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Abstract. Optimal experimental design is a classic topic in statistics, with many
well-studied problems, applications, and solutions. The design problem we study is
the placement of sensors to monitor spatiotemporal processes, explicitly account-
ing for the temporal dimension in our modeling and optimization. We observe that
recent advancements in computational sciences often yield large datasets based on
physics-based simulations, which are rarely leveraged in experimental design. We
introduce a novel model-based sensor placement criterion, along with a highly-
efficient optimization algorithm, which integrates physics-based simulations and
Bayesian experimental design principles to identify sensor networks that “mini-
mize information loss” from simulated data. Our technique relies on sparse varia-
tional inference and (separable) Gauss-Markov priors, and thus may adapt many
techniques from Bayesian experimental design. We validate our method through
a case study monitoring air temperature in Phoenix, Arizona, using state-of-the-
art physics-based simulations. Our results show our framework to be superior to
random or quasi-random sampling, particularly with a limited number of sensors.
We conclude by discussing practical considerations and implications of our frame-
work, including more complex modeling tools and real-world deployments.

MSC2020 subject classifications: Primary 62K05, 60G15; secondary 62C10.
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1 Introduction
Problems in optimal experimental design have been classically studied in frequentist
and Bayesian paradigms, resulting in a mature theory with hundreds of practical ap-
plications. However, these approaches typically rely on access to the true data or make
model-free decisions. In parallel to the statistical development of experimental design,
the proliferation of vast computational resources has profoundly impacted statistics and
the sciences alike. For Bayesian statistics in particular, computational techniques such
as Markov chain Monte Carlo and variational inference have led to a more widespread
adoption of the Bayesian viewpoint within the broader statistics community (Martin
et al., 2020). Increased computational resources have also spurred the burgeoning field

∗Department of Electrical and Computer Engineering, Stony Brook University, Stony Brook, NY
11790 USA daniel.waxman@stonybrook.edu petar.djuric@stonybrook.edu

†Computing and Data Sciences Directorate, Brookhaven National Laboratory, Upton, NY 11973
USA fllorente@bnl.gov

‡Department of Environmental and Climate Sciences, Brookhaven National Laboratory, Upton, NY
11973 USA klamer@bnl.gov

ar
X

iv
:2

51
2.

05
94

0v
1 

 [
st

at
.M

E
] 

 5
 D

ec
 2

02
5

https://mathscinet.ams.org/mathscinet/msc/msc2020.html
mailto:daniel.waxman@stonybrook.edu
mailto:petar.djuric@stonybrook.edu
mailto:fllorente@bnl.gov
mailto:klamer@bnl.gov
https://arxiv.org/abs/2512.05940v1


2 Designing Sensor Networks via Minimizing Info Loss

of Bayesian deep learning (Papamarkou et al., 2024). In the sciences, complex, large-
domain, physics-based numerical simulations represent one innovation unlocked by com-
putational power – for instance, in the climate sciences with the development of coupled
earth system models (Golaz et al., 2019) and global cloud-resolving models (Satoh et al.,
2019), and in protein folding research with the development of simulation models of all-
atom molecular dynamics (Lane et al., 2013).

The interplay between these two types of simulations — statistical and physics-based
— is important in practice, as their capabilities are often complementary. Asymmetry in
capabilities is often attributable to interpolation or extrapolation from data observed by
sensors; whereas statistical techniques excel at interpolating observations, physical simu-
lations are much better suited to extrapolating outside of a limited observation dataset,
as their predictions are carefully constrained by scientific knowledge.1 Returning to
the climate sciences, statistical approaches are well suited to smoothing spatiotemporal
observations (Pinder, 2023), but generic approaches tend to produce high degrees of
uncertainty at timescales larger than several hours (Lin et al., 2005).

In this work, we use data from physics-based models to determine the optimal loca-
tions for observing a spatiotemporal process using sensors. We assume that the physics-
based models in question are, in some way, “accurate enough” for this task (an assump-
tion that we formalize later), but are, in other ways, “too inaccurate,” thus driving a need
to evaluate them against observations taken by sensors. To find the optimal locations
for sensors, we will utilize recent advances in the variational inference of spatiotemporal
Gaussian processes (GPs), which allow for efficient variational learning when spatial in-
ducing points are fixed with respect to time and the spatio-temporal kernel is separable
(i.e., decomposes as a product of a temporal and spatial kernel). The use of variational
inference allows us to motivate the proposed method from an information-theoretic per-
spective in terms of “information loss,” while the use of physics-based simulation data
can be interpreted as incorporating an “inductive bias” into our model.

This inductive bias is particularly relevant, as any model-based approach to optimal
experimental design necessarily relies on the quality of the model. Using physics-based
simulations and variational inference allows us to create statistical models that max-
imally reconstruct posterior distributions under the best current knowledge available,
rather than a more ignorant prior.

At this point, it is prudent to contextualize our method within the more general
framework of Bayesian experimental design (BED). More precisely, BED deals with
finding an “optimal experimental design,” which may include selecting the locations
where a spatiotemporal process is observed, guided by information-theoretic criteria
(Chaloner and Verdinelli, 1995). However, BED typically targets intractable quantities,
which makes optimization extremely difficult. In fact, some of the most popular utilities
used in BED (e.g., the expected information gain) are doubly intractable, meaning they
involve nested expectations over intractable posteriors. Therefore, even standard Monte
Carlo methods cannot be applied in general (Rainforth et al., 2024).

1We note that while statistical models and physical simulations are not mutually exclusive, incor-
porating probabilistic estimation in physical simulations may be scientifically and/or computationally
infeasible. Thus, for our purposes, we treat them as effectively separate objects.
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As a result, much of the effort in BED is related to computational approaches,
such as improved nested Monte Carlo estimators (Rainforth et al., 2018; Iqbal et al.,
2024) or approximate inference schemes (Foster et al., 2019). An extremely common
approximation is to optimize in a greedy, sequential manner, in which case BED is known
as Bayesian adaptive design (BAD). However, in the case of selecting locations to observe
spatiotemporal processes, this greedy selection may lead to undesirable behaviors.

The crux of our argument is that, if accurate physics-based simulation data are
available, they should inform experimental design. Such data are not typically incorpo-
rated into BED/BAD. We show that, fortunately, this alleviates computational burdens
intrinsic to BED, resulting in tractable loss functions that are information-theoretically
motivated. Additionally, our method can be used in combination with BAD as an in-
formed “starting point” for the greedy optimization of arbitrary utility functions, as
opposed to the common practice of using quasi-random samples.

This paper is structured as follows: in Section 2, we provide background on BED
using surrogate models and particularly motivate our notion of optimality. In Section 3,
we introduce our “minimum information loss (MIL)” optimality criterion and discuss
the properties of our method. In Section 4, we present a brief review of Gauss-Markov
regression, focusing in particular on the recently proposed spatiotemporal variational
Gaussian process (STVGP) (Hamelijnck et al., 2021), and show how it enables effi-
cient computation of MIL-optimal solutions in spatiotemporal settings. We discuss more
intimate connections with “modern” OED methods, including other variational ones.
Finally, we show the performance of our method on a practical case study in air tem-
perature modeling in Section 6, and conclude with some discussion and directions for
future work in Section 7. We also derive several novel methods for continuous sensor
placement as baselines using STVGPs, explicated in Section C.

2 Model-Based Experimental Design
In this section, we overview some existing methods for optimal experimental design
— with a particular emphasis on Bayesian techniques — and use this to motivate our
proposed method. For simplicity, we first focus on the case where some real, scalar
process Y (x) ∈ R is observed, indexed by some quantity x that belongs to a compact
subset X ⊂ RdX . We outline existing methods related to the expected information gain
(Section 2.1), followed by a more general utility-based experimental design (Section 2.3).
An expert in Bayesian experimental design may consider skipping to Section 3 after
familiarizing themselves with our notation.

2.1 Existing Approaches in Bayesian Experimental Design
In general, Bayesian experimental design aims to find the design ξ ∈ Ξ that allows us to
collect data D ∈ D and reduce our uncertainty about the parameter of interest θ ∈ Θ,
through the use of a utility function U(ξ, D, θ) and a posterior distribution p(θ|D, ξ).2

2Since these methods derive their optimality through a statistical model, we will call them “model-
based” (juxtaposed to model-free approaches such as Latin Hypercube sampling).



4 Designing Sensor Networks via Minimizing Info Loss

For learning about the process Y (x), the design problem refers to the task of selecting a
suitable set of n inputs Xn ∈ X n where a process Y (·) is observed, resulting in observa-
tions Yn, such that these observations are as informative as possible about the process,
especially regarding unobserved outputs Ytest ≜ Y(Xtest). In frequentist analysis, the
notion of “information” is typically related to Fisher information (Pukelsheim, 2006;
Box, 1982), while Bayesian approaches center on Shannon’s information theory instead
(Chaloner and Verdinelli, 1995; Rainforth et al., 2024).

In a Bayesian context, the most commonly used criterion for optimality is differential
entropy or (negative) information. Recall the differential cross-entropy of a random
variable A with pdf pA(x) and another random variable B with pdf pB(x).3 It is given
by

H(A, B) ≜ EA[− log pB(x)] = −
∫

A
[log pB(x)]pA(x) dx. (1)

If A = B, then the differential cross-entropy H(A, B) is known simply as the differen-
tial entropy of A, denoted H(A). Information-theoretically, the differential cross-entropy
H(A, B) accounts for the entropy of B in coding for A. In other words, the differen-
tial cross-entropy gives the expected amount of information needed to encode samples
from the true distribution, pA(x), using a code optimized for the distribution pB(x).
The Kullback-Leibler (KL) divergence KL(p(A) || p(B)) relates the “excess” entropy in
H(A, B) with respect to H(B):

KL(p(A) || p(B)) ≜ EA

[
log pA(x)

pB(x)

]
= H(A, B) − H(A). (2)

The conditional (differential) entropy of a B given A is the expected entropy of
the conditional distribution p(b | a), i.e., H(B | A) = −EA,B [log p(b | a)], and it provides
a measure of the uncertainty (or randomness) remaining in B after observing A. The
conditional entropy is further related to the mutual information I(A; B) = H(B) −
H(B | A). Similarly to the KL divergence, mutual information quantifies the amount of
entropy of B that is not explained conditionally by A.

The mutual information is particularly important in modern Bayesian experimental
design, where the mutual information conditioned on the design parameters ξ is opti-
mized. The (conditional) mutual information is known as the expected information gain
(EIG). In our case, where the design parameters are Xn, the EIG is given by:

EIG(Xn) ≜ H(Ytest) − H(Ytest | Yn, Xn). (3)
This gain measures the expected reduction in uncertainty about a random variable
(Ytest) after observing new data (Yn) that depend on Xn. The quantity EIG(Xn) is
generally difficult to compute since

EIG(Xn) = EYn|Xn

[
EYtest|Yn,Xn

[log p(Ytest | Yn, Xn) − log p(Ytest)]
]

(4)
is a nested expectation with respect to the generally intractable marginal predictive
distribution p(Ytest, Yn | Xn). It is thus a “doubly-intractable quantity,” which cannot
be estimated with simple Monte Carlo methods (Rainforth et al., 2024).

3We will generally assume that A and B have densities with respect to the Lebesgue measure and
are mutually dominating measures.
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2.2 Bayesian Adaptive Design
To address the computational intractability of evaluating EIG, one often resorts to
greedy optimization or simple statistical models. The greedy optimization approach,
known as Bayesian adaptive design (BAD), maximizes the EIG at index n using previ-
ously selected sensor locations Xn−1. This process identifies a new sensor location xn

and forms the new set of sensor locations Xn = Xn−1 ∪ {xn}, where location xn is the
location that maximizes EIG(Xn).

If both Ytest and the observations Yn are jointly Gaussian, for example, under a GP
prior with a Gaussian likelihood, then the expected information gain (EIG) simplifies
considerably. In this case, the mutual information between Ytest and Yn, conditioned
on the design Xn, becomes

EIG(Xn) = 1
2 [log det Kprior − log det Kposterior], (5)

where Kprior = cov(Ytest) and Kposterior = cov(Ytest | Yn). These covariances depend
on the selected design Xn, and this closed-form expression avoids the doubly intractable
nested expectations.

If Xn and Xtest are chosen to form a partition of X , i.e., X = Xn ⊔ Xtest, then
Eq. (5) becomes the mutual information I(YX \Xn

; Yn). While discrete optimization of
this objective is still intractable, Krause et al. (2008) show that greedy optimization
of the mutual information provides near-optimal sampling locations, with (1 − 1/e)
convergence. However, the greedy algorithm is not guaranteed to converge if the choice
in Xtest is independent of the choice in Xn, i.e., if the set of test locations is fixed and
does not depend on the sensor network.
Remark 1. The challenge in providing a tractable algorithm in Krause et al. (2008) is
that the optimization problem is discrete, leading to combinatorial complexity. To select
k sensor locations out of n candidates, the greedy algorithm under a full GP model incurs
a total computational cost of O(kn4). This cost arises from two sources: at each of the k
greedy selection steps, the algorithm must evaluate the utility (mutual information) for
up to n remaining candidates, which results in O(kn) utility evaluations. Each utility
computation, in turn, generally requires O(n3) time due to matrix inversions or log-
determinant computations associated with GP inference. Thus, the total runtime scales
as O(kn4) when performed naively with full GP models. Even in the most generous
case, their algorithm must explore O(kn) combinations of locations, which may still
prove prohibitively expensive. On the contrary, our proposed approach is continuous in
nature and therefore does not require a discretization of X for optimization.

2.3 Utility-Based Optimal Experimental Design
Taking a more global view, model-based design criteria may maximize the expected
value of some utility other than the information gain. Many can be interpreted under
the umbrella of Bayes-optimal design, where the optimal observations maximize a utility
function U(·) (Chaloner and Verdinelli, 1995),

Xopt
n = arg max

Xn

EYn,Ytest [U(Ytest, Xn, Yn) | Xn]. (6)



6 Designing Sensor Networks via Minimizing Info Loss

For example, we may rewrite the EIG in terms of the KL divergence between the
posterior and prior of Ytest (Cover, 1999),

EIG(Xn) = EYn [KL(p(Ytest | Yn, Xn) || p(Ytest))]. (7)

Hence, the EIG uses the utility function

UEIG(Xn, Yn) = KL(p(Ytest | Yn, Xn) || p(Ytest)). (8)

In fact, this was the original motivation for EIG, pioneered by Lindley (1956).

There are many other utility-based approaches that may be based on conditional
entropy, posterior predictive variance, and more. Several of these criteria amount to
placing different functional norms on the variance; for example, the integrated mean-
square error criterion minimizes the posterior predictive variance integrated over X , and
the maximum mean-square error (MMSE) criterion minimizes the maximum posterior
predictive variance (Sacks et al., 1989). In either case, finding all the optimal sensor
locations (Xopt

n ) in “one shot” is generally difficult, and greedy sequential approaches are
used instead (Gramacy, 2020, Ch. 6). We discuss some additional utility-based Bayesian
OED methods, most notably maximum entropy sampling (MES) in Section A.

3 Minimizing Information Loss: An Alternative
Model-Based Utility

In this section, we introduce our new optimality criterion, which “minimizes information
loss” with respect to a simulator. We begin by motivating and mathematically defining
the minimizing information loss (MIL) criterion (Section 3.1) and its relationship to
sparse GP regression (Section 3.2), followed by a discussion of its core statistical as-
sumptions (Section 3.3). Next, we present two practical modalities of application that
are particularly simple under the MIL framework: incorporating existing sensors and
sensor removal (Section 3.4). We follow in the next section (Section 4) by extending the
MIL method to spatiotemporal design.

3.1 Motivating and Defining the MIL Criterion

The model-based design criteria discussed in Section 2.1 and their sequential imple-
mentations have several drawbacks that we attempt to address. One notable drawback
of the aforementioned design criteria (and MES, in particular) is that they tend to re-
semble naïve space-filling designs that do not depend on the data or statistical models
(Gramacy, 2020, Ch. 4). Intuitively, this can be undesirable if the observed process Y (·)
is spatially nonstationary, with some areas being more difficult to predict than oth-
ers. Indeed, in their work with GPs, Krause et al. (2008) show empirically that using
nonstationary kernels while maximizing mutual information significantly improves per-
formance and argue theoretically that stationary kernels result in space-filling designs.

Furthermore, when using any Bayesian model, we typically have a set of hyperparam-
eters ψ that must be optimized. Utility-based approaches generally do not address the
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fitting of hyperparameters and rely on a pre-specified model. We propose an approach in
which the model hyperparameters, ψ, are jointly learned along with the optimal sensor
locations Xn.

We work in a setting where simulations of an observable process, Ỹ (·), are available
from a physics-based model. For now, let us make the (strong) assumption that the
simulations are a good representation of the true observations Y (·) so that we may
obtain an approximation Ŷ (·) using only the simulations, which are more abundant
than observations (for example, those collected in the field or the laboratory). In other
words, we assume that the posterior distribution after observing input-output pairs
(Xs, Ys) is well-approximated by the posterior over simulated data (Xs, Ỹs), i.e., when
evaluated pointwise over X ,

p(Y (x) | Ys, Xs) ≈ p(Y (x) | Ỹs, Xs). (9)

Then, we can select the design that is optimal in order to “sparsify” the complete statisti-
cal model, obtaining a set of optimal observation locations Xopt

n such that |Xopt
n | ≪ |Xs|,

where |X| represents the cardinality of the set of observation locations. In particular,
we will work backwards in formulating a criterion that minimizes the loss of information
when going from the full (simulation) posterior to the sparsified (simulation) posterior.

At this point, the reader may wonder what the point of obtaining additional obser-
vations is if Eq. (9) already holds. The key to our approach is that the optimal loca-
tions are obtained through a sparsification of Xs, which will be motivated information-
theoretically shortly. As such, it is not necessary, in the end, for Eq. (9) to hold
directly. Rather, the working assumption is that the true posterior p(Y (x) | Ys, Xs)
can be well-approximated with the same set of observation locations as the simulated
p(Y (x) | Ỹs, Xs), which is a more granular property.

The approximation in Eq. (9) suggests the following utility, where the KL divergence
between the posterior observing all Xs points and the posterior after observing only Xn

is minimized,

U(Xn, Yn) = − KL
(

p(Ytest | Ỹn, Xn) || p(Ytest | Ỹs, Xs)
)

. (10)

Our method relies on the resemblance of Eq. (10) to a variational approximation used
in the study of GPs.

3.2 Connection to Sparse Variational Gaussian Processes

To motivate this connection, we first recall the setting of sparse GP regression. Consider
the scenario where we would like to fit a GP f(·) on a dataset D = {(xn, yn)}N

n=1,
where N is very large. We will use XN to refer to the inputs of D, and YN to refer
to the outputs. In this case, exact GP interpolation may be prohibitively expensive,
as the computational complexity of posterior predictions is O(N3) (Rasmussen and
Williams, 2006). To simplify computations, we introduce a set of M ≪ N inducing
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points ZM = {zm}M
m=1 ⊂ X . Denoting the function values at XN as fN and the function

values at ZM as uM , the posterior predictive of the full GP is then approximated as

p(y∗ | YN , XN , x∗) ≈
∫

p(y∗ | uM , ZM , x∗)p(uM | YN , XN , ZM ) duM . (11)

We note two things in the above approximation: first, the values uM are treated
probabilistically, and second, the predictions depend only on the M inducing points
ZM rather than the much larger XN . Contrary to MES, however, we still incorporate
the observed data in p(uM | YN , XN , ZM ). One method to determine inducing points
is by optimizing the objective,

L(ZM ) = log N
(

YN | 0, σ2I + K̃N

)
+= −YN

(
K̃N + σ2

obsI
)−1

− log det K̃N . (12)

where += denotes equality up to a constant factor, and K̃N is an approximation of the full
kernel matrix KN built using ZM . When K̃N = KN , this expression reduces to the usual
GP marginal likelihood. Different sparse algorithms consider different approximations
of KN (Quinonero-Candela and Rasmussen, 2005), with a popular example being the
Nyström approximation.

We observe a superficial resemblance between optimizing the objective of Eq. (12)
and the various model-based utilities discussed in Section 2.1: Eq. (12) consists of a
regularization term based on the prior covariance matrix and a model fit term that
encourages agreement between YN and the prior predictive mean. Nevertheless, we
focus more specifically on the sparse variational approach (Titsias, 2009), which is
known to guard against overfitting and has become the standard framework for sparse
GPs.

The variational sparse GP approach approximates the full GP with a variational
objective, seeking the best approximation to the joint posterior

p(fN , uM | YN , XN , ZM ) = p(fN | uM , ZM , YN , XN )p(uM | YN , ZM ). (13)

If we assume uM to be a sufficient statistic of fN , the joint posterior distribution can
be factorized exactly as

p(fN , uM | YN , XN , ZM ) = p(fN | uM , XN , ZM )p(uM | YN , ZM ). (14)

However, it is unlikely that uM is a sufficient statistic in practice, and it holds only
approximately. We, therefore, find a variational posterior distribution

q(fN , uM | YN , XN , ZM ) = p(fN | uM , XN , ZM )q(uM | YN , ZM ), (15)

which is closest to the true posterior (13) in terms of the KL divergence; hence, it being
obtained via

min
q,Zm

KL(q(fN , uM | YN , XN , ZM ) || p(fN , uM | YN , XN , ZM )). (16)
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In the case of Gaussian likelihoods with variance σ2
obs, the minimization problem is

equivalent to the maximization of the negative evidence lower bound (ELBO),

LV (ZM ) = log
[
N

(
YN | 0, σ2

obsI + QNN

)]
− 1

2σ2
obs

Tr(K̃),

+= −YN

(
QNN + σ2

obsI
)−1YN − log det QNN − 1

2σ2
obs

Tr(Kpost(XN )), (17)

where QNN denotes the Nyström approximation, and Kpost(XN ) = Cov(fN |uM ) de-
notes the posterior covariance matrix at XN given uM ,

QNN = KNM K−1
MM KMN , (18)

Kpost(XN ) = KNN − KNM K−1
MM KMN , (19)

where KNN , KMM are kernel matrices computed using XN and ZM , respectively,
and KMN = K⊤

NM is the rectangular matrix containing cross-covariances. Note that
Eq. (17) is only a function of ZM since, in the case of a Gaussian variational fam-
ily, the optimal expression for the variational distribution is available in closed form,
qopt(uM |YN , XN , ZM ) = N (uM |µ, A), for known µ and A.

Crucial for its use as a model-based utility function, the maximization of the ELBO
in Eq. (17) only involves YN through simple matrix algebra. This allows us to write the
KL divergence term as a model-based utility for which the empirical risk is an unbiased
Monte Carlo estimate. In particular, we treat XN as a set of inducing point locations
ZM and use the utility,

UMIL(ZM ) = min
q

KL(q(fN , uM | YN , XN , ZM ) || p(fN , uM | YN , XN , ZM )), (20)

where (XN , YN ) are observations derived from physics-based simulation data.

Once sensors have been deployed in the field at locations optimized using the sim-
ulated dataset, field observations may be used to generate predictions for the entire
spatial domain (and not just the locations where they are installed) by retaining the
covariance structure learned from the simulated dataset in q(u), but replacing the mean
values E[q(u)] with the observations. This approach is valuable as it effectively elim-
inates the need to perform computationally expensive physics-based models to map
observations for the entire spatial domain, i.e., we obtain an efficient surrogate model
as part of our optimization process. We note that this approach will only yield usable
predictions within the time-frame in which we have measurements. In other words, while
we obtain a convenient spatial interpolator, physics-based models are still the preferred
approach for long-term climate projections.

We call this utility minimum information loss (MIL), relating it to the classical
measure of EIG directly; while EIG seeks to maximize the expected information gain
of the posterior with respect to the prior, MIL minimizes the information lost between
the full posterior and an approximate posterior taken (from the physics-based model or
from observations) at the optimal sensor locations.
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3.3 “Accurate, But Not Accurate Enough” Simulators
As noted in our derivations, the use of MIL-optimality requires a simulator that is
somehow “accurate enough” for sensor placement design, but “not accurate enough” for
full-scale scientific policy. We argue here that this situation is not uncommon in practice
and formalize this notion for MIL-optimality.

In the end, we want to argue that the sparse variational formulation over a simulator
distribution can be used for predictions on real data. We will require two approxima-
tions for this: first, a high signal-to-noise ratio (e.g., in the sense of the process variance
to noise) in the real and simulated data, such that we can derive reasonable inducing
point means from real observations. Second, we will require that the simulator is struc-
turally accurate, such that errors are minor and spatially diffuse. To this end, we will
undertake a perturbative analysis to show that, under small and diffuse simulator error,
the corresponding ELBO does not change much.

Our first assumption regards signal-to-noise ratios, allowing us to replace the in-
ducing point means µ = E[q(u)] with observations. Recall the closed-form solution of
µ,

σ−2KMM

(
KMM + σ−2KMN KNM

)−1KMN y, (21)
where σ2 is determined as the estimated noise variance plus a regularizer tr Kpost/N.
So long as the sparse variational approximation is good, we expect tr Kpost/N to be
small, and thus σ2 to be close to the actual estimated noise level. Then, with a high
signal-to-noise ratio in the simulation, an observation y(zm) will approximately be µm.

If we additionally assume a high signal-to-noise ratio in observations of the real
process, we can thus approximate the corresponding µm. This is a surprisingly realistic
assumption in many settings: for example, in temperature observations, noise may be
on the scale of a few tenths of a degree Celsius.

We have now shown that the mean of the variational posterior can be well-determined
if the observations are taken from a high signal-to-noise ratio process. What remains is
to argue that the variational covariance is appropriate.

We proceed with a perturbative analysis, investigating the effect of data perturbation

δY ≜ ỸN − YN . (22)

In the collapsed bound Eq. (17), the data enters only through the “data fit” term

D(YN ) ≜ Y⊤
N (QNN + σ2

obsI)−1YN . (23)

Thus, we investigate perturbations in the variational free energy (VFE)

∆L ≜ LV (ZM ; YN ) − LV (ZM ; YN + δY) (24)

through perturbations of the data fit term. This is clearly a quadratic form, which gives
that

∆D = [∇D(YN )]δY + D(δY), (25)
where ∇D(YN ) = 2(QNN + σ2

obs)−1YN .

This perturbation consists of the addition of two terms:
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1. A linear term, [∇D(YN )]δY. There are two notable ways for this term to be small.
The first is that both ∇D(YN ) and δY are small, which can occur when the
simulator has a smooth structure and is accurate (hence δY is small). Potentially
more interesting is when ∇D(YN ) and δY have orthogonal structures, which may
be interpreted as the real data varying in ways that are well-captured by the
covariance function.

2. A quadratic term, D(δY). This term is small precisely when δY is small, with a
correlation similar to (QNN + σ2

obsI).

In total, this indicates that the simulator error is structured in such a way that it
generally agrees with the covariance (QNN + σ2

obsI). Unfortunately, it is difficult to
test this directly, but it can be informed via domain expertise or empirical evaluations.
This limitation is inherent to our “pre-observation” setting, as no reliable statistical test
can be designed without data we learn from subsequent deployment. Nonetheless, we
provide the following heuristics to help understand when this may be the case:

1. Predictive smoothness and stability: The simulator should produce spatiotem-
porally coherent outputs that reflect realistic physical variability, with moderate
gradients and low-frequency noise. Sharp, erratic, or discontinuous behavior may
indicate poor generalization and reduce the reliability of the variational structure
learned from simulation.

2. High signal-to-noise ratio: The outputs of the simulator should dominate internal
numerical noise or model uncertainty. This can be checked empirically by com-
puting the signal-to-noise ratio across simulated realizations or by estimating it
during GP training.

3. Non-localized errors: The simulator may exhibit errors, but those should be spa-
tially diffuse rather than concentrated in specific regions. Our perturbative anal-
ysis (Section 3.2) shows that non-localized errors tend to have little effect on the
ELBO and the resulting inducing points.

4. Coherence with sparse observations: If a limited number of real-world measure-
ments are available, comparing them to simulator outputs can help establish em-
pirical plausibility. In particular, modest correlation or bounded deviations can
support the assumption that simulation-informed placement remains meaningful.

Note that small and non-localized errors may not be sufficient for a simulator to be
useful in real-world decision making without the collection of real data. One potential
reason for this is computational constraints: simulators in many scientific fields are often
extremely expensive and may introduce prohibitive costs in decision making, even if they
are extremely accurate. In this case, the simulator may indeed be “accurate enough,”
but not under a set of realistic computational constraints. Another issue is non-localized
errors that are somewhat small in absolute terms but may influence decision-making
— for example, a simulator may accurately capture the relative temperature between
two areas (i.e., their covariance structure), but not correctly capture their absolute
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magnitude, which is essential for downstream application. Finally, we note that many
other OED methods rely on assumptions about the reasonableness of the prior. In
contrast, MIL optimality can be interpreted as finding a design that performs well under
a prior-predictive check, effectively aligning the design with the simulator-informed prior
up to the limits of current modeling knowledge.

We include experiments investigating synthetic simulator error, reinforcing our the-
oretical analysis above, in Section E.

3.4 Practical Considerations: Existing Sensors & Sensor Removal

The MIL framework is rather flexible and amenable to several practical extensions to
deal with existing sensors, count, or heavy-tailed data, and sensor removals.

In many practical applications, the search for an optimal large-scale experimental
design may come only after some sensors have already been deployed at seemingly sub-
optimal locations; thus, when deciding on optimal locations to place new sensors, it may
be valuable to consider the locations of existing sensors to leverage their observations.
This is a sort of “conditional” optimality, which may be difficult to incorporate in other
non-greedy approaches.

Fortunately, this issue is relatively simple to solve in our framework. The simple
solution is to fix some subset of inducing points during optimization to the locations
of pre-existing sensors. In this sense, we find the optimal variational approximation in
which some subset of observation locations are known and fixed a priori. Note that this
does not result in additional computations, nor does it interfere with solving for all XN

simultaneously. From an implementation standpoint, this can be achieved by simply not
propagating the gradients with respect to existing observation locations. This process
is discussed and illustrated in Section B.

Additionally, we can utilize a heteroscedastic noise likelihood rather than the stan-
dard i.i.d. Gaussian to account for different sensor ratings. In particular, in many cases,
new sensors might possess significantly greater observational accuracy (i.e., less noisy
observations) than old sensors, which is also important in optimization.

Another place where differing likelihoods may be useful is in non-Gaussian response
data. For example, the sparse variational GP can also be used for other modalities,
such as count data (e.g., with a Poisson likelihood) or with heavier tails (e.g., with a
Student’s-t likelihood). This is another rather unique aspect of our work within the
Bayesian OED literature.

One practical problem common to spatio(temporal) sensor placement is that of sen-
sor removal: suppose it is too expensive to keep all M placed sensors, and we must
remove R of them. The MIL-optimal condition is well-suited for this, as we can sim-
ply evaluate the optimization bound with each set of

(
N
R

)
sensors removed. This allows

us to remove sensors with an awareness of their downstream predictive effects in non-
stationary settings.
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4 MIL-Optimal Sensor Placement for Spatiotemporal
Processes

To tackle the spatiotemporal modeling in our problem, we will use a recent variational
spatiotemporal GP, proposed by Hamelijnck et al. (2021). We first explain why the
usual variational sparse GPs are insufficient for spatiotemporal problems (Section 4.1),
before introducing sparse variational spatiotemporal GPs (Section 4.2). We then discuss
the implications for computing UMIL(·).

4.1 Initial Remarks About Spatiotemporal Processes

We now consider the setting where Y (x) is a spatiotemporal series. To make this explicit
in notation, we will separate x into the spatial component and temporal component,
(x, t), and denote the observed process as Y (x, t).

In many scientific applications, it is desirable for XN to refer to a set of spatially fixed
observation locations that are repeated in time, for example, to design a network of tem-
perature sensors that observe temperature hourly. While this is a seemingly innocuous
requirement, it turns out to be quite limiting for the methods discussed above.

For UMIL(·) in particular, the usual optimization procedure becomes problematic, as
the inducing points become irregularly scattered in space and time. Even after restricting
to fixed spatial locations, computational problems arise, as the computation of the
ELBO term in Eq. (17) scales cubically with M . Naïvely, for a time series of length Nt,
the sparse variational GP would be implemented with M ∝ Nt, leading to a potentially
prohibitive O(N3

t ) time complexity.

Thus, we formulate the following desiderata for UMIL(·) in the spatiotemporal set-
ting:

Desiderata
1. (Scalability) Computations should scale well (e.g., linearly) with the

length of the time series Nt.

2. (MIL-Optimality) There should be a set of static spatial inducing points
ZM , repeated in time, which results in the best average variational bound
across all time instances t.

3. (Joint Optimization) Optimization should be available in “one-shot,”
i.e., the inducing points and hyperparameters should be optimized jointly.

These desiderata rule out existing approaches in multiple ways: for one, MIL-optimality
is novel and requires fairly recent machinery from variational inference to optimize in a
scalable fashion. Additionally, joint optimization has been, in general, difficult to achieve
in BED-like approaches, leading to the widespread use of greedy algorithms like BAD
or that of Krause et al. (2008). In what follows, we introduce the necessary tools to
satisfy our desiderata.
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4.2 Satisfying Our Desiderata

A naïve application of variational GPs to the MIL objectives is quite unlikely to suc-
ceed; only recently have new GP methods been developed that are capable of satisfying
our desiderata, and the machinery remains nonstandard. Developing a computational
framework for deriving MIL-optimal sensor configurations will consist of two steps: (1)
spatiotemporal GP regression via stochastic differential equations (Särkkä et al., 2013),
and (2) application of conjugate-computation variational inference (CVI) (Khan and
Lin, 2017; Chang et al., 2020) with fixed inducing points (Hamelijnck et al., 2021).
These two steps handle the scalability desiderata and the optimality desiderata, respec-
tively.

Scalability Overcoming the cost of GP predictive inference — which is O(N3) as
computed using the kernel — is a big challenge in GP inference generally. This can be
particularly problematic for long time series, where N ∝ Nt implies that datasets can
grow quite quickly. For a special subset of kernels, however, it is possible to perform
posterior predictive inference in linear (i.e., O(Nt)) time.

This approach, popularized by Särkkä et al. (2013), represents a GP in terms of a
stochastic differential equation (SDE), where posterior predictive inference reduces to
Kalman filtering and smoothing. For the moment, we will consider a temporal GP f ,
indexed by a scalar t, which we assume to have a stationary kernel κ(t, t′) = κ(t − t′).
For a wide variety of kernels, we may form an augmented state f (which often consists of
the value of f and some time derivatives of f) and a corresponding linear time-invariant
SDE that describes the GP f . This SDE is usually marginalized to a discrete-time linear
dynamical system,

f(tn+1) = Anf(tn) + qn, (26)

and given an observation model

ytn = Hf(tn) + εtn , (27)

where qn
iid∼ N (0, Qn) and εtn

iid∼ N (0, σ2
n). The parameters of this linear dynamical

system (i.e., the matrices An and H, and the noise (co)variances Qn and σ2
n) are

determined directly by the choice of kernel κ(t − t′).

GPs that can be written using Eq. (26) are referred to as Markovian GPs, or some-
times state-space GPs. The latter term may be confused with state-space models in
which GPs describe the state transition; thus, we will avoid it. Although not all GPs
are Markovian, the state-space representation can be derived exactly for many standard
choices of kernels – for example, kernels from the Matérn family – and may be done
approximately for many others (Särkkä et al., 2013; Särkkä and Solin, 2019).

After converting to this representation, exact linear time inference can proceed via
the Kalman filtering and smoothing algorithms (Särkkä and Svensson, 2023). Further-
more, the marginal likelihood can be computed in the filtering step, so the O(Nt)
computation can also be used in optimization. In the spatiotemporal case, we can use
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infinite-dimensional filtering techniques, which also scale linearly with Nt (Särkkä et al.,
2013).

Alas, the use of Markovian GPs alone does not solve the rest of our desiderata. In
particular, incorporating variational objectives that solve MIL-optimality is not straight-
forward. Fortunately, a recent application of CVI has shown this to be possible.

MIL-Optimality and Joint Optimization Despite their impressive O(Nt) scaling, spa-
tiotemporal Markovian GPs still struggle with O(N3

s ) inference, where Ns is the number
of spatial locations. This can be understood by recognizing that the state dimension
scales linearly with Ns, and Kalman filtering/smoothing algorithms have cubic time
complexity in their state dimension. This and non-conjugate likelihoods have led to
several works on sparse and variational approaches to Markovian GPs (Wilkinson et al.,
2021; Adam et al., 2020; Chang et al., 2020).

The main additional assumption we must make is that the GP kernel is separable,
i.e.,

κ(x, t, x′, t′) = κs(x, x′)κt(t, t′). (28)
Probabilistically, this leads to a factorization across time, and computationally, it leads
to a state space with a Kronecker-like structure.

Using this assumption, Hamelijnck et al. (2021) apply CVI to obtain a spatiotempo-
ral sparse variational GP (ST-SVGP) with some remarkable properties. CVI reformu-
lates variational inference as approximate Bayesian inference with respect to a conjugate
exponential family model and allows efficient natural-gradient updates of the variational
parameters. In the case of ST-SVGPs, we fix the inducing point locations to a Ms × Nt

spatiotemporal grid. The CVI algorithm then proceeds efficiently in linear-time along
the temporal dimension (via Kalman filtering) using the MsNt pseudo observations,
followed by natural gradient descent on the pseudo-likelihood parameters. Remarkably,
the resulting predictive distribution is exactly equivalent to that of a traditional VGP
with inducing points on a spatiotemporal grid. With µt and At denoting the inducing
point distributions at time t, Eqs. (18) and (19) together with Eq. (28) then imply

q(ft) = N (mt, Σt), (29)

where

mt = KNM K−1
MMµt, (30)

Σt = KNM K−1
MM AtK−1

MM KMN + KNN . (31)

Thus, we obtain a predictive formula depending on mt and At.

What remains, then, is obtaining mt and At from the test data. It is clear that the
value of mt on training data will typically be different from its value on testing data.
However, it is more realistic to assume that the covariance structure At remains intact.
For all of our experiments, we reuse At directly and obtain mt through a single pass
of CVI on the test data, keeping At fixed. Notably, different choices in determining At

exist; for example, one may use additional simulation data that directly emulate the
observed data.
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5 Comparisons to Existing Approaches
Having introduced MIL-optimality, we now compare it to several approaches for spatial
and spatiotemporal OED, as described in the literature. We organize these into classical
methods (Section 5.1), other methods utilizing variational bounds (Section 5.2), and
various GP-based approaches (Section 5.3).

5.1 Classical Approaches

Using simulation to determine Bayesian optimal designs dates back to the seminal work
of Müller (2005). The expected utility is approximated pointwise by averaging over
samples drawn from the joint distribution of model parameters and observations, given
the design. Then, a stochastic optimization algorithm or Monte Carlo sampling can be
employed to approximate the solution of the optimization problem (Ryan et al., 2016;
Huan and Marzouk, 2013). For some utility functions, such as EIG, we require nested
Monte Carlo estimators for the pointwise evaluation of the criterion (Rainforth et al.,
2018), which has motivated the use of amortized approaches (Rainforth et al., 2024).
In the GP context, popular utilities yield closed-form expressions such as MES or the
discrete version of the IMSE (Gramacy, 2020, Ch. 6). However, optimizing these cri-
teria can still be very challenging, it often requires resorting to sequential and greedy
approaches. Related work in mobile sensor networks has employed sequential/adaptive
sampling strategies based on classical criteria such as IMSE or MES (Xu et al., 2011;
Nguyen et al., 2021). Furthermore, another potential difficulty is the need to select
designs from a discrete set of possibilities. Krause et al. (2008) proposes a greedy algo-
rithm for maximizing the EIG over a discrete domain. Recent works from the machine
learning community focus on finding suitable acquisition functions (active learning) for
GPs (Riis et al., 2022). In summary, in BOED we require a model, previously fitted
using some initial data, a computable utility/criterion, and a search algorithm. In clas-
sical BOED, these elements are usually realized independently, resulting in inefficient
algorithms.

5.2 Variational Approaches

As discussed in Section 2.1, the most popular criterion for BOED is the EIG. How-
ever, classical estimators of the EIG require a nested loop for each pointwise evaluation.
These computational burdens have motivated a recent trend that aims at “amortizing”
the search for the optimal design (Rainforth et al., 2024; Foster et al., 2019). Leveraging
variational approximations of the posterior or marginal likelihood, Foster et al. (2020)
derive variational bounds on the EIG that can be optimized over both variational pa-
rameters and designs, hence avoiding the need for nested estimators. More importantly,
the computation and optimization of EIG are performed jointly. In this paper, we lever-
age simulation in a different way, as we do not assume that real data are available to
infer a reasonable model. Instead, we may view the MIL criterion as if simulation data
arises from a black-box model of the real process, provided by the simulator, for which
(hyper)parameters and the ED utility are optimized jointly.
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5.3 Gaussian Process-Based Approaches

Though our application of sparse variational GPs using simulation data to spatiotem-
poral experimental design is, to our knowledge, novel, it has long been recognized that
sparse GP learning appears similar to sensor placement tasks. For example, Krause
et al. (2008) remarks that the original inducing point method of Snelson and Ghahra-
mani (2005) is similar and more tractable. More recently, Jakkala and Akella (2023) use
the sparse variational lower bound, with no data, to geometrically determine inducing
points based on the GP kernel.

One related approach using ST-SVGPs, in particular, was proposed by Herrera
(2022), combining the ST-SVGP with the algorithm of Krause et al. (2008) to create a
sensor network with high mutual information in an application to air-quality data. To
do so, an ST-SVGP is first trained on a set of “training points;” Krause’s algorithm is
subsequently applied to a set of “candidate points,” and the ST-SVGP is retrained. To
apply Krause’s algorithm, the mean spatial covariance is used, i.e.,

Σ̄ = 1
Nt

∑
Σt. (32)

Herrera (2022) apply their method to a set of air quality sensors in London and find
modest increases in the mutual information accordingly.

While Herrera (2022) is successful in creating sensor networks with high mutual
information, their setting is fundamentally different from ours in that they assume the
existence of real data (i.e., field observations) to train and optimize their networks. Addi-
tionally, the application of Krause’s algorithm is not straightforward without identifying
a set of discrete “candidate” locations, as computation grows cubically with the number
of candidate points. In our experiments, we use baselines modified for continuous opti-
mization accordingly. Furthermore, air temperature presents a different spatiotemporal
pattern from air quality: the former shows a robust diurnal cycle, while the latter is
largely influenced by point sources.

6 Case Study: Air Temperature Modeling in Arizona
The motivation for the MIL loss was to effectively utilize large amounts of physics-based
simulation data in training a statistical model, which,in turn,is used to identify optimal
sensor locations to observe a spatiotemporally varying process. One potential applica-
tion for our proposed method lies in the climate sciences, where expensive physics-based
simulations may be used to create a physically motivated statistical model that enables
us to identify optimal sensor locations to observe air temperature, a spatiotemporally
varying process. While these physics-based simulations are considered generally accu-
rate, in the sense that they have been compared to historical observations and are
physically realistic, they are often not thoroughly evaluated, both in space and time
and in terms of the several observables that they produce. As a result, it is valuable to
collect observational data from new locations that are maximally informative in order
to further evaluate and calibrate the physics-based model. Furthermore, physics-based
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simulations are often extremely computationally expensive, making it desirable to de-
velop alternative methods to produce climate and weather maps by leveraging sparse
but strategically positioned observations. This introduces the experimental design prob-
lem of identifying optimal sensor locations. All code used in our experiments is available
under an MIT License at https://github.com/DanWaxman/MILSensors.

6.1 The Physics-Based Model Data

For this application, we rely on simulated data generated by the Weather Research
Forecast (WRF) model (Powers et al., 2017). WRF is a physics-based weather and
climate model that has been used, among other things, to study heat waves and their
interactions with the urban heat island (e.g., Li and Bou-Zeid (2014)) as well as the
potential of green roofs as heat-mitigating solutions for improving urban resilience (e.g.,
Tewari et al. (2019)).
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Figure 1: The degree-normalized discrete
Laplacian of average temperature in the
WRF-2013 dataset.

Simulations were produced continuously
from May 1st (00 UTC) to August 31st (23
UTC) to capture extreme heat conditions
and avoid irregular (in space and time) air
temperature fluctuations that would result
from storm activity typical of the North
American monsoon season (Vera et al.,
2006). The month of May was considered a
spin-up period and was discarded from sub-
sequent analysis. The physics-based model
domain was composed of three two-way
nested domains centered on Arizona. Here,
we focus on the urban grids of the inner
domain, specifically the 314 grids encom-
passing Phoenix, Arizona. This inner do-
main has a spatial resolution of 2 km. The
multilayer building energy model (MBEM)
(Salamanca et al., 2010) was used to provide
the lower boundary conditions for the cou-
pled WRF atmospheric model. The urban
landscape was characterized using three ur-
ban categories (i.e., low intensity residential, high intensity residential, and commercial
or industrial areas) derived from the US Geological Survey 30-m 2019 National Land
Cover Dataset (NLCD) Wickham et al. (2023). Urban morphology characteristics for
each urban category were extracted from Burian et al. (2002) and thermal properties
for roofs, roads, and vertical walls were obtained from Clarke et al. (1991). A complete
description of these urban parameters, including their values, can be found in Table 1 in
Salamanca et al. (2015). Additional information about the physics-based model setup
can be found in (Salamanca-Palou et al., 2025).

To illustrate the degree of spatial nonstationarity in the 2-m air temperature of the
city, we show the degree-normalized discrete Laplacian in Fig. 1. This shows that some

https://github.com/DanWaxman/MILSensors
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areas are much more related to their neighbors than others. For example, locations
near the river or at the edges of the city have higher degrees of spatial variation in
air temperature and thus might be more difficult to predict. The task is to create an
optimal sensor network for the observation of air temperature, controlling the predictive
error.

Note that we did not assess the representativeness of the summer of 2013 for the
climate of Arizona. As such, the results shown here may not be representative of a sensor
network that would be optimal for observing air temperature in Phoenix for years and
seasons other than those exhibiting the same climatic characteristics as the summer of
2013. The results shown here are merely a case study to demonstrate the applicability
of our proposed approach. Future work will endeavor to include a broader simulation
dataset to inform the placement of a sensor network that would provide comprehensive
observations for a range of climate conditions, from dry years to wet years.

6.2 MIL-Optimal Points Provide Good Performance

One main hypothesis of our work is that the inducing points in the variational approach
will naturally gravitate towards areas that are difficult to predict and, therefore, provide
reasonably informative observations, even in the prior kernel. To test this hypothesis, we
find the MIL-optimal inducing point locations using data from June 1 to June 30, 2013,
and subsequently treat the data from August 1 to August 31, 2013, as ground truth. We
then compute the root-mean-squared error (RMSE) in air temperature and the negative
predictive log-likelihood (NPLL). For both these measures, lower values indicate better
performance; intuitively, RMSE measures how good the mean performances are, and
NPLL measures the performance of the predictive distribution.
Remark 2. While we lack “real data” for comparison, the data from June 2013 and
August 2013 are quite different, e.g., in terms of maximum daily temperatures, temper-
ature range, etc. We thus argue that utilizing only June 2013 as “simulator data” (i.e.,
our training data) already imposes a minor effect similar to that of a simulation-to-real
data gap.

We compare our approach to four other alternative network design strategies. The
first two are model-free approaches: a “uniform” strategy that selects observation points
uniformly over the index set, and a Latin hypercube sampling (LHS) strategy, in which
the LHS sample is taken, and the closest observation locations are selected.

The other two are model-based approaches popular in spatiotemporal experimental
design (Mateu and Müller, 2012), based on maximizing the predictive entropy of pre-
dictions at the design (Jin et al., 2012), and minimizing the predictive variance given
the design (Heuvelink et al., 2012); we will refer to these methods as maximum entropy
sampling (MES) and integrated minimum square error (IMSE) designs, respectively.
Applying these model-based strategies in a fair and consistent manner is not straight-
forward in our case, since our method has a fundamentally different setting from typical
spatiotemporal OED. We discuss the choices we made and the computational improve-
ments in Section C.
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Figure 2: The RMSE and NPLL of uniform, LHS, and MIL-optimal strategies in our
test problem with 5, 15, 25, and 35 sensor locations.

Returning to MIL, we find that the learned test-time spatial covariance does not
vary much over time, and we apply its values directly. Inducing point locations were
initialized via k-means clustering using randomized initial points, which is the primary
source of randomness in the MIL-optimal optimization procedure. At test time in the
MIL-optimal strategy, we use the closest points in the dataset to each “MIL-optimal”
point as ground truth.

For all comparisons, we use the kernel hyperparameters learned by the variational
GP from the training dataset in the testing dataset. We use a mixture of kernels for
the temporal dimension; a Matérn-1/2 kernel for local and non-smooth changes in air
temperature, and a Hida-Matérn-3/2 kernel (Dowling et al., 2021) to help capture the
diurnal cycle (i.e., daily quasiperiodicity) expected to be present in the data. In the spa-
tial dimension, we use a Matérn-3/2 kernel. We note that while the temporal dimension
must be modeled by a Markovian GP, there is no such restriction on the spatial kernel.
Indeed, we may even use nonstationary kernels such as the Gibbs kernel (Gibbs, 1998),
which has demonstrated success in modeling climate systems Lalchand et al. (2022).
Jointly learning a nonstationary kernel and its inducing point representation introduces
its own optimization challenges but does not fundamentally change the theoretical un-
derpinnings of MIL-optimality. We, therefore, include some preliminary experiments
using deep kernel learning (Wilson et al., 2016), which learns non-stationary kernels
using deep neural networks in Section D, but we leave a more detailed study as an
interesting direction for future work.

We show the resulting RMSE and NPLL for three realizations of networks with 5,
15, 25, and 35 sensors, each beginning with different initialized locations (Fig. 2). These
results support our hypothesis that MIL-optimal inducing point locations provide strong
performance relative to random or quasi-random sensor networks, particularly with a
low number of sensor locations. This is true for both RMSE and NPLL. For example,
using 15 sensors, the median RMSE drops from 0.49 ◦C to 0.41 ◦C.

Since in our initial experiment, the largest gains were made with smaller numbers
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Figure 3: The RMSE and NPLL of uniform, LHS, IMSE, MES, and MIL-optimal strate-
gies in our test problem with 3, 6, 9, 12, and 15 sensor locations.

of sensors, we repeated this experiment with 3, 6, 9, 12, and 15 sensors. Results are
shown in Fig. 3 and are overall similar to the results of the previous experiments.
In particular, the MIL-optimal configuration outperforms random configurations by a
considerable margin on average, typically outperforming even the best of 10 uniformly
random configurations. In this set of experiments, we additionally compare to MES
and IMSE designs. We find that MES performs competitively with a small number of
sensors (where space-filling designs are expected to work well); however, MIL becomes
the dominant strategy by the time 15 sensors are considered. IMSE performs quite
poorly in terms of RMSE, even non-competitively with random and quasi-random design
selections — we believe this is part of optimization difficulties, which resulted in designs
that do not tend to cover the corners of our domain. In any case, in terms of both RMSE
and NPLL, MIL-optimal configurations possess a clear advantage by the time 15 sensors
are placed.

Another feature of the MIL-optimal locations is that they have relatively little vari-
ance in performance, which suggests some convergence to optimal states. We visualize
this in Fig. 5, where the initial states and their corresponding MIL-optimal states are
shown. We see that inducing point locations often travel quite far from their initial-
ization points. Interestingly, the random initialization point shown in purple results in
a slightly different MIL-optimal location compared to the other two random initializa-
tions, but it yields comparable performance. This suggests that there may be multiple
slightly different sensor network configurations that are locally MIL-optimal and all
perform similarly well. This is apparent in the extremely narrow distribution of RMSE
between different initializations in Figs. 2 and 3 when compared to (quasi-)random
sensor networks.

On account of the STVGP backbone, MIL-based optimization is extremely efficient.
Computing solutions using Nt ·Ns = 720·314 ≈ 2·105 data points and 9 sensor locations
takes approximately 5 minutes on modern GPU hardware (Nvidia A100). The compu-
tational complexity of the ST-SVGP is O(NtM

2
s + M3

s ), thus, for moderate-to-large T ,
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Figure 4: Resulting inducing point loca-
tions when using 9 and 10 sensors. For vi-
sualization, we paired inducing point lo-
cations via the Hungarian algorithm, and
highlighted the inducing point location
least like the set of 9 inducing point lo-
cations.

Figure 5: The initial inducing point lo-
cations (squares), mapped to their cor-
responding values after optimization and
discretization (circles) by arrows. Three
different initializations were used, with
colors denoting different random seeds.

we generally expect quadratic scaling with the number of inducing points and linear
scaling with respect to the number of spatial and temporal locations (Hamelijnck et al.,
2021). The random and quasi-random designs have trivial computational costs, and
MES and IMSE computations take several minutes, even when using Markovian GPs
and continuous optimization, as detailed in Section C, rather than the typical discrete
optimization with kernel-based GPs. We thus conclude that, while MIL is generally
more expensive than other OED methods, its cost is on the same order of magnitude
as that of other model-based approaches in our case study.

6.3 Joint Learning is Important

A primary motivation for our method was that greedy learning algorithms, such as
BAD may provide strongly suboptimal results in the spatiotemporal setting, while our
method instead provides a tractable approach to joint optimization. To visually argue
the importance of this joint learning, we optimized the inducing point locations for 9
and 10 sensors separately.

The resulting inducing points, shown in Fig. 4, demonstrate how the optimal loca-
tions of inducing points may change when an additional inducing point is added. In
other words, the first 9 optimal sensor locations in each network are not the same.
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Figure 6: The RMSE (averaged temporally
across the entire test period) as a func-
tion of spatial location for an MIL-optimal
configuration of 15 sensors. Sensor loca-
tions are circled, and numbered labels (1, 2,
and 3) indicate example locations for which
temporal predictions are plotted in Fig. 8
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Figure 7: A calibration plot for the pre-
dictions shown in Fig. 6. The calibra-
tion plot shows the mismatch between
the predicted proportion of data in a
credible interval (x-axis) and the actual
amount of data in the credible interval
(y-axis).

6.4 Visualizing the Spatiotemporal Performance

Another way to quantify the performance of our approach is to examine the spatial
error distribution. In Fig. 6, we show the RMSE at each test location, averaged across
the temporal dimension. Notably, locations with high errors are not necessarily those
that are furthest from a sensor, underscoring the importance of model-based utilities.

In Fig. 8, we visualize the predictions and errors for three randomly selected locations
(labeled in Fig. 6 as 1, 2, and 3) over three randomly selected days of the test period.
We find strong predictive performance and well-calibrated uncertainty estimates. For
example, we may consider the miscalibration area, a metric used to assess the calibration
of a predictive distribution. For the predicted values shown in Fig. 6. For example, the
miscalibration area (Chung et al., 2021) is 0.067, as shown in Fig. 7. We may also see
from Fig. 7 that our predictions tend to be underconfident in this case study, in the
sense that our predictive variances are overly conservative.

Also of interest to scientific stakeholders is the number of gross or “extreme” errors
in the predictions of a model. For example, maintaining subdegree accuracy, while ulti-
mately an arbitrary line, may be of interest for the scientific validation of a model. We
visualize the number of errors greater than 1 degree Celsius as the number of sensors
grows from 6 to 15 in Fig. 9, which also visualizes how an MIL-optimal configuration
may evolve. It is clear from Fig. 9 that increasing the number of sensor locations greatly
reduces the number of extreme errors.
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Figure 8: (Top) The GP predictions and true data over a randomly selected period of
three days across three randomly selected locations (pictured in Fig. 6) and (bottom)
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7 Discussion & Conclusions
Recent trends in science and computation have led to new, challenging modalities for
experimental design. For one such challenge, we have presented a novel approach to
spatiotemporal experimental design that leverages available physics-based simulations
as data to determine sensor placements. We further showed how this relates to the many
existing approaches of Bayesian experimental design and how it may be information-
theoretically justified as minimizing a type of “information loss” with respect to the
physics-based simulation. We demonstrated the applicability of our approach to climate
sciences using a case study of 2-m air temperature sensing in Phoenix, Arizona. For
this case study, we applied our method to data from a physics-based climate model

Figure 9: The proportion of temporal instances which exhibit “extreme errors” (defined
as greater than 1 degree Celsius) for sensor networks with 6, 9, 12, and 15 sensors.
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and showed that the deployment of a relatively small number of sensors at optimized
locations can result in strong predictive performance.

Key to the scalability of our method is a Gauss-Markov prior on the spatiotemporal
process, which recent work has shown has a tractable and efficient variational solution
when the inducing points are spatially fixed. Using the sparse formulation given by GPs,
we avoid combinatorial optimization of sensor locations, instead solving a relaxed and
continuous optimization problem amendable to gradient-based inference.

The use of a Markovian GP has significant advantages as it connects to a rich classical
literature on BED, allowing for the incorporation of existing sensors and straightforward
extensions to multi-fidelity data. One application of multi-fidelity approaches within
our framework is using additional data from new deployments, where scientific data
not belonging to the designed sensor network may become available. For example, in
climate science applications, measurements are often targeted at a particular area or
structure, such as parks in urban areas. One advantage of our proposed method is that
it directly provides a predictive GP as an output, which has been well studied as a
surrogate model and offers established methods to mix real and simulated data. The
most popular approach with GPs in this scenario is to model the error of the physics-
based simulator itself with another GP, introduced by Kennedy and O’Hagan (2001).
Since the sum of two GPs is itself a GP, this method retains the convenient predictive
structure of our approach.

In our case study, we show that the resulting optimal sensor locations lead to sig-
nificant advantages over random or quasi-random sensor locations. We further show
that, with respect to physics-based model data, the resulting surrogate model predic-
tions are accurate and well-calibrated. This suggests that our method, combined with
real observations from the optimized sensor network, may be used as a powerful tool
in evaluating the performance of computationally expensive physics-based models in
the sense that large disagreements with field observations can be attributed to defi-
ciencies in the physics employed. This is scientifically valuable, as it provides a cheap
way to interrogate physics-based models and identify areas where their improvement is
necessary.

While the methodological tools of Markovian GPs and variational inference are
key to the development of our method, they also introduce technical constraints that
are interesting topics for future work. For example, the ST-SVGP work of Hamelijnck
et al. (2021) relies on the separability assumption of the kernel, which is unlikely to
hold in many applications. One path for future research on this problem is to consider
mixture-of-experts that draw from prior knowledge of temporal nonstationarity, e.g.,
by considering different models for the times in which an urban area is “heating” or
“cooling.” In a similar fashion, we may consider introducing more complex spatial kernels
in future applications, e.g., through deep kernel learning (Wilson et al., 2016).

Acknowledgments

We would like to thank Francisco Salamanca Palou for providing the physics-based weather
model output used for this analysis.



26 Designing Sensor Networks via Minimizing Info Loss

Funding

The first and third authors of this work were supported by the Department of Energy Office of
Science, Office of Biological and Environmental Research’s Urban Integrated Field Laboratories
research activity, under field work proposal EE686EECP “Southwest Urban Corridor Integrated
Field Laboratory”. The second and fourth authors were supported by the National Science
Foundation under Award 2212506.

References
Adam, V., Eleftheriadis, S., Artemev, A., Durrande, N., and Hensman, J. (2020). “Dou-

bly sparse variational Gaussian processes.” In International Conference on Artificial
Intelligence and Statistics, 2874–2884. PMLR. 15

Bertsekas, D. (1999). Nonlinear Programming. Athena Scientific Optimization and
Computation Series. Athena Scientific. 33

Box, G. E. (1982). “Choice of response surface design and alphabetic optimality.” In
Proceedings of the 28th Conference on the Design of Experiments in Army Research,
Development and Testing, 237. 4

Burian, S. J., Velugubantla, S. P., and Brown, M. J. (2002). “Morphological analyses
using 3D building databases: Phoenix, Arizona.” Los Alamos National Laboratory.
18

Chaloner, K. and Verdinelli, I. (1995). “Bayesian Experimental Design: A Review.”
Statistical Science, 10(3): 273 – 304. 2, 4, 5, 31

Chang, P. E., Wilkinson, W. J., Khan, M. E., and Solin, A. (2020). “Fast variational
learning in state-space Gaussian process models.” In 2020 IEEE 30th International
Workshop on Machine Learning for Signal Processing (MLSP), 1–6. IEEE. 14, 15

Chung, Y., Char, I., Guo, H., Schneider, J., and Neiswanger, W. (2021). “Uncertainty
Toolbox: an Open-Source Library for Assessing, Visualizing, and Improving Uncer-
tainty Quantification.” arXiv preprint arXiv:2109.10254 . 23

Clarke, J. A., Yaneske, P. P., and Pinney, A. A. (1991). “The harmonization of thermal
properties of building materials.” Building Environmental Performance Analysis Club.
18

Cover, T. M. (1999). Elements of Information Theory. John Wiley & Sons. 6

Dowling, M., Sokół, P., and Park, I. M. (2021). “Hida-Matérn Kernel.” arXiv preprint
arXiv:2107.07098 . 20

Foster, A., Jankowiak, M., Bingham, E., Horsfall, P., Teh, Y. W., Rainforth, T., and
Goodman, N. (2019). “Variational Bayesian optimal experimental design.” Advances
in Neural Information Processing Systems, 32. 3, 16

Foster, A., Jankowiak, M., O’Meara, M., Teh, Y. W., and Rainforth, T. (2020). “A
unified stochastic gradient approach to designing Bayesian-optimal experiments.” In



D. Waxman et al. 27

International Conference on Artificial Intelligence and Statistics, 2959–2969. PMLR.
16

Gibbs, M. N. (1998). “Bayesian Gaussian processes for regression and classification.”
Ph.D. thesis, Citeseer. 20

Golaz, J.-C., Caldwell, P. M., Van Roekel, L. P., Petersen, M. R., Tang, Q., Wolfe,
J. D., Abeshu, G., Anantharaj, V., Asay-Davis, X. S., Bader, D. C., et al. (2019).
“The DOE E3SM coupled model version 1: Overview and evaluation at standard
resolution.” Journal of Advances in Modeling Earth Systems, 11(7): 2089–2129. 2

Gramacy, R. B. (2020). Surrogates: Gaussian Process Modeling, Design, and Optimiza-
tion for the Applied Sciences. CRC press. 6, 16

Hamelijnck, O., Wilkinson, W., Loppi, N., Solin, A., and Damoulas, T. (2021). “Spatio-
temporal variational Gaussian processes.” Advances in Neural Information Processing
Systems, 34: 23621–23633. 3, 13, 14, 15, 22, 25, 33

Herrera, A. (2022). “Spatial optimization of an existing, low-cost sensor network for air
pollution in London.” Ph.D. thesis, Massachusetts Institute of Technology. 17

Heuvelink, G. B. M., Griffith, D. A., Hengl, T., and Melles, S. J. (2012). “Sampling
Design Optimization for Space-Time Kriging.” Spatio-Temporal Design: Advances in
Efficient Data Acquisition, 207–230. 19, 32

Huan, X. and Marzouk, Y. M. (2013). “Simulation-based optimal Bayesian experi-
mental design for nonlinear systems.” Journal of Computational Physics, 232(1):
288–317.
URL https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/
S0021999112004597 16

Iqbal, S., Corenflos, A., Särkkä, S., and Abdulsamad, H. (2024). “Nesting Particle
Filters for Experimental Design in Dynamical Systems.” 3

Jakkala, K. and Akella, S. (2023). “Efficient Sensor Placement from Regression with
Sparse Gaussian Processes in Continuous and Discrete Spaces.” arXiv preprint
arXiv:2303.00028 . 17

Jin, B., Wu, Y., and Miao, B. (2012). “Entropy-Based Network Design Using Hi-
erarchical Bayesian Kriging.” Spatio-Temporal Design: Advances in Efficient Data
Acquisition, 103–130. 19, 32

Jin, X. and Han, J. (2017). “K-means clustering.” In Encyclopedia of machine learning
and data mining, 695–697. Springer. 33

Kennedy, M. C. and O’Hagan, A. (2001). “Bayesian calibration of computer models.”
Journal of the Royal Statistical Society: Series B (Statistical Methodology), 63(3):
425–464. 25, 36

Khan, M. and Lin, W. (2017). “Conjugate-computation variational inference: Convert-
ing variational inference in non-conjugate models to inferences in conjugate models.”
In Artificial Intelligence and Statistics, 878–887. PMLR. 14

https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0021999112004597
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0021999112004597


28 Designing Sensor Networks via Minimizing Info Loss

Krause, A., Singh, A., and Guestrin, C. (2008). “Near-optimal sensor placements in
Gaussian processes: Theory, efficient algorithms and empirical studies.” Journal of
Machine Learning Research, 9(2). 5, 6, 13, 16, 17

Lalchand, V., Tazi, K., Cheema, T. M., Turner, R. E., and Hosking, J. S. (2022). “Kernel
Learning for Explainable Climate Science.” CoRR, abs/2209.04947.
URL https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.2209.04947 20

Lane, T. J., Shukla, D., Beauchamp, K. A., and Pande, V. S. (2013). “To milliseconds
and beyond: challenges in the simulation of protein folding.” Current opinion in
structural biology, 23(1): 58–65. 2

Li, D. and Bou-Zeid, E. (2014). “Quality and sensitivity of high-resolution numerical
simulation of urban heat islands.” Environmental Research Letters, 9(5): 055001. 18

Lin, C., Vasić, S., Kilambi, A., Turner, B., and Zawadzki, I. (2005). “Precipitation
forecast skill of numerical weather prediction models and radar nowcasts.” Geophysical
research letters, 32(14). 2

Lindley, D. V. (1956). “On a Measure of the Information Provided by an Experiment.”
The Annals of Mathematical Statistics, 27(4): 986 – 1005.
URL https://doi.org/10.1214/aoms/1177728069 6

Martin, G. M., Frazier, D. T., and Robert, C. P. (2020). “Computing Bayes: Bayesian
Computation from 1763 to the 21st Century.”
URL https://arxiv.org/abs/2004.06425 1

Mateu, J. and Müller, W. G. (2012). Spatio-temporal design: Advances in efficient data
acquisition. John Wiley & Sons. 19, 32

Minka, T. P. (2000). “Old and New Matrix Algebra Useful for Statistics.” Technical
report. Available at https://tminka.github.io/papers/matrix/minka-matrix.
pdf. 33

Müller, P. (2005). “Simulation Based Optimal Design.” In Dey, D. and Rao, C. (eds.),
Bayesian Thinking, volume 25 of Handbook of Statistics, 509–518. Elsevier.
URL https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/
S0169716105250174 16

Nguyen, L., Kodagoda, S., Ranasinghe, R., and Dissanayake, G. (2021). “Mobile robotic
sensors for environmental monitoring using Gaussian Markov random field.” Robotica,
39(5): 862–884. 16

Papamarkou, T., Skoularidou, M., Palla, K., Aitchison, L., Arbel, J., Dunson, D., Filip-
pone, M., Fortuin, V., Hennig, P., Lobato, J. M. H., Hubin, A., Immer, A., Karaletsos,
T., Khan, M. E., Kristiadi, A., Li, Y., Mandt, S., Nemeth, C., Osborne, M. A., Rud-
ner, T. G. J., Rügamer, D., Teh, Y. W., Welling, M., Wilson, A. G., and Zhang, R.
(2024). “Position Paper: Bayesian Deep Learning in the Age of Large-Scale AI.”
URL https://arxiv.org/abs/2402.00809 2

Pinder, T. (2023). “Developments in Gaussian processes with applications to climate
science and network problems.” Ph.D. thesis, Lancaster University. 2

https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.2209.04947
https://doi.org/10.1214/aoms/1177728069
https://arxiv.org/abs/2004.06425
https://tminka.github.io/papers/matrix/minka-matrix.pdf
https://tminka.github.io/papers/matrix/minka-matrix.pdf
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0169716105250174
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0169716105250174
https://arxiv.org/abs/2402.00809


D. Waxman et al. 29

Powers, J. G., Klemp, J. B., Skamarock, W. C., Davis, C. A., Dudhia, J., Gill, D. O.,
Coen, J. L., Gochis, D. J., Ahmadov, R., Peckham, S. E., et al. (2017). “The weather
research and forecasting model: Overview, system efforts, and future directions.” Bul-
letin of the American Meteorological Society, 98(8): 1717–1737. 18

Pukelsheim, F. (2006). Optimal Design of Experiments. Classics in Applied Mathemat-
ics. Society for Industrial and Applied Mathematics. 4

Quinonero-Candela, J. and Rasmussen, C. E. (2005). “A unifying view of sparse ap-
proximate Gaussian process regression.” The Journal of Machine Learning Research,
6: 1939–1959. 8

Rainforth, T., Cornish, R., Yang, H., Warrington, A., and Wood, F. (2018). “On nesting
monte carlo estimators.” In International Conference on Machine Learning, 4267–
4276. PMLR. 3, 16

Rainforth, T., Foster, A., Ivanova, D. R., and Smith, F. B. (2024). “Modern Bayesian
Experimental Design.” Statistical Science, 39(1): 100 – 114. 2, 4, 16

Rasmussen, C. E. and Williams, C. K. I. (2006). Gaussian Processes for Machine
Learning. The MIT Press. 7

Riis, C., Antunes, F., Hüttel, F., Lima Azevedo, C., and Pereira, F. (2022). “Bayesian
active learning with fully Bayesian Gaussian processes.” Advances in Neural Infor-
mation Processing Systems, 35: 12141–12153. 16

Ryan, E. G., Drovandi, C. C., McGree, J. M., and Pettitt, A. N. (2016). “A review of
modern computational algorithms for Bayesian optimal design.” International Statis-
tical Review, 84(1): 128–154. 16

Sacks, J., Welch, W. J., Mitchell, T. J., and Wynn, H. P. (1989). “Design and Analysis
of Computer Experiments.” Statistical Science, 4(4): 409–423. 6

Salamanca, F., Georgescu, M., Mahalov, A., and Moustaoui, M. (2015). “Summer-time
response of temperature and cooling energy demand to urban expansion in a semi-
arid environment.” Journal of Applied Meteorology and Climatology, 54: 1756–1772.
18

Salamanca, F., Krpo, A., Martilli, A., and Clappier, A. (2010). “A new building energy
model coupled with an urban canopy parameterization for urban climate simula-
tions—part I. formulation, verification, and sensitivity analysis of the model.” Theo-
retical and applied climatology, 99: 331–344. 18

Salamanca-Palou, F., Guzman-Echavarría, G., Vanos, J., Moseley, P., Domino, M. E.,
and Georgescu, M. (2025). “Effects of urbanization and climate change on heat stress
under relatively dry and wet warm conditions in a semi-arid urban environment.”
Earth’s Future, 13(3): e2024EF004983. 18

Särkkä, S. and Solin, A. (2019). Applied stochastic differential equations, volume 10.
Cambridge University Press. 14

Särkkä, S., Solin, A., and Hartikainen, J. (2013). “Spatiotemporal learning via infinite-



30 Designing Sensor Networks via Minimizing Info Loss

dimensional Bayesian filtering and smoothing: A look at Gaussian process regression
through Kalman filtering.” IEEE Signal Processing Magazine, 30(4): 51–61. 14, 15

Särkkä, S. and Svensson, L. (2023). Bayesian Filtering and Smoothing, volume 17.
Cambridge University Press, 2nd edition. 14

Satoh, M., Stevens, B., Judt, F., Khairoutdinov, M., Lin, S.-J., Putman, W. M., and
Düben, P. (2019). “Global cloud-resolving models.” Current Climate Change Reports,
5: 172–184. 2

Sebastiani, P. and Wynn, H. P. (2000). “Maximum entropy sampling and optimal
Bayesian experimental design.” Journal of the Royal Statistical Society: Series B
(Statistical Methodology), 62(1): 145–157. 31

Shewry, M. C. and Wynn, H. P. (1987). “Maximum entropy sampling.” Journal of
applied statistics, 14(2): 165–170. 31

Snelson, E. and Ghahramani, Z. (2005). “Sparse Gaussian processes using pseudo-
inputs.” Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems, 18. 17

Tewari, M., Yang, J., Kusaka, H., Salamanca, F., Watson, C., and Treinish, L. (2019).
“Interaction of urban heat islands and heat waves under current and future climate
conditions and their mitigation using green and cool roofs in New York City and
Phoenix, Arizona.” Environmental Research Letters, 14(3): 034002. 18

Titsias, M. (2009). “Variational learning of inducing variables in sparse Gaussian pro-
cesses.” In Artificial Intelligence and Statistics, 567–574. PMLR. 8

Vera, C., Higgins, W., Amador, J., Ambrizzi, T., Garreaud, R., Gochis, D., Gutzler, D.,
Lettenmaier, D., Marengo, J., Mechoso, C. R., et al. (2006). “Toward a unified view
of the American monsoon systems.” Journal of Climate, 19(20): 4977–5000. 18

Wickham, J., Stehman, S. V., Sorenson, D. G., Gass, L., and Dewitz, J. A. (2023).
“Thematic accuracy assessment of the NLCD land cover for the conterminous United
State.” GIScience and Remote Sensing, 60: 2181143. 18

Wilkinson, W., Solin, A., and Adam, V. (2021). “Sparse algorithms for Markovian Gaus-
sian processes.” In International Conference on Artificial Intelligence and Statistics,
1747–1755. PMLR. 15

Wilson, A. G., Hu, Z., Salakhutdinov, R., and Xing, E. P. (2016). “Deep kernel learning.”
In Artificial Intelligence and Statistics, 370–378. PMLR. 20, 25, 34

Xu, Y., Choi, J., Dass, S., and Maiti, T. (2011). “Sequential Bayesian prediction and
adaptive sampling algorithms for mobile sensor networks.” IEEE Transactions on
Automatic Control, 57(8): 2078–2084. 16



D. Waxman et al. 31

Appendix A: Further Discussion of Bayesian Optimal
Experimental Design

In this appendix, we continue our discussion of utility-based sensor placement from
Section 2.1 with several common examples.

For the sensor placement problem, one particularly common choice is to minimize
the conditional entropy H(Ytest | YN ) directly. Once again, if X = Xn ⊔ Xtest, we may
decompose the differential conditional entropy as

H(Ytest | Yn) = H(YX ) − H(Yn). (33)

If we assume that H(YX ) is bounded and independent of our choice of Xn, then mini-
mizing H(Ytest | Yn) is equivalent to maximizing H(Yn). With the Gaussian assump-
tion about Yn, minimizing the conditional entropy in Eq. (33) is equivalent to maxi-
mizing the determinant of the prior covariance matrix,

Xopt
n = arg max

Xn⊂X
{log det Kprior(Xn)}. (34)

This criterion, known as maximum entropy sampling (MES), notably does not depend
on the observed data (Shewry and Wynn, 1987; Sebastiani and Wynn, 2000). This is
computationally convenient but philosophically puzzling, since the point of a statistical
approach in the first place is to provide observation-driven sensor locations rather than
geometrically heuristic sensor locations.
Remark 3. Shewry and Wynn (1987); Sebastiani and Wynn (2000) motivate MES as
being equivalent to EIG if the entropy H(Ytest) is independent of the design parameters.
However, when applied to the sensor design problem, H(Ytest) clearly depends on the
sensor locations Xn, since Xtest ≜ X \Xn. Thus, we cannot claim that MES is equivalent
to maximizing the EIG.
Remark 4. If we allow for heterogeneous additive noise, i.e., Ỹ (x) = Y (x) + ε(x), the
decomposition above cannot be applied directly, as the joint entropy of (Ỹn, Ytest) now
depends on the choice of Xn. We will address this by proposing an optimization method
over the random field Y (·) which directly incorporates the remaining entropy of noisy
observations.

In the Gaussian case, maximum entropy sampling (MES) criterion can be interpreted
with the utility function,

UMES(Xn) = log det Kprior(Xn).

The classical Bayesian D-optimality (Chaloner and Verdinelli, 1995) has a complemen-
tary form,

UD(Xn) = log det Kpost(Xtest).

Finally, the Integrated Mean Squared Error (IMSE) instead uses the utility function

UIMSE(Xn, Yn) = −
∫

Xtest

var(Y (x) | Yn) dx,
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Figure 10: (Left) A sketch of how existing observation locations can be incorporated in
our optimization scheme. New locations (pink circles) are allowed to move during opti-
mization, but existing locations (blue squares) are fixed during the entire optimization
period. (Right) A real example corresponding to the case study in Section 6: sensor
designs including a central fixed sensor (blue) clearly avoid the center of the domain
more than sensor designs trained with no existing sensors present (yellow).

where the integral is understood to be with respect to the counting measure for discrete
choices of Xtest (i.e., the corresponding sum). In practice, if Xtest is continuous, this
integral must be approximated via quadrature over a grid of points Xgrid, where the
integral becomes the trace of the posterior covariance matrix, i.e.,

UIMSE(Xn, Yn) ≈ − tr[Kpost(Xgrid)].

Appendix B: Illustrating The Incorporation of Existing
Sensors

In this appendix, we illustrate the incorporation of existing sensor locations into the
MIL framework. In particular, in Fig. 10, we sketch the evolution of sensor locations
with the existing locations present. We also include a real example, based on our case
study, that shows the effect on learned sensor networks with and without an existing
sensor placed in the center of the domain, reinforcing effectiveness.

Appendix C: Baselines for Case Study
We compare two popular strategies in spatial OED, also employed in the spatio-temporal
setting (Mateu and Müller, 2012), namely (a) maximizing the entropy of the distribution
of the observations at the design (Jin et al., 2012), and (b) minimizing the variance of
the predictions given the design (Heuvelink et al., 2012). We refer to the former as
MES, and to the latter as IMSE. Certainly, these model-based criteria depend on the
chosen model. To keep comparisons fair, we choose the same spatio-temporal GP prior
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used in MIL (i.e., the ST-SVGP (Hamelijnck et al., 2021), using the same kernels as in
the main manuscript). Furthermore, these two strategies require an initial set of real
observations to estimate model hyperparameters and compute a predictive distribution.
This is fundamentally different from our approach, where we assume we are in a pre-
observation setting and use synthetic data. Hence, for a fair comparison in MES and
IMSE, we should use real data both for finding the optimal design and for evaluating
how good it is. On the other hand, in MIL, we should use only synthetic data and then
evaluate it against real observations. Since we are using a single synthetic dataset, the
results in this experiment slightly favor our MIL.

In the following, we provide details on the implementation of MES and IMSE. As
mentioned above, we use the same GP prior as in all other experiments.

C.1 Maximum Entropy Sampling

In MES, we initialize the model by fitting it to a dataset containing temperatures at
Ninit = 5 spatial locations during the first month (June). These initial points were chosen
in a space-filling fashion by running the k-means algorithm on the whole spatial grid and
selecting the grid points closer to each centroid (Jin and Han, 2017). Then, the predictive
distribution (which can also be seen as a type of conditional prior) over the next month
(July) is used to select the design. More specifically, we choose Nadd ∈ {1, 4, 7, 10}
such that the log-determinant of the posterior covariance matrix at the input design is
maximized. The total number of sensors Ntot = Ninit + Nadd is Ntot ∈ {6, 9, 12, 15}.

To ensure computational traceability, we solve the MES in a continuous space. One
well-known drawback of MES is its proclivity to push points to the boundary of the
design space – to create a motivated design space, we compute the convex hull over
all spatial locations and use projected gradient descent (Bertsekas, 1999, Ch. 2) for
tractability.

Due to the separability assumption on the kernel and the prediction set being a
spatiotemporal grid, the full kernel may be symbolically constructed as a Kronecker
product, K = ΣS ⊗ KT , for some covariance matrix ΣS involving only spatial ele-
ments (Hamelijnck et al., 2021, Eq. (27)). The log-determinant thus decomposes as
log det K = NT log det ΣS + NS log det KT (Minka, 2000, Sec. 2); since the second part
of this sum does not depend on the spatial design, we may optimize purely with respect
to log det ΣS . This allows for computational tractability, as it does not materialize a
large covariance matrix or compute its determinant. It further highlights a drawback
of the MES approach, namely that it does not capture any temporal information in its
spatial designs.

C.2 Integrated Minimum Square Error

In IMSE, we proceed similarly and fit the model to obtain the predictive distribution
over the next month (July). The design is chosen such that the trace of the poste-
rior covariance matrix, augmented with “imagined” observations from July at a set of
predefined locations is minimum. Notably, because of the structure of GP predictive
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variances, it does not matter what these imagined observations are, so long as the ker-
nel is fixed. This allows us to compute the IMSE-optimal design exactly with Markovian
Gaussian processes. This, in turn, provides O(Nt) scaling over the design, which offers a
computational advantage over using a conventional GP in spatiotemporal design. This
is, to the best of our knowledge, a methodologically novel improvement.

Note that for computing this criterion, we need to choose a fixed “prediction” grid
to “integrate” over, conditional on the chosen design. We chose the entire spatial grid as
the prediction grid (314 points). This aligns with the evaluation criteria (both RMSE
and NPLL), which are computed over the same grid.

Appendix D: Preliminary Experiments With Deep
Kernels

In Section 6, we included a case study using a separable kernel, with a mixture Hida-
Matérn kernel as the temporal sub-kernel and a Matérn kernel for the spatial sub-kernel.
While separability and a stationary temporal kernel are key assumptions we make for
convenient variational algorithms, it was noted that the spatial kernel need not be
stationary. Indeed, the spatial kernel can be an arbitrary positive semi-definite kernel,
e.g., as learned via deep kernel learning (Wilson et al., 2016).

To illustrate this, we performed preliminary experiments using a deep kernel for the
spatial kernel. This allows for extremely flexible spatial relationships by adopting a base
kernel κ0(·, ·) to use inputs warped by a neural network NNθ, i.e.,

κ(x, x′) = κ0(NNθ(x), NNθ(x′)). (35)

In our proof-of-concept, we use a Matérn-3/2 kernel for κ0, and a feedforward neural
network using layer widths of 64, 32, and 16 for NNθ, with leaky ReLU activation
functions.

We repeat the experiment in Section 6, training using a Matérn-3/2 kernel and
deep Matérn-3/2 kernel for 250 epochs, using a reducing learning rate schedule for
the deep Matérn-3/2 kernel. We obtain visually distinct optimal experimental designs
(Fig. 11), with somewhat degraded performance (Fig. 12). We visualize the spatial non-
stationarity of the resulting kernel in Fig. 13. In our experiments, we find that deep
kernels are, somewhat unsurprisingly, more sensitive to hyperparameters and less stable
than their stationary counterparts.

Overall, this proof-of-concept experiment illustrates that deep kernels show promise
in learning non-stationary spatial covariances and alternative MIL-optimal configura-
tions, but it requires further study to better understand the decisions surrounding stable
training and kernel design.
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Figure 11: A comparison in MIL-optimal
sensor locations between a stationary and
non-stationary kernel.

Model RMSE NLPD
Matérn-3/2 0.5921 -0.9468
Deep Matérn-3/2 0.6049 -0.8850

Figure 12: Performance comparison be-
tween a stationary Matérn-3/2 kernel, and
deep Matérn-3/2 kernel.

Figure 13: A comparison of the learned Matérn-3/2 and Deep Matérn-3/2 spatial kernels.
The Matérn-3/2 exhibits some mild non-stationarity, while the Matérn-3/2 kernel does
not.



36 Designing Sensor Networks via Minimizing Info Loss

Appendix E: Experiments with “Simulator Error”
To further investigate the robustness of the MIL selection criterion under simulator
misspecification, we conducted a controlled numerical study. Specifically, we construct
a toy example based on our Phoenix, Arizona case study by adding GP-based simulator
error, i.e., fobs(x, t) = ftrue(x, t) + ferr(x, t). This is in line with classical assumptions
of simulator error (Kennedy and O’Hagan, 2001), with noise in our case being drawn
from a separable Matérn-3/2 kernel,

κ(x, t, x′, t′) = κs(x, x′)κt(t, t′) (36)
= σ2

noiseκMat-3/2(x, x′; ℓx)κMat-3/2(t, t′; ℓt). (37)

To evaluate the impact of misspecification, we compared the design points selected
by MIL across the different “simulators.” To better measure how simulator error di-
rectly influences performance, we chose the training set to be exactly the evaluation
set, with the added GP noise. The noise uses spatial lengthscales – in normalized units
– of ℓs ∈ {0.1, 1.0}, representing localized and spatially diffuse noise, respectively, and
temporal noise in ℓt ∈ {1.0, 36.0}. The training set comprises the first 7 days of data
from June 2013. We test combinations of small and large noise variances, with localized
and globalized spatial and temporal lengthscales. Each experiment introduces 9 sensors.

We extract a set of “golden” hyperparameters by first fitting an ST-SVGP to the
ground-truth data to isolate predictive error stemming from hyperparameter learning
and predictive error from inferior sensor networks. We repeat for 10 replications, which
we note provide legitimately different noise characteristics each time.

Results, in terms of RMSE and NPLL, are shown in Fig. 14. The results support
our theoretical arguments, i.e., that moderate simulator error results in acceptable error
rates, still comparable to baseline methods, and that localized noise and high signal-
to-noise ratios are both crucial. We additionally visualize the sensor locations learned
in each noise setting for a specific realization in Fig. 15. We can easily verify that the
noise variance has legitimate effects on the resulting sensor locations.
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Figure 14: Results of the “simulator error” ablation study. Error bars denote one stan-
dard deviation over 10 realizations.

Figure 15: Sensor locations under various noise variance settings, with ℓs = 1.0 and
ℓt = 36.0.
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