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ABSTRACT

We propose a new Bayesian approach for spatiotemporal areal data with censored and missing ob-
servations. The method introduces a flexible random effect that combines the spatial dependence
structures of the Simultaneous Autoregressive (SAR) and Directed Acyclic Graph Autoregressive
(DAGAR) models with a temporal autoregressive component. We demonstrate that this formulation
extends both spatial models into a unified spatiotemporal framework, expressing them as Gaussian
Markov random fields in their innovation form. The resulting model captures spatial, temporal, and
joint spatiotemporal correlations in an interpretable way. Simulation studies show that the proposed
model outperforms common ad hoc imputation strategies, such as replacing censored values with
the limit of detection (LOD) or imputing missing data by the sample mean. We further apply the
method to carbon monoxide (CO) concentration data from Beijing’s air quality network, comparing
the proposed DAGAR-AR model with the traditional Conditional Autoregressive (CAR) approach.
The results indicate that while the CAR model achieves slightly better predictive performance, the
DAGAR-AR specification offers clearer interpretability and a more coherent representation of the
spatiotemporal dependence structure.

1 Introduction

According to the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), carbon monoxide (CO) is a colorless, odorless, taste-
less, poisonous, and flammable gas produced by the incomplete oxidation of carbon during combustion. Common
community sources of CO include chimneys, gas stoves, space heaters, water heaters and wood stoves. Low-level
exposure to CO may cause fatigue and chest pain in individuals with pre-existing heart disease, whereas higher levels
of exposure can lead to headaches, dizziness and confusion. At sufficiently elevated concentrations, CO exposure can
be fatal [13].

From a public health perspective, CO pollution is of particular concern because short-term exposure is significantly
associated with daily mortality [7]. Furthermore, as noted by Raub [15], in some regions, CO levels are strongly
correlated with particulate matter, such as PM10', especially during winter months. These particles are detrimental to
health, contributing to an increased risk of cardiovascular mortality and hospitalization [1].

'PM10 and PM2.5 denote particulate matter suspended in the air with a diameter of 10 micrometers or less, and 2.5 micrometers
or less, respectively, which is sufficiently small to be inhaled and reach deep into the pulmonary system.
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In the statistical literature, several proposal have addressed the modeling of CO or pollution components within a
spatio-temporal framework. For instance, de Luna and Genton [9] introduced a novel family of predictive spatiotem-
poral models tailored explicitly for environmental data, focusing on CO concentrations in Venice, which are char-
acterized by spatial sparsity and temporal richness. The core methodology employs a vector autoregressive (VAR)
specification, treating each monitoring station as a time series, and a distinctive model-building strategy that facilitates
the identification of spatial dependencies.

Wang and Sun [20] presented a penalized local polynomial regression model developed for spatial data analysis, in-
tending to address spatial heterogeneity in regression coefficients. The authors proposed a methodology for examining
environmental variables, such as PM2.5 concentrations and various pollutant gases in China, by representing spatially
varying parameters as a combination of local polynomials at designated “anchor points”. This approach employs a
penalized least-squares procedure to estimate these parameters, promoting local homogeneity.

In contrast, Deb and Tsay [10] introduced a spatiotemporal model tailored to analyze air pollution data, focusing on
PM2.5 concentrations and identifying space—time interactions. In this framework, an interaction implies that temporal
pollution trends are more similar among sites in close spatial proximity. The study applied this model to a ten-year
dataset collected from 66 monitoring stations across Taiwan, addressing a gap in the literature on air pollution in Asian
contexts.

Recently, Valeriano et al. [18] extended the spatiotemporal modeling framework by introducing separable correlation
structures and implementing the Stochastic Approximation Expectation—-Maximization (SAEM) algorithm for param-
eter inference. The SAEM procedure facilitates the maximum likelihood estimation in complex settings by iteratively
approximating the expectation step through stochastic simulations. Missing and censored data are accommodated by
augmenting the complete data formulation and modeling the unobserved values using truncated normal distributions.
Although their empirical application did not involve CO or particulate matter, the methodology was illustrated using
ozone concentration data from New York.

A key component in assessing the health impacts of CO pollution within a given city is the statistical modeling of am-
bient CO concentrations. However, this process entails several methodological challenges. These include accounting
for the temporal and spatial variability in pollutant levels, addressing potential censored and missing data, and select-
ing appropriate covariates to capture meteorological and seasonal effects. Including these particulars in the analysis is
necessary to obtain valid and coherent conclusions.

Our proposal intends to provide a novel spatiotemporal model that considers censoring and missingness mechanisms,
treating them as informative features rather than nuisance features. Moreover, because the data we analyzed are areal
data, we considered the use of direct acyclic graph autoregressive (DAGAR) models [see 8]. This model provides
a novel framework for the study of areal spatial models using a direct acyclic graph (DAG).The advantage of using
a DAG is that it allows us to represent the spatial correlation structure of zones in a particular city in a simple and
sparse manner. More precisely, a DAG provides a natural scheme to determine the neighbors of each zone, allowing
us to establish the dependency structures of the observations over the location of interest. It is important to stress that
one of the essential features of DAGAR models is that they are more robust than other competitive models, such as
the conditional autoregressive [CAR; 6] and simultaneous autoregressive [SAR; 22] models. The DAGAR approach
builds spatial correlation matrices generating positive definite and sparse matrices compared to popular tools such as
CAR and SAR models.

The remainder of this paper is organized as follows. Section 3 introduces the model and defines a new spatiotemporal
effect based on the DAGAR model. Section 4 presents the Bayesian inference under specified priors, where the
missing and censored values are treated as latent random variables. Section 5 reports a simulation study that evaluates
the estimation and prediction performance. Section 6 illustrates the methodology using a real dataset. Finally, some
concluding remarks are presented in 7.

2 The Beijing multi-station air quality dataset

The dataset analyzed in this study originated from the Beijing air pollution monitoring network, which was estab-
lished in January 2013 as part of a nationwide environmental surveillance program. Between 2013 and 2017, hourly
observations of multiple air pollutants, including carbon monoxide (CO), and key meteorological variables, such as
temperature and wind speed, were collected from 12 monitoring stations distributed across Beijing. Notably, this
dataset provides a comprehensive spatiotemporal record of urban air quality dynamics. The dataset is publicly acces-
sible through the UCI Machine Learning Repository (https://archive.ics.uci.edu).

One of the earliest studies to analyze this dataset was conducted by Zhang et al. [23], who investigated the temporal
behavior of PM2.5 concentrations in Beijing. Their results indicated that air pollution levels in 2016 had likely been
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underestimated, as previous reports suggested a 9.9% decline in the annual PM2.5 concentrations. More recently,
Wardana et al. [21] employed the same dataset to develop an autoencoder-based model incorporating spatiotemporal
components to estimate missing air pollutant observations.

In this study, we modeled CO concentrations (ug/m>) collected twice daily at 09:00 and 19:00, which correspond to
peak traffic periods. The analysis covered the period from November 25, 2016, to February 28, 2017, and included
observations from 12 monitoring sites, each recorded at 190 time points, resulting in a total of 2280 observations
(12 x 190). There were 55 missing values. The final three days (26/02/2017-28/02/2017) were reserved as a test
dataset for all stations to assess the predictive performance of the proposed model. Accordingly, model training was
conducted using 12 x 184 = 2208 observations, whereas testing involved 12 x 6 = 72 observations. This study period
coincided with the winter season in Beijing, during which CO concentrations are typically elevated owing to increased
heating demand and stable atmospheric conditions that restrict pollutant dispersion.

To mitigate the influence of extreme values and reduce issues related to variance heterogeneity, analysis was conducted
using CO concentrations expressed on a logarithmic scale. A raw scatter plot of the log-transformed CO concentrations
along the monitoring stations is shown in Figure 1. It can be seen that this variable fluctuates between 5 and 9, showing
noticeable short-term fluctuations with frequent rises and drops. Urban stations such as Guanyuan, Gucheng, and
Nongzhanguan displayed slightly higher levels, likely influenced by heavier traffic and localized emission sources. In
contrast, suburban sites such as Changping and Huairou tend to record lower concentrations.

Finally, in Table 1, we present summary statistics for the variables included in this dataset, namely log(CO), temper-
ature (TEMP, °C), wind speed (WSP, m/s), and atmospheric pressure (PRES, Pa). These variables serve as suitable
covariates for predicting CO concentrations.

Table 1: Beijing air pollutants data. Summary statistics of the variables of interest

Variable Mean Median s.d Min Max

log(CO) (response)  7.081 7.173 1.042  4.611 9.204
TEMP -0.551 -0.503 3992 -12.521 10.502
PRES 10.216 10.219 5.830 99.740 1036.00

WSP 1.643 1.304 1.202  0.000 9.600

3 The model

Consider the spatiotemporal Gaussian process {Y (s,t) : s € S,¢t € T}, where S denotes a countable collection of
spatial locations at which observations are available, 7 represents a countable and ordered set of time points, and s
and ¢ index space and time, respectively.

The spatiotemporal model is then specified as,
Y(si,tq) = p(si, tq) +w(si,tg) +€igy t=1,...,n, ¢=1,...,T;, (1)

where n is the number of sites, 7} is the number of temporal replicates at site s; and N = Y. | T} is the to-
tal number of observations. In (1), the mean component is specified as u(s;, t;) = Y r_; x(si,t;)Bk, where
21(8i,t), ..., 2p(si,t;) are known covariates observed at (s;,t;), and (B1,...,,) ", is a vector of unknown re-
gression coefficients to be estimated. The latent term w(s;,¢;) denotes the spatiotemporal random effect, with
w = (w(s1,t1), .- w(S1,t1y )y s W(Snst1)y ... w(Sn, tr,)) assumed to follow a multivariate normal distribution
with zero mean and covariance matrix C. This component accounts for spatial and temporal dependence structures in
the data. Finally, the measurement error is modeled as £;, ~ A/(0, 7%), an independent Gaussian white-noise process
capturing variability not explained by the structured spatiotemporal component.

Note that model (1) can be expressed in matrix form as
Y =X8+w+e, 2)

where Y = (Yi1,...,Y,r, )" with Yiq = Y (si,t4), and X is an (N x p) design matrix whose ig-th row is given by
XII = (Tig1, - - -, Tigp)> With g, = x(8;, t,). From the model specification, the latent random effects are distributed

as w ~ N (0, C), and the error term as € ~ Ny (0, 7%Iy), with € = (11, ... ,snTn)T, and I,,, denoting the m x m
identity matrix. Consequently, the marginal distribution of Y is an N-variate normal with

E(Y) = X3, and Var(Y) = C + 7°Iy.
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Figure 1: Time series of log(CO) concentrations at twelve air-quality monitoring stations in Beijing from December

to March.
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In some situations, and depending on the measurement instrument, observations may be subject to upper and/or lower
detection limits, beyond which they cannot be quantified. Additionally, missing data may occur for various reasons.
For example, in the case of CO measurements, Kim et al. [12] reports that missingness can arise from instrument
calibration and verification procedures, equipment malfunctions, repairs or replacements, and outlier removal during
data preprocessing.

In the presence of censoring, the observed response Yj, can be represented as (Z;,, Ci,), where Z;, denotes either an
uncensored observation, meaning that Z;, = Z;,0 = Y, or a detection limit corresponding to the censoring level
when the observation is censored or missing. In the latter case, Z;, takes the form [Z;41, Z;42], indicating the interval
within which the true value lies. Cjq, on the other hand, is the censoring indicator, defined as,

o 1 if Ziql S Yiq S Ziq27
Ciqg = { 0 if Y, = Zig- ©)

As particular cases of (3), we have left censoring when C;, = 1 and Z;, = [—00, Z;42], right censoring when C;, = 1
and Z;, = [Z;q1,00], and missingness when C;, = 1 and Z,; = [—00, 00]. The model defined by (2) and (3) will be
referred to as the normal spatio-temporal censored linear model over graphs (NST-CLG).

3.1 Specification of w

We assume that w ~ N (0, C) with a separable covariance structure
C=0*T®d),
where 02 > 0 is a variance (scale) parameter, I' denotes the spatial correlation matrix, and ® represents the tempo-

ral correlation matrix. The operator ® denotes the Kronecker product, which induces the separable spatiotemporal
dependence structure.

3.1.1 Spatial correlation matrix I"

Because our model is based on areal data, it is necessary to construct a correlation structure from a proximity matrix.
In this context, the proximity matrix is defined through a graph representation, where the neighboring relationships
between regions are encoded as edges connecting the corresponding vertices. In this setting, let G = {S, £} denote a
graph with vertex set (regions) S = {s1,..., s, } andedgesetE = {(s;, s;) : s;,s; € S}, with cardinality |£| = n—1.
We write s; ~ s; to indicate an edge connecting s; and s;. Therefore, we consider

= [, -B,) F,(I,-B,)] " &)
under two cases.

1. The first structure is based on the SAR model. In this setup, F,, = kI,,, with £ > 0 is an unknown parameter
which is fixed equal to 1 to avoid idenfiability issues, and B,, = pAgs, with p a spatial autoregression
parameter, and As a n X n proximity matrix, with elements a;; = 1if s; ~ s; and 0 elsewhere, for 7, j =
1,...,n. As noted in Banerjee et al. [3], it is necessary to ensure the non-singularity of (I — B,,) in order for
I to define a valid (positive definite) covariance matrix. This can be achieved by setting p € (1/xq), Y/Aw))s
where A\(1) < A@g) < ...A,) are the ordered eigenvalues of As. Alternatively, As can be replaced by
the row stochastic matrix As = (a;;), where aj; = af;/a;, with aj, = 3, aj;. Redefining B, as aAs,
with « a spatial correlation parameter, the non-singularity condition is reduced to o € (—1, 1) given that the
eigenvalues of A are less or equal than one.

2. The second structure is based on the DAGAR model. Consider Ns(s;) = {s; : s; ~ s;, with j < i} as the
set of neighbors of s;. Define,

0 for j such that s; ¢ Ns (s;);

bij = . .
m forl:27...,nandj SuChthatSjeNS(Si)
14 (e —1)p?
fii = 1——p2’
with a spatial correlation parameter p > 0, and n,, the number of elements in Ng(s;). Here, the elements of
the matrix B,, are denoted by b;;, and the matrix F,, is diagonal with entries f;;.
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Note that we include only areal models whose covariance matrices can be expressed as in (4). The distributions of
these models are induced through a noise term, analogous to the formulation of an autoregressive process of order
p, AR(p). In contrast, conditional autoregressive (CAR) models specify the distribution directly on the variable of
interest, leading to a covariance structure that differs from that of the SAR and DAGAR models. As our analysis
focuses exclusively on models of the form (4), the CAR specification is not considered further in this study.

3.1.2 Temporal correlation matrix ¢

In this setup, we assume that 7; = T for all ¢ = 1,...,n. For the temporal component ¢, we adopt a correlation
structure induced by an autoregressive process of order p, denoted AR(p). In this case, ® takes the Toeplitz form
®o ¢ P
) ot b2
o= . : - o )
¢r-1 ¢r—2 - Qo
where ¢y, denotes the correlation at lag k. These correlations are determined by the Yule-Walker equations [4], ¢ =
V1Pk—1 + ... + YpPr—p, With v, ..., 7y, representing the autoregressive parameters. For this process, the stationarity

conditions depend on the roots of its characteristic polynomial A(z) = 1 — Y_?_, ~;2%. The process is stationary if
and only if all the roots of A(z) = 0 lie outside the unit circle in the complex plane. This condition guarantees that
the process has a finite variance and an autocovariance function that depends only on the temporal lag rather than on
the specific time index.

3.1.3 Innovation-form Gaussian Markov random field representation of w

First, we introduce the following notations. For a fixed spatial location s;, we define ws;
(w(sj,t1), ... ,w(sj tr))T. Similarly, for a fixed time point ¢;, with t; < t2 < ... < tx, we denote Wy, =
(w(s1,t4)s---,w(sn,t;)) . Note that this notation allows us to express the process as a Gaussian Markov random

field in its innovation form (GMRFI), as follows:
wtj = antj + 6tj7 (6)
where €, = (€(s1,t;),...,€(sn,1;)) T ~ N, (0,F,).

The following results demonstrate that the Kronecker structure allows us to represent w as a Gaussian Markov random
field in its innovation form (GMRFI), which, through appropriate adjacency relations, captures both temporal and
spatial dependencies. We begin by showing that when w; follows an AR(p) structure, it admits such a representation.
In particular, it can be expressed as a DAGAR process, where each coefficient b;; is defined in terms of the parameters
of the corresponding autoregressive polynomial.

Proposition 3.1. Assuming an AR(p) structure, the random effect ws, follows a T-variate normal distribution with
zero mean and covariance matrix given by

[(Ir = Br) "Fr(Iy — Br)] ™,
where B has elements b;;, with i, j € {1,...,T}, given by

- 0 for tj ¢ Ny (t:);
Y ey for i=2,...,Tandt; € Nt (t;),

NT(ti) = (ti—la Ce ,ti_p), and Fr = UﬁQIT.

Proof: The proof of this proposition is provided in the Supplementary Material.

It is important to stress that the random effect ws; admits a DAG representation, where the adjacency matrix is given
by Ar = Yk = 17J*, with J* the k-th backward shift matrix, whose elements are (J*);; = 1if j = i — k, and 0
otherwise. This matrix encodes a neighborhood structure by connecting each node ¢ with its p predecessors (t — k),
allowing wg; to be defined as an AR(p) process. A graphical representation of this relationship is shown in Figure 2
for the cases p = 1, 2.

Next, we show that the random effect w, under the specifications given above, can be expressed as a GMRFI, thus
extending the SAR and DAGAR models to the spatiotemporal framework.

Theorem 3.1. The process w ~ Ny (0, C) can be written as a GMRFI process. Specifically,
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(a) AR(1): X; depends on X¢_1.

(=)
(b) AR(2): X depends on X¢_1, X¢—o.

Figure 2: Directed acyclic graph representations of AR(1) and AR(2) processes.

I. Let A =1, ® Ar + As @ It + As ® At denote the adjacency matrix, with elements ay, j;) = 65’;@% +
aié}; + aﬁcajTl, where i,k € {1,...,n}, j,l € {1,...,T}, and &5, and 5}; are Kronecker delta functions
representing the components of L, and I, respectively. We define the following relationship: (s;,t;) ~
(sk,t1) ifa(ik}jl) = 1. Note that the relation ~ defines a pair of neighbors in the spatiotemporal context. If I’

is chosen as the covariance matrix of a SAR process, then w is a GMRFI with,
w(s;,t;) = Z bik,jryw (sk, t) + €(sis t)) (7
{(skst):(si,t5)~(skt1)}

where €(s;, t;) ~ N(0,0°I) and

0 for (s t;) = (sk,t1);
b Vit fOi" S; = Sk and tl S NT (tj)7
(ik,jl) — as.p for t; =1, and s; ~ sy,

a5 pyj—1 for si~sp, € Np(ty),i#k, j#1

with &, being the element (i, k) of the matrix Ag as defined in Section 3.1.1.

2. If I is chosen as the covariance structure of a DAGAR process, then w is also a DAGAR process, i.e.,

w(817t1> = E(Slvtl) (8)
w(sit;) = Z bk, jnw(sk, t) + €(si, t5) ©))
c
where C = {(s,t1) : (sk,t1) € Nis,} €(sints) ~ N(0, i;102), N(s,1(si,t;) = Ns(si) x Nr(t;) and
0 for  (sg,t1) &€ Ns.7(si,t5);
Vit for s; =spand t; € Ny (t;),
biik,j1) = for t;=t; and s € Ns (s;),

1+(”<pz'—1)l72 . .
—mvj,l for s, € Ns(s;),ti € Ny (t;), k#i,l#]

Proof: The proof is provided in the Supplementary Material.

In the first statement of Theorem 3.1, the choice of a;, is made purely for convenience when verifying the nonsingu-
larity of the matrix (I,, — B,,). The statements continue to hold if a,, the (¢, k)-th element of the matrix A g, is used
instead of af,.. Using I" as the SAR covariance structure, (7) allows us to rewrite the process as

p
wsity) = > Ygw(sitj—q)+ Y afpw(sk,t;)
q=1 k#i

A B

p
= D> @ ek tiog) + elsisty). (10)

k#i qg=1
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On the other hand, using I' as the DAGAR covariance structure, equations (8)-(9) allow us to rewrite the process as

p
0
w(si,t Z w(si,t Y —————w(skty)
q=1 SkGNS(Si) ]‘+ (nSq‘, 1)p
A B
YaP
— - is 11
ZH%FDP wW(skitig) + €(sirt;) (11)

Regarding equation (10), 7, in component A denotes the autoregressive parameter for the fixed location s;. Moreover,
in component B, the parameter p, which is associated with spatial correlation, poses interpretational challenges similar
to those documented for SAR models at a fixed time point [see 3, 19]. Note that component C incorporates both spatial
and temporal parameters. However, the process form in (11) provides a more direct interpretation of the spatial and
temporal parameters and their interactions, with the advantage that both parameters can be interpreted analogously to
those in AR(p) and DAGAR models. The component A captures temporal dependence. Marginally, the coefficients 7,
can be interpreted as the conditional linear effect of w(s;,t;_q) on the current value w(s;, t;), holding the remaining
lags constant. The component B captures spatial dependence, where p can be interpreted margmally as the correlation
between w(s;,t;) and its spatial neighbors. Finally, the term C accounts for the spatiotemporal cross-dependence,
and the product 7, can be interpreted as a measure of dependence between w(s;, t;) and the past values of its spatial
neighbors.

It is worth noting that, as in the purely spatial DAGAR model, the assumptions regarding ordering rely solely on the
spatial dimension. Following Datta et al. [8], let 1 = 7(1), ..., m(n) denote any predetermined ordering of the spatial
locations, and let 7! be its corresponding inverse permutation. Under this ordering, for i # 7(1), define the set of
neighboring observations w y (s, as the collection {w(sg,t;) : 71 (k) < = *(i),t; € Ny (t;)}, where NZ(s;) =
{sk : 8; ~ sg, 7 1(k) < 771(i)}. Denote by G (S, ) the acyclic graph generated by these configurations, with &,
representing the collection of directed edges from all members of NZ(s;) to i, for every ¢ # m(1). Then,

w(sity) |wnn,  ~N > bk jnyw(sk: ), fi'o” |

(8,7)
(sk,t1) €N, 7—)(81, i)

with N{g. T)(s“ j) = N&(s;) x N7(t;) and b;1, ;1) as defined in Theorem 3.1, but replacing n, by n.(;), the number

of elements in NZ(s;). It is worth noting that Datta et al. [8] reported that the ordering of regions has a negligible
influence on the results. Specifically, in their simulation studies, the mean squared errors, as well as the estimates and
credible intervals for p, remained nearly identical across different orders.

4 Bayesian inference

To perform Bayesian inference for the NST-CLG model, we treat the censored responses Y ¢ as latent variables and
target the joint posterior m (,8, o p,0, v, Y| y"). We first translate the results of Berger et al. [5] into the context

of regression models defined over graphs. Denote 3 = (8o, ..., 3p) and vy = (v1,...,7,) ', and assume that
Tr ) )
m(B,0°, p,1,7) x w (12)

We then obtain the following result for the augmented—data posterior distribution 7(p, 1, | y) under an arbitrary
prior 7(p, ¥, ).

Proposition 4.1. Let Cov(Y) = ¥ = 0*(I' ® ® + 1), where 1 = 7%/0>. Then, given the data augmented-data
y = vec(y®,y®), and a prior density w(p, 1, ~), the posterior w(p,,~ | y) can be written as,

1/2 _N-p/y
V@’ (%) w(p, ), (13)

w(p, 0, | y) o< |22

where S? = (y=XB)"=7' (y-XB)/Nn—, Vs = (XTZ_lX)_1, and B = (XT=7'X)'X Ty is the least square
estimator of (3.
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A proof of this result can be found in the Supplementary Material. Because of standard properties of the multivariate
normal distribution, together with the prior specification in (12), we also have

-~ T 3
. B-B) V:'(B-8
m(B,0% | pab,y,y) o |VB.\1/26XP ( ) 2:2 ( > .
(SQ)pr/z (0_2),(N—p/2+1) exp {_W} . (14)

Consider reordering the vector Y such that it can be expressed as Y = vec(Y?,Y¢), where vec(-) denotes the
function that stacks vectors or matrices having the same number of columns, Y? is the N°-dimensional vector of
observed responses, Y ¢ is the NV °-dimensional vector of censored/missing observations, and N = N° + N€. As with
the response, consider the reorderings
XO,B EOO EOC
T _ oT cT T _ oT cT — —
X _[X X }’ Z _[Z Z ]’ N_|:Xcﬁ:|’ 2—{200 ECC:|’
with ¥ = C + 72Iy. Given standard properties of the multivariate normal distribution, it follows that Y° ~
Nyo(X°B3,%%) and Y | YO ~ Nye(ucl°, E“"’), where pcle = X8 + Z°(2°°)~1(Y° — X°3), elo =
3¢ — B(X°°) 13, Using the results above, the full conditional distribution of Y is a multivariate truncated
normal distribution, that is,
Y° | yoa 67 0-27 P, ,(/J7 i 7’-/\/'.7\/'" (I'I’C|O7 2C|07 Zc)a
where

C c (& C T C (& C (& C C
Z° = {Y = (Ylla .- 'aYij) | Zin <Y < Z1127~'~7Zij1 < Yz‘j < ZijZ}
and P (u € Z° | Y?) is the conditional probability that u belongs in the set Z¢ given the observed response.

For a given vector y°, we have 8 | p,7,y ~ N,(B,V3) and o2 | p 0,7,y ~ X3 (N — p, 5?), that is, the scale
inverse chi-square distribution. Based on these results, we propose a Gibbs sampler in which the sampled y and (13)
are used in a Metropolis step to obtain samples from 7(p, -y | y). Subsequently, (14) is used to generate samples from
the full conditional posteriors 3 | p,%,,y and o2 | p,1),~,y. These steps are summarized in Algorithm 1.

Algorithm 1 Posterior Sampling Algorithm for the NST-CLG Model
1: Sample (p(*), () ~(5))
+ Initialize the parameters (p(*), (9, 4(©)) and y(©), Form the vector y(®) = (y°, y°(®)
* Generate a candidate (p*,¢*,~*) from an independent proposal g(p, v, ~y) = q(p)q(v)q(¥).
m(p*, 0%,y |y )g(pt D), gl 45D

m(pl=), o) (o= [y (=) g(p*, 4%, v*)
* Sample U ~ Uniform(0, 1).

. Set (p(S)’/w(S)’,.Y(S)) e (p*7¢*77*) lfu < M or (p(s)’ 1/](5)77(8)) — (p(571)7¢(371)77(571)) Otherwise_

2: Sample o) ~ x% (N —p,5?), with S = S%(p(*),¢(*) 4(*)) as in Proposition 3.1. Recover 72(*) =
02(5) (9,

3: Sample B°) ~ Np(B7 V) with B =PB(p"), ) ) and Vg = Vz(p*), 1), 4(9)) as in Proposition 3.1.
4 Sample  Y°©) | Y°, B3 026) p5) y&) A6 o TA (MC\O, selo. Z) with pcle =
uc‘o(ﬁ(s), o2(5) p(s) 4p(8) ~()) and B0 = Eclo(ﬁ(s), 02(5) p(3) 4p(5) ~4()) as defined earlier.

e Calculate M =

4.1 Specification of 7(p, 1, ~)

We assume an independent joint prior of the form

m(p,,7) x w(p)m(¥)7 (), (15)
where p ~ Beta(a,,b,), ¥ ~ Beta(ay,by), and v ~ Beta(a~,b~). The beta distribution is a convenient choice
due to its flexibility and computational advantages. Its support on a bounded interval ensures coherence with the
parameter space. In contrast, its shape parameters (a, b) allow a wide range of prior specifications, from uniform to
highly concentrated forms.
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4.2 Bayesian prediction

Let s; be a fixed location, 7' = (t1,t2,...,tn,,.,) be a set of times for predicting the response Y (s;,t), and 6 =
(8,02, p,1,7). Denote YP"? as the Ny eq x 1 random vector with jth component Y (s;, ;). Then, the posterior
density of (Y?7*? @,Y¢) can be written as,

P(Ypmd,B,Yc | yO) _ P(@,YC ‘ yO)P(YpT'ed ‘ 07Y‘:,y°)- (16)

To get the predictive distribution P(YP"*? | 6,Y° y°), we can use the results of Section 4. Let Y* =

vec(Ys, YPred) where YO = (Y°,Y¢) and X* = (X,X) with X, the covariates matrix associated to the
values we want to predict. Then Y* | @ ~ Nyon ., (u*, X*), with,

pred

N bs d Eobsobs Eobspred
H = [XO éﬂ xpre ﬂ} ’ Y= |:2predobs Zpredpred:| )

and YPred ‘ YObS, 0~ NNpTed (le7~ed\ol7s7 Epred\obs) , where

-1
IJJpred|obs — Xpredﬂ + Epf’edobs (Eobsobs) (Yobs o Xobs/@) ,

Epreri|obs — Epredpred _ Epredobs (Eobsobs) -1 Eobspred

Similar to Banerjee [2], to sample from (16) we first obtain a sample from 7(8,Y° | y°) using Algorithm 1. For
each draw of (6,Y¢), we generate a draw of the N,,q X 1 vector Y,,;..q from P(YPred | §,Y¢,y°). By computing
summary measures such as the sample mean, median, or the 2.5% and 97.5% quantiles, we obtain posterior predictive
inference for new values, conditional on the observed data and censoring information.

5 Simulation studies

In this section, we present two simulation studies. The first examines how censoring and missingness affect model
fitting and demonstrates that our method accommodates them effectively. The second evaluates the out-of-sample
predictive performance for future time points. To simulate the datasets, we independently generated z1;; ~ N (0, 1?)
and z2;; ~ N(1,32%), considering 3 = (1,2,2.5)" and (02, p,~,7%) = (2,0.8,0.7,0.6). Using these values, we
compute the linear predictor X3 and the spatiotemporal covariance matrix C as specified in Section 3, for both the
DAGAR and SAR processes. Finally, we simulate the response Y ~ ANy (X3, C). In total, k& = 300 datasets were
simulated for each study. After simulating the data, §% of the values were artificially left censored, as in Schelin
and de Luna [16]. We also generated missing values from the remaining 100 — 6% uncensored observations. The
percentages of censored values were fixed at 15% and 35%, whereas the percentage of missing values was fixed at
5%. For comparison purposes, we compared our proposed approach with common techniques for dealing with partial
information. The first method, the LOD method, consists of substituting the censored values with the limit of detection,
whereas the second method, the LOD/2 method, substitutes these values with 0.5LOD. The missing values in these
two methods were substituted by the sample mean of all the observations.

5.1 Simulation study I: Parameter estimation and model fitting

As mentioned above, our goal is to assess model fitting in the presence of censoring and missingness. In this case, we
simulate the spatial structure using grids of sizes 3, 4, and 5, resulting in a total of n; = 9, ny = 16, and n3 = 25
vertices (regions), respectively. When estimating both the spatial and temporal structures, we simulate the latter,
considering the number of temporal observations to be the same as the number of regions, that is, 77 = 9, Tb = 16,
T3 = 25. This gives us the total number of observations of N; = n; x T; fori = 1,2, 3.

Regarding the comparison criteria, we calculated (i) the length of the 95% credible interval and (ii) the coverage
probability for each parameter. The first was computed as the difference between the upper and lower credible interval
limits for each simulation; these limits were obtained as the 2.5% and 97.5% percentiles of the posterior distribution
sample in each simulation. The second was computed as the proportion of simulations in which the true parameter was
within the credible interval limits. Concerning the DAGAR correlation, Figure 3 and Table 2 present the distribution of
the 300 interval lengths and coverage probabilities for the variance structure parameters obtained using the NST-CLG
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model, LOD, and LOD/2 methods under a censoring level of 15% and a missingness rate of 5%. The corresponding
distribution of the interval lengths for the mean structural parameters is shown in Figure S.4.1 of the Supplementary
Material. Additional results for the mean and covariance parameters under 35% censoring and 5% missingness are
provided in Figures S.4.2 and S.4.3, as well as in Tables S.4.1, S.4.2, and S.4.3 of the Supplementary Material. With
respect to the SAR process, Tables S.4.4 and S.4.5, and Figures S.4.4 and S.4.6 of the Supplementary Material show
the distribution of lengths and coverage probabilities for the mean parameters under both censoring scenarios. On the
other hand, Tables S.4.6 and S.4.7, and Figures S.4.5 and S.4.7 of the Supplementary Material, show these measures
for the covariance parameters.

For the regression coefficients 3, when censoring/missingness is 15/5%, the NST-CLG model yields the shortest
posterior intervals with empirical coverage close to the nominal 95% level for all sample sizes, and the same pattern
holds at censoring/missing levels of 35/5%. This behavior is expected; the proposed model accounts for censored
values through an appropriate truncated likelihood. In contrast, the credible intervals given by the LOD and LOD/2
substitutions narrow as n increases, yet exhibit declining coverage. Constant replacements at the detection limit (or
its half) and mean imputation for missingness shift the conditional mean and compress the residual spread, producing
attenuation. As the sample size increases, the posterior concentrates around this biased center, so intervals become too
tight and miss the target more often.

This pattern is consistent with covariance components. With 15% censoring and 5% missingness, the NST-CLG model
produces the shortest posterior intervals and coverage closest to the nominal 95% for all the parameters and sample
sizes. When censoring/missingness increases to 35%/40%, the intervals widen as expected, but the ranking does not
change, and the NST-CLG model remains the best approach, while LOD and LOD/2 continue to under-cover. Similar
results were observed for the SAR process, excepting for the intercept 3y where the NST-CLG model presents sligthly
larger interval lengths but still, better coverage probabilities.

Table 2: Simulation study I. Coverage probabilities of the covariance structure parameters considering a level of
censoring of 15%

N Parameter NST-CLG LOD LOD/2
2 0.997 0.253  0.093

g
P 0.997 0.990  0.990
81 72 0980  0.9930 0.963
~ 0.888 0.987  0.993
o? 1.000 0.080  0.053
p 0.973 0.963  0.963
256 72 0.930 0.863  0.800
~ 0.923 0.880  0.910
o? 0.990 0.110  0.063
p 0.993 0.767  0.767
625 2 0.947 0.670  0.553
~ 0.967 0.860  0.903

5.2 Simulation study II: Predictive perfomance in time domain

In this study, we evaluate the prediction performance of our method by comparing it with the traditional imputation
techniques used in Subsection 5.1. For this purpose, we first simulated a spatiotemporal Gaussian process considering
both DAGAR and SAR structures. We used a fixed grid of size 5 (25 regions), varying the temporal observations
toTy = 17, T, = 27 and T3 = 37, leaving T, ; = 10,20,30, ¢ = 1,2,3 temporal data points to estimate the
process and use the remaining observations to assess the performance of our prediction proposal. The total number of
observations considered for the estimation will then be /N; = 250, 500, 750 for ¢ = 1, 2, 3 respectively. We considered
the model parameters and levels of censoring/missingness to be the same as in Subsection 5.1.

With respect to the comparison criteria, we consider (i) the squared root of the mean square prediction error (MSPE),
which, following the notation of Subsection 4.2 and for fixed regions s1,...,sg, , K < n,is computed as,

K
VMSPE = K% > 2 (V1)) - Y(5i7£j)}27

Npred s
P t; €T

11
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Figure 3: Simulation study I. Credible interval lengths for the covariance structure parameters considering a censoring
level of 15% and a missing level of 5%

(ii) mean lengths of the 95% posterior predictive credible intervals for all predicted values. For each predicted value,
this quantity is computed by obtaining the credible interval limits as the 2.5% and 97.5% percentiles of its predictive
posterior distribution sample, and then calculating the interval length as the difference between the upper and lower
credible interval limits for each simulation. We then computed the mean of the interval lengths across all predictions.
Finally, we compute (iii) the mean coverage probability for all predictions. This measure was computed by obtain-
ing the proportion of simulations in which each real value Y (s;, fj) lies inside its credible interval limits, and then
computing the mean of these proportions over all the predicted values.

For this simulation study, we created three scenarios by computing all the comparison criteria for one-, three-, and
seven-step-ahead predictions. Regarding the DAGAR model, Figure 4 and Table 3 show the results for N = 500 and
both censoring levels. The results for N = 250 and N = 750 are presented in Tables S.4.8 and S.4.9 and Figures
S.4.8 and S.4.9 of the Supplementary Material. On the other hand, Figures S.4.10 - S.4.12 and Tables S.4.10 - S.4.12
show the simulation results for the SAR correlation.

With respect to the DAGAR model, the v/ MSPE for the LOD method was the worst across all sample sizes, censoring
levels, and prediction settings. The NST-CLG model and LOD/2 are broadly similar, with the former being slightly
better. The gap is larger for the prediction-interval length: the NST-CLG model produces the narrowest intervals,
while LOD yields the widest. Moreover, LOD/2 returns coverage near 1.0 in every setting, indicating overly wide
intervals. The LOD improved as the sample size approached the 95% target at N = 750, after under- or overshooting

12
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at smaller sample sizes. By contrast, our model stays close to 95% across all sample sizes, censoring levels, and
prediction scenarios. Overall, the NST-CLG model delivers the best balance, with the smallest v/ MSPE and shortest
intervals, while maintaining coverage near the nominal 95% level. Regarding the SAR model, all three methods yield
comparable v MSPE values at the 15% and 5% levels of censoring and missingness, across all sample sizes. However,
when the proportion of censored data increases to 35% (keeping a 5% proportion of missingness), the performance of
the LOD approach deteriorates noticeably, whereas LOD/2 and our approach exhibit similar behavior, with the NST-
CLG model performing slightly better overall. Regarding credible interval lengths and coverage probabilities, the
LOD/2 method produces wider credible intervals but achieves coverage probabilities close to the nominal 95% level
across all sample sizes. In contrast, the LOD method provides intervals of similar width to those of the NST-CLG
model, but its coverage probabilities remain noticeably lower than the 95% nominal level. On the other hand, our
proposed model maintains shorter intervals while still achieving coverage rates near the nominal level, demonstrating
a clear advantage over the two ad hoc methods.

Censoring = 15%, Missing = 5% Censoring = 35%, Missing = 5%
6 6
4 4-
w Method w Method
& : = LOD & = LOD
= . : E3 LOD/2 = i: E3 LOD/2
I E3 NST-CLG . E3 NST-CLG
Iy, f T L
0 0
1 3 7 1 3 7
Predictions Predictions
(@) (b)
Censoring = 15%, Missing = 5% Censoring = 35%, Missing = 5%
15 15
S s
E,’ 12 E; 12 . |
Tg Method Tg $ Method
1] B LOD ko) B 1LOD
£ o9 E3 LOD/2 £ 9 + E3 LOD/2
° + +%I B NST-CLG © ! - £ NST-CLG
2 2 H
el el
g g
5 o % S B4 L
1 3 7 1 3 7
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(© (d

Figure 4: Simulation study II. /MSPE and credible interval length considering a censoring level of 15% and a missing
level of 5%, for one, three and seven-step-ahead predictions for N = 500.

6 Beijing CO concentrations spatiotemporal modeling

In this section, we apply our spatiotemporal model proposals to the CO concentrations obtained from the Beijing
multi-station air quality dataset described in Section 2. Figure S.5.17 of the Supplementary Material illustrates the
neighborhood relationships among monitoring stations. Preliminary analyses suggested that temperature (TEMP, °C),
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Table 3: Simulation study II. Average coverage probabilities of credible intervals as a function of the number of
predicted observations, with N = 500.

Predicted time observations

Censoring/missignness ~ Method One  Three Seven
NST-CLG 0.966 0.963 0.966
15%/5% LOD  0.983 0.999  0.999

LOD/2 0.996 1.000 1.000

NST-CLG 0.956 0.963 0.963
35%/5% LOD 0.886 0.896 0916
LOD/2  1.000 1.000 1.000

wind speed (WSP, m/s), and atmospheric pressure (PRES, Pa) are suitable covariates for predicting CO concentrations.
All predictors were centered at zero to facilitate the interpretation of the parameters in the mean structure. We also
consider a log-transformation of CO, denoted log(CO), to induce symmetry in the response variable.

To gain insights into the temporal and spatial correlations, we imputed missing data using the mean value per region.
We computed the autocorrelation (ACF) and partial autocorrelation (PACF) for each of the twelve sites and Moran’s
I at each time point (see Figures S.5.13, S.5.14 and S.5.15 in the Supplementary Material). Moran’s I series indicates
a statistically significant positive spatial autocorrelation at several time points. Likewise, the ACF and PACF panels
reveal temporal dependence across sites; the gradual ACF decay coupled with a dominant lag-1 spike in the PACF is
consistent with the AR(1) specification for the temporal component.

After the descriptive analysis, model (1) was fitted considering the mean structure as,

/J,(Si, tq) = 60 + ﬁlTEMP*(Si, tq) =+ ﬁQWSP*(Si, tq) + ﬁgPRES*(Si, tq),

where TEMP*, WSP*, and PRES*, are the centered variables defined in the description of Table 1. We also consider
five correlation structures: DAGAR-AR(1), DAGAR-AR(2), CAR, SAR-AR(1), and SAR-AR(2). The last two models
failed to converge, whereas the CAR model was successfully fitted using Cov(Y) = Q= in Algorithm 1, where the
precision matrix Q = Q(ps, pt, pst) wWas defined in Prates et al. [14]. The models were estimated using three chains
of 40,000 iterations each, with burn-in and thinning periods of 10,000 and 50, respectively. For model comparison, we
employed the expected Akaike and Bayesian information criteria (EAIC and EBIC) to assess goodness of fit, and the
expected log predictive density (ELPD) to evaluate predictive performance.

Table 4 presents the posterior estimates and model selection criteria for the Beijing air pollutant dataset under the
DAGAR-AR(1), DAGAR-AR(2), and CAR correlation structures. The estimated regression coefficients were sim-
ilar for all models, with credibility intervals indicating their significance. However, the covariance parameters show
differences. The DAGAR-AR(1) model achieves the lowest DIC and EAIC values, suggesting a better overall fit
and a more parsimonious structure than the DAGAR-AR(2) model, whose second-order temporal parameter is not
significant. By contrast, the CAR model presented the highest ELPD value, indicating better predictive performance,
although at the cost of greater model complexity. Overall, the DAGAR-AR(1) model strikes a good balance between
interpretability and estimation efficiency. The estimated temporal parameter y; = 0.529 captures the exponential
decay pattern and pronounced peak observed in the empirical ACF and PACF, confirming the adequacy of the AR(1)
temporal structure. Together, v; = 0.529 and p = 0.679 suggest a moderate temporal and spatial dependence between
observations separated by 12 hours and among neighboring regions. The coefficient py;, on the other hand, indicates
a moderate spatiotemporal association between neighbors and their past. By contrast, the CAR structure provides
the best out-of-sample predictive performance. This improvement is illustrated in Figure 5 and Figure S.5.16 of the
Supplementary Material. An enhanced prediction accuracy can be seen when using the CAR correlation.

Regarding convergence and diagnostics, the DAGAR AR(1) model showed stable behavior with well-mixed MCMC
chains, as illustrated in Figures S.5.19 and S.5.20 of the Supplementary Material. The Gelman and Rubin statistics
in Table S.5.13 of the Supplementary Material further confirm this result, indicating that the posterior estimates are
reliable and that the model assumptions are met adequately.
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Table 4: Beijing air pollutant data. Estimated parameters and model selection criteria for the Beijing air pollutants
dataset under different correlation structures.

| DAGAR-AR(1) DAGAR-AR(2) CAR
Bo 7.05 (6.957,7.124) 7.047 (6.965,7.118)  7.072 (6.787,7.367)
B -0,037 (-0.047,-0.028)  -0.038 (-0.047,-0.027)  -0.039 (-0.047,-0.031)
Bo 0.226 (-0.259,-0.191)  -0.229 (-0.260,-0.197)  -0.221 (-0.249,-0.191)
Bs -5.588 (-6.728,-4.743)  -5.742 (-6.602,-4.675)  -5.754 (-6.575,-4.866)
o2 0.524 (0.484,0.560) 0,522 (0.482,0.562)  4.054 (3.812,4.334)
p (ps) 0.679 (0.617,0.734)  0.660 (0.592,0.735)  0.995 (0.982,0.999)
Y1(pe) 0.529 (0.446,0.604)  0.446 (0.311,0.581)  0.986 (0.958,0.996)

Y2 — 0.091 (-0.005,0.217) —
o1 (pse) | 0.357(0.288,0.430) 0.294 (0.197,0.402) 0.996 (0.989,0.999)
Y2 — 0.060 (-0.003,0.140) —
72 0.149 (0.119,0.180) 0.139 (0.105,0.176) —
DIC 4074.276 4073.508 4296.148
EAIC 4082.164 4078.842 4306.731
EBIC 4162.027 4168.689 4381.992
ELPD -97.779 -96.897 -82.502
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Figure 5: Beijing air pollutant data. Observed and predicted log(CO) concentrations for the CAR model across twelve
monitoring stations. The shaded areas represent 95% predictive intervals.
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7 Discussion

In this paper, we introduced a new methodology for analyzing spatiotemporal areal data with censored and missing
responses. We propose a novel spatiotemporal random effect that jointly captures temporal autoregressive and spatial
DAGAR dependencies, leading to an interpretable model structure in which the parameters can be directly understood
as temporal, spatial, and spatiotemporal associations. Although our framework was developed under the multivariate
normal assumption, the proposed random effect can readily be extended to non-Gaussian settings, such as count data.

Simulation studies demonstrated that our approach outperforms common ad hoc strategies for handling censored or
missing data, such as replacing censored observations with LOD or LOD/2 and imputing missing values with the
sample mean. Moreover, the proposed method achieved superior predictive accuracy for new observations compared
to standard techniques that rely on partial information.

In the application of the log(CO) concentrations, the proposed model achieved a better fit according to the DIC, EAIC,
and EBIC criteria, indicating improved interpretability and estimation efficiency. Conversely, the CAR model yielded
a slightly better out-of-sample predictive performance, a trade-off that is not uncommon, as the choice between models
often depends on whether the primary goal is explanation or prediction [see 11, 17].

Future research directions include extending the model to handle multiple variables, each with its own spatiotemporal
correlation structure (MDAGAR), and developing analogous methods for non-Gaussian data that preserve the proposed
spatiotemporal dependence. We are also interested in exploring non-separable spatiotemporal structures defined over
graphs, which will be the primary focus of our forthcoming paper.
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9 Appendix

9.1 Proof of Proposition 3.1

Given the correlation matrix in equation (5) of the main manuscript, and a fixed position s;, ws, can be written as,

w(si,tj) = nw(sistj—1) +v2w(si tj—2) + ... Ypw(si, tj—p) + €(si, t5),

with €(s;, t;) ~ N(0,02),t > p, k = 1,...,p. Denote the backward shift matrices as J*, ..., J?, with [J¥](, ,_4) =
1, for t > k and 0 elsewhere. Then, we can write the process in its vectorial form,

Ws; = '71']1‘-"’57; +.o+ 'VPJPWSi + €s,,
with €5, = (e(si, 1), ..., €(si,t7)) ~ N(0,D) and D = diag(c?). Therefore,

(I—mJ! — . pJP)ws, = €, (17)

If we set By = 2221 v J*, and Fr = diag(1/2), then, we can deduce from (17), that wg, can be written as a

directed aciclyc graph and that ws, ~ N7 (0, [(Ir — By) "Fr(Ir — Br)] ). Therefore, ws, follows a T-variate
normal distribution as settled in Proposition 3.1 of the main manuscript. [J

17
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9.2 Proof of Theorem 3.1
From Proposition 3.1 of the main manuscript, we can represent o2d = [(IT — BT)TFT(IT — BT)} _1. Also, given

the SAR/DAGAR structure, we can represent the spatial covariance as ¥ = [(I,, — B,,) ' F,, (I, — B,,)] with B,, and
F,, defined for both cases in Subsection 3.1 of the main manuscript. Therefore, by the Kronecker product properties,

-1

S@0%® = [(I,-B,) F,(I,-B,)] ' @ [Ir - By) Fr(ly — By)]
= [I.-B,) '@ (Ir —-Br) | F,' @ F;' [(I, - B,) ' @ (Ir - BT)*l]T
= [(I, -B,) @ (Ir — Br)] "' (F, @ Fr) " {[(I, — B,) ® (Ir — By)] '} T
= {[(I - B,) @ (Ir — Br)] " (Fr, @ F7)[(I, - Bn) ® (Ir — Br)]} ™
Now,
(In_Bn)®(IT_BT) = (I7L®IT_In®BT_Bn®IT+Bn®BT)

InT - BnTa

where I, is the identity matrix of order n7 and B,y =1, ® By + B, ® I — B,, ® B7. Then,

Y®0%® = [(Inr —Bnr) Fur(Iur — Bur)] ™!

with F,,r = F,, ® Fr. Then w ~ N, x7(0, [(I,7 — Bpr) " Frr (L — B,7)] 1) and therefore, it can be expressed
as a SAR/DAGAR process depending on the definition of B,,, F,,. Note that we can express equations (10) and (11)
in its matrix form, i.e,

w=(L,Br)w+ B, Ir)w- (B, ®Br)w+e O

9.3 Proof of Proposition 4.1

Let A = (p, 1, ¢) and T, the parameters associated to the covariance structure. The posterior m(3, 02, X\, T* | y) can
be rewritten as,

(8,0 A T* | y) cc (B, 0% | X, T*, y)m(A, T* | y).

Also,

(B, 0% | A, y) TN, T* | y) < 7(B,0% | \)w(AL(B, 0%, X\, T* | y),

then,

m(B,0 | AT )L(B,0* A T" | y)

(AT | y) o (8,02 | Ay)

T(AT). (18)

For our particular case, we have,

18
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78,0\ T* y) o |V;|%exp - i «
(5777 () (5 exp {—(”;ﬁ)sz} (19)
LB o AT |y) o (02)n/21|2¢|1/2 exp { (y - Xﬁ)Tzzj;,,Q‘l(y - Xﬁ)} 20)
w(,0? AR T o T, @

with Si, Vi3 and 8 as defined at the end of Proposition 3.1. Substituting,

(y—XB)'Sy  (y - XB) = (B-B) V' (B-B) +(y—XB) Ty (y - XB)

in equation (20), and then substituting (19), (20) and (21) in equation (18), the exponential terms in (19) and (20) will
vanish. After some additional algebra we get,

1/9 1/2 —n—p/2 *
TT |y) o [Sgl [Va| (537w T) O

10 Additional Simulation results

Table 5: Simulation study 1 - DAGAR model. Coverage probabilities of the mean structure parameters considering a
level of censoring of 15%

N Parameter NST-CLG LOD LOD/2

Bo 0.953 0.013  0.983
81 B 0.970 0.030  0.907
B2 0.943 0.000 0.917
Bo 0.937 0.000  0.880
256 B 0.920 0.000  0.583
B2 0.930 0.000  0.600
Bo 0.937 0.000  0.663
625 B1 0.957 0.000  0.240
B2 0.940 0.000  0.360

Table 6: Simulation study 1 - DAGAR model. Coverage probabilities of the mean structure parameters considering a
level of censoring of 35%

N Parameter NST-CLG LOD LOD/2

Bo 0.953 0.000  0.893
81 B 0.933 0.003  0.973
B2 0.940 0.000 0.957
Bo 0.917 0.000  1.000
256 B1 0.910 0.000  0.990
B 0.937 0.000  0.533
Bo 0.927 0.000  0.993
625 b1 0.920 0.000 0.477
B2 0.943 0.000  0.190
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Figure 6: Simulation study 1 - DAGAR model. Credible interval lenghts for the mean structure parameters considering

a censoring level of 15% and mis

Table 7: Simulation study 1 - DAGAR model. Coverage probabilities of the covariance structure parameters consid-

ering a level of censoring of 35%

81

256

625

sing level of 5%

N
(©

N Parameter NST-CLG LOD LOD/2
o2 1.000 0.010  0.000
p 0.993 0.980  0.980
81 72 0.957 0.990  0.220
é 0.997 0.860  1.000
o2 1.000 0.000  0.000
p 0.993 0.870  0.870
256 72 0.937 0.997  0.133
é 0.943 04530 0.893
o2 0.997 0.000  0.000
p 0.963 0.653  0.653
625 72 0.920 0.983  0.107
é 0.950 0.463  0.853
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Figure 7: Simulation study 1 - DAGAR model. Credible interval lengths for the mean structure parameters with
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censoring level ¢ = 0.35 and missing level miss = 0.05.

Table 8: Simulation study 1 - SAR model. Coverage probabilities of the mean structure parameters considering a level

of censoring of 15%

N Parameter NST-CLG LOD LOD/2
Bo 0.903  0.133  0.903
81 B 0920  0.020 0.740
Bs 0950  0.000 0.847
Bo 0923  0.040 0.720
256 B 0933 0.000 0.520
Ba 0.960  0.000 0.380
Bo 0923  0.000 0.800
625 B 0930  0.000 0.530
Ba 0933 0.000 0.280
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Figure 8: Simulation study 1 - DAGAR model. Credible interval lengths for the covariance structure parameters with
censoring level ¢ = 0.35 and missing level miss = 0.05.

Table 9: Simulation study 1 - SAR model. Coverage probabilities of the mean structure parameters considering a level
of censoring of 35%

N Parameter NST-CLG LOD LOD/2

Bo 0.937 0.007  0.770
81 B1 0.953 0.000  0.820
B 0.960 0.000 0.927
Bo 0.907 0.000 0.497
256 b1 0.957 0.000  0.043
B2 0.943 0.000  0.463
Bo 0.950 0.000  0.463
625 B1 0.920 0.000  0.040
B 0.933 0.000 0.117
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Figure 9: Simulation study 1 - SAR model. Credible interval lenghts for the mean structure parameters considering a

81

censoring level of 15% and missing level of 5%

Table 10: Simulation study 1 - SAR model. Coverage probabilities of the covariance structure parameters considering

a level of censoring of 15%

256

N
(©

625

256
N

(b)

Method

B LOD

E3 LOD/2
Ed NST-CLG

N Parameter NST-CLG LOD LOD/2
o2 0937  0.000 0.000
p 0930 0253 0253
81 72 0990  0.897 0.740
¢ 0957 0870 0.883
o? 0.990  0.000 0.000
p 0960  0.050 0.050
256 72 0990  0.673  0.590
) 0977 0563 0.740
o2 0.960  0.000 0.000
P 0980  0.027 0.027
625 72 0.973 0.187  0.027
) 0977 0303 0.617
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Figure 10: Simulation study 1 - SAR model. Credible interval lengths for the covariance structure parameters consid-
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ering a censoring level of 15% and missing level of 5%

Table 11: Simulation study 1 - SAR model. Coverage probabilities of the covariance structure parameters considering

a level of censoring of 35%

81

256
N

(d)

N Parameter NST-CLG LOD LOD/2
o2 0.923  0.003 0.000
p 0933  0.067 0.067
81 72 0.993 0917  0.093
¢ 0970 0437 0.767
o? 0980  0.000 0.000
p 0953 0830 0.013
256 72 1.000 0903  0.090
) 0973 0213 0.330
o2 0.983  0.000 0.000
P 0970  0.000 0.000
625 72 0.993 0.610  0.000
) 0977  0.027 0.200
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Table 12: Simulation study 2 - DAGAR model. Average coverage probabilities of credible intervals varying the

256
N

©

number of predicted observations, considering N = 250.

625

Predicted time observations

Censoring/missignness Method One  Three Seven
MTN  0.966 0.966 0.970

20% LOD  0.993 0.990 0.986

LOD/2  0.996 1.000 1.000

MTN 0983 0.980 0.980

40% LOD  0.956 0.963 0.960

LOD/2 1.000 1.000 1.000
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Figure 12: Simulation study 1 - SAR model. Credible interval lengths for the covariance structure parameters with
censoring level ¢ = 0.35 and missing level miss = 0.05.

Table 13: Simulation study 2 - DAGAR model. Average coverage probabilities of credible intervals varying the
number of predicted observations, considering N = 750.

Predicted time observations

Censoring/missignness Method  One  Three Seven
MTN 0953 0.960 0.966

20% LOD  0.990 0.990 0.990

LOD/2  0.996 1.000 1.000

MTN 0966 0.973 0.973

40% LOD 0936 0.923 0.923

LOD/2 1.000 1.000 1.000
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Table 14: Simulation study 2 - SAR model. Average coverage probabilities of credible intervals varying the number
of predicted observations, considering N = 250.

Predicted time observations

Censoring/missignness Method One  Three Seven
MTN  0.940 0.940 0.946
20% LOD  0.926 0.920 0.923

LOD/2 0.963 0.966 0.970

MTN  0.933 0936 0.936
40% LOD 0.860 0.873 0.870
LOD/2 0.976 0.980 0.980

Table 15: Simulation study 2 - SAR model. Average coverage probabilities of credible intervals varying the number
of predicted observations, considering N = 500.

Predicted time observations

Censoring/missignness Method One  Three Seven
MTN  0.940 0.940 0.943
20% LOD 0930 0.930  0.940

LOD/2  0.956 0.960 0.963

MTN  0.933 0.933 0.940
40% LOD 0.830 0.826 0.830
LOD/2 0.983 0.986 0.986

Table 16: Simulation study 2 - SAR model. Average coverage probabilities of credible intervals varying the number
of predicted observations, considering N = 750.

Predicted time observations

Censoring/missignness Method  One  Three Seven
MTN 0950 0.943 0.940
20% LOD 0936 0.930  0.930

LOD/2  0.960 0.963 0.966

MTN 0940 0.943 0.943
40% LOD  0.886 0.850 0.846
LOD/2 0.986 0.986 0.986
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Figure 13: Simulation study 2 - DAGAR model. Comparison of our proposal (NST-CLG ) with methods that impute
the censored observations by using the limit of detection. For this scenario, we consider N = 250.
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Figure 14: Simulation study 2 - DAGAR model. Comparison of our proposal (NST-CLG ) with methods that impute
the censored observations by using the limit of detection. For this scenario, we consider N = 750.
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Figure 15: Simulation study 2 - SAR model. Comparison of our proposal (NST-CLG ) with methods that impute the
censored observations by using the limit of detection. For this scenario, we consider N = 250.
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Figure 16: Simulation study 2 - SAR model. Comparison of our proposal (NST-CLG ) with methods that impute the
censored observations by using the limit of detection. For this scenario, we consider N = 500.
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Figure 17: Simulation study 2 - SAR model. Comparison of our proposal (NST-CLG ) with methods that impute the
censored observations by using the limit of detection. For this scenario, we consider N = 750.

32



11 Beijing data: Additional results
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Figure 18: Beijing air pollutants data. Autocorrelation function of log-transformed CO concentrations, with missing
values imputed using the station-wise mean.
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Figure 19: Beijing air pollutants data. Partial autocorrelation function of log-transformed CO concentrations, with
missing values imputed using the station-wise mean.

Table 17: Beijing air pollutants data. Gelman and Rubin convergence test for the DAGAR model

R (point estimate) Upper CI
Bo 1.00 1.00
b1 1.00 1.00
B2 1.00 1.00
Bs 1.00 1.01
o? 0.99 1.00
p 1.00 1.01
vy 0.99 1.00
72 1.00 1.00

34



A PREPRINT - NOVEMBER 25, 2025

0.6

0.3 \ ﬁ

F f |
;) ﬂ Significance
C
9 J O Not sig.
§ 0.0 --- - HAHE - 4HF-- {1 -HH---f j-ﬂ--- S 1 | @ Significant
-0.3

0 50 100 150
Time

Figure 20: Beijing air pollutants data. Moran’s I statistics for log-transformed CO concentrations at different time
points, with missing values imputed using the station-wise mean.

35



Aotizhongxin Changping
8 8 8
. W ) W .
4 : 4 : 4
2 2 2
Guanyuan Gucheng
AS 8 8
3. AN |
§4 4 : 4
2 2 2
Shunyi Tiantan
8 : 8 8
4 4 : 4
2 2 2

Feb 20Feb 23 Feb 26

Feb 20Feb 23 Feb 26

A PREPRINT - NOVEMBER 25, 2025

Dingling

Huairou

Wanliu

Feb 20Feb 23 Feb 26

Date

= Observed Log(CO) — Predicted Log(CO)

Dongsi

Nongzhanguan

Wanshouxigong

Feb 20Feb 23 Feb 26

Figure 21: Beijing air pollutants data. Observed and predicted Log(CO) concentrations for the DAGAR model across
12 monitoring stations. The shaded areas represent 95% predictive intervals.

Figure 22: Beijing air pollutants data. Spatial network of the twelve air-quality monitoring sites in Beijing. The
nodes correspond to monitoring stations used in the pollutant analysis, and the edges represent spatial neighborhood

relationships.
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Figure 23: Beijing air pollutants data.. Posterior distribution of the parameters for the DAGAR -AR(1) model.
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Figure 24: Beijing air pollutants data. Posterior chains of parameters for the DAGAR -AR(1) model.
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Figure 25: Beijing air pollutants data. ACF of the parameters for the DAGAR -AR(1) model.
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