arXiv:2511.22378v1 [cs.LG] 27 Nov 2025

Predicting and Interpolating Spatiotemporal
Environmental Data: A Case Study of
Groundwater Storage in Bangladesh

Anna Pazola'?, Mohammad Shamsudduha®, Richard G. Taylor?, and Allan
Tucker!

! Department of Computer Science, Brunel University of London, UK
2 Department of Geography, UCL, London, UK
3 Department of Risk and Disaster Reduction, UCL, London, UK
anna.pazola@brunel.ac.uk

Abstract. Geospatial observational datasets are often limited to point
measurements, making temporal prediction and spatial interpolation es-
sential for constructing continuous fields. This study evaluates two deep
learning strategies for addressing this challenge: (1) a grid-to-grid ap-
proach, where gridded predictors are used to model rasterised targets
(aggregation before modelling), and (2) a grid-to-point approach, where
gridded predictors model point targets, followed by kriging interpola-
tion to fill the domain (aggregation after modelling). Using groundwa-
ter storage data from Bangladesh as a case study, we compare the effi-
cacy of these approaches. Our findings indicate that spatial interpolation
is substantially more difficult than temporal prediction. In particular,
nearest neighbours are not always the most similar, and uncertainties
in geology strongly influence point temporal behaviour. These insights
motivate future work on advanced interpolation methods informed by
clustering locations based on time series dynamics. Demonstrated on
groundwater storage, the conclusions are applicable to other environmen-
tal variables governed by indirectly observable factors. Code is available
at https://github.com/pazolka/interpolation-prediction-gwsa.

Keywords: Spatiotemporal data - U-net - Kriging - Groundwater stor-
age - Bangladesh.

1 Motivation

Spatial interpolation and temporal prediction are two modelling objectives that
go hand-in-hand in environmental modelling and monitoring |5]. Because con-
tinuous data collection is costly and often infeasible, many datasets are only
available at point locations, hindering various downstream tasks that rely on
them, including planning, risk assessment and decision making.

This study explores how these two tasks can be combined within data-driven
models to pursue the "holy grail" of spatiotemporal modelling: estimating val-
ues at unobserved locations and future times. What are the existing approaches,
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especially deep learning-based solutions, for addressing this problem? Using an
extensive spatiotemporal dataset on groundwater storage changes in Bangladesh,
we identify key challenges and report performance of selected models, offering
insights relevant for other environmental variables with complex and poorly un-
derstood governing physical processes.

As machine learning (ML) research and Al industry develops, primarily
driven by large language models, the environmental cost of Al is widely recog-
nised and discussed, e.g. [3]. In this work, we focus on lightweight models that
contribute to the discourse on simpler, and more interpretable deep learning
approaches, closely integrated with domain expertise, as an alternative to to
general-purpose, transformer-based models that are computationally expensive
and environmentally costly [15].

2 Background

Estimation of continuous fields from observational datasets involves spatial in-
terpolation and temporal gap filling. In geostatistics, Kriging is the best linear
unbiased predictor (BLUP) and is one of the most commonly used interpola-
tion techniques [4]. It takes into account not only distance but also correlation
between neighbouring points. However, with its strong assumptions on Gaus-
sianity and stationarity, and very high computational cost due to a creation of
large distance matrix (O(n?) for time), it is often unsuitable for contemporary,
large datasets [4]. Common approaches for temporal gap filling vary depend-
ing on the characteristics of time series, with autoregressive integrated moving
average (ARIMA) and seasonal-trend decomposition-based methods, as well as
ML models (e.g. random forest |2]) being popular choices. Merging these tasks
might leverage the quality of estimations, by taking into consideration spatial
and temporal dependencies [4].

A variety of models are well-suited for both spatiotemporal interpolation and
short-term extrapolation tasks. These can be broadly categorized into groups:

— Statistical methods: This includes space-time (3D) kriging 12|, and its ML
counterpart, spatiotemporal DeepKriging [14].

— Deterministic generative models: Examples include 2D/3D U-Net architec-
tures [10] and CNN-LSTM stacks. These models typically require prior ras-
terisation of the target data, or a subsequent interpolation step, for gener-
ating gridded outputs.

— Probabilistic models: These encompass spatial Gaussian processes (GP) -
mathematically equivalent to kriging and similarly computationally intensive
[20] - as well as neural processes [7].

In this work, we analyse how different combinations of prediction and in-
terpolation tasks in the selected methods (U-net variants, CNN-LSTM models,
spatiotemporal DeepKriging) affect the estimation of a spatiotemporal variable
at unobserved locations.
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3 Methods

The method selection process prioritised computational efficiency and ability to
handle gridded predictors and point targets with minimal pre- and postprocess-
ing, aiming to generate spatially and temporally complete datasets for a specified
area and time resolution.

Two strategies were used for handling the format of observed targets: ras-
terising point observations before modelling (grid-to-grid approach), or after
modelling via spatial interpolation (grid-to-point model with subsequent inter-
polation step). In each case, we explored 2D (purely spatial) and 3D (spatio-
temporal) versions of the models.

3.1 Grid-to-grid approach: Unet

Point observations can be rasterised by aggregating all points that fall within
the same grid cell. Although the resulting target grid contains gaps, the mod-
elling task can be framed as a 2D /3D image inpainting problem, using spatially
complete gridded predictors as input. We employed a variant of U-net, which has
been successfully applied for similar problems [13]. When built with 3D layers
(i.e. 3D convolutions, max-pooling and upsampling), the network can process
temporal sequences, enabling it to capture time-dependent relationships (time
lags) that are characteristic of environmental variables.

The number of encoder-decoder blocks, consisting of 2D or 3D Convolutions,
MaxPooling and UpSampling steps for purely spatial U-net and space-time U-net
respectively, is flexible and mostly independent from the input shape. However,
the network depth should reflect the complexity and size of the inputs, i.e. shal-
lower U-nets might be more appropriate for small inputs, reducing the number
of parameters and avoiding overfitting.

To handle missing spatial data, the model uses masked mean squared error
(MSE) losses that compute errors only over valid pixels. In the 2D U-net, masked
loss averages per-pixel MSE over valid regions, ignoring masked areas. In the 3D
U-net, masked loss adds penalties for low-frequency (trend) and spatial-mean
differences between predictions and targets:

Loss = wmainLMSE + wtrendLlowpass + wmeaanean (1)

where Lyrsg: standard masked per-pixel MSE, Ljoypass: masked MSE of low-
frequency (trend) components obtained via normalized average pooling, Lecqn:
masked MSE between spatial means of true and predicted fields. This encourages
the U-net to match both local details and large-scale trends, improving stability
and physical consistency in the 3D (space-time) setting.

3.2 Grid-to-point approach: CNN/CNN-LSTM stack

As opposed to rasterising point observations before modelling, we explored the
effects of splitting the interpolation and prediction tasks, and build a predic-
tive grid-to-point model, followed by a separate interpolation step. The model
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consists of two (time-distributed) convolutional layers and max-pooling pairs,
followed by a dense layer in the spatial version, or two LSTM layers and a
dense layer in the spatio-temporal version. The output size corresponds with the
number of all point observations, therefore it predicts the target at all observed
locations simultaneously.

Kriging To extend point predictions to the whole study area, ordinary kriging
was applied for the subsequent interpolation step, for each time step indepen-
dently. The choice of an appropriate variogram model, fitted empirically to the
data, is crucial for accurately representing spatial correlation and ensuring the
validity of the interpolation results.

3.3 Spatiotemporal DeepKriging

We decided to compare our models to spatiotemporal DeepKriging, that con-
ceptually echoes 3D kriging by treating time as an additional spatial dimension
within a deep learning framework [14]. It separates interpolation (stage 1) from
temporal prediction (stage 2), which opposes our CNN/CNN-LSTM setup. Stage
1 performs interpolation at observation points using RBF-based embeddings of
space and time coordinates, combined with scalar predictors. A feed-forward net-
work trained with a quantile loss produces multiple predictive quantiles, enabling
uncertainty estimation. Stage 2 then carries out grid-based forecasting with a
ConvLSTM that ingests recent spatiotemporal sequences and full-grid predictors
to predict future quantile fields, using a masked quantile loss to ignore invalid
regions. Both stages rely on separate models that are trained independently.

4 Case study: groundwater storage changes in Bangladesh

Estimating changes in groundwater storage (AGWS) on a continuous grid is crit-
ical for informing sustainable water management from regional to local scales.
Typically derived from a combination of land surface model outputs and satel-
lite gravimetry, AGWS exhibit considerable uncertainty [1,8]. Many areas across
the world, such as Bangladesh, rely heavily on groundwater for drinking water
supplies and national food security through dry-season irrigation |17]. However,
as documented in Bangladesh, excessive groundwater abstraction has led to lo-
calised depletion, most importantly in Dhaka and western regions |9]. Taken to-
gether with the existing water-quality challenges (salinity, arsenic), these pres-
sures make robust groundwater risk management indispensable, especially as
global warming puts considerable pressure on water resources |17].

Bangladesh has an extensive network of point observations of groundwater
levels that can be used as a basis for data-driven modelling on the country scale.
A set of gridded satellite-based predictors (precipitation, actual evapotranspira-
tion, NDVI, elevation, terrestrial water storage changes) was selected based on
the forcing variables used commonly in the literature, e.g. |6].
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Fig. 1. Distribution of train, validation & prediction test points, and interpolation test
(holdout) points. Groundwater dynamics in Bangladesh are characterised by a high
spatial heterogeneity.

4.1 Input and target datasets

All geospatial datasets use the WGS84 geographic coordinates system. For krig-
ing purposes, the coordinates were locally projected to WGS 84/UTM zone 46N.

Gridded predictors The gridded input data consists of the remotely sensed
variables: MODIS’ NDVT as a proxy for agricultural output and irrigation, TER-
RACLIMATE precipitation and actual evapotranspiration as key meteorological
variables controlling the available amount of water, MERIT DEM elevation, and
GRACE ATWS . Input grids were reprojected to the common grid (0.25° x
0.25°), and the temporal resolution of the dataset was set to 1 month. The study
period is dictated by the availability of GRACE data (04/2002 - 05/2017).

Groundwater level observations The target dataset consists of point ob-
servations of groundwater levels (GWL) at 1023 locations in Bangladesh (Fig.
. Original weekly monitored GWL time-series dataset can be obtained from
the Bangladesh Water Development Boarcﬂ though an online data request and
payment. Processed monthly time-series dataset used in this work was compiled

by [18].

4 http://www.hydrology.bwdb.gov.bd/index.php
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GLDAS 2.2 model output NASA’s Global Land Data Assimilation System
(GLDAS) data products provide a wide range of simulated hydrological variables,
commonly used for estimating AGWS. In particular, GLDAS 2.2 Catchment
Land Surface Model CLSM-F2.5 [11] simulates shallow groundwater storage ex-
plicitly. In this work, average monthly outputs at a native daily scale at 0.25°
were evaluated against available in-situ observations, alongside the outputs of
the data-driven models.

4.2 Preprocessing

The raw target dataset required careful curation, as it contained anomalous val-
ues linked to human error and unreported measuring well changes, i.e. replace-
ment of the existing observational well with a different well in a close proximity
that might have a different depth and tap into a different aquifer. Such well
changes were evident in some GWL time-series as sudden changes in the magni-
tude of seasonality, range of reported values and trends, and identified subseries
were treated independently.

As most of the employed methods were unable to handle temporal gaps,
with the exception of DeepKriging, temporal gap filling based on random forest
regression was performed on GWL time series using R package missForest |2
19|. Subsequently, GWL values were converted to groundwater storage using an
aquifer storage coefficient dataset compiled by [18], and normalised w.r.t. 2004-
2009 for direct comparison with GRACE and GLDAS anomaly values. Thus, the
target values are denoted as AGWS and are expressed in meters. For grid-to-
grid models, rasterisation was performed through averaging of point values to a
0.25° x 0.25° grid.

4.3 Experiment setup

To test both prediction and interpolation, a holdout set was set aside at the
start, consisting of 8% of the available locations selected randomly. Next, 10-fold
temporal cross validation (CV) was performed on the remaining data, splitting
the time series into train, validation and test sets, with a progressively growing
training set, and validation and test sets of fixed length of 8 time steps. Unlike
standard CV, successive training sets are supersets of those that come before
them. Target and predictors were min-max scaled before modelling. Performance
of the models were reported using the coefficient of determination R? and mean
squared error MSE.

5 Results and discussion

Detailed model implementation is summarised in Fig[2] Table [I] shows the per-
formance of employed data-driven models, and the alignment of the GLDAS 2.2
CLSM GWS simulations with the interpolation and prediction sets. Note that
GLDAS 2.2 CLSM does not follow the train-validation-test CV, and the division
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Table 1. Performance on AGWS dataset from Bangladesh, R* (mean and standard
deviation) over 10-fold temporal CV. Train-val-test refer to the temporal splits. The
interpolation holdout locations are independent from the train-val-test locations (Fig.
1)) and span the whole study period. The division of interpolation set into train-val-test
results aims to isolate the "interpolation+prediction" performance, where values are
predicted in the future at unobserved locations. Grid-to-point (g2p) without additional
interpolation is also reported. All models were tested with 2D (spatial only) and 3D
(spatiotemporal) inputs.

prediction interpolation
R2 train val test train val test
mean std mean std mean std mean std mean std mean std

DeepKrig 0.66 0.02 0.57 0.01 0.02 0.28 0.61 0.03 0.46 0.16 -0.02 0.31

GLDAS 22 008 - -005 - -011 - 008 - -08 - -044 -
2D Unet 0.60 0.04 0.44 0.12 0.48 0.08 0.58 0.04 0.38 0.17 0.45 0.12
3D Unet 0.58 0.07 0.45 0.01 0.45 0.06 0.57 0.07 0.41 0.14 0.44 0.10

2D g2p+Krig 0.65 0.02 0.50 0.13 0.49 0.10 0.61 0.03 0.40 0.17 043 0.13
3D g2p+Krig 0.65 0.02 0.49 0.12 0.49 0.07 0.61 0.03 0.41 0.16 0.44 0.11
2D g2p 0.87 0.02 0.69 0.14 0.65 0.09 - - - - - -
3D g2p 0.85 0.02 0.67 0.12 0.64 0.07 - - - - - -

is only retained for comparison with data-driven models. All data-driven models
clearly outperform the physical GLDAS 2.2 CLSM model in simulating changes
in groundwater storage in Bangladesh, as land surface models like GLDAS are
known to generalise groundwater model components, leading to diverging pre-
dictions and considerable bias [8]. Data-driven models excel at learning spa-
tiotemporal relationships whereas physics-driven models can generate physically
consistent values and extremes beyond those seen in training data.

All models are light-weight, ranging from 118,561 (2D U-net) to 838,251 (3D
CNN-LSTM stack) parameters. However, the subsequent kriging step in the
latter approach adds substantial computational complexity (O(n?) space, O(n?)
time). The size of our models is comparable to the combined size of 2-stage
DeepKriging (~200,000 parameters).

Poor performance of the DeepKriging model on the test sets might be ex-
plained by its simple shallow neural network architecture and its limited use
of gridded predictors. The drop in performance on the test set indicates that
the framework overfits training and validation data. Although other employed
models rely on convolutional layers to extract spatial patterns from the gridded
inputs, DeepKriging only takes into consideration scalar values. Groundwater
levels often reflect changes in distant predictors, as recharge zones may lie far
from where observations are made.

Upon a closer inspection of R? scores (Fig. |3)), there is a clear distinction in
performance of the individual tasks. The box plots of g2p models show a pure
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Fig. 2. Employed spatial (2D) and spatiotemporal (3D) models, as described in Section
2D models are fed with gridded predictors (C' = 5) from the same timestep; 3D
models additionally use lagged predictors t...t —4. The optimal temporal lag was found
empirically during preliminary analysis. Results of all approaches are reported in Fig.
Spatiotemporal DeepKriging was implemented according to . Note that Stage 2
of DeepKriging only uses past predictors, as opposed to all other models.

prediction spread, as these models don’t involve interpolation. Adding kriging
on top of them, and the alternative g2g approach, degrades these g2p estimates,
which is marked by an increased spread in prediction in other models. At the
same time, interpolation spread is consistently higher that the prediction spread
of g2p models. This indicates that interpolation might be a more difficult prob-
lem, especially on the dataset that is as spatially heterogeneous as groundwater
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Fig. 3. Performance on AGWS dataset from Bangladesh on data-driven models, R?
over 10-fold temporal CV. Refer to Tab. [T] for mean performance scores.

dynamics in Bangladesh. Even though the employed g2g and g2p models show
minimal performance differences on the testing sets, we conclude that g2p CNN
is the most suitable model for prediction, and that interpolation requires further
research. This finding recognises that, as g2p CNN is one of the more sizeable
models here, there is a trade-off between good performance and model size. MSE
scores display a similar pattern, and can be examined in the code repository.

Visual inspection of the final CV fold (with a train-val-test ratio of 90%-
5%-5%) reveals mixed performance for the interpolation holdout dataset (points
excluded prior to the 10-fold CV). As illustrated in Figure , well RJ092 situ-
ated near others with comparable seasonality and trend patterns shows modelled
values that align closely with observed data. For well RA-22 (Fig.[db), the esti-
mated values are primarily driven by its only nearby neighbour with very stable,
regular seasonality. In contrast, well DI030_ 1 (Fig. ) is surrounded by loca-
tions with stronger seasonal signals, experiencing consistent under- and overes-
timation of AGWS values. Poor interpolation performance on wells RA-22 and
DI030 1 might be caused by the fact that groundwater dynamics do not always
follow the first geographical principle "everything is related to everything else,
but near things are more related than distant things". In complex hydrogeologi-
cal settings like Bangladesh, nearby points can tap into different hydrogeological
conditions. The heterogeneity of time-series dynamics, presented in Fig. [I} may
occur in the neighbouring wells.
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Fig. 4. Performance of the employed models at three example locations: (a) RJ092 (b)
RA-22 (c¢) DI0O30 from the interpolation holdout set; last CV fold (95%-5%-5%).

Fig. 3] demonstrates that g2p models, mapping gridded predictors to point
target, perform substantially better; interpolation of these points through krig-
ing, as well as the alternative g2g modelling approach, degrade model fit at the
observed points. Exploration of well groups reveals that the division into the reg-
ular grid cells often leads to the situation that wells that show similar patterns
end up in separate grid cells, and the connection between them is lost. At the
same time, wells that show very different patterns, are aggregated into the same
grid cell, collectively producing a mean time series for that grid cell that is un-
realistic. Therefore, image-like representation of the target variable, as required
by the g2g models, may not be appropriate. The alternative g2p method that
employs kriging on top of point predictions does not solve the problem described
above. As kriging operates at the same grid of 0.25°, the raw g2p (point) perfor-
mance is degraded to a similar extent, regardless of whether the target averaging
takes place before DL modelling (g2g method) or after (g2p with interpolation).

This finding motivates a search for an alternative interpolation technique
beyond a regular grid. As subsurface geology is often unknown, with surface
geology being an (imperfect) proxy, interpolation informed by clustering of lo-
cations based on their time-series dynamics, is an interesting task to explore.
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Based on the current dataset and study area, there appears to be little differ-
ence in performance of the spatial (2D) vs spatiotemporal (3D) versions of the
g2p and g2g models. This outcome aligns with expectations: in humid environ-
ments like Bangladesh, groundwater responds rapidly to predictors, primarily
precipitation. Future research will test whether this pattern persists with inde-
pendent environmental variables.

Notably, we were unable to perform full 3D kriging on our dataset because
of its prohibitive computational cost, even when employing localisation strate-
gies. Since Gaussian processes can be viewed as a probabilistic generalisation of
kriging and inherit a similarly unfavourable scaling with the number of observa-
tions, they are likewise impractical at this scale. Given this strong requirement
for computational efficiency, a natural extension of this work is to explore neu-
ral processes, which operate in continuous domains while offering substantially
improved scalability compared to Gaussian-process-based approaches.

6 Conclusions

This analysis explored the interplay of spatial interpolation and temporal pre-
diction on an example dataset of groundwater storage changes in Bangladesh.
The interpolation task was shown to be more challenging than prediction, due to
the complexity of subsurface processes and lack of spatial datasets on meaning-
ful hydrogeological variables. Employed interpolation methods - both the target
point aggregation with subsequent grid inpainting using 2D /3D U-net, and point
prediction with subsequent interpolation using Kriging, considerably degraded
grid-to-point model fit at observed locations. Nevertheless, our models substan-
tially outperform the estimates of groundwater storage changes by the commonly
employed process-based GLDAS 2.2 CLSM model in Bangladesh. Future work
is motivated by the search for an advanced interpolation technique informed by
clustering of locations based on their time-series dynamics, that is generalisable
to other environmental variables with complex spatial patterns.

Acknowledgments. We thank the Bangladesh Water Development Board (BWDB)
for providing groundwater-level dataset. This work was supported by a PhD stu-
dentship to AP from the London NERC Doctoral Training Programme (grant no.
NE/S007229/1). RGT acknowledges support of a fellowship from the CIFAR Earth-
4D program.

References

1. Arifin, A. et al.: Plausibility Criteria for GRACE-Derived Groundwater Stor-
age Changes From Aquifers Globally. Geophysical Research Letters 52(22),
€2025GL118580 (2025). https://doi.org/10.1029/2025GL118580

2. Arriagada, P., Karelovic, B., Link, O.: Automatic gap-filling of daily streamflow
time series in data-scarce regions using a machine learning algorithm. Journal of
Hydrology 598, 126454 (Jul 2021). https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jhydrol.2021.
126454


https://doi.org/10.1029/2025GL118580
https://doi.org/10.1029/2025GL118580
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jhydrol.2021.126454
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jhydrol.2021.126454
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jhydrol.2021.126454
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jhydrol.2021.126454

12

S o

10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

A. Pazola et al.

Bolon-Canedo, V. et al.: A review of green artificial intelligence: Towards a more
sustainable future. Neurocomputing 599, 128096 (Sep 2024). https://doi.org/
10.1016/j.neucom.2024. 128096

Cressie, N., Johannesson, G.: Spatial prediction for massive datasets (2006)
Cressie, N., Wikle, C.K.: Statistics for spatio-temporal data (2011)

Faruki Fahim, A.K., Kamal, A.S.M.M., Shahid, S.: Modeling spatial groundwater
level patterns of Bangladesh using physio-climatic variables and machine learning
algorithms. Groundwater for Sustainable Development 25, 101142 (May 2024).
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.gsd.2024.101142

Garnelo, M. et al.: Neural Processes (Jul 2018). https://doi.org/10.48550/
arXiv.1807.01622

Gleeson, T. et al.: GMD perspective: The quest to improve the evaluation of
groundwater representation in continental- to global-scale models. Geoscientific
Model Development 14(12), 7545-7571 (Dec 2021). https://doi.org/10.5194/
gmd-14-7545-2021

Janardhanan, S. et al.: Groundwater balance and long-term storage trends in the
regional Indo-Gangetic aquifer in northwest Bangladesh. Journal of Hydrology: Re-
gional Studies 49, 101500 (Oct 2023). https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ejrh.2023.
101500

Kishikawa, D., Muto, Y., Kotsuki, S.: Conditional Diffusion Models for Global Pre-
cipitation Map Inpainting (Jul 2025). https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.2507.
20478

Li, B. et al.: Global GRACE Data Assimilation for Groundwater and Drought
Monitoring: Advances and Challenges. Water Resources Research 55(9), 7564
7586 (2019). https://doi.org/10.1029/2018WR024618

Li, S., Griffith, D.A., Shu, H.: Temperature prediction based on a space-time
regression-kriging model. Journal of Applied Statistics 47(7), 1168-1190 (May
2020). https://doi.org/10.1080/02664763.2019.1671962

Meuer, J. et al.: Infilling of missing rainfall radar data with a memory-assisted
deep learning approach. Hydrology and Earth System Sciences 29(15), 3687-3701
(Aug 2025). https://doi.org/10.5194/hess-29-3687-2025

Nag, P., Sun, Y., Reich, B.J.: Spatio-temporal DeepKriging for interpolation and
probabilistic forecasting. Spatial Statistics 57, 100773 (Oct 2023). https://doi.
org/10.1016/j .spasta.2023.100773

Rudin, C. et al.: Amazing Things Come From Having Many Good Models (Jul
2024). https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.2407.04846

Save, H.: CSR GRACE and GRACE-FO RL06 Mascon Solutions v02. https:
//doi.org/10.15781/cgq9-nh24 (2020). https://doi.org/10.15781/cgq9-nh24
Shamsudduha, M.: Impacts of Human Development and Climate Change on
Groundwater Resources in Bangladesh. In: Mukherjee, A. (ed.) Groundwa-
ter of South Asia, pp. 523-544, Singapore (2018). https://doi.org/10.1007/
978-981-10-3889-1_31

Shamsudduha, M. et al.: The Bengal Water Machine: Quantified freshwater capture
in Bangladesh. Science 377(6612), 1315-1319 (Sep 2022). https://doi.org/10.
1126/science.abm4730

Stekhoven, D.J., Bithlmann, P.: Missforest: nonparametric missing value imputa-
tion for mixed-type data. Bioinformatics 28(1), 112-118 (2012). https://doi.org/
10.1093/bioinformatics/btr597

Zhang, J. et al.: An Efficient Implementation for Spatial-Temporal Gaussian Pro-
cess Regression and Its Applications (Sep 2022). https://doi.org/10.48550/
arXiv.2209.12565


https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neucom.2024.128096
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neucom.2024.128096
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neucom.2024.128096
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neucom.2024.128096
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.gsd.2024.101142
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.gsd.2024.101142
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.1807.01622
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.1807.01622
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.1807.01622
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.1807.01622
https://doi.org/10.5194/gmd-14-7545-2021
https://doi.org/10.5194/gmd-14-7545-2021
https://doi.org/10.5194/gmd-14-7545-2021
https://doi.org/10.5194/gmd-14-7545-2021
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ejrh.2023.101500
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ejrh.2023.101500
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ejrh.2023.101500
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ejrh.2023.101500
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.2507.20478
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.2507.20478
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.2507.20478
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.2507.20478
https://doi.org/10.1029/2018WR024618
https://doi.org/10.1029/2018WR024618
https://doi.org/10.1080/02664763.2019.1671962
https://doi.org/10.1080/02664763.2019.1671962
https://doi.org/10.5194/hess-29-3687-2025
https://doi.org/10.5194/hess-29-3687-2025
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.spasta.2023.100773
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.spasta.2023.100773
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.spasta.2023.100773
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.spasta.2023.100773
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.2407.04846
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.2407.04846
https://doi.org/10.15781/cgq9-nh24
https://doi.org/10.15781/cgq9-nh24
https://doi.org/10.15781/cgq9-nh24
https://doi.org/10.15781/cgq9-nh24
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-981-10-3889-1_31
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-981-10-3889-1_31
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-981-10-3889-1_31
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-981-10-3889-1_31
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.abm4730
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.abm4730
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.abm4730
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.abm4730
https://doi.org/10.1093/bioinformatics/btr597
https://doi.org/10.1093/bioinformatics/btr597
https://doi.org/10.1093/bioinformatics/btr597
https://doi.org/10.1093/bioinformatics/btr597
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.2209.12565
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.2209.12565
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.2209.12565
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.2209.12565

	Predicting and Interpolating Spatiotemporal Environmental Data: A Case Study of Groundwater Storage in Bangladesh

