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Abstract—Scenario-based probabilistic forecasts have become
vital for decision-makers to handle intermittent renewable en-
ergies. This paper presents a recent promising deep learn-
ing generative approach called denoising diffusion probabilistic
models. It is a class of latent variable models which have
recently demonstrated impressive results in the computer vision
community. However, to our knowledge, there has yet to be a
demonstration that they can generate high-quality samples of
load, PV, or wind power time series, crucial elements to face the
new challenges in power systems applications. Thus, we propose
the first implementation of this model for energy forecasting using
the open data of the Global Energy Forecasting Competition
2014. The results demonstrate this approach is competitive with
other state-of-the-art deep learning generative models, including
generative adversarial networks, variational autoencoders, and
normalizing flows.

Index Terms—Deep learning, diffusion models, normalizing
flows, energy forecasting, generative adversarial networks, vari-
ational autoencoders

I. INTRODUCTION

The Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change in the
AR6 report [1] set ambitious targets to decrease greenhouse
gas emissions, and the energy transition requires a necessary
growth of renewable generation in the energy mix. However,
renewable energies e.g., solar and wind power, are subject to
uncertainty in contrast to conventional power plants. Thus,
they have challenged the operational predictability of modern
power systems. In this context, decision-makers have used
probabilistic forecasts as an essential tool to improve decisions
in various applications of power systems [2].

Power systems forecasting practitioners employ various
types of probabilistic forecasting techniques ranging from
quantile to density forecasts, scenarios, and through prediction
intervals [2]. This paper concentrates on scenario generation
by using deep-learning generative approaches to model time
series of load, photovoltaic (PV), and wind power generations.
They train deep neural networks to model the distribution
of these random variables. Various deep-learning generative
approaches have been studied in the literature, such as vari-
ational autoencoders (VAEs), generative adversarial networks
(GANs), normalizing flows (NFs), and numerous hybrid strate-
gies. Each technique has pros and cons, and the selection
depends on trade-offs regarding computation time, quality and
value results, and architectural restrictions. We recommend

three papers to get a broader knowledge of this field. (1)
The comprehensive overview of generative modeling trends
conducted by [3]. It presents generative models to forecasting
practitioners under a single cohesive statistical framework. (2)
The thorough comparison of normalizing flows, variational
autoencoders, and generative adversarial networks provided
by [4]. It describes the advantages and disadvantages of each
approach using numerical experiments in computer vision. (3)
Finally, [5] propose applying conditional generative models in
power systems.

This paper proposes investigating a new promising deep
generative modeling method for energy forecasting: denoising
diffusion probabilistic models (DDPMs). DDPMs are a class
of likelihood-based models that have recently demonstrated
remarkable results in computer vision e.g., [6] and [7], and
the natural language processing communities e.g., [8] and
[9]. A DDPM is a parameterized Markov chain trained using
variational inference to produce samples matching the data
after a finite time. Transitions of this chain are learned to
reverse a diffusion process. This Markov chain gradually adds
noise to the data in the opposite direction of sampling until
the signal is destroyed. They offer desirable properties such
as distribution coverage, a stationary training objective, and
manageable scalability. These models generate samples by
gradually removing noise from a signal, and their training
objective is expressed as a reweighted variational lower-bound
[6]. However, they have not been implemented and tested in
power system applications and rarely in time series settings
[10].

This study is an extension of [5] based on [11] to bridge
this research gap with two main contributions. First, we use the
open data of the Global Energy Forecasting Competition 2014
(GEFcom 2014) [12] to compare, in terms of quality and value,
DDPMs with state-of-the-art deep learning generative models:
NFs, GANs, and VAEs. To our knowledge, this study is the
first to i) implement a DDPM in an energy forecasting appli-
cation; ii) compare with complementary metrics on an easily
reproducible case study DDPMs to NFs, GANs, and VAEs on
several datasets, including PV and wind generation, and load.
Second, in this case study, DDPMs achieved better results
in quality and value. It provides evidence for deep learning
practitioners further to study this model in more advanced
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Fig. 1: The framework of the paper.

power system applications. In addition, this study provides
open access to the Python code1 to help the community to
reproduce the experiments.

Fig. 1 depicts the framework of the proposed method, and
the remainder of this paper is organized as follows. Section II
presents the four generative models implemented. Section III
provides the quality and value assessment methodologies.
Section IV details empirical results on the GEFcom 2014
dataset, and Section V summarizes the main findings and
highlights ideas for further work.

II. BACKGROUND

This section provides a high-level description of DDPMs
and a reminder of the basic principles of the conditional
version of GANs, VAEs, and NFs implemented in [5], used
to challenge DDPMs.

A. Daily scenario generation
We consider a dataset D = {xi, ci}Ni=1 composed of N

independent and identically distributed samples from the joint
distribution p(x, c) of two continuous variables X and C.
X is a time series such as load, wind, or PV generation,
and C is composed of weather forecasts that provide relevant
information such as wind speed, solar irradiation, or temper-
ature. They are both composed of T periods per day, with
xi := [xi1, . . . , x

i
T ]

ᵀ ∈ RT and ci := [ci1, . . . , c
i
T ]

ᵀ ∈ RT . This
paper proposes to generate weather-based scenarios x̂ ∈ RT
that are distributed under p(x|c) by using a deep-learning
generative model. It is a probabilistic model pθ(·), with
parameters θ, used to generate synthetic but realistic data
x̂ ∼ pθ(x|c) whose distribution is as close as possible to the
PV, wind power, or load, unknown distribution p(x|c). In this
paper, the generative model computes a set of M scenarios at
day d− 1 for each day d of the dataset

x̂id :=
[
x̂id,1, · · · , x̂id,T

]ᵀ ∈ RT i = 1, . . . ,M. (1)

For clarity, in the following, we omit the indexes d and i when
referring to a scenario x̂.

B. High-level description of deep generative models
Fig. 2 depicts a high-level description of the generative

models considered. All models are conditional as they use the

1https://github.com/EstebanHernandezCapel/
DDPM-Power-systems-forecasting
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Fig. 2: High-level comparison of the generative models: nor-
malizing flows, generative adversarial networks, variational
autoencoders, and denoising diffusion probabilistic models.

weather forecasts c to generate scenarios x̂ of the distribution
of interest x: PV generation, wind power, load. NFs allow
exact likelihood calculation. In contrast to GANs, VAEs, and
DDPMs, they explicitly learn the data distribution and directly
access the exact likelihood of the model’s parameters. The
inverse of the flow is used to generate scenarios. The training
of GANs relies on a min-max problem where the generator and
the discriminator parameters are jointly optimized. The gener-
ator is used to compute the scenarios. VAEs indirectly optimize
the log-likelihood of the data by maximizing the variational
lower bound. The decoder computes the scenarios. Finally,
DDPMs are a class of likelihood-based models. They generate
samples by gradually removing noise from a signal, and their
training objective can be expressed as a reweighted variational
lower bound. A strength of DDPMs is the loss function from
the variational lower bound expressed in Kullback-Leibler to
a straightforward MSE between the Gaussian noises.

C. Denoising diffusion models

This section provides the basic principles of the DDPM, and
more details are provided in [11]. In this section, the number
of periods per day T is denoted L to avoid confusion with the
number of diffusion steps noted T . For clarity, we omit the
conditional vector c, and a sample of the original distribution
x ∼ p(x, c) is noted x0 ∼ p(x0). On a high level, diffusion
models sample from a distribution by reversing a gradual
noising process. In particular, sampling starts with noise xT
and produces less-noisy samples gradually xT−1, xT−2, ...,
until reaching a final sample x0. Each step i corresponds to a
certain noise level, and xi can be interpreted as a combination
of a signal x0 with some noise where the step i determines
the signal to noise ratio. The model implemented uses a noise

https://github.com/EstebanHernandezCapel/DDPM-Power-systems-forecasting
https://github.com/EstebanHernandezCapel/DDPM-Power-systems-forecasting


drawn from a diagonal Gaussian distribution [7]. Formally,
DDPM is a class latent variable model of the form

pθ(x0) :=

∫
pθ(x0:T )dx1:T , (2)

where x1,x2, ...,xT are latent variables of the same dimen-
sionality as the data x0 ∼ pθ(x0), with x0 ∈ RL. Overall, a
DDPM comprises two main parts depicted by Fig. 3.

First, the joint distribution pθ(x0:T ), named reverse process,
is defined by a Markov chain with Gaussian transitions starting
at p(xT ) = N (xT ;0; I)

pθ(x0:T ) :=p(xT )

T∏
i=1

pθ(xi−1 | xi), (3)

pθ(xi−1 | xi) :=N (xi−1;µθ(xi, i),Σθ(xi, i)), (4)

where the mean µθ and covariance Σθ matrices are learned
and parameterized by θ at step i. The purpose of these
transitions is to gradually remove the noise and slowly add
structure to the samples.

The second part is the forward process, also named the
diffusion process. It is this part that distinguishes diffusion
models from other types of latent variable models. This pro-
cess is not learned but fixed. Indeed, the approximate posterior
p(x1:T | x0), noted q(x1:T | x0) in the following, is fixed to a
Markov chain that gradually adds Gaussian noise to the data
according to a variance schedule β1, β2, ..., βT

q(x1:T | x0) :=

T∏
i=1

q(xi | xi−1), (5)

q(xi | xi−1) :=N (xi;
√

1− βixi−1, βiI). (6)

Finally, training is achieved by maximizing the log-likelihood.
However, it is intractable as it requires marginalizing over all
possible realization of the latent variables. Thus, it is per-
formed by optimizing the usual variational bound on negative
log-likelihood, similar to VAEs. Then, by using the fact that
the noise schedule βi is known, it is possible to compute
the posterior in closed form, which allows for efficient loss
computation. The mathematical details of the loss, the re-
parametrization trick, the forward and reverse neural network
architectures implemented, and the training and sampling
procedures, are provided in [11].

III. ASSESSMENT FRAMEWORK

The evaluation of scenarios is conducted in terms of value
and quality [2]. Quality assessment consists of using metrics
to evaluate the ability of the forecasts to simulate the char-
acteristics of the processes involved. Value assessment aims
to quantify the benefits of using forecasts in decision-making
applications, such as the optimal strategy for an energy retailer
bidding in the electricity market.

A. Quality evaluation

Assessing and comparing generative models is a challenging
task. There is yet to be a consensus or standard guidelines
regarding which metrics are ideal for assessing the model’s
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Adding Gaussian  noise

Removing Gaussian  noise

Fig. 3: Illustration of the DDPM forward and reverse pro-
cesses. The forward process q(xt|xt−1) uses a data sample x0

and gradually adds Gaussian noise to produce noised samples
x1 trough xT . The reverse process pθ(xt−1|xt) gradually
removes the noise to generate a realistic load scenario.

abilities and limitations. A model can achieve impressive
results for a given metric, but it is not necessarily the case for
other criteria. Thus, combining several complementary metrics
to assess models is a good practice.

This study uses five complementary quality metrics divided
into two groups: (1) the univariate metrics comprise the
continuous ranked probability score (CRPS), the quantile score
(QS), and the reliability diagram. They can only assess the
quality of the scenarios to their marginals; (2) the multivariate
metrics are composed of the energy score (ES) and the
variogram score (VS). They can directly assess multivariate
scenarios. The mathematical definitions and details of imple-
menting these metrics are presented in [5].

The CRPS generalizes the mean absolute error for determin-
istic forecasts to the case of probabilistic forecasts and is one
of the most widely used accuracy metrics [13]. It is negatively
oriented, i.e., the lower, the better. The CRPS is used, in our
case, to assess the skill of each marginal of the forecasts,
i.e., the twenty-four time periods of the day, of the PV, wind
power, and load scenarios. Unlike the quantile score, the CPRS
does not concentrate on any specific point of the probability
distribution but considers the distribution of the forecasts as
a whole. The CRPS is computed over the marginals of x̂ by
using the estimator of the energy form of the CRPS provided
by [14] for a given day d of the testing set. Then, it is averaged
over the entire testing set and all marginals (24 periods of the
day).

The QS, known as the pinball loss score, provides details
about the forecast quality at specific quantiles, i.e., over-
forecasting or under-forecasting, particularly those related
to the tails of the distribution considered [15]. It assigns
asymmetric weights to negative and positive errors for each
quantile. The lower the QS, the more accurate the quantile
forecast. Thus, it complements the CRPS. For a given day d
of the testing set, the QS is computed for 99 quantiles (1, 2,
..., 99-th quantile). Then, it is averaged over 24 periods, the
entire testing set, and all quantiles.

The CRPS forms a particular case of a very general type of
scoring rule, the ES, which is a multivariate generalization
formulated and introduced by [13]. The ES is the most
commonly used metric to assess a finite number of scenarios
modeling a distribution. Like CRPS and QS, the ES is proper



and negatively oriented, i.e., a lower score represents a better
forecast. It evaluates forecasts relying on marginals with
correct variances but biased means. In this study, the ES is
computed by the estimator provided by [16] for each day of
the testing test and is averaged.

However, the ES needs to be improved in detecting erro-
neously specified correlations between the marginals of the
multivariate quantity. Therefore, the study [17] proposed the
VS, which captures correlations between multivariate com-
ponents based on the geostatistical concept of variograms.
Similarly to the ES, it is computed for each day of the testing
set and averaged.

B. Value evaluation

Similarly to [5], the forecast value is assessed by consid-
ering the case study of an electricity retailer bidding on the
day-ahead market. The retailer aims to balance its production
and consumption portfolio hourly to avoid financial penalties
in case of imbalance by trading the surplus or deficit of
energy. In this case study, we include a battery energy storage
system. Thus, it allows for managing the portfolio optimally
by minimizing imports when day-ahead prices are prohibitive
and maximizing exports when prices are advantageous.

A two-stage stochastic optimization formulation, detailed
in [5], with linear constraints models this case study. It
uses a scenario approach where load, PV, and wind power
uncertainties are modeled with trajectories of these variables
computed by the generative models. The first-stage variables
are the day-ahead bids of the electricity retailers, which do not
depend on uncertainties. The second stage variables, scenario
dependent, are the dispatch decisions in wind power and PV
production, where curtailment is allowed, and the charge or
discharge of the battery. A cost function models the imbalance
penalties. Thus, the planner aims to minimize the imbalances
and maximize the profits on the day-ahead market.

IV. NUMERICAL RESULTS

The open-access GEFCom 2014 dataset [12] comprises one,
ten, and three zones for load, wind, and PV tracks, respec-
tively. The quality and value assessments of the generative
models are performed on this easily reproducible case study.
Fig. 4 depicts the overall approach adopted to assess the
quality and value of the models implemented. The PV, wind
power, and load datasets are randomly divided into learning,
validation, and testing sets. The models are trained on the
learning set, the validation set is used to select the optimal
hyper-parameters of each model, and the testing set allows
the quality and value assessment.

A. Quality results

Each model generates one hundred scenarios per day of the
testing set. They are used to compute the selected metrics to
perform the quality assessment. Table I presents the quality
scores averaged over the testing set. Notice that the MAE-
r is the mean absolute error between the reliability curve
and the diagonal. DDPM outperforms VAE, GAN, and NF
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Fig. 4: Approach adopted to assess the quality and value of
the models implemented: GAN, VAE, NF, and DDPM.

TABLE I: Averaged quality scores over the testing set per
dataset. The best-performing model for each track is written
in bold. The CRPS, QS, MAE-r, and ES are expressed in %.

VAE GAN NF DDPM

Wind

ES 54.82 60.52 56.71 54.47
VS 17.87 19.87 18.54 17.29
QS 4.45 4.95 4.58 4.41
CRPS 8.80 9.79 9.07 8.73
MAE-r 2.67 6.82 2.83 1.35

PV

ES 24.65 24.15 23.08 21.60
VS 5.02 4.88 4.68 4.16
QS 1.31 1.32 1.19 1.14
CRPS 2.60 2.61 2.35 2.26
MAE-r 9.04 4.94 2.66 8.06

Load

ES 15.11 17.96 9.17 9.76
VS 1.66 3.81 1.63 1.49
QS 1.39 1.52 0.76 0.8
CRPS 2.74 3.01 1.51 1.69
MAE-r 13.97 9.99 7.70 9.43

models for all the quality metrics on the wind and PV tracks,
except for the MAE-r on the PV track. On the load track,
the NF model achieves the best scores except for the VS,
where DDPM is the best. Fig. 5, 6, and 7 depict for each
model 50 scenarios generated (grey) for a given day selected
randomly from the testing set, along with the ten % (blue),
50 % (black), 90 % (green) quantiles, and the observations
(red), of the load, wind, and PV tracks. The shape of the NF
scenarios differs significantly from the GAN and VAE as they
tend to be more variable with no identifiable trend. In contrast,
the VAE and GAN scenarios vary mainly in nominal power but
have similar shapes. The DDPM scenarios have an identifiable
trend but seem less correlated than the scenarios of the GAN
and VAE models. However, they tend to underestimate the load
and PV power compared to the other models, which further
investigations must address.

B. Value results

The electricity retailer portfolio comprises wind power,
PV generation, load, and a battery energy storage device.
One thousand five hundred independent simulated days are
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Fig. 5: Load scenarios shape comparison.
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Fig. 6: Wind scenarios shape comparison.

considered by combining the 50 days of the testing set with
the 30 possible PV and wind generation zones (three solar and
ten wind farms). A two-step approach assesses the value of the
four generative models: DDPM, NF, GAN, and VAE. First, for
each generative model and the 1 500 days simulated, the two-
stage stochastic planner computes the day-ahead bids using the
PV, wind power, and load scenarios. Then, a real-time dispatch
uses the PV, wind power, and load observations, with the
day-ahead bids previously computed as parameters. The net
profit is the gross profit, the electricity sold on the day-ahead
market minus the purchases, minus the imbalance penalties. It
is computed for each simulation day (1 500) and summed in
Table II. The DDPM achieves the highest net profit, followed
by the NF. However, there is room for improvement. An oracle,
which has perfect future knowledge, achieves 300 ke.

(a) GAN (b) VAE

(c) NF (d) DDPM

Fig. 7: PV scenarios shape comparison.

TABLE II: Total net profit (ke) per model.

GAN VAE NF DDPM
Net profit (ke) 93 97 107 112

C. Synthesis of results

Table III outlines the key results of this study by com-
paring the models via readily star ratings: the more stars,
the better. In addition to the value and quality assessments,
it suggests other comparison criteria such as the training
and sample computation times, the hyper-parameter search
and sensibility, and the ease of implementation. Specifically,
for each dataset, training and sample computation times are
evaluated on the total reported training and generating times.
The hyper-parameters search is assessed by the number of
configurations tested before reaching satisfactory and stable
results over the validation set. The deviations in the quality
metrics from the optimal hyper-parameter values evaluate the
sensitivity of a given model to its hyper-parameters. Finally,
the implementation-friendly criterion is appraised regarding
the mathematical complexity of the model and the amount
of knowledge required to implement it. The VAE is the fastest
model for training and generating scenarios, followed by the

TABLE III: Comparison of the deep generative models.

Criteria VAE GAN NF DDPM
Train speed ???? ???? ???? ????

Sample speed ???? ???? ???? ????

Quality ???? ???? ???? ????

Value ???? ???? ???? ????

Hp search ???? ???? ???? ????

Hp sensibility ???? ???? ???? ????

Implementation ???? ???? ???? ????



GAN, NF, and DDPM models. DDPM is particularly slow to
train and generate samples due to its sequential nature. Fur-
thermore, DDPM and NF have the drawback of having latent
spaces of the same dimension as the input dimension leading
to expensive computations. Concerning the hyper-parameters
search and sensibility, the NF model is the most accessible
to calibrate. Compared with the VAE, DDPM, and GAN, we
found relevant hyper-parameter values by testing only a few
combinations. The NF is the most robust to hyper-parameter
modifications, followed by the VAE and DDPM models. The
GAN is the most sensitive, with variations of the hyper-
parameters that may result in very poor scenarios in terms of
quality and shape. In this study, the VAE is an effortless model
to implement, as the encoder and decoder are uncomplicated
feed-forward neural networks. The most significant difficulty
lies in the reparameterization trick. The gradient penalty of
the GAN considered makes it more challenging to implement.
However, the neural network architectures of the discriminator
and the generator do not contain any difficulties, as they are
feed-forward neural networks similar to the VAE. The NF
and DDPM are the most challenging models to implement.
However, forecasting practitioners do not necessarily have to
implement generative models and can use numerous existing
Python libraries.

V. CONCLUSION

This study uses the open data of the Global Energy Fore-
casting Competition 2014 to assess the quality and value
of the denoising diffusion probabilistic model with state-of-
the-art deep learning generative models: normalizing flows,
generative adversarial networks, and variational autoencoders.
The models employ weather forecasts to generate improved
PV, wind, and load scenarios. The results demonstrate that
denoising diffusion probabilistic models challenge the other
generative models with better quality scores and the highest
profits regarding the value of the electricity retailer case study.

In future work, four limitations could be addressed. First, in
the current study, the variance of the reverse process is set to a
fixed constant. However, the studies [18] and [7] have demon-
strated improvements in sample quality in computer vision
applications by learning this parameter. Second, the diffusion
steps contribute differently to the quality of the samples. The
paper [18] proposes to adjust the noise schedule to balance the
relative importance of each diffusion step through the entire
diffusion process. Third, the papers [18] and [8] propose to
use fewer sampling diffusion steps than those employed in
training to decrease the training and sampling computation
time. Finally, improvements to the current architecture could
be made, particularly the conditioner, a simple multi-layer
perceptron. For instance, a recurrent neural network could be
implemented to leverage the sequential nature of the condition
vector.
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