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Abstract

Large wildfires pose a major environmental concern, and precise maps of fire risk can im-
prove disaster relief planning. Fosberg Fire Weather Index (FFWTI) is often used to measure
wildfire risk; FFWI exhibits non-Gaussian marginal distributions as well as strong spatiotem-
poral extremal dependence and thus, modeling FFWI using geostatistical models like Gaus-
sian processes is questionable. Extreme value theory (EVT)-driven models like max-stable
processes are theoretically appealing but are computationally demanding and applicable only
for threshold exceedances or block maxima. Disaster management policies often consider
moderate-to-extreme quantiles of climate parameters and hence, joint modeling of the bulk
and the tail of the data is required. In this paper, we consider a Dirichlet process mixture of
spatial skew-t processes that can flexibly model the bulk as well as the tail. The proposed
model has nonstationary mean and covariance structure, and also nonzero spatiotemporal
extremal dependence. A simulation study demonstrates that the proposed model has better
spatial prediction performance compared to some competing models. We develop spatial
maps of FFWI medians and extremes, and discuss the wildfire risk throughout the Santa
Ana region of California.
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1 Introduction

Southern California is susceptible to catastrophic wildfires which are often caused by Santa
Ana winds. During the late fall and winter, the Santa Ana winds originate from the Great
Basin and heat up as they cross the mountains, move towards the coast due to offshore
surface pressure gradients and often lead to wildfires (Raphael, 2003). This phenomenon
is most common in December (Hughes and Hall, 2010). As the whole Santa Ana region
is a small geographic domain, the fire risk is likely to be high throughout the region on a
particular day of extreme weather. Therefore, models for analyzing fire risk should be capable
of exhibiting spatial dependence between the station-wise extremes.

Fosberg Fire Weather Index (FFWI) is a well-established measure that quantifies the
potential influence of important weather parameters on fire risk (Fosberg, 1978). It is
a nonlinear function of air temperature, wind speed and relative humidity. The Na-
tional Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA) considers FFWI larger than 50
to be significant. The Storm Prediction Center (SPC) fire weather verification scheme
(http://www.spc.noaa.gov) uses FFWI for fire danger rating ranging between high to
extremes. Disaster management policies often consider moderate-to-extreme quantiles of
weather parameters and hence require modeling of the bulk as well as the tail (Dey and Yan,
2016) of the FFWI observations using a proper spatiotemporal model.

Gaussian processes (GPs) are by far the most common models in spatial statistics due
to their good theoretical properties, tractability in high-dimensions and their computational
ease (Gelfand and Schliep, 2016). However, GPs are often criticized for modeling spatial
extremes because the induced extremal dependence (a function of the probability that two
sites are simultaneously extreme) between any two spatial locations is zero (Davison et al.,
2013). Even after normalization of the data, if GPs are used to model the transformed data,
the induced extremal dependence between two spatial locations remains zero (Schmidt et al.,

2017). Gelfand et al. (2005) propose a flexible nonparametric and nonstationary model based
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on Dirichlet process mixture (DPM) of GPs which relaxes the Gaussian assumption; however
the spatial extremal dependence remains zero. As a result, when the data shows evidences
of spatial extremal dependence, even if the model of Gelfand et al. (2005) is appropriate
for modeling the bulk of the spatial data, its suitability is questionable for modeling the

extremes.

Literature on spatial modeling of extremes covers a number of approaches like Bayesian
hierarchical models (Sang and Gelfand, 2009, 2010; Turkman et al., 2010), copula-based
approaches (Ribatet and Sedki, 2013; Fuentes et al., 2013; Genest and Neslehova, 2012)
and max-stable processes (Reich and Shaby, 2012; Mathieu, 2013; Davison and Huser, 2015).
Davison et al. (2012) compare many of these approaches and recommend max-stable processes
for modeling of the spatial extremes. In spite of their appealing theoretical properties, max-
stable processes are not preferred for drawing inference, because they involve dealing with the
joint density of a multivariate generalized extreme value (GEV) distribution which is difficult
to calculate unless the dimension is small (Padoan et al., 2010). Thibaud et al. (2016) propose
a hierarchical Bayesian model approach for approximating the full joint distribution, though
their approach is still computationally intensive. A nonparametric copula-based model is
proposed by Fuentes et al. (2013) where the spatial dependence between the extremes is
modeled by DPM of GPs with marginal distributions are modeled by GEV. Krupskii et al.
(2018) propose factor copula models that can model tail dependence and tail asymmetry
though the model is parametric. A class of sub-asymptotic models is developed by Huser
et al. (2017) using random scaling of GPs for modeling tail dependence, and further extended
by Huser and Wadsworth (2019), while Engelke et al. (2019) discuss different asymptotic
regimes obtained by random scale mixtures. Morris et al. (2017) propose a spatiotemporal

skew-t process (STP) model, a location-scale mixture of GPs, for threshold exceedances.

Mixture models have been used extensively in univariate extreme value analysis. Models

that splice a generalized Pareto tail to a different “bulk distribution” were proposed by



Behrens et al. (2004) and extended by Carreau and Bengio (2009), MacDonald et al. (2011),
Hu and Scarrott (2018), and others. Naveau et al. (2016) propose a family of distributions for
modeling low, moderate as well as heavy rainfall intensities jointly without any thresholding;
two tails follow Pareto-type decay but the bulk also share the same parameters. In the time
series context, Shaby et al. (2016) use a dependent mixture of a normal bulk and generalized
Pareto tail to model heat waves. Nevertheless, the choice of “high thresholds” is arbitrary - for
example, Shaby et al. (2016) define the threshold by the 0.98"* data quantile. Besides, their
ideas of Markov switching are not readily applicable in spatial extremes, and computational
burden is an issue.

In this paper, we propose a DPM of STPs to model spatiotemporal FFWI data obtained
across the Santa Ana region of southern California, with particular emphasis on modeling
the joint probability that multiple sites are at high risk. This approach differs from the cur-
rent prevailing practice in extreme event analysis in that we model the entire spatial process
above a very low threshold; the current state of the art either throws away or censors all the
observations that are not considered extreme. Our mixture approach seeks the advantages
of “letting the tail speak for itself” without sacrificing the ability to consider non-extreme
events. It simultaneously probabilistically clusters events and estimates cluster-dependent
parameters, so that events that land in the extreme cluster with high probability influence
the fit in the tail, while events that land in other clusters with high probability do not.
Taken together, the mixture components can both flexibly model the bulk and the tail in an
uncontaminated way. Furthermore, each mixture component is a STP, which is itself consid-
erably more flexible than standard tools like GPs, and allows spatial extremal dependence.
Inference is drawn based on Markov chain Monte Carlo sampling. We perform a simulation
study and a leave-one-out cross-validation study to compare the proposed model with some
competing models. Finally, we use our model to make spatial maps of FFWI medians and

extremes.



2 Fosberg Fire Weather Index data

Proposed by Fosberg (1978), Fosberg Fire Weather Index (FFWI) is a nonlinear function of
air temperature, wind speed and relative humidity (the functional form is provided in the
Supplementary Materials (SM, henceforth) Appendix A). We consider hourly FFWI data
from 61 Remotely Allocated Monitoring Stations (RAWS) across the Santa Ana region of
southern California, over the period December 31, 2003 through December 31, 2013. More
details about RAWS are available at https://www.wrh.noaa.gov/sto/obsmap.php. Based
on the definition of fire zones of the Santa Ana region by Rolinski et al. (2016), we divide
the whole region into three zones (presented in Figure 1)— Zone 1 includes some parts of
Ventura and Los Angeles Counties, Zone 2 includes some parts of Orange, San Bernardino
and Riverside Counties, while Zone 3 includes a large region within the San Diego County.
While FFWT is not truncated at 100 in general (Roads et al., 1991; Sapsis et al., 2016), some
authors consider truncation at 100, considering it as a threshold for the extreme fire situation
(Kambezidis and Kalliampakos, 2016). Here we use the raw index without truncation. As
a first step for data preprocessing, we consider daily maxima of the hourly observations.
This step follows the protocols of National Fire Danger Rating System (NFDRS), where
daily maxima are considered to be the representative of the combined typical active burning
period conditions. Second, we consider only the observations in December as the probability
of large katabatic forcing due to strong temperature gradient, the source of the Santa Ana
winds, is highest in December (Hughes and Hall, 2010). Third, as mentioned by Sapsis et al.
(2016), even if colder conditions support fire growth in some areas of the United States, it is
not true in California and hence, following Sapsis et al. (2016), we discard the observations
where the recorded air temperature is less than 50°F, for model fitting and prediction.

The observed FFWI values at 61 RAWS corresponding to the day of Shekell Fire (De-
cember 3, 2006) in the Ventura county, are provided in the left panel of Figure 1. Large

values of FF'WI across the stations indicate a strong correlation between high FFWI and
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Figure 1: The FFWI observations at 61 RAWS on December 3, 2006, the day of Shekell Fire
(left). The time series (only December) of the daily maximum FFWTI at Big Pines, California

(right).
fire events. In the right panel of Figure 1, the time series of FFWI (only December) at Big
Pines, is provided. The time series appears to be fairly stationary across the years. Similar
stationary pattern is observed for most of the stations.

To motivate the need for a model with spatial and temporal extremal dependence, we
compute empirical estimates of the extremal dependence in space and time. The extremal
dependence between two random variables Y; and Y5 is often quantified using the y-measure

(Sibuya, 1960) defined as x = lim,_,1 X4, where
Xu = Pr [V > F ' (u)|Ys > Fy ' (u)] (1)

where F; and F5 are the marginal distribution functions of Y; and Y5, respectively. A positive
value of y indicates asymptotic dependence, while y = 0 defines asymptotic independence.
For a spatiotemporal process, the extremal dependence between two spatial locations s; and
s is defined by x(si, s2). When the spatial extremal dependence is isotropic, it is defined
by x(h) for h = ||s; — sa||, where ||-|| is some notion of distance (Mahalanobis distance,
for example). Both the forms assume the spatial extremal dependence to be time-invariant.
Similarly, for a spatial location s, the temporal extremal dependence between two time points
t; and to, is defined by xs(t1,t2) and further, assuming the y-measure being stationary in

time and spatially-invariant, we denote it by y(®, where § = |ty — t2|. While x is defined as
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Figure 2: The spatial extremal dependence (left panel) and temporal extremal dependence
(right panel) considering different fire zones of Santa Ana region defined by Rolinski et al.
(2016).

a limit, for exploratory purposes, we need to fix u to some value close to one and estimate y
empirically; we choose u = 0.95.

The empirical spatial extremal dependence and (spatially averaged) temporal extremal
dependence are presented in Figure 2 considering the different fire zones defined by Rolinski
et al. (2016). From Figure 2, it appears that y(h) varies between 0.2 and 0.6, while x®
varies between 0.05 and 0.36, and x(h) varies more than x(®) across the zones. Due to the
nonzero spatial and temporal extremal dependence, inferences based on models having no
asymptotic dependence like GPs are questionable.

SM Appendix B contains additional exploratory analyses that show different spatial trends
of the sample quantiles at moderate and high quantile levels, and also includes results based
on fitting mixture normal distributions at each site, where multiple components are selected
for 60 out of 61 sites. These motivate us to build a semiparametric model over a parametric
model like a GP, with separate parameters in the bulk and tail, that allows spatial as well as

temporal extremal dependence.



3 Methodology

In Section 3.1 and Section 3.2, we develop a semiparametric hierarchical Bayesian spatial
model using a Dirichlet process mixture of STPs assuming temporal independence. In Section

3.4, we propose an extension to accommodate the temporal extremal dependence.

3.1 Spatial skew-t process

Let Y;*(s) be the (potentially transformed, see Section 3.2) observation at the monitoring
site located at s and time ¢. We propose to model Y;*(-) using STP, which can accommodate
heavy tails and asymmetry in the marginal distribution, and non-trivial asymptotic spatial
dependence for extremes. Thus STP represent a more appealing alternative to GP, when
dealing with data that exhibit such properties (Padoan, 2011). We describe the STP using
the formulation proposed by Morris et al. (2017), as a location-scale mixture of a GP that
is inspired by additive processes (Azzalini and Capitanio, 2003, 2014). Let Y;*(-) be a STP
defined over the spatial domain of interest D C R?, for given time t. At a spatial location s,

we write
Yi(s) = nls) + As)oul | + orea(s). (2)

where p(-) is the spatially-varying mean process, A(+) is the spatially-varying skewness param-
eter, z 1S Normal(0, 1) and o? S Inverse-Gamma(a/2,ab/2). For a given s, if ¢(s) follows
a standard normal distribution, then marginally over the random z; and o7, the distribution
of Y;*(s) is skew-t with location p(s), scale b, skewness A\(s) and degrees of freedom a; see
SM Appendix C. To account for the spatial dependence, let €(-) follow a standard GP with
correlation cor[e;(s1), €:(s2)] = r(s1, s2) and r(-,-) is parametrized by a set of parameters 2.

For a set of locations S = {s1,...,8,}, let Y;* = [Y;*(s1),...,Y,"(sn)]" denote the vector

of observations, g = [u(s1),...,u(s,)] and X = [A(s1),...,A(s,)]. Then, marginally over



2z and o7, the joint distribution of Y7 is
Y; ~ ST, (1, (Z + AX), 71X, a), (3)

where 3 is the n x n-dimensional matrix obtained by evaluating (-, -) at S X S; here we match
the notations of Azzalini and Capitanio (2014). The functional form of the joint density is
provided in SM Appendix C.

In this paper, we consider a mixture of STPs (described later in Section 3.2), where we
choose specific forms of A\(-) and r(-,-) for each STP component. Considering fully spatially-
varying A(-) involves stability issues and also increased computational burden. Hence, for
simplicity, we consider separate skewness parameters for the three fire zones— A(s) = A;,
if the location s is within the fire zone j € {1,2,3}, which is in line with varying spatial
extremal dependence across different fire zones (left panel of Figure 2 and Section 3.3). Let
A = (A, A9, A3)". Then, X = A\, where A is a (n x 3)-dimensional design matrix, with its
(i,7)-th element— a;; = 1 if s; is within Zone j, and 0 otherwise. Henceforth, denoting the
i-th row of A by a;, we will denote A(s;) by A(s;) = a;\. For a general location s € D, we
will denote a(s) = [ai(s),az(s),as(s)]’, and A(s) = a(s)'A, where a;(s) = 1 if s is within
Zone j, and 0 otherwise.

For r(-,+), an isotropic correlation function choice would be questionable considering the
specific direction of wind through the mountain passes, variation of altitude, distance from
the Pacific ocean, and possibly several other factors. Considering the computational burden
as well as the stability issues of allowing a nonstationary correlation function, we consider

an anisotropic Matérn correlation function (Haskard et al., 2007)—

r (51, 82) = ﬁ (%)VKV (%) + (1= (51 = sv), (4)

where h = /p?[hy cos(v) + hosin(¥)]? + [hy sin(y)) — hg cos(1)]? is the Mahalanobis distance
between s; and sy, with (hy, hy) = 81 — s, the range ratio p > 0 and the angle between

two principal axes ¢ € [0,7/2]. The other parameters— p > 0, v > 0 and v € [0, 1] are the
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range, smoothness and the ratio of spatial to total variation respectively. In (4), K, is the
modified Bessel function of degree v, and I(s; = s3) = 1 if 87 = 89, and 0 otherwise. Thus,
we have Q = {p,v,~, p,}. Overall, we denote the set of parameters by © = {u, X, a,b,Q},

and denote the skew-¢ density in (3) as fsr(y*|O©).
3.2 Dirichlet process mixture (DPM) model

In order to capture the characteristics of the bulk of the data as well as of its tail, we will
consider mixture of STPs. Intuitively, we can imagine that each characteristic present in the
data is described by a mixture STP component with component-specific parameters, and as a
result, estimation of the parameters that characterize the distribution of the bulk of the data
is expected to be minimally influenced by the estimation of the ones that characterize the
tails. For now, we assume that for all ¢, Y; are 4d n-dimensional realizations from a DPM
of STPs (henceforth, STP-DPM) with K mixture components, for some positive integer K;

the corresponding density is represented as
K
Joru(y®) = ZﬁkaT(Y*|9k)> (5)
k=1

where 7, > 0 are the mixture probabilities with Zle m, = 1, ©) denotes the set of pa-
rameters of the k-th component, and fsr(-) denotes the density function of a n-dimensional
realization from the skew-t process as described in Section 3.1. The density function fppy(-)
denotes the density function of a DPM of multivariate skew-t densities. For a fully nonpara-
metric model, K = oo.

An equivalent representation of (5) is the clustering model described below. For given , let
g+ € {1,..., K} denote the cluster membership associated with Y, and let Pr(g; = k) = my;
we have Y{|g: = k ~ fsr(-,0k). Thus, the STP-DPM model assumes that the replications
(e.g. days) that are similar, can be clustered together and their common distribution can
be described by the same STP, but with cluster-specific parameters. In our Bayesian model,

the cluster labels are treated as unknown parameters, and thus we account for uncertainty
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in cluster allocation.

Given the cluster label g; = k, the conditional distribution of Y;*(s) is

Y (8) = pur(8) + a(s) Aeor| 2| + over(s),
€:(+) ~ Gaussian process (0, 7¢(+, ),
9 inde a

P Q. QO
o; ~ Inverse-Gamma | —, — |,
27 2

2 S Normal(0, 1), (6)

where 7y (+,-) is the spatial correlation defined in (4) with the set of parameters €. The
overall set of parameters corresponding to time ¢ is O, = {px, Ag, ax, b, Qi }, with g, =
(pi(s1), -y e(sn)] and Ay = (Mg, Akas Aig), for k=1,... K.

The mixture probabilities, 7;’s, are sequentially constructed following the stick-breaking
representation proposed by Sethuraman (1994) so that they sum to one and hence the m’s
“break the stick” of unit length. The first mixture probability 7 is modeled as m = Vi,
where V| ~ Beta(1,0). Subsequently, the k-th mixture probability is constructed as m, = (1—
Zf;ll ;) Vi where 1 — Zf;ll 7; is the probability not considered by the first £ — 1 components
and V, < Beta(1,d). In case of finite K, we set Vi = 1 so that mx = 1 — Zle m; which
ensures that Zszl m,r = 1 almost surely. The case of K = oo corresponds to the Dirichlet
process prior (Ferguson, 1973, 1974). We put hyperpriors on the cluster-specific parameters
O.’s, which are the atoms of the stick-breaking process. For K = oo, the hyperpriors relate
to the base measure of the corresponding Dirichlet process. We assume Oy < Ge and the
components of ©;’s are independent. Choices of the hyperpriors are discussed in Section 4.

While the model (6) clusters the extreme observations probabilistically, all the mixture
components are still STPs and hence, they are supported over the whole real line. Under
suitable regularity conditions, the only possible non-degenerate limiting distribution of the
renormalized block maxima is the GEV distribution (De Haan and Ferreira, 2007) which

has location, scale and shape parameters— p, € R,0, > 0 and §, € R, respectively. The
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support of the GEV(u,,0,,&,) distribution is (u, — 0,/&,,00) if §, > 0, R if {, = 0 and
(—o0, py — 0,/&,) if & < 0. To accommodate bounded support like a GEV distribution,
we include a transformation step. Let Y;(s) be the observed data at site s and time ¢t. We
consider the support (only, not the distribution) of Y;(s) to be the same as the support of the
GEV(py, 0y,&,) distribution, for all s,¢. It is easier to implement Bayesian nonparametrics
(BNP) when we assume the support is the whole real line, and hence we relate the observed
and transformed data using a monotonically-increasing GEV-log transformation— Y;*(s) =
& og {1+ &0, (Yi(s) — py) }. If & = 0, the transformation is Y;*(s) = o, (Yi(s) — 1),
defined in a limiting sense (§ — 0). The transformed outcome Y;*(s) is then modeled flexibly
using the described semiparametric approach in (6). We emphasize that the parameters—

y, 0y, and §, are treated as unknown in our fully Bayesian analysis. More details are

provided in SM Appendix D.

3.3 Model properties

From the infinite mixture model representation (K = oo) in (5), it is evident that for any n
spatial locations (n < c0), the class of n-dimensional joint densities is a superset of the class of
priors of Gelfand et al. (2005); specifically, by setting ar = oo and Ay = 0 for each k we obtain
the priors of Gelfand et al. (2005). Thus, the prior— DPM of multivariate skew-t distributions
spans the entire set of joint densities for any set of spatial locations (Gelfand et al., 2005;
Reich and Fuentes, 2015). Wu and Ghosal (2010) proved the posterior consistency of the
DPM with multivariate Gaussian kernels, under suitable regularity conditions. The posterior
consistency of the DPM with multivariate skew-¢ kernels essentially relies on the fact that
the skew-t distribution can be obtained from the normal distribution by marginalizing the
random location and scale; using arguments similar to Lemma B.11 of Ghosal and van der
Vaart (2017), it follows that the Kullback-Leibler divergence between the true density and

the estimate based on our model is smaller than its value for the normal distribution.
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Lemma 1. For the model (6), given the cluster parameters Oy, the conditional mean and

covariances of Y;*(s) (assuming aj > 2 for each k with m; > 0) are

akbk

E[Y(s)] = Zﬂk 1 ( —Cf(a
k=1

I

Cov [V (s1), Yy (s2)] = > e | pe(s1)mn(s2) +\/ C )(pi(s1)a(sy) + p(s2)a(s2)) Ax

((a(s1)'Ae)(a(s2) Ar) + ri(s1, Sz))] — B (s)] E[Y/(s2)],

where C(ay,) =T (%71) /T (%).

2

Remark 1. The mean and covariance are both dependent on s; and sy and cannot be
reduced to a function of s; — 89, irrespective of r(-,-) being stationary or not, s; and s
being in the same fire zone or not, and hence the model has both nonstationary mean and

covariance structure.

Remark 2. By setting Ay = 0, ap = oo and b, = 0 for each k£ with K = oo, the model
(6) is a spatial Dirichlet process, where Y;*(+) has discrete support p(-)’s with E[Y;*(s)] =
S5 mn(s) = fils) and Cov [V (1), ¥, (s2)] = Y52, milyue(s1) — ()] pa(s2) — flsa)],
given the cluster-specific sets of parameters ©;’s and the mixture probabilities m;’s. The
mean and covariance functions span those of any square-integrable stochastic process with

continuous mean and covariance functions. The proof is provided in SM Appendix E.

Conditioning on the cluster-specific parameters O, and the mixture probabilities 7y, the
spatial extremal dependence (defined in Section 2), x(s1,2), of the model (6) is given by
the following theorem, when s; and sy are in the same fire zone. The proof is provided in
SM Appendix F. A closed form of x(si,83) does not exist when s; and s, are within two
different fire zones. While some bounds can be obtained under certain assumptions, we do
not discuss this case for the sake of simplicity. Suppose, both s; and s, are within Zone
J; for convenience, we denote the corresponding skewness parameter (equal for both) of the

k-th DPM component by Ay ; = Ay, for k=1,... K.
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Theorem 1. The spatial extremal dependence of the model (6) is given by
24" Lo
Fr <)‘m\/ T (s182)" ¢ >F a'(1 —rp(s1, s2)) “a
Fr(AmVd';a) g L+ 7p(s1,82) +2A2)

with m = argming, {ay.}, Fr(- ;a) = 1 — Fp(- ;a) is the survival function for a Student’s t

(7)

X(Slv 52) =2

distribution with a degrees of freedom, ' = a,, + 1 and a” = a,, + 2.

Remark 3. The y-measure is dependent on s; and s, only through r,,(s1, s2); thus, even
if the model specification is very flexible with nonstationary mean and covariance structures
(Lemma 1), the extremal dependence is stationary if r4(-,-)’s are stationary. This charac-
teristic may be appealing in many applications because data in the tail are sparse, and thus
simple models are needed to provide stability. If the empirical estimates of x (or, based on en-
vironmental or geographical nature, as mentioned in Section 3.1) appears to be (an)isotropic,

using (an)isotropic Matérn correlation function is reasonable.

Remark 4. The y-measure depends only on the cluster with the smallest degrees of freedom,
which is the component with the heaviest tail. Thus, the extreme observations are likely to
be clustered into one component with the heaviest tail and as we allow different parameters
for each cluster, the data appearing from other clusters with lighter tails influence the param-
eters of the extremal cluster only minimally. Thus, STP-DPM model allows a probabilistic
partitioning of the tail from the bulk and prevents the bulk from influencing on the inference

about the extremes.

Remark 5. Similar to the upper-tail extremal dependence in (1), the lower-tail case is
xz(81,82) = lim,; Pr[Y(s)) < Fy'(w)|Y(s2) < Fy'(u)]. For the STP-DPM model,
X1 (81, 82) has a similar form as x(s1, s2) in (7) except A replaced by —\,. Thus, in both the
tails, the y-measure depends only on the cluster with the smallest degrees of freedom and
therefore, the observations in the lower tail can influence the estimates of the parameters in
the upper tail. To bypass this issue, we censor the observations in the left tail (below the

0.1"" data quantile, for the FFWT data).
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Some corollaries of Theorem 1 for the extremal dependence in case of sub-models of (6),
e.g., GP (ar, = 00, \y = 0, K = 1), Student’s ¢ process (TP, \, = 0, K = 1), STP (K = 1),
DPM of GPs (Gelfand et al. (2005), GP-DPM, a; = oo, Ay = 0), and DPM of TPs (TP-
DPM, A\, = 0), are as follows. Since we consider only stationary choices of 7¢(-,-)’s, x(s1, $2)

is stationary for each sub-model, and hence, we denote it simply by x(h), where h = s; — s5.

GP, GP-DPM: x(h) = 0.

TP: x(h) = 2F; (ﬁm a’).

STP: x(h) = 2Fr (Wa'\ [r2:0") Fr (\Jo' g ) [ FrOWaia
TP-DPM: x(h) = 2Fy (Va'\ /1208 0') with o/ = ay, + 1.

In Figure 3 (left), we plot r,,(h) versus x(h) for several parameter choices (for convenience,

we drop the subscript m from a,,, A, and r,,(h)). The extremal dependence decreases
with increasing a (for a = oo, the extremal dependence remains zero for any A € R, the
case of a skew-normal process). For any finite a, y(h) is positive, even if r(h) is zero.
The lines corresponding to A = 0.25 and -0.25 show that a positive (negative) skewness
increases (decreases) y(h). The sub-asymptotic (without considering the limit) exceedance
probabilities in (1), for a skew-t process with different parameter choices, are discussed in
SM Appendix G.

We perform a simulation study to assess the performance of the model (6) in spatial
prediction of low through high marginal quantiles, and in estimation of extremal dependence.
We compare the performances of GP, TP, STP, GP-DPM and TP-DPM with the proposed
STP-DPM model. The simulation designs and the results are provided in SM Appendix
H. Overall, STP-DPM performs equally well or better than other models, both in terms
of prediction bias and prediction RMSE, as well as in the estimation of spatial extremal

dependence, irrespective of the data generating model.
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Figure 3: The values of x(h) for STP-DPM at different values of r(h) and some specific
choices of the parameter values of the cluster with the smallest degrees of freedom (left). The
cases with finite a and A\ = 0 correspond to symmetric-t processes while a = oo corresponds to
Gaussian processes (A = 0) or skew-normal processes (A # 0). In the right panel, simulated
lag-6 temporal y-measure (x(%)) are provided, for varying levels of ¢ (we fix u = 0.99 in 1).

3.4 Extension to the spatiotemporal Dirichlet process

Here we consider the scenario when the data exhibits temporal extremal dependence addi-
tional to the spatial extremal dependence. The literature on dependent DPM approaches is
dominated by the autoregressive DPM approach (Beal et al., 2002; Fox et al., 2011; Storlie
et al., 2014) which considers a Markov model of the cluster indexes ¢;’s in (6). Although
this approach adds temporal autocorrelation, the resulting process still exhibits temporal

extremal independence. The proof is provided in SM Appendix I.

Theorem 2. Consider the STP-DPM model in (6). The temporal extremal dependence at any
spatial location is zero if the temporal dependence in the spatiotemporal process {Y;(-);t > 1}
1s constructed only through the temporal dependence of the cluster indexes g, i.e., given g,
and giys, Yi(8) and Yiis(s) are independent. The only exception is the trivial case of by =0

which leads to exact dependence.

Following Morris et al. (2017), we consider an AR(1) structure for z; and ¢?. To en-
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sure the spatial process is DPM of STPs, the inverse-gamma distribution of o7 with pa-
rameters ag, and by, and the standard half-normal distribution of |z| need to be pre-
served; it is done as follows. Suppose Fyn and Fig denote the CDFs of standard half-
normal and inverse-gamma(ay,, by, ) distributions, respectively. Thus, for each ¢, Fun(|2|) ~
Uniform(0,1) and Fig(c?) ~ Uniform(0, 1), and so z; = ® !'[Fux(2;)] ~ Normal(0,1) and
o2* = &7 [Fig(0?)] ~ Normal(0, 1), where ® denotes the standard normal CDF. We specify

an AR(1) structure as follows.

z; ~ Normal(0,1); 27, ~ Normal(¢.2,,1 — ¢?),

01" ~ Normal(0,1); o7f; ~ Normal(¢,07*, 1 — ¢2). (8)

This specification ensures the process is stationary across time.

It is challenging to derive an analytical expression for the temporal extremal dependence.
Based on simulated data (with 10° replications), we calculate x, empirically, for u = 0.99
in (1); choosing u to be larger than 0.99 involves numerical instability and hence not con-
sidered. We consider a model with K = 2 mixture components and mixing probabilities—
m = my = 0.5. The vector of skew-t parameters (u, A, a, b) for the two components are chosen
to be (0,1.5,4,0.5) and (0,2,6,0.5), respectively (u and A denote the location and skewness
parameters, respectively, as in (2), ignoring the spatial notation). We generate lag-é obser-
vations for 6 = 1,2, 5,10, from our model setting ¢, = ¢, = ¢, for ¢ = 0,0.01,0.02,...,0.99.
The right panel of Figure 3 suggests that y(® increases as ¢ increases, and decreases as the

temporal lag  increases.

4 Computation

We use Markov chain Monte Carlo (MCMC) methods for model fitting and prediction. We
consider conjugate priors for the parameters whenever possible which helps in updating

the parameters using Gibbs sampling. Otherwise, we update individual parameters using
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random walk Metropolis-Hastings (M-H) algorithm. For the purpose of computation, we fix
the number of components in the stick-breaking model at K = 10 by setting Vx = 1. The

prior choices are as follows.

e The GEV parameters— p, ~ Normal(0,20%), o} = log(o,) ~ Normal(—1,2%), and
&, ~ Normal(0,0.25%) truncated below and above at -1 and 1, respectively. These

choices cover a large class of supports of Y;(s).

e The spatially dependent means of the DPM components— p(-),k = 1,..., K, are
assumed to be IID, and they follow a common Gaussian process with mean B'(-)3,
common marginal variance ai, and the spatial correlation is of the form (4), with the
set of anisotropic Matérn correlation parameters— Q, = {p,, Vu, Vu, P, ¥} Here B(s)
is a vector of covariates corresponding to the spatial location s. For simulation studies,
we consider B(s) = (1,1, $2)" for s = (s1, s2), while for the FFWI data, we consider

B(s) = [1, elevation(s), slope(s), aspect(s)]’.

e The vectors of zone-specific skewness parameters— Ay, k =1,..., K S Normal, (0, I,,),
for ¢ homogeneous sub-regions of D; in our application, ¢ = 3 for the three fire zones

defined by Rolinski et al. (2016).

e The degrees of freedom parameters— ay, k = 1,..., K S Uniform(0.5,40). While a;, =
0.5 corresponds to a very heavy-tailed process, the marginal and joint tails for a, =
40 are practically equivalent with those for a; = oo, the Gaussian case. Here, no
closed form expression is available for the posterior distributions of a;’s. One way
to bypass the requirement of M-H steps is by considering a discrete uniform prior—
ar S Discrete-Uniform{0.5,0.6, ...,39.9,40.0}, for example, similar to Gelfand et al.

(2005); although, it involves higher computational burden.

e The scale parameters— by, k = 1,..., K s Gamma(1,1). In case of the purely spatial

model (6), this choice is a conjugate prior, and hence b;’s can be updated within
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MCMC using Gibbs sampling. Although, considering (8), no closed form expression of

the posterior of by is available and b;’s are updated using M-H steps.

e For the component-specific anisotropic Matérn parameters, we consider the priors—
Pk S Uniform(0,2.5A), where A is the largest Euclidean distance between two data
locations, v} = log(v) S Normal(—1.2,1?) with v} is truncated above at 40, S
Uniform(0, 1), px S Gamma(1,1), and 1y S Uniform(0, 7/2). The specific prior choice
of v} ensures that v, is approximately centered around 0.5, the exponential correlation

case, and v, > 40 is practically equivalent with v, = oo, the squared exponential

correlation scenario. Other choices are noninformative.
) : . ) iid o .
e For the model (8), we consider noninformative priors— ¢, ¢, ~ Uniform(0, 1).

e For the hyperparameters of p(-)’s, we consider the conjugate noninformative priors

B ~ Normal,(0,2.5%I,), where p is the length of B(s), ai ~ Inverse-Gamma(1, 1), and

for the anisotropic Matérn parameters €, we consider p, 4 Pk, v, = log(v,) 4 Vi Vu 4
~od . d
Vi Pu = Pk and ¢M - ¢k

e For the Dirichlet process concentration parameter, we consider 6 ~ Gamma(0.1,0.1).

We censor the observations below the 0.1 data quantile at each station, as mentioned
in Remark 5, and impute the censored as well as the missing data using Gibbs sampling.
We tune the hyperparameters adaptively to allow better mixing within MCMC. The MCMC
steps of model fitting and prediction are provided in SM Appendix J. For fitting the STP-
DPM model to the FFWI data, we generate 70,000 posterior samples and discard the first
20,000 iterations as burn-in period. Subsequently, we thin the Markov chains by keeping
one out of five consecutive samples and thus, we finally obtain 10,000 samples for drawing

posterior inference. The computation time is 454 minutes.
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5 Data application

5.1 Spatial covariates

For FFWI data, we consider B(s) = [1, elevation(s), slope(s), aspect(s)]’, following Sapsis
et al. (2016), to incorporate topographic information. We obtain high-resolution elevation
data across the study region, from the LANDFIRE website (https://landfire.gov). Fur-
ther, we obtain slope and aspect from elevation using the function terrain from the package
raster in R. We keep the covariate information for the monitoring sites and 3797 grid cells
(with spatial resolution 2’ x 2’) across the Santa Ana region. One grid cell represents an area

of 1000 hectares, approximately.

5.2 Model comparisons

We compare the performances of the models discussed in Section 3.3, along with considering
temporal dependence in some cases, focusing on the high quantiles. The STP-DPM model is
assumed to have temporal dependence as described in Section 3.4, where the AR(1) structure
is considered for both |z| and o?. A competing TP-DPM model involve random &7, but no
random |z and thus, for allowing time dependence, we consider a similar AR(1) structure
for 07. The GP-DPM model has no time-dependence as ¢}’s are non-random in that case.
Considering data-specific features—different skewness parameters for fire zones and anisotropic
Matérn correlation of the mixture components, we only allow anisotropic Matérn ry (-, -)’s for
the TP-DPM and GP-DPM models, as they do not have skewness parameters. Considering
parametric alternatives, the AR(1) structure of STP and TP are constructed similar to STP-
DPM and TP-DPM models, respectively. For GP, we consider the spatial error process
to have AR(1) correlation structure in time. Along with temporally-dependent GP, TP
and STP, we also fit censored GP, TP and STP methods treating the data below the 90
percentile as censored. GP is taken as reference and all the alternatives are assessed in

terms of relative performance in high level quantile estimation using a leave-one-site-out
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cross-validation. The spatially-invariant parameters are estimated only once based on the

full data for each model. For a model M, the prediction RMSE for a quantile ¢ is calculated

as RMSEy = \/n—l S E T (q) — FY(q))?, where Ey and F; denote the CDF of the the

(2

posterior predictive distribution and the empirical CDF at site ¢ respectively. The RMSE

skill score for model M is defined as

RMSEgp — RMSE),
Ay = 1
M RMSE., x 100%, 9)

where a model with higher value of A, is preferred.

The A, values for the competing models are reported in Table 5.2. Except the censored
models, Ay, are positive and generally increase with the quantile level, indicating that the
competing models generally outperform GP, particularly in the tails which is natural because
GPs have thin tail and tend to underestimate the high quantiles. Among the parametric
models without censoring, STP has higher A,; values compared to TP. When we ignore the
temporal dependence, A, for the STP-DPM model are always smaller than a parametric STP
model with temporal dependence indicating the importance to consider temporal extremal
dependence. The censored parametric models fail to capture the spatial dependence structure
leading to negative Aj; for most of the cases. Below the 0.96"* quantile, GP-DPM performs
better than TP-DPM but above that quantile, TP-DPM gradually outperforms GP-DPM
with the highest difference being at the 0.98"" quantile. The STP-DPM model outperforms
other competing models throughout the range of quantiles. Further, we discuss the bulk-

inference as well as the tail-inference based on the proposed STP-DPM model.

5.3 Model diagnostics

We provide detailed goodness-of-fit diagnostics for the STP-DPM model in SM Appendix K.
The proposed STP-DPM model allows finite first and second order moments only when the
parameters ap > 2 forall k = 1,..., K, but considering the priors we choose, theoretically, the

posterior probability of such parameters being less than two is nonzero. Hence, we discuss
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Table 1: Prediction RMSE skill score Ay, at a few high quantiles for the models— Student’s ¢
process (TP), skew-t process (STP), Dirichlet process mixture (DPM) of Gaussian processes
(GP-DPM), DPM of TPs (TP-DPM), temporally independent DPM of STPs (STP-DPM-
indep) and the final DPM of STPs (STP-DPM), considering Gaussian process (GP) as the
base model. The subscripts ¢(0.5) and ¢(0.9) denote censoring below the 0.5 and 0.9"" data
quantiles, respectively. A model with larger A, is preferred.

Model q(0.92) ¢(0.93) ¢(0.94) ¢(0.95) ¢(0.96) ¢(0.97) ¢(0.98)
GP0.9) 1.00 0.25 0.76 0.22 -1.21 -0.26 0.97
TP 3.57 3.99 4.75 5.71 6.61 6.55 6.54
TP, (00, 138 <143 -150  -1.59  -1.76  -1.96  -2.29
STP 5.16 5.83 5.92 7.63 7.94 8.85 8.43
STP(0.9) -1.00 -0.98 -0.95 -0.92 -0.91 -0.93 -2.79
GP-DPM 5.93 6.56 7.64 8.36 8.37 9.27 7.84
TP-DPM 4.76 4.83 7.31 8.08 9.39 10.51 11.06
STP-DPM-indep 3.30 4.29 5.59 6.18 6.84 7.33 7.81
STP-DPM 9.43 10.22 11.48 12.03 12.51 13.25 11.80

results based on the median, along with low—through—high quantiles instead of the mean,
the inter-quartile range (IQR) instead of the standard deviation, and the Spearman’s rank
correlation instead of the Pearson’s correlation. While these assess the performance of the
model in fitting the bulk of the data, we also discuss the estimated pairwise tail-dependence
measure Y, for v = 0.95. To compare the performances, we also provide the results based on
the sub-model GP as a reference.

To summarize, the medians as well as the moderate quantiles, and the IQR profiles are
very well estimated overall, as demonstrated by the kernel densities of the differences between
their corresponding empirical and fitted model-based estimates. For a few very high quantiles,
the differences are large, although they are smaller than those for GP. While comparing the
correlations, the differences are generally closer to zero for the STP-DPM model, but GP
underestimates the correlation heavily. The uncertainty involved in the empirical y, are
generally high due to the sparsity of extreme events; while the variability is high, the kernel
densities of the differences are approximately centered around zero for the STP-DPM model,

while GP underestimates x, for most of the pairs.
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5.4 Bulk-inference

The spatial maps of the FFWI medians, and IQRs are provided in Figure 4. Both the
spatial profiles are highly nonstationary; the medians and IQRs are lower near the Cleveland
National Forest, while they are higher near the Los Padres National Forest. The locations
of the three mountain passes that funnel offshore Santa Ana winds, as mentioned by Moritz
et al. (2010), namely the Soledad Pass, the Cajon Pass, and the San Gorgonio Pass, are
also presented in the figure. We observe that the krigged medians and IQRs clearly indicate
the funneling from the west towards the Pacific Ocean through the mountain passes, and
hence, the proposed STP-DPM model realistically predict FFWI medians and IQRs at the
unobserved locations. The highest values are observed in the northwestern region, near the
Soledad pass; this matches with the fire centroids presented by Moritz et al. (2010) based on
the fire history of the Santa Ana region over the years 1950-2007. It also matches with the

location of the Thomas Fire in 2017.
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Figure 4: Spatial maps of the FEFWI medians (left) and IQRs (right). Here ‘S’, ‘C’; and ‘SG’
denote the locations of the Soldead Pass, Cajon Pass, and San Gorgonio Pass, respectively.

5.5 Tail-inference

For tail-inference, a r-year return level is calculated as [1—1/(31r)]"" quantile of the posterior
predictive distribution, considering December only. The spatial maps of the 1-year and 10-

year return levels of FFWI are provided in Figure 5. The spatial patterns in the return level
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maps are similar to the maps of medians and IQRs, although both the return-level profiles
appear to be more jittery— this is realistic as the spatial correlation gradually decreases near
the tails. The return level maps indicate that the FFWI values are larger than 90 for at
least one day per December and larger than 150 for at least one December day per decade
(probabilistically), throughout the region, while it can be as high as 350 near the Los Padres

National Forest.
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Figure 5: Spatial maps of the 1-year (left) and 10-year (right) return levels of FFWI. The
notations ‘S’; ‘C’, and ‘SG’ are same as in Figure 4.

Sapsis et al. (2016) consider an event of FFWI being larger than 60 to be an extreme fire
weather event for the southern California. Suppose Yy(s]) denotes a generic copy of FEWT at
a grid cell s7. We provide the spatial map of the estimated marginal exceedance probabilities,
pY = Pr(Yy(s}) > 60), in the left panel of Figure 6. While the marginal probabilities indicate
the severity of the local fire weather, the chance of a wildfire burning a large region is
high when there is strong spatial association and FFWI are large jointly at the neighboring
locations. Suppose N; denotes the set of the four first order neighbors (ignoring the edges,
where some neighbors are missing) of s}, along with s}. To quantify spatial association, we
estimate the joint exceedance probabilities p; = Pr(Ns,en;{Yo(s}) > 60}), for all the grid
cells s} except for those at the edges. We present the estimated p} for each s, in the right

panel of Figure 6. The estimated p{’s are high near the Los Padres National Forest similar

to the previous cases, while the estimates vary between 0.1060 and 0.4504. Considering the
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Figure 6: Spatial maps of the marginal probabilities of FFWI exceeding 60 (left) and the
joint probabilities of FFWI exceeding 60 together at all the four neighboring grid cells along
with the one at the center (right). The notations ‘S’, ‘C’, and ‘SG’ are as in Figure 4.

estimated p}’s, the spatial pattern is approximately similar while the estimates vary between
0.0126 and 0.1366— this indicates a strong spatial association and hence indicates the high

chance of a large area facing the fire weather condition at the same time.

6 Discussions and Conclusions

In this paper, we propose a flexible semiparametric Bayesian spatiotemporal model for analyz-
ing the bulk and the tail jointly. The model automatically clusters the temporal replications
(possibly dependent across time) and sets the extreme observations into one component with
the heaviest tail. Allowing separate parameters for the mixture components, the data from
the bulk minimally influence the parameters of the component of extremes. Considering
infinite components, the proposed model spans the entire set of joint densities for any set of
spatial locations (Gelfand et al., 2005; Reich and Fuentes, 2015), the mean and covariance of
the model are nonstationary, and spans all possible continuous mean and covariance over the
spatial domain of interest. Allowing stationary correlation functions within each component,
the extremal dependence measure y is also stationary. We recommend this choice as the
data is sparse for the component of extremes and an over-parametrized correlation function
may lack stability. Using a simulation study, we demonstrate that the proposed model out-

performs several parametric and semiparametric alternatives. Additional to spatial extremal
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dependence, in case of daily measurements, the data may exhibit temporal extremal depen-
dence. Ignoring the temporal dependence can affect the model performance and hence, we
extend our model for independent temporal replications to accommodate temporal extremal
dependence.

The proposed model can be further generalized. A shortcoming of our model is that
the spatial extremal dependence is nonzero throughout the entire spatial domain of interest.
Thus, in case of a large spatial domain like the entire United States, a random partition-
ing of the spatial domain is required, as considered by Morris et al. (2017). Although our
exploratory analysis strongly suggest the FFWI data exhibit asymptotic dependence, Huser
et al. (2017) consider a more general class of scale mixtures that bridges asymptotic depen-
dence and independence, although, the marginal and joint distributions may not have closed
form expressions. Thus, replacing the inverse-gamma distribution with the specific scaling
distribution proposed in Huser et al. (2017), our proposed model would allow a larger class
of sub-asymptotic dependence. The temporal extremal dependence structure we consider
does not allow Gibbs sampling for a number of model parameters and hence, any existence
of stationary gamma and half-normal processes that allow Gibbs sampling, can lead to com-
putational advantages. Because our proposed method involves a sampling-based inference
technique (similar to other nonparametric Bayesian models like Gelfand et al. (2005)), to
obtain return level maps for higher return periods and to allow less sampling variability, we
need to draw sufficient post-burn-in samples.

We provide very high-resolution (2’ x 2') spatial maps of the estimated FFWI medians,
IQRs, return levels, as well as marginal and joint probabilities of the extreme event (according
to Sapsis et al. (2016)) of FFWI being higher than 60. The spatial patterns we obtain are
realistic and similarities with the analysis of Moritz et al. (2010) are observed. The return-
level maps and the exceedance probabilities indicate frequent and severe extreme fire weather

conditions. The Los Padres National Forest region requires serious environmental concern
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and disaster management planning.
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Supplementary Materials for
A semiparametric spatiotemporal Bayesian model for the bulk

and extremes of the Fosberg Fire Weather Index

Appendix A: Fosberg Fire Weather Index

Proposed by Fosberg (1978), Fosberg Fire Weather Index (FFWI) is a nonlinear function
of three important weather parameters— air temperature, wind speed and relative humidity.

The functional form is given by the following equation
FFWI = nv1+ U?/0.3002,

where U is the wind speed in miles per hour (mph). The moisture damping coefficient, 7, is
given by

n=1-2(m/30)+ 1.5(m/30)* — 0.5(m/30)".

The equilibrium moisture content (m) is given as a function of temperature in degrees Fahren-

heit (T') and relative humidity in percent (h):

0.03229 + 0.281073h — 0.000578hT for h < 10%
m = { 2.22749 + 0.160107h — 0.01478T for 10% < h < 50%
21.0606 + 0.005565h* — 0.00035hT — 0.483199h for h > 50%.

A value of U = 30 mph and m = 0 returns FFWI equal to 100 that is considered to be
extreme weather condition for wildfire, and a larger value of U leads to a higher value of

FFWI. Hence, we do not consider any truncation at 100, following Sapsis et al. (2016).

Appendix B: Exploratory analysis

The plots of the medians and the 0.99* quantiles at each RAWS are provided in Figure 7.
The higher values of the quantiles for both the levels are more frequent in Zone 1. A careful

inspection identifies that while the higher values of the medians are mainly observed within
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the Los Angeles county, the higher values of the 0.99* quantiles are observed in some parts
of the coastal region additional to the Los Angeles county (consider the staion Talega, for
example, with longitude 117.49° W and latitude 33.48° N). Thus, fitting a model that leads
to parallel spatial surfaces across different quantile levels (any parametric model like GP, TP
or STP which has spatially-invariant scale) is not apt for modeling the FEFWI dataset.

As a representative station, the histogram at Lake Palmdale is provided in the left panel
of Figure 8. The histogram appears to be multi-modal. For each station separately, we fit
a univariate Gaussian mixture model and identify the number of mixture components based
on Bayesian Information Criterion (BIC) using the R package mclust (Fraley and Raftery,
2006). The results are shown in the right panel of Figure 8. Except for one station (Mormon
Rocks, with longitude 117.48° W and latitude 34.37° N), multiple components are selected

for the rest of the stations. These indicate the need for a semiparametric, or a nonparametric

model.
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Figure 7: Station-wise medians (left) and 0.99"* data quantiles (right) for December.

Appendix C: Marginal and joint distributions of a Skew-
t process

Univariate skew-t distribution

We call Y to follow a univariate skew-¢ distribution with parameters (i, A, a, b) if Y|z, 0% ~
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Station: Lake Palmdale
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Figure 8: Histogram of FFWI observations in December at Lake Palmdale (left) and the
number of components selected using Bayesian Information Criterion by fitting Gaussian
mixture model at each station separately (right).

Normal(p + A|z|,0%) with z|o? ~ Normal(0,0?) and 0* ~ Inverse-Gamma(a/2,ab/2). The

density function of Y is

1 y—u a+1
fY<y>:2 fT( ) ) 2,CL+1 )
b(1+ A?) b(1+ A2) \/ b(1+ /\2 a+ b
where fr(-;a) and Fr(-;a) are density and distribution functions of the univariate Student’s

t distribution (location = 0 and scale = 1) with a degrees of freedom, respectively.

Multivariate skew-¢ distribution

We call Y to follow a n-variate skew-t (u, 3, X, a, b) distribution, if Y|z, 0% ~ Normal, (p +
Alz|,0%%) with z|o? ~ Normal(0,0?) and 0% ~ Inverse-Gamma(a/2,ab/2). The density

function of Y is

2 a+n
= — -3 i NSy, [ —— .
fr(y) = gy (2335 0) T( z\/a+zfzylz’a+”)’

where z = W(y — p) with W = (b(1 + }\’E’lk))*l/2 I,, |W]| is the determinant of W,
fr,(-; Xy, a) is the density function of n-variate Student’s ¢ distribution with location 0,,
shape matrix ¥y and a degrees of freedom and Fr(-; a) is the CDF of the univariate Student’s
t distribution (location = 0 and scale = 1) with a degrees of freedom. The matrix Xy is
given by Xy = (1 + NI IA) (T + AX).
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In Figure 9, the univariate skew-¢ density functions for different choices of the model
parameters are illustrated. The right-skewed nature of the distribution for A = 2 compared to
the symmetric nature for A = 0 illustrates how the hierarchically defined skew-t distribution
extends the normal distribution to a larger class of models that are capable of modeling
asymmetry. Increasing a = 0.5 to a = 20, the heaviness of the tails reduces towards that of
a normal distribution and hence, by varying a, the skew-¢ distribution extends the normal
distribution to a class of models with flexible tail-heaviness. For more details, see Azzalini

and Capitanio (2014).

a=05 a=25 a=10 a=20
0.4 0.4 0.4 0.4
—A=0

0.3 —A=2 03 0.3 03
20.2 20.2 20.2 20.2
j} [] [} (]
a [a] [a] [a]

0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1

0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

-0 -5 0 5 10 -i0 -5 0 5 10 -0 -5 0 5 10 -i0 5 0 5 10
y y y y

Figure 9: Univariate skew-¢ density functions for different choices of the parameters. We fix
the location parameter to p = 0 and scale to b = 1.

Appendix D: GEV-log transformation

In extreme value analysis, a block maximum Y is assumed to be distributed as a generalized

extreme value (GEV) distribution with CDF- Pr(Y < y) = exp[—t(y)], where

fy :| v
L+ =(y—p if § # 0,
t(y) = [ Oy ( 2 !

exp [—(y — 1) /0y it & = 0.
The location, scale, and shape parameters are u, € R,0, > 0 and §, € R respectively.

These three parameters jointly determine the support of Y- (p, — 0, /¢, 00) if §, > 0, R if

& =0 and (—oo, py, — 0,/&,) if §, < 0. We denote Y ~ GEV(py, 0,,&,).
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The flexible tools of Bayesian nonparametrics (BNP) are easier to implement if the sup-
port of Y is assumed to be the whole real line. Thus, we consider a transformation so
that we can easily implement the BNP tools along with allowing the observations to have a
more generalized support. Suppose, we have §, # 0. By GEV transformation, we consider
Y = {1+ &0, 1 (Y - uy)}é‘71 so that Y ~ GEV(1,1,1), the unit-Fréchet distribution. The
support of Y is (0,00). Further, we consider a log transformation to obtain Y* = log(Y")
so that Y* follows the standard Gumbel distribution which has support over the whole real
line. If £, = 0, the transformation is defined in a limiting sense (§, — 0), and Y™ is only
a location-scale transformation of Y in that case; both Y and Y* are supported over the
whole real line. Finally, we apply the BNP tools over Y*. Additional to flexible support, the
transformation can add skewness for simple models like Gaussian processes (GPs). While
the marginals become more flexible, the extremal dependence x is invariant of the GEV-log
transformation (or any other monotonically increasing transformation), and hence, an inverse
GEV-log transformed GP would still remain asymptotically independent like a simple GP.
Thus, location/scale mixtures of GPs are still required to model spatial data that exhibits

spatial extremal dependence.

0.4-

0.1-

0.0-

Figure 10: Density of the inverse GEV-log transformed standard normal random variable.
Here yiy, =0, 0, =1 and §, = —0.4,0,0.4.

As an illustration, we consider three transformations of a standard normal random vari-
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able in Figure 10. Here we consider Y* ~ Normal(0, 1) and transform Y* to obtain Y. We
fix the location and scale parameters to p, = 0 and o, = 1. When §, = 0, the density of ¥’
and Y coincide. When &, = 0.4, the density of ¥ is bounded below and have heavier right
tail compared to Y*. Alternatively, when &, = —0.4, the density of Y is bounded above and
have heavier left tail compared to Y.

In case we consider Y* ~ Normal(u,c?), all the parameters (py,0y,&,, 11, 0%) are not
individually identifiable unlike the support of the distribution. For the proposed STP-DPM
model, the parameters involved within the distribution of Y* and (u,,0,,&,) are also not
identifiable; although, the support of the distribution is identifiable. Considering our main
interest lies in the spatial maps of the high quantiles, non-identifiability of the individual

parameters is not a major concern here.

Appendix E: Proof of Remark 2

By setting Ay, = 0, ap = oo and by = 0 for each k (thus, Y(-) has discrete sup-
port i (-)’s), the proposed STP-DPM model has E[Y/*(s)] = Y1, meux(s) = fi(s) and
Cov [Y7*(s), Y (8")] = Sor, milun(s) — fu(8)][ur(s’) — fi(s")] given the cluster parameters O,
and the mixture probabilities 7. Specifically, consider a generic process Y*(s) with contin-
uous mean function pg(s) and continuous covariance function Cy(s, s’). We will show that

there exists a K and model components g (-), m such that:

{ ZkK:I ﬂ-k/’bk(s) = /'LO(S) (10)

S e {in(8) — po(8)} {ua(8') — po(8')} = Cols, '),
for all s,8" € D.

From Mercer’s theorem, the spectral decomposition of Cy is Co(s,8") = > ;o1 Aetbe(8)e(8'),
where A\; > Ay... > 0 and {¢y(s)},>; forms an orthogonal basis in L?[D]. Let L > 1 be
sufficiently large such that Ay, > 0 and Az = 0 so that Co(s,s') = S0, Aetbe(s)e(s").
The proof still holds when L = oo and A\, # 0 for any k£ > 1. In this case, we would have

operations with infinite dimensional vectors and matrices.

33



Now select K = L + 1 and consider 7y, ... 751 such that Z,?il m, = 1; without loss of
generality assume that w1 # 0. It is sufficient to prove that there exists ui(s),...u}(s)

such that

L
Z T (8)1(8') + 74 Z Z T f (8) s (8 Z Aetpe(8)e(s (11)
k=1

k=1 K’

simple algebra shows that the above system of equations is satisfied by choosing jux(s) =
po(8) + pi(s) for k=1,..., L and pups1(s) = po(s) = w1y Yooy meii(s).
Consider now the left hand side of the equality (11) and rewrite it as

S S i (8) i (8') Mg, where My is the (k, k') element of the L x L matrix M defined

by
m 0 ... 0 7T% T Ty ... TTL
M- 0 m ... 0 n 1 Ty T2 ... ToTL (12)
0O 0 ... @ T WMy ... W%

This matrix is symmetric and is clearly positive definite as a” Ma = Y0, mpa2 4+ 1, (aTmw)? /741 >
0 for any a = (ay,...,ar) # 0, where w = (my, ..., mz)’; thus it is also non-singular. It follows
that (11) can be re-expressed as S r_, S0 1t (8) it (8) My = S0y Aetbe(8)1e(8"), which has
a simple solution. Specifically, denote by M~/2 the inverse square root of the matrix M,

and by [M~'/2], the (£, k) element of M~'/2. Then a solution of (11) is
L

pi(s) = D IM72 0 Pg(s). (13)

=1

Appendix F: Derivation of spatial extremal dependence

We drop the time series structure (also the subscript t) and calculate the spatial extremal
dependence. While some of the following results can be found in the literature (Bortot (2010),
for example), proofs are non-trivial, particularly for the skew-t process and the mixture of
skew-t processes, and not published elsewhere as of authors’ knowledge. Hence, we provide
the detailed derivations. Before considering the mixture as well as the skewed structure, we

derive the y-measure for a spatial Student’s t-process.
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Suppose Ry(-) is a spatial Student’s ¢-process constructed by random scaling of a Gaus-
sian process with zero mean and correlation function (possibly nonstationary) ry(-,-). For
two spatial locations s; and s,, by an abuse of notation (only for the derivation and not
elsewhere), we denote the realizations as Rg; = Ri(s1) and Ry = Ry(S2), respectively, and
also denote the correlation of the underlying Gaussian random variables as rp = ri(s1, S2).

The conditional (on ¢?) distribution of the bivariate observation (Ryy, Ry2)’ is

Ry 2 0 o (1 7
(sz2> o Norma12<(0>,a e 1 .

The random scale term o2 ~ Inverse-Gamma (ay/2, azby/2). Thus, the conditional dis-

tribution of Ry given Ry = yp and 62 is Ry1|{Rka = y2,0°} ~ Normal (ry2, (1 — 1r2)0?).

After marginalizing the random scale, we have

TR (U1 B2 = 42) = / WRkl(y1\02,Rk2 = ?/2)7T(02’Rk2 = 3/2)6102
0
By Bayes’ theorem, we have 0%|[{Rys = 92} ~ Inverse-Gamma (‘”“TH, %) Thus, by

marginalizing through the posterior distribution of o2, we have

_agt2

1 I(%t2) (y1 — 1ry2)? ’
Ry = = 2 1+ )
Thia (01 B2 = 92) m(aby + y3) F(ak;l) ( (1 = 7)) (anbr + y%>>

which implies that, conditional on R = s,

(ak + 1)
arbr + v3

Ry — riy
1— r,%

Hence, Pr(Ry; < y|Rp2 =y) = Fr (\/ ap +1 1+Tk m7 ag + 1)

Thus, the extremal dependence between Ry, and Rjs is

Xr, (81,82) = lim Pr(Ry > y|Rk2 > )

Yy—o0

= 2-2 hm Pr(Rr1 < y|Rye = y) [follows from L’Hospital’s rule]

- 2—2FT(mrgk+>
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Further, we consider a spatial skew-t process Ri(-). Additional to the process Ry(-),
here we consider a non-zero skewness term and we have Ry(-) = Ry(-) + Ax|z| where z ~
Normal(0, 0%) with same random o2 term as in Ry(-). By an abuse of notation, we denote the
realizations of Rk() at sy and sy as Ry = ék(sl) and Ry, = ék<82), respectively. Following

Bortot (2010), the limit of the joint exceedance probability of R = (Ry, Rys)' is

hm Pr(Ry > v, Ria > ¥)

- yhl?o/ / br(1+ 2X2 /(1+rk))fT2 (R*;ER’“k)

~ 2 ~ ~
XFT ()\kI/QE_IR*\/ alf + ~— Gk + 2) deldeQ

ay + R*/E 'R
. 2/(1+ 1) ai +2
~ 1520 Fr | Ay bi(1 IN2/(1 2/(1+7%) A +2
Y \/ k(1420 / (1 + 7))\ ax + br (14272 /(1471,))

Ii R Y- dR..dR
Xyllilo/ / be(1 + 2X\2 /(1+rk))fT2< ’R’ak) Riad By

= FT()\k\/CLk—f- \/2/1+Tk;ak+2>

P(52)
X lim/ / =
y—o0 magby (1 + 272 /(1+rk))]2R]1/2 (%)

"‘k+2

14— R, R 2 dRpdR
X + ,
akbk1+2/\ /<1+Tk> i w2

where R* = R/\/by(1+2)\3/(1+1;)). The matrix X5 is given by Xz = (1 + 2)\2/(1 +
r6)) "t (2 + A21,51%). Here X denotes the 2 X 2-dimensional correlation matrix with the off-

diagonal element 7.
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For the spatial location s, the limiting univariate exceedance probability is

lim Pr(Ryy > y)

Y—0o0

= lim

Ria
yeoo/ NoESY)] 1+>\2 («/bklnt/\?)’ k)

sap + 1 deQ

X lim Fiis k> deQ

woo/ /b 1+A2 <\/bk1+)\2)
= Iy ()\k\/ak—l—l;ak—l—l) X lim (1—FT (%;a;&).

y—o0 1+ A

We define Ry, = +/bi(1 + A2)ép and R}y = /br(1 + A\7)ég with

+A7
~ 1 TkT
€k1 0 1Az
- o? ~ Normal, o2 2 2%
€x2 0 TEEAL 1
2
1+A2

Let us denote the correlation matrix by ¥ and the vector (R}, R;,)" by R*. Then,

hm Pr(Rkl >y, Ry > 1)

ak+2
ak+2 * 1P\ 2
1 1 b .
= lim / / € = 1+ R 2R dR;,dR;,
y—00 7’“ Wakbk(l + A2)|X|1/2 agbr 1+ A;
r(2)
= lim / /
Yy—o0 Wakbk 1+2>\ /(1+Tk))|ZR|1/2 F(ak)
ak+2

14t R¥, R o dRydR
X + .
arbr 1+ 2)\2 /(1 + Tk) Rk

follows from the facts that

1+ M) = (1+222/(1+ 7)) 25,

(L4 )2 = 14202/ (L4 m)[S]V2 = (1+ 223/(1+ 1)) [ S5/
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Thus, we can write

lim Pr(}?kl >, ng > y)

Y—00

— 2R ()\k\/ak T 2V2/ (1 + ) an + 2) x lim Pr(Rj, >y, Riy > y),
Yy o0

and

lim Pr(Rps > y) = 2Fr (\ev/ar + Lap + 1) x lim Pr(R}, > y*).
Y—00

Yy—00

Thus, the extremal dependence between Rkl and ng is

( ) Fr (/\k\/ak + 2\/2/(1 + Tk); aj + 2) i Pr(ézl >y, fiz2 > y)
i (81,82) = X lim =
X&, \81, 82 Fy ()\k fax + 1 ay, + 1) y—oo Pr(R;, > y)

FT (/\k\/(lk+2\/2/(1+7’k);ak+2> (a —I—l)(l—’f’ )
2 — 2Fy i Miap+1
L+re+22 7

= X
Instead of a zero-mean Gaussian process assumption on Ry (-) conditioned on random

FT ()\k\/ak + 1; ap + 1)

scale, considering a spatially-varying mean surface py(-), suppose we have R(-) = Ry(-) +
i(-) and RY(-) = Ri(-) + px(-). Considering two spatial locations s; and s, the marginal
distributions are not same for R¥(s;) and R¥(s;) and suppose the CDFs are F fi(sy) and
Fgp(s,) Tespectively. Because of the location-shift, for any u € (0,1), F}%g(sl)(u) = up(s1) +
Fékl(u) and F]%gl(s@(u) = fu(82) + ngl(u) where Fp is the marginal CDF at any spatial
location for Ry(-). Thus, the sets {RF(s;) > Fz%’,;l(si)(u)} and {Ry(s;) > F]gkl(u)} are equal

for each ¢ = 1,2. Thus, the extremal dependence between RZ(sl) and RZ(SQ) is

Vig (s1,8) = limPr(Ri(s1) > Fpl ()|Rl(s:) > Fl | (w)

u—1 Rl (s1) R} (s2)

:MH@M>Q@@@>%@)

u—1

- XRk (‘91782)'

Finally, we consider a spatial process Y*(-) that follows a mixture of skew-t processes
Rg (\);k=1,..., K where K can be infinite. As described in the main article, suppose the

latent variable denoting the cluster index is g with the mixture probabilities are Pr(g = k) =
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7. Considering two spatial locations s; and s, the marginal distributions (conditioned on
the mixture probabilities and cluster-specific parameters) are not same for Y*(s1) and Y*(s5)
and suppose the CDFs are Fy«(q,) and Fy«(s,) respectively. Here Fy«(s,) = Zle ﬂ-kFR;:(Si)
for each 1 = 1, 2.

The x-measure between Y*(s1) and Y*(ss) is

X+ (s1,82) = ImPr(Y*(s1) > Fyi ) (w)[Y"(s2) > Fyl, (u)

u—1
K

= im0 [Pr(Y(s1) > Bl (Y (2) > By, (w).9 = k})

u—1
k=1

xPr (g = k[Y"(s2) > Fx?*l(sz)(“))}
S (i [ () > Fila 010 90) > B0 = )]

k=1
x lim [Pr (g = k[Y*(s5) > F;*l(SQ)(u)ﬂ } .
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The second term

. . * 1

11L1_>n% Pr(g = k|Y (32) > FY*(Sa)( ))
= lim Pr(g=k[Y"(s2) > y")
y*—o0

- WkPr(fx’Z(&) > y")
v'oo S8 mPr(RY (s2) > yY)
7, Pr (u—(”Rk(SQ) =Y )

= lim K

S mPr (WRI(&) >y )

7, Pr (Rk(32) > y*)

= lim — - [follows from Slutsky’s theorem)]
Yy oo Zl:l 7TlPI' <Rl(82) > y*>
T ~ *
= lim S aton ) [follows from L’Hospital’s rule]

* K *
yroee Zl:l Trlfé[(Sz)(y )

Fr | M—% | —atl 1
T \/ 1—|—>\2 Ir (\/bk(1+)\2 ak) ( k\/bk(l"')‘i) arty (1+/\2) ot

K 2 y* . J 2 Y y* al+1 1
D=1 T \/bz(1+A?)fT <\/bl(1+>\12)7al) T ( NCGEEDRY al+bl(1+k2) ot )

~J1 if k= argmin {a;}
0  otherwise.

= lim
y*—00

Considering v > 1 — 7, where £ = argmin {a;}, suppose the u-th quantile of Fy- (4 is y;;.
Zl;«ék 7Tlpr(]”:ift(s) > yr)
mPr(R(s) > y;)

~ mPr(R(s) >y!) [follows from the derivation of the second term).

Pr(Y*(s) > y!) = mPr(RE(s)>yl) x (1 +

Thus, the u-th quantile of Fy-(,) and (1 — 1;—“>—th quantile of RZ(S) are equal in the limiting

sense. Hence, Fyyli,,)(u) ~ Fau, (1 - 1?7") and Fyl,,) (u) ~ Fpi,,) (1 N 1__u>
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The first term

lim Pr (Y*(sl) > Byl @Y (s2) > Fyly, (w).g = k;})

Y*(s1)

u—1

= lmPr (fzg(sl) > Byl (W) RE(sz) > F;,}(sz)(u)>
~ 1—u ~ 1—u

— 1 I -1 _ H -1 _
= lim Pr <Rk(sl) > Frnen) (1 p > ‘Rk<82) > Fanon (1 p- >)
= lim Pr (Rk(sl) > | Ry(sy) > y*)

y*—00
= Xp, (81,82).

The observed process Y'(+) is obtained from Y*(-) using inverse GEV-log transformation,
ie, Y() = p, + 2_5 lexp(§,Y*(-)) — 1] if &, # 0 and Y(-) = p, + o, Y*(-) if § = 0. It is easy
to verify that the GEV-log transformation is a strictly increasing transformation (and hence,
the inverse transformation as well). As the y-measure is invariant of any strictly increasing
transformation, the y-measure between Y (s;1) and Y(s3), x(s1, 82) equals y, (s1, 82). Thus,
for k = argmin {a;},

Fr (A,ﬂ/ak T2/2/(1+ 14 ap + 2)
M) = VT T+ 1)

X

(ar, + 1)(1 — 1)
2 — 2F - 1
T(\/ Tt ton k7

Appendix G: Sub-asymptotic conditional exceedance prob-
abilities

While the extremal dependence between two random variables Y7 and Y, (with CDFs F; and

F;, respectively) is often characterized by y = lim,_,; x., where
Xu = Pr[Vi > F ' (0)]Ys > Fy ' ()],

in this section, we study the variation of x, as a function of u € (0, 1), i.e., the sub-asymptotic
dependence, for different parameter choices of the bivariate skew-t distribution defined in

model (3.1) of the main paper. To match notations, suppose Y; = Y (s;) and Y, = Y(s2).

We assume A(s1) = A(s2) = A; under this assumption, x, is invariant to p(s1), u(sa), and
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b. We vary the parameters a, A and r (here r corresponds to r(-,-) of the main paper), and
study how Y, varies with u under different settings.

For a = oo and A = 0, the bivariate skew-t model reduces to the bivariate normal model
and as u — 1, the probability goes to zero indicating that a GP is questionable for spatial
prediction of extremes. Setting a = oo and A = 1 gives the skew-normal model and again
the limiting probability is zero indicating that a skew-normal process has no spatial extremal
dependence. For the third and fourth panels with a = 5, the limiting probabilities are non-
zero with stronger extremal dependence for the skew-t case with A = 1 compared to the

symmetric-t case with A = 0.

a=o0,A=0 a=o, A=1 a=5A1=0 a=5A=1
1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

52 0.50 52 0.50 >2 0.50 52 0.50
0.25 0.25 0.25 0.25

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

0.00 0.25 0.50 0.75 1.00 0.00 0.25 0.50 0.75 1.00 0.00 0.25 0.50 0.75 1.00 0.00 0.25 0.50 0.75 1.00
u u u u

Figure 11: Conditional exceedance probabilities x,, = Pr [Y; > F; ' (u)|Ya > Fy '(u)] for bi-
variate skew-¢ distributions with different choices of the parameters a, A, and r. The terms
Fy, and Fy, are the marginal CDFs of Y; and Y5, respectively. We assume same skewness
parameter A for each component; Yy, is invariant of the location and scale parameters under
this assumption. From bottom to top, the correlation term r» = 0,0.2,0.5,0.9,0.95 and 1.

Appendix H: Simulation Studies

We perform a simulation study to assess the performance of our proposed model in spatial
prediction of marginal quantiles and in estimation of extremal dependence. We compare the
performances of GP, TP, STP, GP-DPM and TP-DPM with the proposed STP-DPM model.
For simplicity and reduced computational burden, here we ignore the zone-specific divisions,
and consider same skewness parameters for all the data locations (for STP and STP-DPM

models), consider isotropic spatial correlation (Euclidean distance in (3.3) of the main paper,
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Table 2: The parameter choices for the skew-t process mixture components (Design 6). Here
s = (s1,52).

k Pk (S ) Ak ap by Y Ve o Pk
1 025 0.5-— \/§ 1 2 05° 09 05 1

2 0.25 —(0.5 + \/5) 05 4 04%2 05 0.1 0.1
3 0.5 1+ 2@ 1 6 1 0.1 2 0.5

instead of Mahalanobis distance), and also ignore the temporally dependent models; we
simulate data from temporally independent models and fit purely spatial models— this is
reasonable as our main goal is in spatial prediction. The STP is considered to be of the form
discussed in Section 3.1 of the main paper, with A(s) = A for all s € D, while the TP and

the GP are sub-models of STP with A = 0 for TP, and A = 0 and a = oo both for GP.

Simulation design

We generate 100 datasets from each of the 6 designs: (1) GP, (2) TP, (3) STP, (4) Mixture
of GPs, (5) Mixture of TPs and (6) Mixture of STPs. In each case, data are generated at
n = 60 sites and 7" = 100 time points. The sites are generated uniformly on the unit square.
For Design (6), we consider a three-component mixture of STPs as in (3.2) of the main paper,
with the parameters in Table 2. For simulation from Design (5), we consider same parameters
as in Table 2 except that we set the A\;’s to zero. Additionally we set ay’s to infinity in case of
Design (4), i.e., the components have fixed variance equal to b;’s. For Design (3), we consider
the parameters of the third component in Table 2 except that we set the Matérn parameters
v =0.8,v=0.5 and p = 1. Design (2) has same parameters as in Design (3) except A = 0
and additionally @ = oo for Design (1). For each case, we transform the simulated data
Y*(s) to Yi(s) using inverse GEV-log transformation with p, = 10, 0, = 2 and §, = 0.2.
We choose the parameters arbitrarily except ensuring that the true marginal distributions
are multimodal (based on visual inspection), and the component with the smallest ay, the
extremal cluster, has small 7 = 0.25.

We use the priors discussed in Section 4 of the main paper. We run each MCMC chain
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for 20,000 iterations, discard first 10,000 iterations as burn-in and out of the post-burn-
in samples, we perform thinning by keeping one in each five samples. Here we are not
interested in estimating specific parameters which is complicated due to label switching
throughout the MCMC. Rather, we are interested in marginal quantiles of the posterior
predictive distribution and the extremal dependence. We monitor the convergence for a set
of quantiles and the MCMC converges well for these quantities.

We fit the models to 50 sites and predict the true quantiles for 10 additional test sites. For
a test site sp, let the true marginal distribution function (CDF) and the posterior predictive
CDF be denoted by Fp and Ep, respectively. For ¢ € (0,1), models are judged based on
the difference d(¢q) = Fp[F5'(q)] — ¢; a model with §(¢) close to zero is preferred for that
q. A positive (negative) value of §(¢) indicates overestimation (underestimation) of the true
quantile. For each of the 100 datasets generated from six designs, we fit all the models, and
plot ¢ versus d(q) for ¢ = 0.01,...,0.99, averaged across the test sites and the datasets, in
Figure 12. While our main interest lies in the inference about the tails, the proposed method
can model the full support flexibly and hence we consider low-through-high values of ¢. While
d(g) indicates the bias in prediction, the root mean squared errors (RMSE) of prediction for
the 0.95"" quantile are provided in Table 3.

For evaluating the performance in estimating the true spatial extremal dependence, we
compare the true y-measure versus the estimates based on the six models, GP through STP-
DPM. For models GP and GP-DPM, spatial extremal dependence is always zero. The plots
of the estimated x(h) as a function of the spatial Euclidean distance h, based on models TP,

STP, TP-DPM and STP-DPM, are provided in Figure 13.

Results

First, we compare the models based on Figure 12 and Table 3. When the data are generated

from Design 1, all models perform well (with the highest |§(¢)| is approximately 0.0075). For
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True model: Design 1 (GP) True model: Design 2 (TP) True model: Design 3 (STP)

Fitted model

—_— GP 0.02-
— TP
— sTP
0010° — GP-DPM
TP-DPM
STP-DPM

0.01-

3(a)
;Z
3(a)

0.00 0.25 0.50 0.75 1.00 0.00 0.25 0.50 0.75 1.00
q q

True model: Design 4 (Mixture of GPs) True model: Design 5 (Mixture of TPs)

0.02-

0.01-

3(a)
3(q)

-0.02-
-0.01-

—-0.04- -0.03-
0.00 0.25 0.50 0.75 1.00 0.00 0.25 0.50 0.75 1.00 0.00 0.25 0.50 0.75 1.00

Figure 12: Comparison of models GP, TP, STP, GP-DPM, TP-DPM and STP-DPM based
on the performance in spatial prediction of true quantiles when the data are generated from
Designs 1-6. A model with 6(q) closer to zero is preferred for that ¢ € (0,1). A positive
(negative) value of §(¢) indicates overestimation (underestimation) of the true quantile.
Design 2, GP and GP-DPM perform worse than the other models, particularly for ¢ between
0.5 and 0.9. In case of Design 3, GP and GP-DPM again perform worse than the other
models. In all three cases, the STP-DPM model has only slightly higher RMSE than the
models with smallest RMSE values. When the data are generated from the Designs 4-6, the
DPM models perform equally well and better than the parametric models both in terms of
prediction bias and prediction RMSE. For Design 4, the prediction RMSE is slightly smaller
for GP-DPM. For Design 5, TP-DPM and STP-DPM perform better than GP-DPM in terms
of prediction RMSE, and for Design 6, STP-DPM perform the best followed by GP-DPM.
Similar ordering is observed for the prediction RMSE of the 0.98 and 0.99"" quantiles as
well.

Next, we compare the models based on Figure 13. The estimates are obtained from the
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Table 3: Comparison of models GP, TP, STP, GP-DPM, TP-DPM and STP-DPM based on
the prediction RMSE of the 0.95"" quantile when the data are generated from the Simulation
Designs 1-6. A smaller value indicates better performance. The standard errors are provided
in the parentheses.

Design GP TP STP GP-DPM TP-DPM  STP-DPM

1 045 (0.02) 0.52(0.02) 0.54 (0.03) 0.43(0.02) 0.50 (0.02) 0.56 (0.03)
2 0.83(0.05) 0.58 (0.03) 0.67 (0.04) 0.90 (0.05) 0.60 (0.03) 0.74 (0.04)
3 1.75(0.18) 1.76 (0.09) 1.56 (0.11) 1.61 (0.10) 1.76 (0.09) 1.47 (0.09)
4 1.96(0.03) 294 (0.05) 4.29 (0.12) 0.44 (0.02) 0.49 (0.02) 0.49 (0.02)
5  1.75(0.04) 3.64 (0.11) 11.66 (0.47) 0.66 (0.03) 0.63 (0.02) 0.63 (0.03)
6  2.61(0.11) 4.93(0.24) 20.52 (0.86) 1.40 (0.08) 1.53 (0.08) 1.20 (0.08)

posterior samples based on Theorem 3.1. When the data are generated from Design 1, all
the models TP, STP, TP-DPM and STP-DPM perform comparably in estimating x(h), and
the estimated x(h) sharply drops as h increases for all the models; the parametric models
have less estimation bias for large values of h. For Design 2, again the four models estimate
x(h) well, and the parametric models have less bias. For Design 3, the models STP and
STP-DPM perform better than the models TP and TP-DPM- this indicates the necessity
of the skewness component in the model. These three cases indicate that the parametric
models perform well in estimation of y(h) when the data generating model is parametric.
For Design 4, the semiparametric models, TP-DPM and STP-DPM, perform well while the
parametric models TP and STP lead to inaccurate estimates. For Design 5, again we notice
the similar pattern that the nonparametric models estimate (k) with higher accuracy, while
parametric models highly overestimate x(h). For Design 6, among the nonparametric models,
STP-DPM estimates y(h) more accurately. While the estimated y(h) based on TP is also
close to true x(h), the STP-DPM captures the true shape of x(h) as a function of h, while TP
fails. Although the pointwise biases are high for large h, a pointwise 95% confidence interval
(wide due to sparse tail) covers the true x(h) for STP-DPM. Overall, STP-DPM performs
equally well or better than other models, both in terms of prediction bias and prediction
RMSE, as well as in the estimation of spatial extremal dependence, irrespective of the data

generating model.
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True model: Design 1 (GP) True model: Design 2 (TP) True model: Design 3 (STP)

0.15
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0.0 0.5 1.0 0.0 0.5 1.0
h h
True model: Design 5 (Mixture of TPs) True model: Design 6 (Mixture of STPs)
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Figure 13: Comparison of models GP, TP, STP, GP-DPM, TP-DPM and STP-DPM based
on the performance in estimation of the true spatial extremal dependence (dashed line) when
the data are generated from Designs 1-6. For models GP and GP-DPM, extremal dependence
is zero and hence not presented.

Appendix I: Temporal dependence

Here we provide the proof of Theorem 3.2 in the main paper.

Proof. We drop the spatial structure (also the notation s) and calculate the temporal ex-
tremal dependence. For two time points ¢t and ¢ + h, suppose the observations are Y; and
Y, in. After the GEV-log transformation, let the observations be Y;* and Y ,. Because of
the stationary time series construction, the marginal distributions of the observations at two
time points t and t + h are same and let the common CDF be F. Given the cluster index

. . i ind
gi = k, consider the notation Ry = Y;* — py, = A\|2¢| + 016, where ¢ S Normal(0,1), z|o2 "~

o indep

Normal(0,0?) and 0 "~ Inverse-Gammal(ay/2, axby/2). Thus, R, ~ Skew-t(0, A\, ag, by.).

The extremal dependence between Y; and Yi.n, x(¢,t + h) is equal to the extremal de-
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pendence between Y;* and Y, follows from invariance of the x-measure under strictly

increasing GEV-log transformation. Further, note that the sets {Y;* > y*|¢: = k} and

y* * . . . . . . * y*
{y**ﬂk R, > y*|g; = k} are equal. Under the limiting condition y* — oo, e L and

y*
Y* =k

limy« o0 Pr( R, > y*|g; = k) equals limy«_,o Pr(R;, > y*|g, = k), follows from Slutsky’s

theorem. Thus,

X(t+h) = lm Pr(Yiy, >y Y7 >y)
e St D PO > v Y >y g =1 = )
yrmee > Pr(Yy >y, g0 = )

ZkK:1 Z{; {Pr(Y:kh > Y| gen = 1)
= lim x Pr(Y)" > y*|g: = k)Pr(gesn =1, g = k)}
yoree S Pr(Yy > y*lg: = k)Pr(g; = k)
25:1 Z{; {Pr(Rivn > ¥ |gern = 1)
~ im X Pr(Rt>y*|gt:k;)Pr(gt+h:l,gt:k:)}‘
v e Pr(Re > y*lge = k) Pr(ge = k)

Suppose ¢ = argmin {q;} is unique. Then, for any [ # i,

Pr(Riin > y*|gepn = 1)

v=00 Pr(Reyn > y*[gryn = 1)

— th+h (y*|gt+h = l)
= lim - ,
v=oo fr, o (Y| Grrn = 1)

2 v . Yy atl .
) Qa F )\ * ) a + 1
) \/bl(1+Af)fT <\/bl(1+)\l2) l) r ( l\/bz(1+/\12) az+bl(§‘+ilz) : )
= 11m

' ( ) e
—2__f S A T 2 S I W aitl ., 41
T 3 Qg T i 2 Ay
. 2 . 2 . 2 . Y
bi(1+A2) V/bi(14A2) Vbi(14A2) 4 / @ity A

[follows from L’Hospital’s rule]
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Thus, in the limit, Pr (Ryrp > y*|gian = 1) > Pr (Rirn > y*|gean = 1) for all [ # i. Hence,

Zf:l ZZI; {Pr (Resn > | Gegn = 1)
Xt t+h) < lim - x Pr (R, > y*|g. = k) Pr(gipn = 1,9 = k)}
yr oo > ke Pr(Be > y*[ge = k) Pr(g: = k)
= lim Pr (RtJrh > y*‘gtJrh = 7/)

y*—00
% lim 220:1 Pr(R; > ylg: = k) Zf; Pr(gin =19 =k)
y* oo >oney Pr(Ry >yl g = k)Pr(g = k)
= lim Pr(Rip > y*|[gren =1)
y — 00

= 0 [as R4y is a valid random variable with Pr(Ry, < oo|gin = 1) = 1].

Also, by definition, x;(h) > 0. Hence, x;(h) = 0 for any ¢,h > 1. In case by = 0, we obtain

the trivial case of exact dependence. O

Appendix J: MCMC details

Posterior inference about the model parameters is drawn using Markov chain Monte Carlo
(MCMC) procedure implemented in R (http://www.r-project.org). In case it is possible
to consider a conjugate prior, we select it. For some parameters, existences of conjugate
priors are unknown. We use random walk Metropolis-Hastings (M-H) steps to update such
parameters individually. We tune the candidate distributions in M-H steps during the burn-in
period so that the acceptance rate is in between 0.3 and 0.5.

For the purpose of computation, we fix an upper limit of the number of components in
the stick-breaking model, say, K. Suppose the observations are available at T time points.
The design matrix corresponding to the prior mean of the spatially-varying Dirichlet pro-
cess atoms— pp,k = 1,..., K be denoted by B, where the i-th row of B is B(s;). For
updating the censored as well as the missing data faster, we consider a further hierarchi-
cal construction of the Dirichlet process mixture components. Suppose, ¥ is the n x n-
dimensional correlation matrix evaluated at the data locations and obtained from the param-

eters Q. = {pk, Pk, Vi, Yk, Yk}, and f)k is the correlation matrix obtained from the parameters

49


http://www.r-project.org

Qi = {pks Pr, Vi, ¥r } ignoring the nugget component. Then, following Equation 3.3 of the
main paper, X = %f]k—i-(l—%)In. While Y;* ~ Normal, (pr+AXg|2¢], 023}), we can define
the distribution of Y;* hierarchically as Y;*|X; ~ Normal,, (py, + X; + A2/, (1 — v)021,)
with X; ~ Normal, (0,, ’ykafik). While we define z; ~ Normal(0, 1) in the main paper, here
we re-define (0,2;) as z;; hence, 2|0 ~ Normal(0, 0?); in case of the temporally independent
model, this choice allows Gibbs sampling for z; and o?. Thus, although the model remains
the same, the reparametrization is motivated by computational gain. We denote the set of
anisotropic Matérn parameters for the prior of px(-) as Q,, = {pu; Pus Vu, Vs 7} Addition-
ally, we denote the spatial correlation matrix obtained from €2, by ¥,. The set of parameters

and hyper-parameters in the model is

O = {Mya UZ; - log(ay), gyﬂ {p'k}i(:h {Ak}lev {Xt}?:lv {Ut2 ?:17 {Zt}?:la {gt}$:17

{ak}szla {bk}kK:h {Qk}lev {ﬂ-k}szlv ¢z, 90, B, Uia Q/u 5} .

The MCMC steps for updating the parameters in © are as follows. Corresponding to a
parameter (or a set of parameters), by rest, we mean the data, all the parameters and
hyperparameters in © except that parameter. The notations used in the full posteriors are

as follows:

e & - Standard normal distribution function

® fNormal(*; 4, 02) - Univariate normal density with mean p and variance o>
® fNormal, (*; i, 2) - n-variate normal density with mean p and covariance X
e fc(-;a,b) - Gamma density with shape a and rate b

e Fia(+;a,b) - Inverse-gamma distribution function with shape a and scale b

e fic(+;a,b) - Inverse-gamma density with shape a and scale b

e [N - Half-normal distribution function with scale o2
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e fux - Half-normal density with scale o2

fys Oy, Eylrest
The parameters p,, o, and &, are updated one-at-a-time using M-H algorithm. We show the
step only for f,; the other two parameters can be similarly updated. First, we generate a

candidate using the random walk Gaussian candidate distribution— uz(f) ~ Normal(ug(/m) s ),

12y
where ug(,m) is the m-th MCMC sample from p,, and s,, is the standard deviation of the
candidate normal distribution. Suppose O'?Sm) and fz(,m) denote the m-th MCMC samples from
o, and &, respectively. Let the GEV-log transformed Y;(s;) based on the GEV parameters
1™, o™ and €™ be denoted by Y, (s;) and V'™ = [Y; " (s1), ..., Y™ (s,)]'. Sim-
ilarly, for the GEV parameters 1, o{™, and &™, let the GEV-log transformed Y;(s;) be

denoted by ¥;"9(s;) and ;" = [v;"9(sy),...,Y;9(s,)]. Here, the acceptance ratio is
HkK:I Ht:gt:k fNormaln (n*(C)a Hy + Xt + AAk|Zt|a (1 - ryk)O-tQIn>
Hf:l Ht:gt=k fNormaln (K*(m)a i + Xt + AAklztyu (1 - Vk)O-tQIn>
[T T (8 + €67 Vi) = ™)), (1)
X X ,
[T T (o7 + €67 (Vils) = i)) o, (157

) is accepted with probability

where f, denotes the prior density of u,. The candidate ;éf
min{R,1}. If (O’ém) + 55”)(Yt(sz) - /MSC))) is negative for any i and t, we set R = 0.

gi|rest

In case the temporal dependence is ignored, the posterior distribution of g, is as follows.

Pr(g; = klrest) o 7 X fNormal, (Yt*, pr + Xy + AXg| 2], (1 — vk)afIn)

xflg(of;ak/Q,akbkﬂ).

For models ignoring random scaling (GP-DPM), the third term is removed from the
expression. The density of z; depends only on o2 and hence does not vary through g;.
In case of temporal dependence, the posterior density of g; depends on {g;}._; through

- 2 2 2 K K -
both g;—1 and giy1. Given o7, 07 1, gi—1, Opp1s i1, {0k} and {by};—;, we consider the
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copula transformations as in the main article,

O-t2j1 - (I)_l[FIG(Ut{l; agt71/27 a9t71b9t71/2)]7

o'W = 7 Fa(ol i /2, axbi/2))ik =1, K,

O-tz-T—l = ®_1[FIG(0752+1; a9t+1/2’ a’gt+1bgt+1/2)]‘

After multiplying the Jacobian terms of the copula transformation, the posterior density

of g; is

Pr(g; = klrest) o 7 X fNormal, (Yt*, pr + X+ AXg|ze], (1 — %)afIn)
X fic (02 a2, axb/2) X fromal (075 6021, 1 — 62)

* *(k *(k
XfNormal(0152+1; (Zsao-t2 ( )7 1— ng-)/.]l.Norrnaul(o't2 ( ); 07 1)

For t = 1, the fourth and sixth terms are removed from the expression, while for ¢t = T,
the fifth term is removed from the expression.
The prior distributions of p;’s are S Normal, (Bg, O'ZE ). The full conditional posterior

distribution of py, is py|rest ~ Normal,(uy, X} ), where

1 1
( at2> I, +—5%,!
1- Tk t:gr=k O-'LL

* * 1 — * I
Mk:Zk [ (Z UtZ(}’t —Xt—A)\k‘ZtD> +§EH1B’8] .

i

-1

)

X,|rest

The full conditional posterior distribution of X is X;|rest ~ Normal, (%, 3% ), where

1 R 1
¥ = —In—i——Etl] , Wy = 3 [ Y —u, — AN, |2 1
X |:(1_,ygt)0_t2 9g X X ( ( t g g| t’)

Yg: 0% 1 - 79t)at2

A |rest
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For the prior Ay, Normal, (0, ¥5), we have Ag|rest ~ Normal,(p}, X3 ), where

L Zz—g AA+ 3!
L= 2 .

-1

A )
t:gi=k T4
R 1 / |Zt’
py = 3 1 A Z = (Y e — X)) ||
o ")/k t:ge=k at

If o7 are independent over days, its full conditional posterior distribution is also inverse-
gamma. Let R, = Y* — p,, — X; — AN, |2|. The distributions that involve o7 are R, ~
Normal, (0, (1 — v,)02L,), X; ~ Normal,(0,,7,07%,,), and z ~ Normal(0,0?). The

conditional posterior distribution of o2 is oZ|rest ~ Inverse-Gamma(a*, b*), where

a* = 0.5(ay +2n+1),

o= 0.5 (agtbgt + (1= 7)) "RIR, + 7, X[, X, + zf) .

In case 02’s are dependent, the conditional posterior distribution of o? has no closed

form expression. Here we update o7 using M-H algorithm. For the m-th MCMC step,

if O't ) denotes the sample from o7, using the copula transformation, we obtain 02*(7”) =

O (Fia(01"™; ag, /2, agbg, /2)). We generate a candidate for o2 using

U?*(C) ~ Normal(Uf*(m) S2); Uf(c) =i <(I) (U’?*(C)) g, /2, agtbgt/2> 7

'Y o

where s, is the standard deviation of the candidate normal distribution.
Considering the Jacobian transformations regarding the candidate distribution, after a

few steps of algebra, the acceptance ratio is

fNormaln (Y s Mg, + X+ AAgt’Zt| Ut (1 o fygt)I ) fHN(‘Zt|;O-1€2(C))
X

2(m
fNormaln (E s Mg, +Xt+A>‘gt|Zt| Ut (1 _’}/gt)I > fHN(th|§Ut( ))
fNormal <Ut >¢00t 17 ¢2> fNormal (Ut+1> ¢00'752* © 1— ¢2>
X X

2%(m * * 2%(m ’
fNormaI < )7 ¢a 7 —1> 1- ¢2> fNormal (O-t2+1; gbagt )7 1- ¢<27>

For t =1 and t = T, the third and fourth ratios in R are dropped respectively.

R:
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| 2¢||rest
As z; is not identifiable, we treat |2z;| as a parameter and update |z;| within the MCMC steps.

Here |2| ~ Half-Normal(c?). If |z are independent over days, the full conditional posterior

2

2), where

density of |z is |z||rest ~ Normal(g oo (pt2, &

_ -1
02 = o [L+ (1= 7 X, A'AN,]

z

e = (L= F X AAN,] (AL AY — py, — X)),

Here, Normal( ) denotes the truncated normal distribution with support equals the
positive real line.

If |z| are dependent across days, the full conditional posterior distribution of |z has
no closed form expression, and we update |z;| using M-H algorithm. For the m-th MCMC
step, if |z|™ denotes the sample from |z, using the copula transformation, we obtain

2™ = &1 (Fyn(|2:|™; 02)). We generate a candidate for || using
0~ Nt (£, 2) . 10— ik (1 () ).

where s, is the standard deviation of the candidate normal distribution.
Considering the Jacobian transformations regarding the candidate distribution, after a
few steps of algebra, the acceptance ratio is

fNormaln (}ft*v Mg, + Xt + AAgt |Zt|(c)7 0752(1 T ’Ygt)In)
fNormaln (}/1-5*7 Mg, + Xt + AAgt |Zt|(m)7 Ut2(1 - ng)In)
% fNormal(Z:(C); gbz'z;{_h 1-— ¢g) % fNormal(ZL.l; gsz:(C)a 11— ng)

Frormat (2773022711 = 62) Fromal (2503 02200 1 — ¢2)

For t =1 and ¢t = T', the second and third ratios in R are dropped, respectively.

R

ag|rest

First, we consider the discrete prior case— ay S Discrete-Uniform{0.5,0.6, . ..,39.9,40.0}. If

o? are independent over days, the full conditional posterior distribution of ay is

Pr(ay = a*|rest) H fic(o?,a*/2,a*Br/2),

t:gt=k
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and we draw a random sample from the discrete support {0.5,0.6,...,39.9,40.0}, with prob-
abilities proportional to Pr(ay = a*|rest). In case o7 are dependent over days, the conditional
posterior distribution of a; is proportional to the product of the terms involving a; in the

expression of the joint density of o2:t=1,...,T,

fNormal Ut ,(Z50-0't 1 —¢¢27)

fNormal (Ut 70 1)

This Sampling step is slow and hence, we also consider updating a, using M-H algorithm

flot,. ., HfIG 07 ag, /2, agby, /2) X H

for the very flexible models like STP-DPM. We consider ay, s Uniform(0.5, 40). Suppose alim)

denotes the MCMC sample from a; at the m-th iteration. Considering a logit transformation,

we obtain a; " € R, and generate a sample a; ” ~ Normal(ay szk) Subsequently, using

an inverse-logit transformation, we obtain a\” from a;'”. Let f,, (2,...,02) be the terms
in f(o%,...,0%) that involves a;. Here the acceptance ratio is
fo(02,. .., 02) (a@ - 0.5) (40 . a,(:))
k
= X

 fum(ot, . 0F) ( (m) _ . 5) <40 <m>> '
We consider the priors— by S Gamma(a*,b*). In case o? are independent over days, the full
conditional posterior distribution of by is conjugate and given by

T
a
bg|rest o« Gamma (a*+§;ﬂ( b*+— Z o, ) :

tgt

If o2 are dependent over days, the conditional posterior distribution of by is proportional to
the product of the terms involving by, in the expression of the joint density of o2;¢t =1,...,T
multiplied with the prior density of by. The density has no closed form expression, and hence
we update by using M-H algorithm. Suppose b,(cm) denotes the MCMC sample from by at the
m-th iteration. Considering a log transformation, we obtain bz(m) € R and generate a sample
bz(c) ~ Normal <bz(m), sfk) Subsequently, by exponentiating, we obtain b,(f) from bz(c). Let

fo,(0%,...,0%) be the terms in f(o%,... 0%) that involves by. Here the acceptance ratio is

B fbl(:)(o-%w"vo-%) « fG(b,(f);a*,b*) % b](:)

2

- fb;im) ((T%, o ,UT) fG(b/(.;m)§ ar, b*) bgfm) ‘
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We consider Uniform(0, 1) prior for the parameter ¢,. Thus, the conditional posterior density
is proportional to the joint density of 02*,¢ = 1,...,T. The M-H step is similar to the update
of ay,.
We consider Uniform(0, 1) prior for the parameter ¢,. Thus, the conditional posterior density
is proportional to the joint density of z;,¢ = 1,...,7T. The M-H step is similar to the update
of ¢,.

T =[m,...,Tk]|rest

Using the stick-breaking representation, there is a one-to-one correspondence between 7 and

V = [v1,...,vk] as m, = v Il N1 — v;). We set vxg = 1 and update vy, ..., vx 1. Here,
Uiy UK—1 S Beta(1,d). The posterior density of v; conditioned on rest is given by

T T
vg|rest ~ Beta (1 + Z]I(gt =k),0+ ZI[(gt > k)) :
t=1 t=1

d|rest

We consider the prior for § to be § ~ Gammal(as, bs). Thus, the posterior density of vy

conditioned on rest is given by

K—1
d|rest ~ Gamma <a5 + K —1,bs — Z log(1 — vk)) :

k=1

. = {pr, Pr, Vi, Vi }|rest

These parameters are updated using M-H algorithm one-at-a-time. For p; and ¢, we draw
candidate samples within MCMC similar to a;. For pi, we draw a candidate sample similar
to by. We update v, in the log scale similar to o,.

First we consider updating p,. We consider the priors— py S Uniform(0, 2.5A), where A is
the largest Euclidean distance between two data locations. At the m-th MCMC step, suppose

f],gm) denotes the correlation matrix based on {p,(gm), ﬁ,gm), l/]im), w,(gm)}, and f],(:) denotes the
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correlation matrix based on {pk ,p , ,1/1k } where p,(:) is a candidate sample from py.

The acceptance ratio is

Ht:gt:k fNOTmaln (Xtv Om YOy E(C)> p(C) (25A - p(C))

= X

Ht:gt:k fNormaln (Xt7 On, ’)/kO'?Egm)) ( (2 5A ) m))

and the candidate is accepted with probability min{R, 1}.

Next, we consider updating pp. We consider the priors— py S Gamma(0.1,0.1). At
the m-th MCMC step, suppose f]( and E denote the correlation matrices based on
{,02/, ,ﬁ,(cm m) w(m)} and {p Py (), l/km), w,im)}, respectively, where ﬁ,(f) is a candidate sam-

ple from p. The acceptance ratio is

k

Ht:gt:k‘ fNormaln (Xt7 OnvakU?El(CC)) X f (NI(:)7 O 1 O 1) % ﬁ(C)
Ht:thk‘ fNormaln <Xta Ona’YkUtE( )> fG( 0 1 0. 1> ﬁ;m)

Next, we consider updating v} = log(ry). We consider the priors— v Y Normal(—1.2,1?)
with vy is truncated above at 40. At the m-th MCMC step, suppose i,im) and 2,(:) denote the

correlation matrices based on { pém), ﬁ,(ﬁm) , u,im), w,im)}, and { ,0,(c , ﬁ,(gm 1/,(;), w}gm)}’ respectively,

where V,gc) is a candidate sample from v;. The acceptance ratio is

Ht:gt:k fNormaln (-Xta Ona k032(6)> fNormal <10g(V1£C))a _12a 12)
R = X

Ht:gt:k fNormaln (Xta ns VkO¢ E > fNormal (10g(V;£m)), _127 12)

when u,ic) < 40, and we set R = 0 if u,ic) > 40.

Further, we consider updating ¢,. We consider the priors— ~ Uniform (0, 7/2). At
the m-th MCMC step, suppose 2(7”) and ENJ,(:) denote the correlation matrices based on
{p , pk ), wk } and {pk , ﬁ,(fm), ™) w,(f)}, respectively, where 1/1,5;0) is a candidate sam-
ple from 1. The acceptance ratio is
Ht:gt:k fNormaln (Xt, 0, Vk0; E(C)) ;(CC) <7T/2 - wff))

R = X .
Ht:gt:k fNormaln (Xta On’ V0t E( )> I(cm) (71—/2 - ¢I(cm))

Y| rest

We consider the priors— 74 S Uniform(0,1). We draw candidate samples within MCMC
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similar to aj. Suppose 7k ) denotes the m-th MCMC sample from 7, and 7k is a candidate.

Given g, = k, let R, = Y;* — pp — X; — AXg|z|. The acceptance ratio is

Ht:gt:k fNormaln (Rt; Ona (1 - 7](;))0152In> X fNormaln (Xt; Ona ’7[(;)022k>
Ht gr= kaormaln (Rt Ona (]- - (m)) I > X fNorrnaln (Xt70na7]g; 0-1522/6>
" (1 - %9)

()

X

Blrest
We consider the conjugate noninformative prior 3 ~ Normal,(0, 102I,,). The full conditional

posterior distribution is f|rest ~ Normal,(pug, Xg), where

S5 = [Ko,?B'S'B+1072L,) ", ps=3g

K
o BT Y
k=1

o|rest

We consider the prior 62 ~ Inverse-Gamma(a,,b,). The posterior of ¢? given rest is
" w> Op "

K
K 1
o’ |rest ~ Inverse-Gamma (au + %, b, + 3 Z /,L;Z;luk> :
k=1

Q,u, = {,0,“ ﬁy,p Yy, ¢,u7 ’Yﬂ}|r68t

The parameters p,, p,, v, and 1, are updated similar to py, P, i, and 9y, respectively. We
describe the case of «, only. While updating 7,, the candidates are generated similar to
ay. At the m-th MCMC step, suppose 2( and E ) denote the correlation matrices based

on {PL 7ﬁ£tm) % 7’Yu )} and {Pu aPu 1/’# 7’Y/t } respectively, where %(L) &

candidate from v,. The acceptance ratio is

Hk 1 fNOrmaln (ﬂ:k, B/B, O’ZE(C)> ,y/(f) (1 o 7&0))
>< .
szl JNormal, <uk; Bg, gzzgm ) vﬁm) (1 _ ,ylgm))

For updating the parameters p,, p,, v, and 1, the acceptance ratios would be similarly
defined; here the first terms of the acceptance ratios of pg, pr, vk, and ¢ are replaced by the

first term of the acceptance ratio for v,, along with properly redefined E,Sm) and E,(f).
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Prediction

Our main objective is to generate spatial maps of FFWI at high quantiles over a fine grid
across the spatial domain of interest, say, Sp = {sp1,...,Spm} where the spatial process
is unobserved. Similar to Gelfand et al. (2005), we are not interested in predicting Y;(s)
at at € {1,...,T} for some s € Sp but we want a new replication of the spatial process
and hence we use the subscript “0”. Even if the observations are temporally dependent, we
are interested in the marginal spatial process that is stationary across time. Let, YO(P) =
[Yo(spi),--.,Yo(spm)]" denotes the prediction at Sp, BY) denotes the design matrix formed
based on B(sp1),...,B(spm) and AP denotes the design matrix formed based on region-
specific indicators A(spy),..., A(spm). After GEV-log transformation of YO(P), YO*(P) =
Y5 (spa1),---, Yy (spm)]'. Let L be the number of posterior samples (after thinning of the
post burn-in samples) we use for prediction.

Suppose we denote the I-th posterior sample from 7 by () = (7‘('%[), e ,ng())/

generate a sample go from the distribution of cluster index Pr(gy = k) = W,(j). Suppose,

. First, we

= k. The samples 3% ,u,(c), o @ and Qﬁ) are available from MCMC. Let the spatial
correlation matrices for S and Sp be Eﬂ) and ELP’P)(Z), respectively and the cross-correlation

matrix between Sp and S be EELP)(IL all three matrices are calculated based on Qﬁ). We

(P)

draw a sample p,;, Y from ,u, followmg

IJII(QP)Wk: = u,(f) ~ Normal,, (B(P),B(l) + ELP)(Z)ES)—l (IJJS) _ B,B(l)> ’

020 <2<PP)<> EELPxogg)—lgLle)’)‘l) '

Let the random scaling term for time “0” be 03. The posterior samples ag) and b,(cl) are
available from MCMC, and we draw a sample 00 ) from o2 ~ Inverse-Gamma(ay /2, apby/2).
Subsequently, we draw a sample zol from zg ~ Normal((),ag(l)). Based on the [-th poste-
rior sample Q,(c = {pk ka U ,LZJ,(;) }, let the spatial correlation matrices (without nugget)

corresponding to the k-th STP component for S and Sp be f],(j) and f],gP’P)(Z), respectively,
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and the cross-correlation matrix between Sp and S be f),gp)(l)

. First, we generate a sample
Xél) following X, ~ Normal, (0, fy,(gl)ag(l)f],(cl)). The conditional distribution of Xép), given

Xy = Xél) and other parameters, is
- . - - _ . N
X(P)rest ~ Normal,, (z,gp><l>zg>—lxgl>, W0 (SP0 - SIS0 5P0) ) .

We draw a sample Xép)(l) from Xép) |rest. Subsequently, we draw a sample YZ)*(P)(I) from

the full conditional posterior distribution
Y()*(P)]rest ~ Normal,, (u,ép)(l) + Xép)(l) + A(P))\g)\zél)\, (1-— v,gl))ag(l)Im>

Finally, a sample from YO(P) is obtained following the inverse GEV-log transformation of

YE)*(P)(Z). We draw inference at new spatial locations Sp based on these samples.
Appendix K: Model diagnostics

Here we provide some model diagnostics, comparing the estimates based on the STP-DPM
model and the empirical estimates. To compare the performance, as a reference, we also
provide the results based on the highly flexible sub-model GP, where we fit a Gaussian
process with unknown spatial mean surface and anisotropic Matérn correlation function to
the GEV-log transformed observations; all the parameters are assumed to be unknown and
we fit a fully Bayesian model.

The proposed STP-DPM model allows finite first and second order moments only when
the degrees of freedom parameters for all the mixture components are larger than two. To
allow heavier tail, we allow those parameters to be larger than 0.5; theoretically, the posterior
probability of such parameters being less than two is nonzero. Hence, the posterior mean
and variance do not exist for the proposed model with a nonzero probability. Considering
this fact, we discuss results based on the median, along with low—through—high quantiles
instead of the mean, the inter-quartile range (IQR) instead of the standard deviation, and

the Spearman’s rank correlation instead of the Pearson’s correlation. While these assess
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the performance of the model in fitting the bulk of the data, we also discuss the estimated
pairwise tail-dependence measure Yy, for u = 0.95.

The kernel densities of the “biases” in estimating the station-wise medians (estimates
based on model fitting, minus the corresponding empirical estimates, henceforth) are pre-
sented in the left panel of Figure 14. While both the models STP-DPM and GP underesti-
mate the medians for some stations (thick left-tail for both the cases), the biases are closer
to zero for most of the stations in case of the STP-DPM model, compared to the biases in
case of fitting the GP model. The medians of the biases are 0.16 and -0.93 for the models
STP-DPM and GP, respectively.

To compare the fitting at low—through-high quantile levels, for a model M, we calculate

7

the fitting RMSE for a quantile ¢ as RMSE/! = \/n—l S [FT N g) — FY(q)]?, where F
and F; denote the CDF of the the posterior fitted distribution and the empirical CDF at site
1 respectively. For ¢ = 0.01,...,0.98, we present the RMSEﬁt for the models STP-DPM and
GP in the middle panel of Figure 14. Between the quantiles 0.01-0.75, the RMSE is smaller
than 5 for the STP-DPM model. While the RMSE is higher for the very high quantiles, the
STP-DPM model still performs better than GP.

The kernel densities of the biases in estimating the station-wise IQRs are presented in the
right panel of Figure 14. While both STP-DPM and GP underestimate the IQRs for some
stations (thick left-tail for both the cases similar to that for the medians), the kernel density
curve for the STP-DPM model has a sharper peak near zero. Out of the 61 stations, fitting
STP-DPM leads to biases larger than 10 only for 4 stations, while GP leads to biases larger
than 10 for 17 stations.

Further, we present the kernel densities of the biases in fitting the pairwise Spearman’s
rank correlations in Figure 15. To assess the performances in both the cases— when two
stations are closer to each other or far from each other, we divide the pairs of stations into

three categories— Case 1: two (different) stations are closer than 50 miles (presented in the
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Figure 14: Comparison of biases or fitting RMSEs in estimating the station-wise medians
(left), low—through—high quantiles (middle), and inter-quartile ranges (right), between the
models STP-DPM (blue) and GP (red).

Distance 0-50 miles Distance 50-100 miles Distance above 100 miles

-0.4 0.0 04 -0.6 -0.3 0.0 0.3 -0.6 -0.3 0.0 0.3
Bias Bias Bias

Figure 15: Kernel densities of the biases in estimating the Spearman’s rank correlations
between each pair of stations for the three cases— Case 1: two (different) stations are closer
than 50 miles (left), Case 2: distance between the two stations is between 50-100 miles
(middle), and Case 3: distance between the two stations is above 100 miles (right), based on
the models STP-DPM (blue) and GP (red).

left panel), Case 2: distance between the two stations is between 50-100 miles (presented
in the middle panel), and Case 3: distance between the two stations is above 100 miles
(presented in the right panel). For the 61 stations we consider, the largest distance between
two stations is 204.14 miles. While the biases are generally closer to zero for the STP-DPM
model, GP underestimates the correlation heavily. The average biases for the three cases

are -0.010, -0.016, and -0.033, respectively, for STP-DPM, and -0.166, -0.194, and -0.200,

respectively, for GP.
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Further, we present the kernel densities of the biases in estimating the tail-dependence
measure X, for u = 0.95, between each pair of stations, for the three cases similar to that
of Spearman’s rank correlations, in Figure 16. Unlike the inference for correlation, here the
biases are generally higher and also involves high variance (not shown) of the estimators,
which is natural for tail-inference. The kernel densities of the biases are approximately
centered around zero for the STP-DPM model, while GP underestimates y, for most of the
pairs, possibly due to the thin joint tails of the Gaussian processes. The average biases for
the three cases are -0.002, 0.002, and -0.020, respectively, for STP-DPM, and -0.107, -0.103,

and -0.124, respectively, for GP.

Distance 0-50 miles Distance 50-100 miles Distance above 100 miles
2.5-
] 2.0-
> >1.5
E= 2
= c
j] j}
[a} " Q10
0.5-
0- 0.0-
-0.8 -0.4 0.0 0.4 -06 -04 -02 00 02 -0.6 -0.3 0.0 0.3
Bias Bias Bias

Figure 16: Kernel densities of the biases in estimating the tail-dependence measure y, for
u = 0.95, between each pair of stations for the three cases— Case 1: two (different) stations
are closer than 50 miles (left), Case 2: distance between the two stations is between 50-100
miles (middle), and Case 3: distance between the two stations is above 100 miles (right),
based on the models STP-DPM (blue) and GP (red).
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