.

Initially, the normal linear model was fitted to both median property price and its natu-
ral logarithm, and as the residual normality assumption is only plausible on the log scale,
all models are applied on this scale in the interests of fairness. The resulting predictions are
then back-transformed to the original scale when computing the predictive performance met-
rics outlined in the previous section. As a number of the models are based on a normality
assumption, the back transformation for all point predictions follows the log-normal result
that if X ∼ N(µ,σ2), then E[exp(X)] = exp(µ+ σ2/2). Here, the linear, CAR and CAR-
Forest algorithms provide estimates of σ2 directly from the model, while for the random
forest and its geographical extension σ2 is estimated by the sample variance of the out-of-
bag prediction errors following the ideas in Zhang et al. (2020). Note, a simple exponential
back-transformation resulted in biased predictions in all cases, where as the above transfor-
mation leads to negligible bias.
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The CAR model has a single tuning parameter D that determines the construction of the
neighbourhood matrix W, and the values considered comprise D ∈ {3,5,7,9}. All mod-
els that incorporate a random forest component are implemented with Ntr = 1,000 trees,
which initial analyses showed was sufficient for the prediction error to stabilise. The random
forest model was optimised with respect to all possible combinations of the tuning param-
eters mtry ∈ {10,20,30,40,51} and minnode ∈ {1,5,10}, where the largest value of mtry

is chosen to be equivalent to bagging. The GRF model was optimised with respect to the
same set of mtry and minnode values, as well as the additional parameters (bw,α). Follow-
ing Georganos et al. (2021) these latter parameters were optimised over all possible com-
binations of bw ∈ {100,500,1,000} and α ∈ {0.25,0.5,0.75,1}. Finally, the CAR-Forest
algorithm was optimised with respect to the tuning parameters from the CAR model (D),
the random forest model (mtry , minnode) and the total number of iterations of the algorithm
(R). The same sets of possible values described above for the first two type were considered,
while we considered all possible combinations of R= 1, . . . ,5.

6.2. Comparing the predictive ability of the models. The predictive abilities of the mod-
els for each training and test split as well as the mean over all five splits are summarised in
Table 1, which presents the four metrics outlined in Section 5.2, namely RMSE, MAE, CP
and AIW. The CAR-Forest algorithm has the best average point prediction in terms of both
RMSE and MAE over all five training-test splits, with mean reductions compared to the best
existing model of £1,181 (RMSE) and £923 (MAE) respectively. The GRF model performs
the best out of the existing models in both RMSE and MAE, while the spatial CAR model

Model Split
1 2 3 4 5 Mean

RMSE
LM £46,992 £50,132 £49,569 £45,879 £42,331 £46,981
CAR £41,617 £44,528 £45,084 £40,845 £37,115 £41,838
RF £41,222 £46,407 £44,988 £42,622 £36,884 £42,424
GRF £40,562 £45,713 £44,640 £41,218 £35,288 £41,484
CAR-Forest £40,134 £43,585 £42,400 £39,798 £35,600 £40,303
MAE
LM £20,401 £19,816 £20,718 £19,753 £18,988 £19,935
CAR £18,565 £17,519 £17,614 £17,577 £17,388 £17,733
RF £18,124 £17,736 £18,255 £18,588 £17,181 £17,977
GRF £17,680 £17,352 £17,600 £18,585 £16,513 £17,546
CAR-Forest £16,684 £16,546 £16,997 £16,546 £16,344 £16,623
CP
LM 0.932 0.943 0.936 0.943 0.950 0.941
CAR 0.947 0.947 0.938 0.946 0.949 0.945
RF 0.935 0.951 0.952 0.944 0.960 0.949
GRF 0.947 0.954 0.954 0.951 0.966 0.955
CAR-Forest 0.935 0.947 0.939 0.943 0.958 0.944
AIW
LM £155,091 £148,898 £152,074 £151,954 £153,574 £152,318
CAR £148,860 £147,725 £150,017 £146,681 £147,125 £148,082
RF £148,397 £150,477 £151,874 £148,213 £150,840 £149,960
GRF £150,160 £148,381 £152,490 £149,820 £151,432 £150,457
CAR-Forest £142,975 £139,801 £139,350 £141,647 £140,602 £140,875

TABLE 1
Comparison of the out-of-sample predictive abilities of each model for each data split, and the overall mean over

all 5 splits. The acronyms in the table denote: RMSE - root mean square error; MAE - median absolute error;
CP - coverage probability; and AIW - average interval width.
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FIG 2. Comparison of the point prediction accuracy of the CAR-Forest algorithm by local authority, as measured
by MAE and RMSE. Panel (A) presents the un-scaled MAE / RMSE values, while panel (B) presents metrics scaled
by the median property price in each LA.

outperforms an a-spatial random forest. The 95% prediction intervals from all six models ex-
hibit close to their nominal coverage probabilities (CP), with values ranging between 0.941
(linear model) and 0.955 (GRF) on average across all 5 training-test splits. The CAR-Forest
intervals are £7,207 narrower on average compared to those from the best existing model
(CAR), suggesting that it provides the most precise inference from the set of models com-
pared in addition to its superior point prediction.

6.3. Comparing the accuracy of property price predictions by local authority. To get a
regional view of the predictability of property prices in Scotland, we compute the RMSE
and MAE metrics for the CAR-Forest model predictions separately for each of the 29 local
authorities in the study. These regional metrics are plotted against each other in Figure 2,
which presents the mean values over all 5 training and test splits. The colours of the labels
in the figure denote the median price across DZs in each LA, with blue and red respectively
representing cheaper and more expensive regions to live. The left panel (A) in Figure 2 dis-
plays the absolute RMSE and MAE values, while the right panel (B) presents both metrics
as percentages of their median property prices to remove the scaling effect caused by some
regions having more expensive properties than others.

Both panels show fairly strong linear relationships between the RMSE and the MAE met-
rics, suggesting that the relative accuracy of property price predictions by local authority
are similar regardless of which metric is used. The left panel (A) shows that LAs that have
more expensive properties on average have higher prediction errors, with the City of Edin-
burgh, East Lothian and East Renfrewshire having the least accurate predictions in absolute
terms, while Clackmannanshire and Dundee City have the most accurate predictions. How-
ever, once these prediction metrics have been scaled to account for differences in median
property prices (panel (B)), then East Lothian and West Dumbartonshire have the least pre-
dictable prices, while Aberedeenshire, Dundee City and East Dumbartonshire are the most
predictable. These results also show there are no clear spatial or urban-rural trends in the rela-
tive predictability of Scotland’s housing market, as nearby or similar areas do not necessarily
have similar prediction metrics.
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FIG 3. Comparison of the Data Zones with predicted (blue - predictions and 95% prediction intervals) and
observed (yellow - observations) property prices. The left panel (A) shows density estimates while the right panel
(B) shows the relationship between price / prediction and socio-economic deprivation as measured by the first
principal component of the education domain of the SIMD.

6.4. Predicting missing median property prices. As CAR-Forest is the best performing
prediction algorithm in this study, it is re-fitted to all Data Zones that have property price data
and used to predict the remaining DZs with missing values. The model is fitted with Ntr =
1,000 trees as before, and we use R= 5 because this value was optimal in all five training-
test splits in the tuning parameter optimisation phase. The remaining tuning parameters are
chosen as the mode of the optimal values across the five training-test splits, which results in
D = 7, mtry = 51 and minnode = 5.

The distributions of both the predictions (617 DZs) and the observed price data (6,264
DZs) are displayed in panel (A) of Figure 3 by density estimates, with the predictions in
blue while the observed data are in yellow. The figure shows that the two distributions are
skewed to the right with broadly similar shapes, but that the Data Zones with missing values
have lower average prices (median £96,335) compared to those with available data (median
£139,282). The likely reason for this price differential is illustrated in panel (B) of Figure
3, which presents the predictions (blue, point estimates and 95% prediction intervals) and
observed prices (yellow, observed values) against a measure of socio-economic deprivation,
specifically the first principal component of the education domain of the SIMD. The figure
shows that property prices decrease as the level of socio-economic deprivation increases as
expected, and that a high proportion of the Data Zones with missing price data are socio-
economically deprived.

7. Discussion. This paper has proposed the first fusion of random forests and condi-
tional autoregressive models for the prediction of spatial areal unit data with missing values,
and has evidenced its improved predictive performance compared with a number of state-of-
the-art alternatives. This improvement relates to both the accuracy of its point predictions as
measured by RMSE and MAE, and the improved precision of its predictions as measured
by their narrower 95% prediction intervals that retain close to the nominal coverage levels.
This superior performance is likely to be because it combines the best aspects of both random
forests and CAR-based models, namely the flexibility of the former’s feature-target relation-
ships and the ability of the latter to model residual spatial autocorrelation via random effects.
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This paper also provides the first coherent framework for applying random forests to spa-
tially autocorrelated areal unit data, because unlike the RFRK (Hengl et al., 2015) and GLS
(Saha, Basu and Datta, 2023) algorithms for point-level data, existing areal unit level meth-
ods such as geographical random forests (Georganos et al., 2021) do not explicitly allow for
the residual spatial autocorrelation in the data after the feature effects have been accounted
for.

In the motivating property price study the magnitude of the improved predictive perfor-
mance of the CAR-Forest algorithm compared to the best competitor is around 2.8% (around
£1,181) in RMSE, 5.3% (around £923) in MAE, and 4.9% (around £7,207) in the precision
of its 95% prediction intervals. These improvements are mainly benchmarked against the ge-
ographical random forest model, which generally outperforms the linear, random forest and
CAR models in our study. Finally, a comparison of the random forest and CAR models shows
that the latter slightly outperforms the former in terms of predictive performance, suggesting
that for these property price data the ability to capture residual spatial autocorrelation is more
important than capturing non-linear feature-target relationships.

The simulation study presented in the supplementary material illustrates that the models
perform as one would expect under controlled conditions, which provides further evidence
about the utility and robustness of the CAR-Forest algorithm. Firstly, in the presence of both
non-linear feature-target relationships and residual spatial autocorrelation CAR-Forest out-
performs all the competitors, because it is the only method that can accommodate both of
these components. Secondly, CAR-Forest does not perform as well as the CAR model when
all the feature-target relationships are exactly linear, which is because in this case the addi-
tional unnecessary flexibility of the random forest results in poorer predictive performance
compared with rigidly enforcing the relationships to be linear. Thus, in practical applications
one could identify any features in advance that exhibit exactly linear relationships with the
target variable via exploratory scatterplots, and include those features as linear terms in the
CAR component of the model rather than in the random forest.

This paper has focused exclusively on predictive performance as the single inferential goal.
It therefore opens up a new field of research at the intersection of machine learning and spatial
statistics, which includes both methodological and application orientated challenges. From
a methodological perspective we have only considered a fairly simple spatial data structure,
which leads to the natural question of how one should extend the methods developed here
to a multivariate spatio-temporal data context. In this setting different random forest models
would be needed for each target variable and possibly time period, while complex residual
autocorrelations over space, time and between the target variables would need to be accounted
for.

A second challenge concerns the inferential goal, which here was restricted to the pre-
diction of areal units with missing data values. In this context the effects of the features on
the target variable were not of direct interest, which allowed us to plug their estimated ef-
fects from the random forest into the second stage CAR model as a fixed offset. However,
in the field of spatial ecological regression the relationship between a feature(s) and the tar-
get variable is the primary inferential goal, meaning that the effects of the features and their
uncertainty needs to be quantified. One possible solution is to split the features into a set
of those that are of primary interest and a second set of confounders, with the confounders
remaining in the random forest component due to its flexibility while the features of primary
interest are included in the Bayesian CAR model as suggested above in the context of linear
feature-target relationships. A second possible solution is to use interpretable machine learn-
ing tools for feature effects such as partial dependence plots (Friedman, 2001) and variable
importance plots (see Greenwell and Boehmke, 2020).
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Finally, as noted in the introduction spatial areal unit data are prevalent in many fields,
which gives the CAR-Forest algorithm a wide range of possible application areas. One im-
portant such area is disease mapping (Lawson, 2018), where the fusion of machine learning
and spatial autocorrelation models has the potential to help answer a number of public health
questions, such as where are the hotspots of disease risk, which features affect disease risk,
and how big are the health inequalities and how are they changing over time.
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