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Complex systems with intricate causal dependencies present significant challenges for accu-
rate estimation and prediction. Effective modeling of these systems requires precise model-
ing of the underlying physical processes, integration of multiple interdependent factors, and
incorporation of multi-source observational data with varying resolutions. These systems
can manifest in both static scenarios with instantaneous causal chains and temporal scenar-
ios with evolving dynamics, further complicating the modeling challenge. Existing methods
struggle to simultaneously handle varying resolutions, capture physical relationships, model
causal dependencies, and incorporate temporal dynamics, especially when data comes from
diverse sources with inconsistent sampling. Therefore, we introduce Temporal-SVGDM:
Score-based Variational Graphical Diffusion Model for Multi-resolution observations, which
addresses these challenges through a novel integration of score-based diffusion models and
causal graphical models. Our framework first constructs individual SDEs for each variable
at its corresponding native resolution, then couples these SDEs through a causal score
mechanism where parent nodes inform the evolution of the child nodes. This approach
enables unified modeling of both immediate causal effects in static scenarios and evolv-
ing dependencies in temporal scenarios. In temporal models, these state representations
are then processed through a temporal sequence prediction model to predict future states
based on historical patterns and causal relationships. Through extensive experiments on
real-world datasets, we demonstrate not only improved prediction accuracy and causal
understanding compared to existing methods, but also robust performance under varying
levels of background knowledge availability. Our model exhibits graceful degradation pat-
terns across different disaster types, successfully handling both static earthquake scenarios
and temporal hurricane and wildfire scenarios, while maintaining superior performance

even with limited data.

1 Introduction

Complex systems with intricate causal dependencies, such as those in disaster modeling [1] and climate
science [2], present significant challenges to accurate estimation of the underlying complex systems. These
systems can manifest in both static and temporal contexts. In earthquakes, for instance, the causal chain

operates almost instantaneously - ground shaking directly causes building damage while simultaneously



triggering multiple cascading hazards, such as landslides and land liquefaction, all of which contribute
to the final damage state. In contrast, wildfires unfold as a temporal sequence, where initial ignition
combines with multiple interconnected dynamic factors, for example, a small forest fire that begins in calm
conditions can rapidly intensify when afternoon winds shift and humidity drops. This progression depends
on the temporally evolving environmental conditions, including fuel conditions, weather conditions, and
topography. These diverse scenarios demonstrate how natural disasters can exhibit both immediate and
static causal relationships and temporally evolving dependencies. Accurate modeling of such systems
requires three critical elements [3H6]: 1) accurate representation of the underlying physical processes in
both static and temporal contexts, 2) integration of multiple factors with their immediate and evolving
causal relationships, and 3) incorporation of observational data and existing physical knowledge across
various spatial and temporal scales.

However, achieving these goals is complicated by several fundamental challenges in modeling complex
systems. First, capturing the underlying physical processes requires sophisticated modeling techniques
that can handle both non-linear interactions and temporal evolution across multiple scales. Second,
integrating causal dependencies demands a framework that can represent and learn complex hierarchical
relationships among variables across both space and time, while preserving the physical meaning of
these relationships. Third, the nature of available data poses unique challenges: background knowledge
relevant to these systems often comes from diverse sources characterized by noise, sparseness, and varying
resolutions, where resolution refers to the level of detail in the data, with temporal data often having
inconsistent sampling rates and missing time points.

Despite the surge in interest, modeling complex systems with varying spatial and temporal scales
remains challenging. Simple interpolation approaches that only rely on upsampling/downsampling tech-
niques [7, |8] often lead to information loss, artificial detail creation, and misrepresentation of scale-
dependent phenomena [9]. While advanced deep learning methods for resolution fusion [10] attempt to
address these limitations, they often fail to capture the underlying physical relationships. More recent
probabilistic graphical models [3| |[11H17] have shown promise in modeling complex causal dependencies
among observed and unobserved variables. However, these approaches make a critical assumption of con-
sistent observational resolution and coverage across all variables, making them unsuitable for real-world
scenarios where background knowledge come at varying resolutions. Moreover, these models focus pri-
marily on static causal relationships, overlooking the crucial temporal aspects of disaster evolution. The
temporal modeling community has developed sophisticated approaches like ConvLSTM [18] for sequence
learning and attention mechanisms [19] for capturing long-range dependencies. However, while these
models excel at pattern recognition in time series data, they lack the ability to capture and represent
explicit causal relationships between variables, limiting their applicability in physically-driven systems.
Even recent attempts at unifying spatial and temporal modeling through neural ODEs [20] and physics-
informed neural networks [21] face fundamental limitations: they require uniform sampling in both space
and time, a condition rarely met in real-world disaster monitoring where data streams come from diverse
sources with varying temporal and spatial resolutions.

Recently, diffusion models [22] have gained traction in various fields due to their ability to generate



high-quality samples and handle complex data distributions. They offer advantages over other generative
models like generative adversarial networks (GANs) and variational autoencoders (VAEs) in stability,
sample quality, and diversity [23+26]. Particularly, score-based diffusion models offer several advantages
[27]. Unlike Denoising Diffusion Probabilistic Models (DDPM) [24], which focus on learning the reverse
process of a fixed forward diffusion process, score-based models directly learn the score function of
the data distribution. This approach allows for more flexible noise schedules and can potentially lead to
faster sampling and better quality results, especially in complex, high-dimensional spaces typical of earth
system data [28]. Moreover, score-based stochastic differential equation (SDE) models are effective for
handling stochasticity, which better align with the evolving and unpredictable nature of earth systems,
and offer potential advantages in interpretability by directly modeling the gradient of the log-density of
the data distribution and providing a continuous representation that can align with physical processes.
This approach can offer insights into the local structures of complex data distributions typical in earth
system, potentially aiding in the understanding of underlying phenomena in causal disaster systems.

In this work, we introduce Temporal Score-based Variational Graphical Diffusion Model (Temporal-
SVGDM), a framework designed to handle both the spatial and temporal aspects of complex systems
with multi-resolution background knowledge and causal dependencies. In causal disaster systems, multi-
resolution background knowledge corresponds to different latent variables in our framework. For each
latent variable, there may be zero to multiple pieces of corresponding background knowledge at differ-
ent spatial resolutions, depending on data availability and measurement techniques[29]. High-resolution
background knowledge captures fine-scale details but may be sensitive to local anomalies, while low-
resolution data provide broader patterns at the expense of local precision. Each resolution offers unique
insights into the underlying process. Our framework recognizes that many real-world processes are con-
tinuous in nature, with both immediate causal effects and temporal evolution, while our background
knowledge is inherently discrete and limited by the resolution of our measurement tools. The frame-
work aims to integrate background knowledge across different resolutions to approximate the underlying
continuous process as closely as possible. To clarify, multi-resolution background knowledge in our con-
text refer to data collected at varying spatial scales for the same or different phenomena in a system.
Temporal-SVGDM integrates these diverse resolutions, balancing detailed local information with broader
regional patterns and temporal evolution to comprehensively model the complex, causal disaster system.

To jointly model all factors with their causal dependency in a complex system, we formulate these
systems together with their multi-resolution background knowledge as a new family of Bayesian net-
works (BNs). Temporal-SVGDM first constructs individual stochastic differential equations (SDEs) for
each variable at its corresponding native resolution, preserving the intrinsic characteristics of the back-
ground knowledge. These SDEs are then coupled through a causal score mechanism where outputs from
parent node SDEs inform the causal score of their child nodes. This approach enables our framework
to maintain the fidelity of individual processes while facilitating meaningful causal interactions across
different resolutions. The framework then processes these state representations through a temporal se-
quence prediction model, which learns to predict future states based on historical patterns and causal

relationships. By incorporating both spatial and temporal dynamics, and by maintaining causal integrity



throughout the modeling process, our framework offers a powerful tool for modeling causal disaster sys-
tems. The overview of Temporal-SVGDM is shown in Figure We demonstrate the effectiveness of
our approach through experiments on real-world disasters designed to mimic the complexity of disaster-
induced cascading hazards processes, showing improved performance in both prediction accuracy and
causal understanding. Our results demonstrate the ability of Temporal-SVGDM to not only model
spatial relationships but also accurately predict temporal evolution of complex systems.

Through extensive experiments on real-world disasters, we demonstrate not only the effectiveness of
our approach in terms of prediction accuracy and causal understanding but also its robustness to vary-
ing levels of background knowledge availability. Our model maintains superior performance compared
to existing methods even under limited data conditions, with graceful degradation patterns that differ
meaningfully across disaster types - from relatively modest drops in earthquake assessment (4-5% reduc-
tion in AUC) to more pronounced but still competitive performance changes in hurricane (12.32% AUC
reduction) and wildfire (13% F1 score reduction) prediction. These results highlight the practical utility
of our framework in real-world scenarios where data availability and quality often vary significantly. The
ability of Temporal-SVGDM to not only model spatial relationships but also accurately predict tem-
poral evolution while maintaining robust performance under different background knowledge conditions
demonstrates its potential as a comprehensive solution for complex system modeling. The potential
applications of our framework can be extended beyond disaster modeling to various environmental and

geoscience domains.

2 Results

2.1 Causal Bayesian network for modeling complex disaster systems

We design causal Bayesian networks to capture the complex dependencies in different disaster systems
while incorporating multi-resolution background knowledge. These networks encode our assumptions
about both the causal structure of disaster processes and how they relate to available observational
data. In our framework, each network consists of two fundamental types of nodes. The first type, latent
variables (shown in blue circle in Figure , represents the underlying physical states we aim to estimate.
The second type, background knowledge (shown in green rectangle), provides observable information at
various resolutions. These nodes represent different types of information that inform our understanding
of the latent states. Background knowledge can come at different resolutions due to varying measurement
techniques, data sources, and modeling approaches.

The relationship between these variables follows a hierarchical structure, where latent variables form
the core causal network while background knowledge serves as evidence for inferring these latent states.
We use a systematic notation system where z represents latent variables with subscripts indicating their
physical meaning (e.g., zrs for landslide, zr for liquefaction), and y represents background knowledge
with subscripts denoting both the corresponding physical process and the specific data source. When

temporal relationships are involved, we use superscripts to indicate temporal indices (e.g., 2!~! for
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Figure 1: Overview of the Temporal Multi-resolution Variational Graphical Diffusion Model
(Temporal-SVGDM). At each time step, the framework consists of: (1) A physics-informed causal
graphical structure that supports multiple possible causal relationships between latent variables and
multi-resolution background knowledge, integrating them while distinctly processing parent and child
nodes, (2) A multi-modal background information module that processes background knowledge at their
native resolutions while respecting causal hierarchies, (3) A multi-resolution variational graphical diffu-
sion component where parent node SDE values are used to compute causal scores, which combine with
unconditional scores to enable causality-informed diffusion trajectories and conditional latent variable
space denoising, and (4) Sampling for inference to generate results for latent variables. The outputs from
multiple time steps are then fed into a temporal sequence prediction model to generate final predictions,
enabling the framework to capture both spatial and temporal dependencies in complex physical systems.
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Figure 2: Examples of our causal Bayesian inference framework with multi-resolution back-
ground knowledge for causal disaster systems. Figure (a) shows the overview of causal Bayesian
inference framework for seismic multi-hazard and impacts estimation. Figure (b) presents the causal
Bayesian network for hurricane-induced building damage estimation. Figure (c¢) shows the causal
Bayesian network for fire spread estimation.

=P Causal Relationship

previous states).

The seismic hazard network (Figure[2](a)) demonstrates a complex cascading structure where earthquake-
induced hazards, such as landslide (z1,s) and liquefaction (21, ), combine to cause building damage (zgp).
Each latent variable is informed by background knowledge at different resolutions. For example, landslide
susceptibility is informed by USGS Landslide Models at both 250-meter (high resolution) and 1000-meter
(low resolution) resolutions. This multi-resolution approach allows us to capture both fine-grained local
features and broader regional patterns.

The hurricane scenario (Figure [2[b)) illustrates how our framework handles concurrent hazards.
The network models how flood conditions (zr) and wind forces (zwy/) simultaneously affect building
damage (zpp). Both flood and wind represent distinct physical processes that can independently cause
structural damage. The background knowledge spans multiple resolutions: flood maps at 100-meter
resolution, wind field data at 30-meter, and damage proxy maps at 30-meter, demonstrating the ability
of our framework to integrate heterogeneous data sources. This diverse set of background knowledge
demonstrates the ability of our framework to integrate heterogeneous data sources while preserving their
native resolutions.

The fire spread network (Figure [2Jc)) showcases the temporal aspects of our framework through the
explicit modeling of previous fire states (z/";). The network captures complex interactions between

fuel conditions (zp¢), weather conditions (zw¢), and topography (z7), each informed by multiple data



sources at varying resolutions. Each of these factors is informed by multiple data sources at varying
resolutions - vegetation indices from satellite observations provide fuel condition information at different
temporal frequencies, weather stations offer meteorological measurements at various spatial densities, and
digital elevation models contribute topographical data at different scales. The temporal dependencies
between these variables, particularly through the previous fire state, allow our model to capture both

the immediate and evolving dynamics of wildfire progression.

Table 1: This table presents the comparison results (AUC) using real-world seismic data with baseline
models for three unobserved variables (landslide, liquefaction, and building damage). NGA means no
ground truth label is available. - means no results exist.

Earthquake Model ZLS ZLF ZBD
SVGDM 0.9581 0.9517 0.9612
VCBI [3] 0.9012  0.9034  0.9123
. DisasterNet [5 0.9293  0.9284  0.9413
2020 Puerto Rico earthquake | p 50 \jo el |3(£, ]31] 0.8712  0.8913 -
BBVI (32] 0.7912  0.7731  0.7423
SIVI [33] 0.7619  0.7846  0.7662
ADVI [34] 07763 0.6846  0.7492
NUTS (MCMC) (35 | 0.7907  0.7183  0.7549
SVGDM 0.9650 NGA  0.9687
VCBI 3| 09123 NGA  0.9123
.. DisasterNet [5 0.9421 NGA 0.9410
2021 Haiti carthquake Prior Model |30l, ]31] 0.8712  NGA :
BBVI (32] 0.7720 NCGA  0.8125
SIVI [33] 0.7964 NGA  0.8123
ADVI [34] 0.8155 NCGA  0.8222
NUTS (MCMC) [35] | 0.7612 NGA  0.7747
SVGDM NGA NGA 0.9888
VCBI 3| NGA  NGA  0.9361
DisasterNet [5] NGA NGA  0.9564

2023 Turkey-Syria earthquake | b 50 nrodqel 30031 | NGA  NGA  0.9051

AdaBoost|306] - - 0.9300
BBVI (32 NGA  NGA  0.8233
SIVI [33] NGA  NGA  0.7947
ADVI [34] NGA  NGA  0.7315

NUTS (MCMC) [35] | NGA  NGA  0.8013

2.2 Evaluation of Seismic Multi-Hazard Estimation over Multiple Seismic

Events

We evaluate our framework on three major earthquake events: the 2020 Puerto Rico earthquake, the
2021 Haiti earthquake, and the 2023 Turkey-Syria earthquake. These events represent diverse scenarios
with different geological settings, building typologies, and data availability conditions, providing a com-
prehensive test of capabilities of our framework. Unlike traditional approaches that model each hazard
independently, our framework enables simultaneous estimation of multiple earthquake-induced hazards
and their cascading effects. As sudden-onset events, earthquakes cause damage almost instantaneously,

making this a static rather than temporal prediction task.
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Figure 3: Estimated building damage probability maps in Osmaniye, Turkey. Figures (a)—(c)
present the building damage estimates with ground truth information. The legend colors represent the
building damage levels, as indicated.

Table |1| presents the area under the curve (AUC) scores for three latent variables: landslide (zrs),
liquefaction (zrr), and building damage (zpp). The joint estimation of these interconnected hazards
allows our model to capture the complex interactions between ground shaking, soil conditions, and struc-
tural vulnerability. Our framework consistently outperforms existing methods across all three earthquake
events, demonstrating its robustness across different scenarios and data conditions. For the 2020 Puerto
Rico earthquake, SVGDM achieves AUC scores of 0.9331, 0.9317, and 0.9512 for landslide, liquefaction,
and building damage estimation respectively. These consistently high scores across all three hazards
demonstrate the framework’s ability to maintain accuracy while simultaneously modeling multiple in-
terrelated phenomena. These results show significant improvements over both traditional probabilistic
methods (BBVI, SIVI, ADVI, NUTS) and recent deep statistical learning approaches (VCBI, Disaster-
Net). The performance gap is particularly notable compared to classical variational inference methods,
where our approach shows a 15-20% improvement in AUC scores. For instance, compared to BBVI, our
method achieves improvements of 14.19%, 15.86%, and 20.89% for landslide, liquefaction, and building
damage respectively.

The 2021 Haiti earthquake results further demonstrate the robustness of our framework, with AUC

scores of 0.9550 for landslide susceptibility and 0.9587 for building damage estimation. While lique-



faction ground truth was not available (NGA) for this event due to limited field surveys, the strong
performance in other aspects suggests the ability of the framework to handle partially observed scenar-
ios. The consistent improvement over baseline methods (ranging from 3-18% higher AUC) highlights the
advantage of our multi-resolution approach. Notably, our framework maintains high performance even
with the limited availability of high-resolution background knowledge in the Haiti context, showing its
adaptability to different data conditions.

For the 2023 Turkey-Syria earthquake, while ground truth for landslide and liquefaction was not
available (NGA), our framework achieves an AUC score of 0.9488 for building damage estimation. This
performance surpasses both traditional methods like BBVI (0.8233, improved by 12.55%) and more re-
cent approaches like VCBI (0.9025, improved by 4.63%) and DisasterNet (0.9315, improved by 1.73%).
Our method also outperforms the Prior Model (0.9391) and AdaBoost (0.9300), which are designed for
building damage assessment and incorporate domain-specific engineering knowledge. This robust perfor-
mance, achieved with partial ground truth availability, demonstrates the effectiveness of our framework
in real-world scenarios where complete validation data may not be available.

Figure [3| provides a visual demonstration of our building damage estimation capabilities through the
2023 Turkey-Syria earthquake case study in Osmaniye. To enhance the interpretation of building damage
probability maps [16], we categorize the building damage probability into four levels: slight damage
(including no damage) (probability < 0.3), moderate damage (0.3 < probability < 0.65), partial collapse
(0.65 < probability < 0.8), and collapse (probability > 0.8). We adjust the threshold to align optimally
with the limited available ground truth information. The results show that our estimated damage
patterns closely align with ground truth observations across different damage levels, from slight damage
(white) to complete collapse (dark red). Our framework successfully captures the spatial distribution
of damage severity, particularly evident in areas with mixed damage patterns where buildings in close
proximity experienced different levels of damage. The high-resolution predictions (shown in insets a-c)
demonstrate the ability of the model to distinguish between adjacent buildings with different damage
states, highlighting the effectiveness of our multi-resolution approach in preserving fine-grained spatial
details while maintaining global consistency in the damage assessment.

The comprehensive nature of our framework’s hazard estimation capabilities is particularly evident
in the Puerto Rico earthquake case study. Our framework’s robust performance extends to the 2021
Haiti earthquake, as shown in Supplementary Figure[d The visualization presents building damage esti-
mates across a densely populated urban area with complex architectural patterns. The model accurately
captures the heterogeneous damage distribution, with particularly strong performance in identifying
clusters of moderate to severe damage alongside collapsed structures. The high-resolution predictions,
detailed in insets Figure [4] (a)-(c), demonstrate the ability of our model to differentiate damage states
between adjacent buildings despite the challenging urban layout typical of built environment in Haiti.
This precise discrimination of damage levels is especially evident in mixed-damage zones where neigh-
boring buildings experienced markedly different impacts from the earthquake. The close correspondence
between predicted damage patterns and ground truth observations validates our quantitative results

(AUC: 0.9550) and highlights the effectiveness of our model in scenarios with diverse building typologies



and construction practices.

In addition, we also show our results for the reconstruction of buildings for the Puerto Rico earthquake
in the Supplementary Figure [6] where the model effectively identifies the varying levels of damage
in different urban contexts. This analysis, combined with our liquefaction predictions, showcases the
model’s ability to simultaneously assess multiple aspects of seismic risk. The predictions demonstrate
strong agreement with ground truth observations across all damage categories, from no/slightly damaged
structures (orange) to collapsed buildings (dark red). The model successfully captures both isolated
damage instances and larger damage clusters, reflecting the complex spatial patterns of seismic impacts.

Supplementary Figure[7] further demonstrates the effectiveness of our model in liquefaction prediction
for the Puerto Rico earthquake. The simultaneous assessment of liquefaction susceptibility alongside
building damage enables a more comprehensive understanding of seismic impacts. The visualization
shows estimated liquefaction probability maps with ground truth labels across different geological set-
tings, from coastal areas to inland regions. The close alignment between predicted liquefaction zones
(shown in blue intensity) and ground truth observations (pink circle) validates our model’s ability to
capture the spatial distribution of soil liquefaction susceptibility. This is particularly evident in areas
where geological conditions and ground shaking characteristics combine to create heightened liquefac-
tion risk. The consistent performance across both structural and geotechnical hazards demonstrates the

versatility of our joint estimation approach.

2.3 [Evaluation of Hurricane-Induced Damage Estimation for the 2023 Hur-

ricane Ian

In this section, we evaluate our framework on the 2023 Hurricane Ian case. While hurricanes are in-
herently temporal events with evolving dynamics over time, our analysis focuses on a static assessment
of building damage due to data availability constraints of post-disaster data. Satellite-based Damage
Proxy Maps (DPMs), which serve as our primary source of building damage information, are typically
collected only after the hurricane has passed, providing a single snapshot of the final damage state. This
limitation in temporal data availability necessitates a static modeling approach, though we acknowledge
that incorporating time-series data could potentially enhance our understanding of damage progression
during the event. Despite this constraint, in this section, we demonstrate that our framework achieves
robust performance in assessing hurricane-induced building damage.

As shown in Table [2, SVGDM demonstrates superior accuracy in assessing hurricane-induced build-
ing damage in Lee County, Florida, achieving balanced detection capabilities with a True Positive Rate
of 0.8217 and True Negative Rate of 0.8197. This balanced performance translates to an AUC score of
0.8123, indicating the robust ability of our model to accurately distinguish between damaged and un-
damaged buildings. The results demonstrate that our model successfully identifies over 82% of damaged
buildings while maintaining a similar level of accuracy in correctly classifying undamaged structures,
demonstrating its reliability across different building conditions.

When compared to existing approaches documented in [37], the performance of Temporal-SVGDM
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Table 2: Performance comparison of building damage assessment models for hurricane-induced damage
detection for hurricane Tan case study in Lee County, Florida.

Model TPR TNR AUC
SVGDM* 0.8217 0.8197 0.8123
Bayesian network-based Model*  0.8293  0.6221 0.7553
FCS-Net (w/o finetuning) 0.2713  0.8941 -
FCS-Net (w/ finetuning) 0.2098  0.9386 -
Dual-HRNet (w/o finetuning) 0.0912  0.9795 -
Dual-HRNet (w/ finetuning) 0.8217  0.6251 -
DPM-based Model* 0.6498  0.6249 0.6739
Fragility Curve* 0.5669  0.6246 0.5695

*Models trained without labels

TPR: True Positive Rate, TNR: True Negative Rate, AUC: Area Under Curve
DPM: Damage Proxy Map, w/: with, w/o: without

Finetuning: Model adaptation using Hurricane Ian labeled data

- indicates metric not available for deterministic models

is noteworthy across different categories of methods. Traditional methods like the Fragility Curve model
(TPR: 0.5669, TNR: 0.6246) and DPM-based Model (TPR: 0.6498, TNR: 0.6249) show lower and im-
balanced performance. Deep learning approaches exhibit interesting patterns: without finetuning, both
FCS-Net and Dual-HRNet show extremely low TPR (0.2713 and 0.0912 respectively) despite high TNR,
indicating a strong bias toward predicting buildings as undamaged. Even with finetuning using Hurricane
Tan labeled data, the performance of FCS-Net remains imbalanced (TPR: 0.2098, TNR: 0.9386), while
Dual-HRNet achieves comparable TPR (0.8217) but at the cost of reduced TNR (0.6251). The Bayesian
network-based Model, while achieving similar TPR (0.8293), shows lower TNR (0.6221), resulting in a
lower AUC of 0.7553.

A key advantage of Temporal-SVGDM is its ability to achieve this high performance without requiring
labeled training data, as indicated by the asterisk in Table [2] This is particularly significant for rapid
disaster response scenarios where obtaining ground truth labels is time-consuming and often impractical.
The balanced performance of Temporal-SVGDM across both TPR and TNR, combined with its label-
free learning capability, makes it particularly suitable for real-world deployment in hurricane damage
assessment.

The effectiveness of our model is visually demonstrated in Figure [} which presents building damage
assessment results for two distinct regions in Lee County, Florida. To enhance the interpretation of
building damage probability maps [16], we categorize the building damage probability into five levels:
no damage ((probability < 0.15), slight damage (0.15 < probability < 0.5), moderate damage (0.5
< probability < 0.7), partial collapse (0.7 < probability < 0.85), and collapse (probability > 0.85).
The comparison between ground truth (Figure {4| (a)(d)) and our estimation (Figure 4| (b)(e)) shows
consistency in damage level assessment across different areas. The overlay visualization (Figure 4] (c)(f))
particularly highlights the ability of our method to capture varying degrees of damage, from no damage
(shown in white outlines) to collapse (shown in dark red outlines). This visual validation complements our

quantitative metrics and confirms the practical utility of our model for post-hurricane damage assessment.
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Figure 4: Estimated building damage probability maps for Hurricane Ian case study in
Lee County, Florida. Figures (a)—(c) present the building damage ground truth, building damage
estimation, and their overlay for the region from 82.096°W to 82.104°W and 26.238°N to 26.435°N.
Figures (d)—(f) present the corresponding views for the region from 82.056°W to 82.068°W and 26.438°N
to 26.447°N. Colors in the legend indicate building damage levels.

2.4 Evaluation of Wild Fire Spread Estimation

We also evaluate the performance of Temporal-SVGDM for wildfire spread prediction through compre-
hensive comparison with several baseline approaches, including both traditional statistical methods and
deep learning models documented in . As shown in Table (3| the results demonstrate the significant
advantages of our framework across multiple performance metrics. Temporal-SVGDM achieves superior
performance with an F1 score of 0.5913 and Average Precision (AP) of 0.4430, significantly outper-
forming all baseline approaches. This performance can be attributed to the ability of our framework
to capture both the spatial dependencies and temporal evolution patterns inherent in wildfire spread
dynamics. The substantial margin of improvement over traditional methods is particularly noteworthy.
For example, our F1 score exceeds that of logistic regression (0.432) by approximately 37%, indicating
the enhanced capability of Temporal-SVGDM in handling the complex, non-linear nature of fire spread
patterns.

When compared to deep learning approaches, Temporal-SVGDM maintains its performance advan-
tage. Both mono-temporal and multi-temporal ConvLLSTM models achieve F1 scores of 0.310, demon-

strating the limitations of conventional sequence modeling approaches in capturing the intricate dynamics
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of wildfire spread. Even more sophisticated architectures like U-Net (F1: 0.341) and UTAE (F1: 0.350)
fall significantly short of the performance of temporal-SVGDM, highlighting the benefits of our causal
modeling approach in understanding and predicting wildfire behavior. The consistently higher perfor-
mance across both metrics underscores the robust ability of Temporal-SVGDM to model the complex
relationships between various environmental factors and fire progression. This is particularly significant
given the challenging nature of wildfire spread prediction, where multiple interacting factors must be

considered simultaneously across different spatial and temporal scales.

Table 3: Comparison of model performance on wildfire spread prediction. AP stands for
Average Precision.

Model F1 Score AP

SVGDM 0.5913 0.4430
Logistic Regression 0.432 0.279
U-Net 0.341 0.341
ConvLSTM (Mono-temporal) 0.310 0.292
ConvLSTM (Multi-temporal) 0.310 0.306
UTAE 0.350 0.372

Supplementary Figure[8|provides a visual demonstration of our model’s predictive capabilities through
a side-by-side comparison of ground truth labels, our model’s predictions, and benchmark model predic-
tions 38| across six consecutive time steps. Our model demonstrates strong advantages in both spatial
accuracy and temporal consistency. The predictions show particularly good performance in capturing
the size and shape of fire clusters, as evident in steps a2 and a3 where our model accurately identi-
fies both the presence and extent of major fire events. In contrast, the benchmark predictions tend to
underestimate the fire extent and miss some significant fire clusters.

The spatial precision of our predictions is especially notable in capturing scattered fire patterns.
For example, in time step a3, our model successfully identifies both the upper and lower fire clusters,
maintaining their relative sizes and positions, while the benchmark model only partially captures these
patterns. The model also shows robust performance in tracking fire evolution over time, successfully iden-
tifying the appearance of new fire locations (as seen in a5 and a6) and the disappearance of extinguished
fires (as demonstrated in a4).

These visualization results complement our quantitative metrics, providing clear visual evidence for
why Temporal-SVGDM achieves superior F1 and AP scores compared to baseline approaches. The
model’s ability to accurately capture both the spatial distribution and temporal evolution of fires, while
maintaining lower false positive rates than the benchmark model, demonstrates the effectiveness of our

multi-resolution, causality-aware approach in handling the complex, dynamic nature of wildfire spread.

2.5 Analysis of Model Performance Under Different Background Knowledge

Conditions

To systematically evaluate how varying levels of data availability and resolution affect model performance,
we conducted comprehensive experiments across three types of natural disasters - earthquakes, hurri-

canes, and wildfires. Each disaster type presents unique challenges in terms of temporal dynamics, causal
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Table 4: This table presents the experimental scenarios for evaluating Temporal-SVGDM
under different background knowledge conditions in earthquake cases. NGA means no ground
truth label is available. Background knowledge configurations: VF-BK (Varying-resolution Full Back-
ground Knowledge); LF-BK (Low-resolution Full Background Knowledge); LP-BK (Low-resolution Par-
tial Background Knowledge)

Earthquake ‘ Description ‘ 2ZLS ZLF ZBD

VF-BK 0.9331 0.9317 0.9512

2020 Puerto Rico earthquake LF-BK 0.9214  0.9201  0.9297
LP-BK 0.8918 0.8893  0.9004

VF-BK 0.9550 NGA 0.9587

2021 Haiti earthquake LF-BK 0.9307 NGA 0.9249
LP-BK 0.8925 NGA 0.8993

VF-BK NGA NGA 0.9488

2023 Turkey-Syria earthquake LF-BK NGA NGA 0.9233
LP-BK NGA NGA 0.8832

relationships, and data availability patterns. We evaluated Temporal-SVGDM under three background
knowledge scenarios: varying-resolution full background knowledge (VF-BK) utilizing all available reso-
lutions, low-resolution full background knowledge (LF-BK) using only lower resolution data sources, and
low-resolution partial background knowledge (LP-BK) using limited data. This design allowed us to test
the model’s performance even when background knowledge was constrained.

Our model demonstrates robust adaptability across different data availability conditions in earthquake
scenarios. For the VF-BK scenario, we incorporate multi-resolution background knowledge (Landslide:
250m and 1000m; Liquefaction: 500m and 1000m; Building Damage: 30m), where Temporal-SVGDM
shows superior performance. In the 2020 Puerto Rico earthquake case, as shown in Table [4] the model
achieved AUC scores of 0.9331, 0.9317, and 0.9512 for landslide, liquefaction, and building damage
estimation respectively, outperforming recent deep learning approaches like VCBI (0.9012, 0.9034, 0.9123)
and DisasterNet (0.9293, 0.9284, 0.9413). When transitioning to the LF-BK scenario using only lower
resolution data, performance remains robust with only a 1-2% reduction in AUC scores, still maintaining
substantial advantages over traditional methods like BBVI (0.7912, 0.7731, 0.7423) and SIVI (0.7619,
0.7846, 0.7662). Even in the most challenging LP-BK scenario with only partial background knowledge
available, the model maintains AUC scores consistently above 0.88 - notably higher than sophisticated
baselines like NUTS (MCMC) which achieves scores around 0.75-0.79.

We also test the performance of our model in the hurricane case. As shown in Figure b), each
hurricane-related variable has a single native resolution of background knowledge. In the VF-BK sce-
nario utilizing all available information, our model achieves balanced detection capabilities with a TPR
of 0.8217, TNR of 0.8197, and AUC of 0.8123, substantially outperforming traditional approaches like
the Fragility Curve model (TPR: 0.5669, TNR: 0.6246) and deep learning methods like FCS-Net even
with finetuning (TPR: 0.2098, TNR: 0.9386). The transition to LP-BK shows notable but manageable
performance degradation (TPR: 0.7073, TNR: 0.6525, AUC: 0.6891), yet still surpasses DPM-based Mod-
els (TPR: 0.6498, TNR: 0.6249, AUC: 0.6739) and remains competitive with more complex approaches

requiring labeled training data.
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We further evaluate our model on wildfire spread prediction case, which features intricate temporal
dependencies and multiple interacting factors. Under the VF-BK scenario, the model achieves an F1
score of 0.5913 and Average Precision of 0.4430, significantly outperforming both traditional methods
like Logistic Regression (F1: 0.432, AP: 0.279) and sophisticated deep learning approaches like U-Net
(F1: 0.341, AP: 0.341) and ConvLSTM variants (F1: 0.310). Even in the LP-BK scenario with reduced
background knowledge, our model maintains F1 and AP scores of 0.4613 and 0.3710 respectively, still
surpassing all baseline methods, including UTAE (F1: 0.350, AP: 0.372). This robust performance across
different background knowledge conditions demonstrates the ability of our model to effectively leverage
available information while maintaining resilience to data limitations.

Comparing performance degradation patterns across disaster types reveals interesting insights about
the adaptability of our model. In earthquake scenarios, the drop from VF-BK to LP-BK is relatively
moderate (approximately 4-5% in AUC), while hurricane assessment shows a more substantial decline
(12.32% in AUC). This difference likely stems from the complementary nature of multiple resolution
sources in earthquake assessment versus the distinct roles of flood and wind information in hurricane
damage prediction. The wildfire case shows an intermediate degradation pattern (13% in F1 score but
only 7.2% in AP), suggesting that temporal dependencies help maintain prediction rankings even with
reduced spatial information.

These varying degradation patterns across disaster types have important implications for practical
deployment. For earthquake assessment, the resilience of our model to resolution reduction suggests it
can be effectively deployed even in regions with limited high-resolution data availability. In hurricane
scenarios, the results emphasize the importance of maintaining comprehensive hazard information for
optimal performance, though the model remains functional with limited data. For wildfire prediction,
the maintained ranking ability under limited information suggests the model could be valuable for prior-
itizing response efforts even when full sensor coverage is unavailable. The consistent outperformance of
baseline methods across all background knowledge conditions suggests that the core architectural choices
of our model and provide fundamental advantages independent of data availability. This is evidenced by
the ability of our model to maintain balanced performance metrics (TPR/TNR in hurricane cases, preci-
sion/recall in wildfire prediction) even under reduced information conditions, whereas baseline methods

often show severe imbalances in their predictions when faced with limited data.

3 Discussion

This work introduces Temporal-SVGDM, a novel framework that demonstrates remarkable versatility in
modeling complex systems with multi-resolution background knowledge and causal dependencies. Our
comprehensive evaluation across three distinct disaster types - earthquakes, hurricanes, and wildfires -
not only validates the effectiveness of Temporal-SVGDM but also reveals fundamental insights about
modeling systems with different temporal characteristics.

A fundamental contribution of our work is the framework’s ability to effectively integrate and pro-

cess multi-resolution background knowledge while preserving causal relationships. Unlike traditional
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approaches that force uniform resolution through interpolation or downsampling, Temporal-SVGDM al-
lows each data source to maintain its native resolution through resolution-specific SDEs coupled with a
causal score mechanism. This approach provides several key advantages: 1) It preserves fine-grained de-
tails from high-resolution sources while simultaneously capturing broader patterns from lower-resolution
data, 2) It enables the framework to handle missing or sparse data at certain resolutions by leveraging
information from other scales, and 3) It maintains the physical meaning of causal relationships across
different resolutions through carefully designed score matching and diffusion processes. The effectiveness
of this multi-resolution approach is particularly evident in our earthquake case studies, where the model
successfully integrates landslide susceptibility data at both 250m and 1000m resolutions with building
damage assessments at 30m resolution. The framework’s ability to maintain performance even when
high-resolution data is limited (as shown in the LP-BK scenario results) demonstrates the robustness of
our multi-resolution design. This capability represents a significant advance over existing methods that
either require uniform resolution or struggle to maintain causal consistency across different scales.

Our results demonstrate that explicitly modeling causal relationships while preserving resolution-
specific information yields substantial advantages over traditional approaches that either ignore causality
or force uniform resolution. The performance of our model across all three disaster types (earthquake
AUC: above 0.95, hurricane AUC: 0.81, wildfire F1: 0.59) suggests that maintaining the native resolu-
tion of different data sources, rather than forcing interpolation to a common scale, better captures the
underlying physical processes. This finding challenges the common practice of resolution standardization
in environmental modeling and suggests that preserving multi-resolution relationships may be crucial for
accurate system representation. The performance of our model under varying background knowledge
conditions provides insights into the robustness-resolution trade-off in complex system modeling. The
observed degradation patterns - from modest in earthquakes (4-5% AUC reduction) to more pronounced
in hurricanes (12.32%) and wildfires (13%) - reveal how different types of physical processes respond
to information reduction. This varying sensitivity likely reflects the underlying physical characteristics
of each system: earthquake damage patterns exhibit stronger spatial correlation that helps maintain
performance even with reduced data, while the dynamic nature of wildfires makes them more sensitive
to missing temporal information.

The ability of our framework to maintain balanced performance metrics (TPR/TNR in hurricane
assessment, precision/recall in wildfire prediction) even under reduced information conditions has impor-
tant implications for operational deployment. This characteristic suggests that the model could provide
reliable predictions even in data-sparse regions or during sensor network failures, a crucial capability
for real-world disaster monitoring systems. However, several important challenges remain. While our
framework handles varying spatial resolutions effectively, temporal resolution differences still pose chal-
lenges, particularly in cases with dramatically different sampling frequencies. Future work could explore
adaptive temporal diffusion mechanisms that better handle such scenarios. Additionally, the computa-
tional complexity of processing multi-resolution data suggests the need for more efficient algorithms for
real-time applications.

Another key contribution of our work is the ability of our model to handle both static and temporal
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scenarios within a unified approach. In earthquake modeling, where causal chains operate almost in-
stantaneously, Temporal-SVGDM effectively captures the immediate cascading effects of ground shaking
on landslides, liquefaction, and building damage. The high performance in this static scenario (AUC:
Above 0.95) demonstrates the capability of our model to capture complex spatial dependencies and in-
stantaneous causal relationships. Conversely, in wildfire prediction, where the system evolves over time
with changing environmental conditions, our model successfully captures the temporal progression of fire
spread while maintaining causal relationships between fuel conditions, weather patterns, and topography
(F1: 0.59). This dual capability - handling both immediate causal effects and temporal evolution - rep-
resents a significant advance over existing methods that typically specialize in either static or temporal
modeling.

Looking forward, the principles demonstrated in this work could extend beyond disaster modeling to
other domains with similar challenges in multi-resolution data integration. Climate science, environmen-
tal monitoring, and urban systems analysis all face comparable challenges in synthesizing heterogeneous
data sources while maintaining causal relationships. The success of our score-based diffusion approach
in handling these challenges suggests promising directions for these broader applications. More broadly,
our results indicate that the future of complex system modeling may lie not in forcing standardization of
heterogeneous data, but in developing frameworks that can naturally handle multi-resolution information
while preserving causal relationships. This perspective could influence how we approach data collection
and sensor network design for environmental monitoring, suggesting that maintaining multiple resolution

streams may be more valuable than pursuing uniform high-resolution coverage.

4 Methods

In this section, we detail the key components of Temporal Score-based Variational Graphical Diffusion
for Multi-resolution background knowledge (Temporal-SVGDM). We formulate complex causal systems
with multi-resolution background knowledge as a new family of BNs. We implement multiple coupled
SDEs corresponding to nodes in these BNs, allowing us to maintain native resolutions of diverse data
sources, perform multi-SDE diffusion across the entire causal graph, integrate multi-resolution data
through forward diffusion processes for each hidden variable, and utilize conditional causal scores to
incorporate information from parent nodes. The final goal of this work is to estimate the posteriors of
latent variables and infer quantitative causal dependencies, effectively balancing fine-grained details with

overall patterns while maintaining causal integrity throughout the modeling process.

4.1 Score-based Generative Model through SDEs

Score-based generative models, which is a type of continuous diffusion model, have emerged as powerful
tools for learning complex, high-dimensional data distributions. These models leverage the score function,
which is the gradient of the log-density of the data, to generate new samples by simulating a reverse
diffusion process. The foundational idea was introduced by Song and Ermon in their seminal works on

generative modeling using score matching and diffusion processes |39} 40]. In a score-based generative
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model, the data distribution is gradually perturbed by adding noise through a forward diffusion process,
resulting in a sequence of increasingly noisy data representations. The reverse diffusion process then
reconstructs the original data distribution by denoising these representations, guided by the learned
score function. Mathematically, the forward and reverse processes are typically described using SDEs,
making it a type of continuous diffusion model.

Forward Diffusion Process: The forward diffusion process is:

dz = f(z,t)dt + g(t)dW (1)

where z is the data, f(z,t) is the drift term, g(¢) is the diffusion term, and W is the Wiener process
(standard Brownian motion).

Reverse Diffusion Process: The reverse diffusion process is described by the reverse-time SDE:

dz = [f(z,t) — g(t)®V. log p;(2)]dt + g(t)dW (2)

where V log p;(2) is the score function, representing the gradient of the log-density of the data at time
t, and W is the reverse-time Wiener process. Training a score-based diffusion model involves learning
the score function V, log p;(z) using score matching techniques. The learned score function is then used

to guide the reverse diffusion process for generating new data samples.

4.2 Variational Inference

Variational inference (VI) is a widely-used technique for approximating complex posterior distributions
in Bayesian models. It transforms the inference problem into an optimization task by introducing a vari-
ational distribution g, (2|y) to approximate the true posterior p(z|y). The goal is to find the parameters
¢ that make g4(z|y) as close as possible to p(z|y). The quality of the approximation is measured by
the ELBO, which serves as a proxy for the marginal likelihood. Maximizing the ELBO is equivalent
to minimizing the Kullback-Leibler (KL) divergence between the variational distribution and the true

posterior. The ELBO is defined as:

L=E,q, ]y [logp(y|z) +logp(z) — log g, (2[y)]

where p(y|z) is the likelihood, p(z) is the prior, and g, (z|y) is the variational distribution.

Besides, the optimization objective for variational inference is to maximize the ELBO with respect to
the parameters ¢: ¢* = argmax, ELBO. This optimization is typically performed using gradient-based
methods, with gradients of the ELBO computed using techniques such as the reparameterization trick

or score function estimators.
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4.3 Multi-resolution Temporal Causal Graphical Diffusion Modeling
4.3.1 Multi-Resolution Temporal Inference and Baseline

Traditional approaches in multi-resolution scenarios often overlook resolution-specific nuances by directly
stacking background knowledge [7H9]. Existing multi-resolution methods like super-resolution networks
[41] and multi-scale fusion techniques [10] focus primarily on spatial relationships without considering
temporal evolution. Meanwhile, temporal modeling approaches such as recurrent neural networks [42],
temporal convolutional networks [43], and transformer-based architectures [19] typically assume consis-
tent observational resolution across time steps. Recent attempts at spatio-temporal modeling [18, 44]
have shown promise but struggle with varying resolutions. Earth system modeling approaches [21], 45|
have explored multi-scale phenomena but generally require uniform temporal sampling.

To address these multi-resolution challenges, the field of probabilistic modeling and inference has

developed several methods to handle complex distributions and uncertainty quantification. Classical ap-
proaches include Black Box Variational Inference (BBVI) [32], Semi-Implicit Variational Inference (SIVI)
[33], Automatic Differentiation Variational Inference (ADVTI) [34], and No-U-Turn Sampler (NUTS) [35].
BBVI uses Monte Carlo gradient estimates, SIVI employs implicit distributions for expressive posteriors,
and ADVI automates VI through automatic differentiation. NUTS, while not a VI method, serves as
a strong baseline with its adaptive sampling. While recent work in score-based diffusion models |26/
28] and variational inference [25] 46] has advanced the field, existing methods struggle to fully capture
multi-resolution dynamics, temporal evolution, and causal relationships in complex systems. Partic-
ularly, current approaches either focus on temporal consistency [18, |44] or spatial resolution |21} 42],
but rarely both. Our proposed framework addresses these limitations by integrating SDEs, score-based
diffusion models, and variational inference, enabling comprehensive probabilistic inference over temporal
multi-resolution systems with causal dependencies.
Causal Bayesian Network. We consider our target area as a continuous space L, which can be
discretized at different resolutions. Given a sequence of temporal background knowledge Y*® where
s €1,---,8 is the sequence length (S = 1 for non-temporal case), for each unobserved variable z;, we
denote zﬁ’s € Z as the value of the i*" hidden variable at spatial location [ € £ and temporal step s. The
corresponding background knowledge are denoted as yf il ¢ Y, where k; represents the resolution of
the background knowledge, and I’ is the location in the discretized space at resolution k;.

In the complex system, yf % represents one background information of the i*? variable at resolution k;
and time step s. For example, this could be satellite imagery for ground deformation at a specific spatial
resolution, or ground failure model outputs for landslides and liquefaction generated at a particular grid
size in earthquake case. These multi-resolution background knowledge, typically coming from different
sources, allow us to capture different aspects of the complex system at varying scales and time steps,
representing both fine-grained details and broader patterns in both space and time. K; denotes the
number of different resolutions at which background knowledge in finest resolution is available for z7.

To capture these direct causal influences while accounting for uncertainty in physical processes,

we model the relationship between a hidden variable and its parent nodes through a linear Gaussian
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structure:

25 = alP(25) + oie (3)

where P(z7) is a vector of parent nodes of z{, a represents the causal coefficients quantifying the strength
of the influence of each parent, and € ~ N(0, I) introduces stochasticity to account for unmodeled factors
and inherent randomness in physical processes.

While this causal structure captures the relationships between hidden variables, we also need to model
how these variables relate to our background knowledge. The relationship between hidden variables and
their background knowledge follows a log-normal distribution, which is commonly used in causal disaster
systems (3| |47]:

s i,k,s i,k,s T i,k,s _k,s
logy;”* = 05" + O3y Plui)(1) + 0" €] (4)

where € ~ N(0,I) and P(y;) represents the parent nodes of y7. The dependency between zf and y§ can
be modeled by any reasonable distribution and depends on data characteristics and the underlying phys-
ical processes. In our causal Bayesian network, we model both physical variables and causal parameters
that quantify these relationships as nodes.

Having established the static network relationships, we need to model how these variables evolve while
preserving both causal and observational connections. Traditional static approaches cannot capture the
dynamic nature of these relationships or the accumulation of uncertainty over time. Therefore, we employ
an SDE framework that allows continuous evolution while maintaining our established relationships.

Forward Diffusion Process. For each hidden variable z7, we define an SDE that incorporates both

1

multi-scale background knowledge and causal dependencies:

dz; (t) ={f7 (2 (1), P(z7)(1),a%, 1)

| (5)
FAL)[6° (U7 (1), P(y3)(E), 007) — 22 (1)] hdt + g3 (£)dWE (t)

where f7(-) and gf(-) are neural networks capturing the deterministic and stochastic evolution respec-
tively, while A?(¢) controls how strongly background knowledge influence the process.

The key to handling multi-resolution background knowledge lies in the ¢ function, which maps back-
ground knowledge back to the hidden state space defined in Equation [4}

log ! — ™ — Bk (P(y)\ =)0 "

i,k
0,."°

i

&y, P(y)) (1), 075 =

where %% is the resolution-specific parameters that allow this function to adapt its mapping based
on the resolution of each background knowledge, effectively learning how information at different scales
contributes to our understanding of the hidden state.

The initialization of our diffusion process differs between parent and child nodes: For parent nodes,

we use the finest available resolution background knowledge:

2(0) = ¢*(y; ", P(y7)(0), 67 1+) (7)
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For child nodes, we balance both observational evidence and causal influences through a hybrid
approach:

2£(0) = ag™ + (ap(.)) "P(=)(0) + ag” - ¢° (4", P(y])(0), 077°) + al® - (®)

This initialization framework consists of three interrelated components that together provide a com-

prehensive representation of initial state of the system. The causal component, represented by (a;;s(zf))TP(zf),

captures the physical influence that parent nodes exert on their children. The observational component,
expressed as ai;s . (Z)g(yi€ * P(y$)(0),0%%2), grounds our model in empirical evidence by incorporating
direct measurements. Through the ¢ function, this term skillfully handles background knowledge from
different resolutions, transforming them into a consistent representation in the hidden variable space.
This allows our model to leverage both high-resolution satellite imagery and coarser ground survey data
within the same framework. The stochastic component, given by a®*-€; where € ~ N (0, I), acknowledges
and accounts for the inherent uncertainties present in both our measurements and our understanding
of causal relationships. This term is crucial for capturing the natural variability in physical processes,
measurement errors, and other unmodeled factors that influence our system. By including this stochastic
element, our model can better represent the real-world uncertainty that characterizes complex disaster
systems.

Beyond initialization, parent node influences persist throughout the diffusion process through the
drift and diffusion terms. The neural networks f7(-) and gf(-) take both the current state and parent

node states as inputs, enabling the model to capture non-linear, time-dependent causal relationships

while maintaining computational feasibility.

4.3.2 Semi-Implicit Variational Inference via Score Matching

Reverse Diffusion Process. The reverse diffusion process is used to recover the underlying distribu-
tion, effectively moving from low-resolution to high-resolution information. The reverse diffusion process

is represented by a reverse SDE as defined in Equation [0

dz () = {f7 (2 (8), P(2])(t), a%,t) — g} ()* Vs log p(2] (1) | P(27)(t), 2%, 0°)

. _ 9)
+AT(O[0° (5 (6), P (1), 07°) — 25 ()]}t + g3 ()W (1)

where p(z7(t) | P(27)(t),a®, 0°) is the conditional distribution of z{ given its parents. s;(z7(t),t,a% 0%) =
V.:logp(2i(t) | P(27)(t),a*,0°) is the (conditional) score function.
Score Matching Process In practice, we first approximate the unconditional score for each variable

with a neural network called the score net:

sp(2 (), 1) = V¢ log p( (1)) (10)

We then design an objective to minimize a continuous weighted combination of Fisher divergences
between s7,(2°(t),t) and V log p(2°(t)) through score matching [40, 48|. To train each score net, we adapt

the denoising score matching objective:
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Lp =Bz [ 00 (0" (1)) s5 (27 1) — Vi logpyo(z7120)|1] (11)

where pyo(2¢|25) is the perturbation kernel representing the conditional probability density of state
z; at time ¢, given initial state z§ at time 0. It describes how the initial distribution evolves over
time according to the forward SDE. +*(t) balances the importance of different time steps in the loss
function. We use v*(t) = %th, which gradually changes over time to ensure proper weighting across the
entire trajectory. Other functions for v°(¢) can be chosen to suit specific modeling needs or empirical
performance. 1°(0*(t)) = (0*(t))? is chosen to ensure the score nets are trained to optimality [39].

To compute the perturbation kernel pyo(27|2j), we employ Bayes’ theorem to set up relationships

between conditional probabilities:

s s DPeo(z£125)po(25)
2olzf) = ————————= 12
p0|t( 0| t) pt(zf) ( )

Taking the logarithm and then the gradient with respect to z; yields:

Vs logpo(25127) = Vs log pro(2125) — Ve; log (%) (13)
Note that V_: logpo(z5) = 0 as z is independent of z7. Rearranging terms, we obtain:

V. log pyo(2;125) = Vs logpi(2]) + Vs log poje (25 25) (14)

For reversible processes satisfying detailed balance, the gradient of the log-probability in one direction

is the negative of the gradient in the reverse direction. Consequently:
V.slog pyo(2f|25) = — Vs log poje (25 25) (15)

where the relationship between the perturbation kernel and the score function is crucial, as it enables us
to train the score network using samples from the forward process.

In standard diffusion processes with simple SDEs (e.g., dz = f(z,t)dt + g(t)dW), the perturba-
tion kernel often has a Gaussian expression: pyjo(2¢20) = N (245 u(t, 20), X(t)), where p(t, z9) and X(t)
are derived from the drift f and diffusion g terms. However, our case lacks an explicit perturba-
tion kernel due to the drift and diffusion terms given by neural networks and the observation error
term A$(£)[6° (v (), P(y3)(t), 7%%) — 2(t)]. To address this, we approximate the perturbation kernel

Peo(27|25) using the Euler-Maruyama method (reparameterization):
2 (8) ~ 43 (t,2:(0) + (Z) 2 (t)e? (16)

where 27 (t) and p(t, 27 (0)) are d-dimensional vectors, (¢, z;(0)) approximates the drift and observation
terms, X#(¢) is a dxd diagonal matrix approximating the diffusion term, € ~ A (0,I) is a d-dimensional
standard normal random vector. This reparameterization allows us to handle the complex structure of

our model while maintaining computational feasibility.

22



We approximate p®(t, z5) and X#(t) in the forward process using the Euler-Maruyama method. Over

the interval [0, ¢], we have:

Z %ZS+/O ff(Zf(r),P(Zf)(T)yaﬂ‘)dr+/0 gi(r)dWi(r)

(17)
+ [ A0, P 0),6%) - a(rlar
0
This approximates a Gaussian distribution:
peo(zi120) = N (27 pu(t, 25), B°(1)) (18)
where p®(t, 25) and X°(t) are defined as follows:
t
Rt o+ [ S PED ).
0
t
+/ N ()@ (4 (r), Py (1), 0°5°) — 25 (r)]dr (19)
0
t

Es(t)z/o diag(gf(r)z)dr

Calculation of p®(t, z§) is performed using the Euler-Maruyama method. We divide the interval [0, ¢]
into N steps of size At = % Starting with p§ = 2§, we iteratively compute ] for j =1 to N using the

equation:

wi = piog + [ (w51, P(pi_q), @, (5 — 1)At)

| (20)
X = DA (= DA, P = DAY, 075) — 5 At

where the final value, uf%, serves as our approximation of u*(T), z§).
For the calculation of X%(¢), we employ Simpson’s Rule with N even steps. The approximation is

given by:
N/2

¥ A %[diag(gf(O)Q) +4) " diag(g; (27 — 1)At)?)
j=1
N/2—1
+2 ) diag(g; (2jAt)%) + diag(g; (t)*)]

j=1

We begin with the score matching objective mentioned in Equation where we approximate the
perturbation kernel pyo(27]2§) using the Euler-Maruyama method mention in Equation Taking the
gradient with respect to 2§ and substituting 2§ — p*(t, 2§) ~ (X*)/2(t)e, we obtain: V.slogp(zf|25) =
—(2%)71/2(t)e*. By Equation we obtain: V.. logp(2*(0)[2*(t)) = (2%)~'/2(t)e*. This formulation
allows us to estimate the score function using the reverse process. Our estimated score sg, should be:
s5(2°(t), 1) = Vz; log p(2°(£)|2°(0)) = —Vz{ log p(2°(0)|2°(t))

’ (22)

= () (0)e
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This leads to our final objective function:
Lo =Eupe [7 (00" (S O)]]55(2(0) + () 2(0)e )] (23

where 2°(t) ~ ps(t,25) + (2)V/2(t)e®, —(X*)~1/2(t)e® is the target for 5%, 7°(t) is a time-dependent
weighting function, p®(t, 2§) and X%(t) are derived from our specific drift and diffusion terms.
Conditioning the Bayesian Network. The score matching process that have been discussed so far
is the unconditional generative process. To incorporate the causal dependency in the generative process,
we modify the score as in Equation [10] with Vlogp(2°(t)|P(2%(t))) and plugging it back to the reverse
SDE process.

To achieve this goal, several studies have proposed methods to approximate the conditional score

using a single pre-trained score network, thus avoiding costly re-training |40 |49H51]. These methods

typically begin by expanding the conditional score using Bayes’ rule, as shown in the following equation:

V.o logp(2°(1)|P(2°)) = Vlogp(2°(t)) + Vlogp(P(2°)|2°(t))

unconditional score causal score

where the first term on the right-hand side is approximated by the pre-trained score function. The
primary challenge lies in accurately estimating the second term, which we refer to as the causal score.
This decomposition allows us to leverage our pre-trained score network for the prior score and combine
it with the likelihood score to infer various observation scenarios without retraining.

Given the causal structure defined in Equation [3| where z} is a child node with parent nodes P(z}),
the conditional distribution of P(z{) given z; follows a multivariate normal distribution. This choice is
theoretically well-founded as complex systems often exhibit local Gaussian behavior due to the interaction
of multiple underlying processes [52, [53|, particularly through the effects of the generalized Central Limit

Theorem on interacting components.
P2z ~ N(pe(z7), £2) (24)

where the conditional mean vector u3(z7) is computed by adjusting the base vector with respect to
zit pe(27) = ppes) + E;(zf)J?(Eiﬁ)*l(zf — ). The conditional covariance matrix 2 integrates the
modifications: ¥ = X%\ =X% ) (sz)_lz%(zf),zf' This formulation is powerful for complex systems
as: (1) the conditional mean . (z;) naturally incorporates causal influences [54, |55], (2) the covariance
structure X systematically captures uncertainty propagation crucial in geophysical systems [56], and (3)
enables efficient computation while maintaining theoretical guarantees about uncertainty propagation
[57].

Based on the Gaussian assumption in Equation[24] the conditional probability distribution p(P(z{)|z; (t))

can be approximated as follows [49]:
p(P(2)|z (1)) = /p(P(Zf)\zf)p(zﬂZf(t))dzf ~ N (ui(27(2 (1)), 22), (25)

where pf and X are determined by the specific formulation of the model. The mean 27 (z7(t)) is
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estimated using Tweedie’s formula [58], which provides a closed-form approximation for the posterior

expectation. Specifically, the mean 27 (z7(¢)) is given by:

z? 22(t)s5(22(t),
SHEH ) = By ] o T s EHORD) (26)

where 32(t) and uf(t) represent the covariance and mean derived from the numerical method in the
forward diffusion process, and sj (7 (t),t) is the score function parameterized by the model.

Then the conditional score can be calculated as:

Ve logp(2] ()P (2])) = Vs log p(2 (1))

+ Vs log p(P(2])|2] (1))

(27)

The decomposition of the conditional score into unconditional and causal components is theoretically
justified by the structure of complex systems. As demonstrated in fluid dynamics [52] and general
stochastic systems [53], local Gaussian approximations often provide accurate descriptions of system
behavior even when the global dynamics are highly non-linear. This locality principle allows us to
effectively capture causal dependencies while maintaining computational tractability.

The first term of RHS in Equation is given by the score network and the second gradient is
calculated by chain rule and automatic differentiation (auto-grad) according to the relationship discussed

above:

Vs log p(P(2])]2] (1) = Ooe N(u%(jf((tz); b

_ Dlog N (5 (=1(1))), 52) s 03
B o 07 03(1)

where the division of the last line is element-wise.

This approach of decomposing the conditional score into unconditional and causal components allows
us to leverage pre-trained score networks while incorporating causal dependencies. It offers a compu-
tationally efficient way to handle complex causal structures without the need for retraining the entire
model for each new conditioning scenario. The use of Tweedie’s formula in estimating 27 (27 (¢)) further
enhances the efficiency of the method by avoiding the need to compute complex integrals explicitly.

Numerical Stability Improvement. While the decomposition above provides a theoretical foun-
dation for incorporating causal dependencies, practical implementation faces numerical challenges. In
particular, the approximation in Equation [25] assumes perfect estimation of 27(zf(t)), which becomes
increasingly unreliable at high noise levels. The noise comes from the non-negligible variance given by
p(=2(8)).

The challenge is further complicated by the non-linear nature of our forward process, where the drift
and diffusion coefficients are learned through neural networks. This results in a non-linear conditional
distribution p(z$ (¢)|25) = M (p® (27, 1), X5(¢)). To derive a stable approximation, we take inspiration from
analyzing local linearization of such systems.

To motivate our solution, consider a simplified case where = ~ N(p,, ;) and the forward process
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z(t)|x ~ N(p(z,t),5(t)). Let & = Epga1))[z] denote the conditional mean of = given z(t), similar to

Z2i(2i(t)) defined earlier. By performing first-order Taylor expansion of u(z,t) around Z:
ulo,t) ~ (i t) + oo — 2) (29)

where J; = du(z,t)/0x|z—z. Under this local linearization, we can derive the conditional distribution:

p(x]z(t)) = N(tajz) Xaja(t)) (30)

where
Halat) = Ha + SaJd (JeZa ] + ()7 (@(t) — p(@,t) — Je(pa — 2)) (31)
Sejety = o — LadE (JiZeJE +3(1) 1S (32)

Applying this analysis to our causal setting, we propose a modified approximation for the parent
node distribution:

p(P(2])127 (1)) = N (2(2 (27 (£))), B2+ Xs 2o 1) (33)

where p7 and X7 follow the formulation in Equation and X, ., takes the form:
Xleles(ty = B3s — Xis Jg: (Jffzz-;Jng + E?(t))’llegﬁi;; (34)

This modification provides an automatic mechanism for gradient stabilization: at high noise levels,
the increased uncertainty naturally reduces gradient magnitudes, preventing unstable updates, while at
low noise levels, the uncertainty reduces to maintain precise estimation. This approach offers a principled
way to balance between stability and accuracy across different noise regimes.

To ensure robust sampling, we employ Langevin Monte Carlo in the simulation:
25(t) = 2°(t) + K5: (2°(8), 1) + V2r5(3°) 1/ 2€° (35)

Stochastic Variational Inference. Building on this formulation, we develop an inference algorithm
that jointly estimates probability distributions of unobserved target variables and their causal dependen-
cies. We employ variational inference to transform the inference problem into an optimization task. Our
goal is to jointly infer the true posteriors of multiple unobserved target variables z;, along with unknown
causal dependency parameters. We use variational inference to approximate the true posteriors of Z°
using a variational distribution ¢(Z*). The optimization objective function combines variational lower
bounds to best approximate the true posterior distribution. Specifically, we optimize the ELBO to find
optimal parameters for ¢(Z°) that closely match the true posterior introduced in Section

We derive the lower bound of the marginal log-likelihood of the observed Y* by Jensen’s inequality
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as follows [59]:

logp(Y*) > L, = Egs[logp(Y?®|Z%) +log p(Z°) —log q(Z*|Y?)]
1) 2] (3]

(36)

where ¢° is obtained from the reverse diffusion process and has a complex, unknown distribution. Con-
sequently, direct derivation of the variational bound is intractable. This challenge necessitates the de-
velopment of alternative approaches to optimize the ELBO and perform inference effectively.

We expand the likelihood term [1] in Equationbased on the assumption that background knowledge
follow log-normal distributions as stated in Equation with the distribution of their parent nodes
formulated in Equation Therefore, we can get the distribution y**|P(ys) ~ LN(GC3 ., Diy.), we

have:

s i,ki,s i,k; sT
Cik =007 +0p(,) Hp(y; )(tka’P(y ) (tk:)) (37)
ki s ki s 2
= 030, b (b )‘9%@3) +(ny,)°T (38)

. where p® and ¥° are derived in Equation

The formulation of term [1] is then presented as follows:

log p(Y*|Z*) Z{**logyl — C) (D5 ) Hlogy ™ — C; )

~ §log(2m) — L loglDi, |- 3 loayl
di=1

where d; represents the element index of the vector yf i®

Given the Gaussian prior distributions assumption and causal relationship assumption, the term [2] in
Equation [36 can be derived as logp(Z°) = >, logp(z7|P(2f)), where p(zf|P(2])) = N(zf|,uji‘73, 2p)-
To calculate the item [3] in Equation we approximate the posterior for each unknown variable z;
through the reverse diffusion process. To achieve this, we start with 273 given by a forward diffusion path
and run the reverse SDE from ¢t = T to ¢t = 0 as in Equation [0} The final step from the reverse diffusion
process is a sample from ¢(zf|y®). We run the reverse process to get M samples of z$(0), allowing us to
get M entire reverse sequences.

Consequently, the M reconstructed samples z7(0) form a complex posterior distribution that ap-
proximates the unknown variable z7, incorporating multi-resolution background knowledge and causal

dependency. Eventually, we estimate log q(z]|y*), apply kernel density estimation (KDE):

M l,s
s(,,8 1 Zzs — Zi7
log q(2;|y*) ~ log (MhD Y K <h>> (39)
=1

where K (u) = (%) 5573 €XP (ffuTu) is a Gaussian kernel and h is the bandwidth which can be determined

by Scott’s rule. Besides, the expectation of the ELBO in Equation [36|is approximated by averaging the

linearly combined terms [1], [2], and [3] over M samples of z;(0).
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The ELBO is defined and decomposed as follows:

v LMZ{Zlogp j,ls mls +Zlogp mls mla Zlogq mls lq)}

m,i,J m,i

1 1 l,s 5 ) _ l,s s 1 1 s l,s
=M Z{ Z [— §(logyi - fn,i,z)T(Dfn,i,z) 1(10gyi —Chi) — 5 log(2m) — 5 10g|Dm,i,l|_ Z logyi,dii|

m,i,j di=1

1 1 m,l,s s — m,l,s s 1 s
-> [5 log(2m) + 5 (2" — pzzipe) T (S2,0) T T = plep) + 3 log\zz;nﬂ]
1 M Zm,l,s o Zk,l,s
S (i 2 () )

We optimize our framework by minimizing a combined loss from Equations|11jand seeking optimal

(40)

posteriors and parameters that best explain the observed data while respecting the causal structure.

Optimization and Computational Efficiency. To enhance computational efficiency and scalability,
especially when dealing with large-scale datasets or long sequences typical in Earth system processes,
we implement mini-batch processing with stochastic gradient descent (SGD). Instead of using the entire
dataset for each update, we randomly sample a subset of the data for each iteration. This approach
not only reduces memory requirements but also allows for faster iterations and potentially better gen-
eralization. This approach also facilitates the use of stochastic optimization techniques, which can lead
to faster convergence and better escape from local optima. We update weights at iteration ¢ + 1 as:
w1 = Wi + pAV L, where w includes all trainable parameters, A is a positive definite preconditioner
[60, 61], p is the learning rate, and VL are loss function gradients. This update scheme converges to a

local optimum if p meets conditions in [62].

5 Code Availability

The source codes for the implementation of the multi-resolution variational diffusion framework for
modeling complex systems with causal dependency are publicly available online under accession code:

https://github.com/PaperSubmissionFinal /KDD2025.

6 Data Availability

Multi-resolution Earthquake Dataset: The multi-resolution datasets utilized in this study are de-
rived from publicly accessible sources. The primary data sources include high-resolution satellite imagery
in the form of Damage Proxy Maps (DPMs), which were produced by NASA’s Advanced Rapid Imaging
and Analysis (ARIA) team using Copernicus Sentinel-1 satellite data. These maps are accessible through
the ARIA Data Share platform https://aria-share.jpl.nasa.gov/\

Additional data sources include ground failure models and USGS ShakeMap data, specifically the
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https://aria-share.jpl.nasa.gov/

Peak Ground Acceleration (PGA) measurements used to generate building fragility curves. These can
be obtained from the United States Geological Survey’s Earthquake Hazards Program website https:
//earthquake.usgs.gov/.

Multi-resolution Fire Spread Dataset: For the fire spread prediction task, we utilize a diverse
set of multi-resolution data sources obtained through Google Earth Engine [38]. At the foundation of
our dataset is the SRTM Digital Elevation Model, providing high-resolution topographical data at 30m
resolution, which is crucial for understanding terrain effects on fire behavior.

The VIIRS satellite system provides several key data products: active fire detection at 375m resolution
with 24-hour temporal frequency, surface reflectance measurements at varying resolutions between 500m
and 1lkm, and vegetation indices at 500m resolution updated every 8 days. These data are complemented
by MODIS-derived land cover classification at 500m resolution, providing essential information about
fuel types and vegetation patterns.

Weather and climate conditions, critical factors in fire spread, are captured through two main sources.
The GRIDMET dataset provides detailed meteorological variables including wind, rain, temperature, hu-
midity, and drought indices at approximately 4.6km resolution with daily updates. This is supplemented
by NOAA GFS weather forecast data at approximately 28km resolution with hourly predictions, en-
abling both current condition assessment and near-term forecasting capabilities. This diverse range of
data sources enables a comprehensive analysis of multi-resolution dynamics and causal dependencies in

fire spread behavior.
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7 Supplementary information

7.1 Building damage estimation for the 2021 Haiti earthquake

Figure [ shows the building damage estimation in Haiti’s densely populated urban areas, demonstrating
the ability of our model to distinguish damage states between adjacent buildings while handling complex

architectural layouts.

5359 B

Building Damage Estimate

Slightly Damaged Posterior

Moderately/Severely Damaged Posterior

Collapsed Posterior
| W e LTS
Building Damage Ground Truth (GT)
Slightly Damaged GT
Moderately/Severely Damaged GT

Collapsed GT

Figure 5: Estimated building damage probability maps with ground truth lavel for the 2021
Haiti earthquake study. Figures (a)—(c) present the building damage estimates with ground truth
information. The legend colors represent the building damage levels, as indicated.
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7.2 Building damage assessment for the 2020 Puerto Rico earthquake

Figure[f] presents the estimated building damage probabilities demonstrate strong agreement with ground

truth observations across varying damage levels from slight damage to complete collapse in urban areas

of Puerto Rico.

No/Slightly Damaged Posterior Nof/Slightly Damaged GT
Moderately/Severely Damaged Posterior| Moderately/Severely Damaged GT
Collapsed Posterior Collapsed GT

Figure 6: Estimated building damage probability maps with ground truth lavel for the 2020 Puerto Rico
earthquake study.

7.3 Estimated liquefaction probability for the 2020 Puerto Rico earthquake

The visualization of estimated liquefaction probability maps, presented in Figure [7} shows a close corre-
lation with the observations of ground truth in different geological settings, from coastal areas to inland

regions.

1 g
Estimated LF probability 4
LF ground truth 8

Figure 7: Visualization of estimated liquefaction probability maps with ground truth labels in the 2020
Puerto Rico earthquake case.
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7.4 Active fire prediction visualization

The comparison between model predictions and ground truth observations demonstrates Temporal-
SVGDM’s capability in capturing wildfire dynamics. Figure [§] presents a comprehensive comparison
across six time steps, showing ground truth labels (top row), Temporal-SVGDM predictions (middle
row), and benchmark model predictions (bottom row). This visualization highlights our model’s ability
to accurately detect fire locations while maintaining both spatial precision and temporal consistency in

fire progression patterns.

Labels

o
=

Our
Predictions

Benchmark
Predictions

Figure 8: Active fire detection and prediction results. Comparison of fire detection performance
across six consecutive time steps (columns 1-6). Top row (al-a6): Ground truth fire locations. Middle
row (b1-b6): Temporal-SVGDM predictions. Bottom row (c1-c6): Benchmark model predictions. Yellow
points indicate detected fire locations, demonstrating the model’s ability to capture both individual fire
occurrences and fire clusters while maintaining temporal consistency.
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