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ABSTRACT

Gaussian processes are ubiquitous as the primary tool for modeling spatial data. However, the
Gaussian process is limited by its O(n3) cost, making direct parameter fitting algorithms infeasible
for the scale of modern data collection initiatives. The Nearest Neighbor Gaussian Process (NNGP)
was introduced as a scalable approximation to dense Gaussian processes which has been successful
for n ∼ 106 observations. This project introduces the clustered Nearest Neighbor Gaussian Process
(cNNGP) which reduces the computational and storage cost of the NNGP. The accuracy of parameter
estimation and reduction in computational and memory storage requirements are demonstrated with
simulated data, where the cNNGP provided comparable inference to that obtained with the NNGP, in
a fraction of the sampling time. To showcase the method’s performance, we modeled biomass over
the state of Maine using data collected by the Global Ecosystem Dynamics Investigation (GEDI) to
generate wall-to-wall predictions over the state. In 16% of the time, the cNNGP produced nearly
indistinguishable inference and biomass prediction maps to those obtained with the NNGP.

Keywords Reduced order modeling, Gaussian spatial process, distance matrix clustering, biomass modeling, GEDI

1 Introduction

Gaussian processes (GPs) have been the customary approach for modeling spatial dependence in data. However, as
modern datasets continue to grow increasingly large, fitting the original dense GP has become infeasible due to its
O(n3) computational complexity. As a consequence, several approaches have been developed to approximate spatial
processes.

Fixed rank [Cressie and Johannesson, 2008], lattice kriging [Nychka et al., 2015] and stochastic partial differential
equations [Lindgren et al., 2011] assume the spatial process can be decomposed into a linear combination of basis
functions. Spatial metakriging [Minsker et al., 2017] and spatial partitioning (e.g., Sang et al. [2011]) distribute
computation by partitioning the data into subsets. Covariance tapering [Furrer et al., 2006] assumes pairs of locations
with a sufficiently small covariance are independent, improving computational performance by creating a sparse
covariance matrix. Banerjee et al. [2008] introduced predictive processes which use a set of “knots” as reference points
to predict values at other locations. If the observations form a regular grid, periodic embedding [Guinness, 2019] uses
discrete Fourier transforms, providing computational efficiency through fast Fourier transforms. Gapfill [Gerber et al.,
2018] and the local approximate Gaussian process [Gramacy and Apley, 2015] use local subsets to make predictions.
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Similarly to the Gapfill and local approximate GP methods, the Nearest Neighbor Gaussian Process (NNGP) [Datta
et al., 2016] reduces computational cost by only considering neighboring locations. In a series of competitions between
many of these approximation strategies, Heaton et al. [2019], Hong et al. [2023] found that the NNGP had competitive
computational and predictive performance. Additionally, Finley et al. [2019] provided alternative formulations of
the NNGP to further improve computational efficiency and convergence, while Guinness [2018] showed grouping
calculations for observations can improve model accuracy.

More recently, Peruzzi et al. [2022] developed the Meshed Gaussian Process (MGP), which makes use of a directed
acyclic graph over a tesselation of the spatial domain to induce a highly scalable dependence structure that enables
investigating problems over very large spatial domains. Specifically, the graph uses the tesselation together with a
relatively small set of reference locations to induce the dependence over the entire spatial domain, and renders the
approach computationally scalable by assuming that locations in non-reference sets are independent, conditional on the
reference sets. While the MGP constitutes an innovative and highly scalable approach, it has some limitations worth
pointing out. Most importantly, the conditional independence assumption within and across partitions of non-reference
sets can be restrictive and may lead to artifacts (e.g., boundary effects between partitions). Further, the quality of the
model is strongly influenced by how the spatial domain is partitioned, making the approach sensitive to parameter
tuning and potentially challenging to implement.

In this article we introduce the clustered NNGP (cNNGP), which offers comparable inferential performance to the
NNGP while significantly reducing computational cost. The cNNGP saves computation and memory by identifying
groups of locations whose nearest neighbor sets have similar distance patterns, and as such can be clustered together to
reduce the number of operations required. One of the most computationally expensive pieces of fitting NNGP models is
calculating kriging weights and the conditional variances to sample spatial random effects. As n grows to be in the
order of millions of observations, the O(nm3) cost of an NNGP becomes substantial. Our proposed algorithm reduces
this nm3 cost of the NNGP to κm3, where κ << n. Our cNNGP also reduces the storage requirements for model
fitting. The number of required matrices in memory drops from n to κ so that the memory cost reduces from O(nm2)
to O(κm2).

While conceptualized independently, our approach is similar in spirit to the caching idea introduced in Peruzzi et al.
[2022] for the MGP, where by building the reference points on a regularly-spaced lattice, the covariances among
reference points can be cached and reused. However, our approach enables sharing covariance information without
requiring the locations to be built on a lattice and has a relatively straightforward implementation.

The code implementing the cNNGP, including the simulations presented below is available here. Our implementation of
the cNNGP uses source code from the spNNGP [Finley et al., 2022] and the leaderCluster [Arnold, 2023] R packages,
with custom modifications to incorporate the proposed methods.

The remainder of this paper is organized as follows. In Section 2 we introduce the methods, first providing a brief
overview of the NNGP, and then describing the cNNGP algorithm. In Section 3 we provide results from a simulation
experiment on two datasets that are small enough to be able to compare the original NNGP with the proposed algorithm’s
performance. Then, in Section 4 we use the proposed approach to model biomass estimates from the Global Ecosystem
Dynamics Investigation (GEDI) [Dubayah et al., 2020]. Lastly, in Section 5 we conclude with a brief discussion of the
cNNGP’s benefits and limitations.

2 Methods

In this section, we detail the methods underlying our approach, beginning with a brief overview of Gaussian Processes
and their approximation through the NNGP, followed by a description of our novel modifications to the standard NNGP
framework.

2.1 Background and Notation

A Gaussian process is defined as a stochastic process over a region D such that the joint distribution of any finite
collection of observations taken from locations in D follow a multivariate normal distribution.

Let w(s) denote a q-variate spatial random effect at location s ∈ D. Assuming a zero-centered GP,
(w(s1)

′,w(s2)
′, . . . ,w(sn)

′)′ ∼ N(0,CS(θ)), where S = {s1, . . . sn} ∈ D and CS(θ) is the nq × nq cross-
covariance matrix with entries parameterized by θ.

GPs offer convenient marginal and conditional distributions for each w(si). This is an important point to consider, in
light of the fact that the joint distribution of an nq-dimensional vector wS can be written as the product of conditional
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densities
p(wS) = p(w(s1)) p(w(s2)|w(s1)) . . . p(w(sn)|w(sn−1) . . .w(s1)). (1)

Evaluating this product requires conditioning on sets up to size n− 1, which for large n implies a prohibitively costly
computational burden. To overcome this limitation, Datta et al. [2016] developed the NNGP, which induces sparsity in
the GP by assuming conditional independence of locations given their nearest neighbors, therefore drastically reducing
the size of these conditioning sets. Note that, the joint density expressed by Equation 1 as a product of conditional
densities, implies an ordering on the locations that defines the conditioning sets. Although this ordering has no relevance
in the evaluation of the dense GP, as shown in Guinness [2018], the quality of the approximation provided by the NNGP
is strongly influenced by how observations are ordered.

Here, we use the order_maxmin_exact function provided by the GPvecchia package in R [Katzfuss et al., 2024]. Once
the points are ordered, the conditioning sets are replaced with smaller sets consisting of the nearest m neighbors of each
location s measured by Euclidean distance. Let N(si) ∈ {s1, s2, . . . , si−1} be the set of m nearest neighbors of si.
Then, Equation 1 can be approximated with:

p̃(wS) =

n∏
i=1

p(w(si)|wN(si)). (2)

Let Cs,N(s) be the covariance matrix between s and its neighbor set and CN(s) be the covariance matrix of N(s).
Equation (2) implies conditional independence across locations given its nearest neighbors, with the conditional density
for w(s)|wN(s) given by

w(s)|wN(s) ∼ N(BswN(s),F s), (3)

with Bs = Cs,N(s)C
−1
N(s) and F s = Cs −Cs,N(s)C

−1
N(s)CN(s),s as derived in Datta et al. [2016]. Hence, the

approximated joint density is

p̃(wS) =

n∏
i=1

N(w(si)|Bsi
wN(si),F si

). (4)

Using this approximation to the Gaussian Process, the NNGP can model the spatially-correlated errors in a regression
model, that is,

y(s) = X(s)′β + Z(s)′w(s) + ϵ(s), (5)

where s ∈ D, y(s) is the l-variate response. Letting p =
∑l

k=1 pk, β is the p-dimensional vector of regression
coefficients for the fixed l × p block-diagonal matrix of spatially referenced predictors X(s)

′. Additionally, Z(s)′ is
the l× q design matrix for the spatial process w(s) (in our subsequent analyses we have l = q and set Z(s)′ = Il), and
ϵ(s)

iid∼ N(0, diag(τ21 , . . . , τ
2
l )) is the l × 1 uncorrelated error term.

2.2 Clustered Nearest Neighbor Gaussian Process

The clustered NNGP speeds up computation by identifying approximately recurring spatial patterns in the coordinates
of the data and reducing the number of computations associated with these recurring patterns. For a location s, the
estimate of w(s) depends on the covariance between w(s) and wN(s). This covariance depends on the distances
between s and N(s) as well as the pairwise distances in the neighbor set N(s). Under stationarity and isotropy, if two
points have similar distances to their neighbor sets and similar pairwise distances within their neighbor sets, then their
covariance to/within their neighbor sets will also be approximately the same, assuming the same parameters for the
covariance function. More formally, let N∗

s = {s} ∪ N(s) and D∗
s be the (m + 1) × (m + 1) distance matrix between

locations in N∗
s , note that the matrices Bs and Fs are computed using only D∗

s and the vector of covariance parameters
θ. This means that, for a particular θ, if two locations s, r ∈ S have the same distance matrices such that D∗

s = D∗
r ,

then:

C∗
s = C∗

r ⇒
{
Bs = Br

Fs = Fr
.

This is the idea behind the clustered Nearest Neighbor Gaussian Process. If two points have similar distance matrices,
then their B and F matrices will also be similar given the same values of θ. Taking advantage of similar distance
matrices in the data reduces the number of inverses required and the number of covariance matrices needed in memory.
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In the cNNGP, there is first a preprocessing step to find locations which have similar distance matrices. Denote by ds

the vector containing the values inside of the lower triangle of D∗
s , such that ds is the

(
m+1
2

)
vector of unique distances

among locations in N∗
s . Recall that D∗

s is the pairwise distance matrix between locations in N∗
s = {s} ∪N(s), where

N(s) is the neighbor set of s ordered from closest to farthest neighbor, so that the D∗
s for all s matrices are ordered

the same for each point. To find locations in S which have similar distance matrices, ds is extracted for each location
and assigned to groups using a clustering algorithm. Note that the first m locations will not be considered for this
preprocessing step since these locations will have fewer than m neighbors (as such, each will be its own cluster); after
the first m locations, the distance matrices will have the same dimensions.

We use Hartigan’s leader algorithm [Hartigan, 1975] for clustering since it provides an upper bound for the approxima-
tion error of D∗

s and it easily scales up to a massive number of observations. To elaborate, the clustering algorithm
takes a radius value r. It then iterates through each dsi

for i = 1, . . . , n as follows: ds1
is set as the cluster leader

for cluster 1. If ||ds2 − ds1 || > r, then ds2 becomes the cluster leader for cluster 2, else it joins cluster 1. Similarly,
the distance between ds3 and the previous clusters is computed. If ds3 is within the radius of a previous cluster, it is
assigned to that cluster, otherwise it becomes a cluster leader. This continues for all i = 4, . . . n, resulting in κ groups
of distance matrices all within distance r to their cluster leaders.

We set r by computing the corresponding κ value for several values of r and choose the r value where the changes in
κ start to diminish. For large datasets, we recommend using the principal components of the

(
m+1
2

)
columns of the

matrix of neighbor set distances given by (ds1
, . . . ,dsn

)′ in the clustering to reduce the dimensionality of the vectors
being clustered. We used the principal components which captured 90% of the variance in the (ds1

, . . . ,dsn
)′ matrix.

Let D̄ℓ (ℓ = 1, . . . , κ << n) be the mean cluster distance matrix for all locations assigned to cluster ℓ, and C̄
ℓ be the

covariance matrix between the point and its m neighbors, which depends on D̄ℓ and θ. Although D̄ℓ remains fixed
(since clusters are precalculated), at every iteration of the MCMC algorithm a new value for θ is sampled, so C̄

ℓ must
be updated with a new θ at each iteration. Let C̄ℓ

{1},\{1} denote the first row of C̄ℓ excluding the first position. With
this notation, compute

B̄ℓ = C̄ℓ
{1},\{1}

(
C̄ℓ

\{1},\{1}

)−1

,

F̄ ℓ = C̄ℓ
{1},{1} −B′

ℓC̄
ℓ
\{1},{1}.

Let ℓ(s) denote the cluster to which the point s is assigned. The cNNGP approximation of the joint density p̃(wS) is

p̃(wS) =

n∏
i=1

N(w(si)|B̄ℓ(si)wN(si), F̄ ℓ(si)). (6)

Once the posterior samples for the model are obtained, predictions y∗(t) are obtained from the posterior predictive
distribution of y(t)|y, where y = (y(s1)

′,y(s2)
′, . . . ,y(sn)

′)′, is carried out for a location t by sampling N(X(t)′β+
Z(t)′w(t),Ψ), where Ψ = diag(τ21 , . . . , τ

2
l ), if t was included in the model fitting. If t is a new point, then samples

of w∗(t) must be generated from N(BtwS ,Ft) first, and then posterior samples for y∗(t) can be drawn from
N(X(t)′β + Z(t)′w∗(t),Ψ) .

3 Simulation Experiments

In order to compare the performance of the cNNGP to the NNGP, we generated simulated datasets so that the true
values of the parameters are known. This allows comparisons for the estimates of parameters and coverage probabilities
for the 95% credible intervals. After assessing the quality of the approximation provided by the cNNGP, we measure the
gains in computational efficiency with respect to the NNGP. The sampling time is reported as the “user" time measured
by the R function proc.time, and every model was fit with OpenMP support with 3 threads.

3.1 Experiment Setup

We generated two datasets, one with n = 1, 000 and another one with n = 10, 000 locations assuming a univariate
response (l = 1) and univariate spatial process (q = 1). The coordinates were drawn from a unit square domain. The
model has p = 2, so that there is an intercept and one covariate drawn from a standard normal distribution. We used the
exponential covariance function:

C(si, sj ;ϕ, σ
2) = σ2e−ϕ||si−sj ||,
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where || · || is the Euclidean norm. Following the work of Datta et al. [2016], the values to generate the data were 12
and 1 for ϕ and σ2, respectively. The β parameters were set at 1 and 5 for β0 and β1. The variance for ϵ was τ2 = 0.1.
The priors given to each parameter were: Uniform(3,30) for ϕ, InverseGamma(2,1) for σ2, InverseGamma(2,0.1) for
τ2, and a flat prior for β. The number of neighbors m was set at 20 for each model.

Figure 1: Number of clusters κ versus clustering radius r. (Left): figure shows results for 1,000 point dataset. (Right):
figure shows results for 10,000 point dataset. The value of r was set at 6 and 7 for the model fitting for the 1,000 point
and 10,000 point datasets, respectively.

Clusters for each dataset were based on the principal components computed using their respective distance matrices.
The values for the clustering radius r were set at 6 and 7 for n = 1, 000 and n = 10, 000, respectively (Figure 1). Each
model was run for 20,000 iterations, with the first 7,500 iterations discarded as burn-in. Each sampler was initialized
at the same values. The regression coefficients were initialized at their ordinary least squares estimates β̂OLS , ϕ was
initialized at the mean of its prior distribution, and σ2 and τ2 were each initialized at 1

2Var(y −Xβ̂OLS), where y is
the vector of responses and X is the corresponding design matrix. All models showed quick convergence and similar
behavior in the traceplots.

3.2 Parameter Estimation Results

For both datasets, the cNNGP provided similar parameter estimates and intervals to those obtained with the NNGP.
Table 1 shows the comparison of the parameter posterior credible intervals and point estimates (posterior means) for
both models.

1,000 locations 10,000 locations

True cNNGP NNGP cNNGP NNGP
β1 1.00 0.77 (0.53, 1) 0.78 (0.57, 1) 1.11 (1, 1.19) 1.13 (1.04, 1.22)
β2 5.00 5.03 (4.99, 5.07) 5.02 (4.99, 5.06) 5 (4.99, 5.01) 5 (4.99, 5.01)
σ2 1.00 0.8 (0.67, 0.96) 0.86 (0.72, 1.02) 0.85 (0.7, 1.1) 0.98 (0.79, 1.26)
τ2 0.10 0.05 (0.02, 0.11) 0.04 (0.02, 0.08) 0.08 (0.07, 0.09) 0.1 (0.1, 0.11)
ϕ 12.00 18.21 (13.71, 22.48) 20.96 (16.19, 25.45) 13.91 (10.11, 17.02) 12.72 (9.54, 15.84)

Table 1: Posterior mean and 95% credible intervals for parameter estimates from the cNNGP and NNGP for the
simulated datasets.

For example, the cNNGP captured the true value of τ2 in its posterior credible interval while the NNGP did not on the
smaller dataset. However, this trend is reversed in the larger dataset. Similarly, the cNNGP gave a closer point estimate
for ϕ in the smaller dataset but not for the larger dataset. More often than not, the cNNGP gave slightly wider credible
interval estimates for the parameters than the NNGP, although there were some differences these were overall relatively
minor.

The coverage probability for w for the cNNGP (NNGP) was 81.5% (78.5%) and 91.4% (91.5%) for n = 1, 000 and
n = 10, 000, respectively. The credible interval widths were also similar between the two models, see Figure 2. The
median interval widths for the cNNGP (NNGP) was 0.967 (0.876) and 0.894 (0.887) for n = 1, 000 and n = 10, 000,
respectively, indicating that the cNNGP provides similar coverage probabilities for w while achieving competitively
narrow credible intervals to those obtained with the full NNGP. A comparison between the posterior samples for w
from each model is included in Figure 3, where the 2.5th, 50th, and 97.5th quantiles of the difference between the
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Figure 2: Analysis of spatial effect w. (Left): Posterior 95% credible interval widths for w from simulated datasets.
(Right): Error in estimates w∗ for w calculated as w∗ −w.

posterior samples and the true values for the spatial effects are displayed by column and the rows show the results for
either the cNNGP or the NNGP.

(a) n=1000 (b) n=10000

Figure 3: Posterior samples for w∗(s) minus true spatial effect w(s), ∆(s) = w∗(s)−w(s). The 2.5, 50, and 97.5
percentiles of ∆(s) are shown in each column as ∆(s)2.5, ∆(s)50, and ∆(s)97.5, respectively.

As is the case with the spatial effects, the performance of both models for the response variable y, the cNNGP provides
slightly wider credible intervals, resulting in higher coverage probabilities for y (Figure A1). The coverage probability
for y was 100% for the small dataset for both models. For n = 10, 000, the cNNGP obtained 98.7% coverage while
the NNGP had 93.7%. Interestingly, the difference between the predicted y∗ and true response y, i.e., y∗ − y, is very
similar between the two models. For these simulated datasets, the cNNGP increased the uncertainty bounds on y to
capture more of the responses in their credible intervals while attaining point estimates comparable to those from the
NNGP.

Figure 4 shows the sampling duration and number of m × m matrices required for each dataset and model. The
sampling times in seconds for the cNNGP (NNGP) on the 1,000-location and 10,000-location datasets were 197 (570)
and 938 (7,080), respectively. This means the cNNGP took 35% and 13% of the time taken by the full NNGP for the
small and large dataset. This reduction in computation time for larger n is due to the larger reduction in required matrix
storage and inversions. The cNNGP required 262 (27%) and 600 (6%) of the full 20× 20 distance matrices compared
to 980 and 9,980 using the full NNGP.
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Figure 4: Simulated dataset sampling time and matrix storage requirements: (Left): MCMC sampling time in seconds
for the cNNGP and NNGP models on each simulated dataset. (Right): Number of m×m distance matrices κ required
for each model on each dataset.

4 Application: Biomass Prediction using GEDI Data

The GEDI project captures 3D structures of Earth to help understand the Earth’s carbon cycle by measuring forest
canopy heights and biomass. The GEDI instrument is a geodetic-class, light detection and ranging (lidar) laser system.
It was installed onboard the International Space Station (ISS) in 2018 to sample about 4% of the Earth’s land surface
between 51.6◦ N & S latitude at a 25 m footprint resolution [Dubayah et al., 2020]. We use the GEDI L4B data product
which contains global mean aboveground biomass density estimates between 52◦ N & S latitude at a 1 km by 1 km
resolution, collected between April 18th, 2019 to March 16th, 2023. GEDI collects data along the ISS’s orbital path,
hence, at higher Earth latitudes, these paths do not yield complete data coverage as shown in Figure 5. Our goal is to
complete the L4B coverage using cNNGP to predict for missing data and produce wall-to-wall forest biomass estimates
over the state of Maine. In addition to borrowing information from observed GEDI pixels via spatial random effects, we
use a complete-coverage tree canopy cover (TCC) dataset as a covariate [Housman et al., 2023]. The data used in this
analysis are shown in Figure 5.

Figure 5: GEDI data for state of Maine. (Left): Average above ground biomass from GEDI data. (Right): Proportion
of tree canopy cover.

At the 1 km by 1 km resolution, there are 86,949 pixels in Maine. We removed any values of TCC over 100%, leaving
86,802 pixels. Of these 16,914 pixels did not have recorded biomass values, and we deleted 112 values of biomass that
were unrealistically high for Maine. Pixel centroids were used to compute distances in subsequent models. To form
hold outs for comparing prediction performance, a 50 by 50 square grid was placed over Maine. Of these grid cells,
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Parameter cNNGP NNGP
Intercept 25.29 (23.49, 27.28) 25.51 (23.7, 27.48)

TCC 0.97 (0.96, 0.99) 0.97 (0.95, 0.98)
σ2 845.44 (813.59, 880.24) 893.62 (858.8, 931.13)
τ2 365.95 (353.75, 377.87) 364.23 (352.06, 376.03)
ϕ 0.26 (0.24, 0.27) 0.27 (0.25, 0.28)

Table 2: Posterior mean and credible intervals for the GEDI data from the cNNGP and NNGP.

10% were sampled to be set aside for prediction, see Figure A3. This held out 6,851 pixels from the model fitting. The
final counts were 62,925 pixels used for fitting, 6,851 known biomass values held out for prediction, and 17,026 pixels
with missing biomass.

To determine the clustering radius, we first computed the principal components of the distance matrices. We retained
only the components that explained 90% of the original variance and selected a sample of 10,000 locations. This
approach allowed us to efficiently test the clustering procedure across multiple radius values, ultimately identifying a
suitable radius for clustering the entire dataset. As before, we found the elbow of the graph of the number of clusters
versus clustering radius, see Figure A2. Once r was set to 4 from the subsample, all the observations were clustered
using r = 4, which provided for the full set of locations 4,168 clusters (i.e., unique distance matrices) to be used in
model fitting, corresponding to 6.6% of the number of matrices used with the full NNGP.

The coordinates were scaled accordingly to have distances be measured in kilometers. For choosing the prior for
ϕ, 10,000 locations were subsampled and the minimum dmin and maximum dmax distances in this scaled subset of
10,000 locations were used to assign a uniform prior with lower bound 3/dmax and upper bound 3/dmin, resulting in a
Uniform(0.01,3) prior. Flat priors were set for the intercept and TCC regression parameters. The priors for σ2 and τ2

were chosen to be InverseGamma(2,600), where the hyperparameter values were selected to conform to the scale of the
response. The chains were initialized following the same approach as the one used with the simulated data.

Each model was run for 10,000 MCMC iterations, and the chains for both models used the same seed and were
initialized with the same values. The sampling time in seconds for the cNNGP was 3,161 and for the NNGP was 20,100.
That is, the cNNGP took 16% of the time taken by the NNGP.

Table 2 shows that the credible interval bounds and posterior means for most parameters are quite similar between the
cNNGP and the NNGP, with some differences in σ2, the variance of the spatial process, where the estimates differ by
about 5.4%. The maps of the predicted biomass values and standard error of the estimates are nearly indistinguishable
between the two models (Figure 6).

The coverage probability for the predicted biomass holdout values from the cNNGP model was 94.9%, which was
extremely close to the 95.3% coverage from the NNGP Figure A5. The median biomass credible interval widths on the
holdout set for the cNNGP and NNGP were 114.7 and 117.4 respectively, meaning that the uncertainty in the predicted
biomass values is comparable between models, as seen in Figure A4.

5 Discussion

The NNGP is a competitive approximation method for dense GPs over large datasets. However, NNGPs have O(nm3)
complexity, which might preclude scaling as datasets increase to truly massive sizes. We proposed the clustered NNGP
algorithm as an approximation to the NNGP which reduces computational cost by exploiting similar spatial patterns in
the data among neighbor sets. Here, we compared the performance of the cNNGP and NNGP for simulated datasets
with 1,000 and 10,000 locations, and used the methods to model GEDI biomass data.

In the simulated datasets, the cNNGP provided an excellent approximation in both datasets, estimating similar credible
intervals and posterior means for the θ,β, and ϵ parameters compared to the full NNGP. For the spatial effect w, the
models provided similar coverage probabilities and estimated similar credible interval widths, especially for the larger
dataset. This level of approximation required 35% (13%) of the time and 27% (6%) of the matrices compared to the
NNGP for n = 1, 000 (n = 10, 000).

For the GEDI data, the cNNGP offered model parameter estimates comparable to those produced using the NNGP. The
coverage probability for on a holdout dataset for the cNNGP at 94.9% and the NNGP had 95.3%. Additionally, the
biomass credible intervals were not significantly larger than those from the NNGP. This approximation was fit using
only 16% of the time needed for the full NNGP.
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Figure 6: (Top): Predicted biomass values for all GEDI locations. (Bottom): Standard error of predicted biomass
values.

Overall, we observed that the proposed approach leads to a drastic reduction in the sampling time for model fitting
due to the clustering-based reduction. If the number of clusters κ is relatively small when compared to n, then there
is a significant model fitting cost reduction from O(nm3) to O(κm3). Importantly, κ will vary based on the spatial
patterns in the observations and the desired error tolerance. While the GEDI data was over 6 times larger than the
10,000-location simulated dataset, the reduction in sampling time was only 6 times faster than the full NNGP, compared
to 7 times faster on the 10,000-location dataset due to the differences in spatial patterns.

It is important to note that in its current form the cNNGP only applies to stationary and isotropic spatial processes.
The cNNGP reduces computational and storage costs by grouping similar covariance matrices, and this grouping step
requires both conditions be met. Finally, the cNNGP is an approximation to the NNGP and is therefore limited to
spatial processes where the NNGP is an appropriate model choice.
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6 Appendix

The appendix includes one additional figure from the analysis of the simulated data sets, and four figures for the GEDI
data analysis.

6.1 Additional figures from simulations

Figure A1: Analysis of response variable y. (Left): Error in response estimate y∗. Boxplots show difference between
posterior estimate and true value y∗ − y. (Right): Posterior credible interval widths for response value y∗.

6.2 Additional figures GEDI data analysis

Figure A2: Number of clusters vs. clustering radius for GEDI data. The radius value of 4 was selected for the analysis.
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Figure A3: (Left): GEDI data withheld for prediction. (Right): GEDI data used for model fitting.

Figure A4: Model comparison for GEDI holdout data. (Left): Predicted biomass credible interval widths for cNNGP
and NNGP. (Right): Error in biomass estimates calculated as predicted (posterior mean) minus true biomass values.
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Figure A5: Observed versus predicted biomass from holdout data for each model.
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