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Abstract
Distribution-free prediction sets play a pivotal role in uncertainty quantification for complex

statistical models. Their validity hinges on reliable calibration data, which may not be readily
available as real-world environments often undergo unknown changes over time. In this paper,
we propose a strategy for choosing an adaptive window and use the data therein to construct
prediction sets. The window is selected by optimizing an estimated bias-variance trade-off. We
provide sharp coverage guarantees for our method, showing its adaptivity to the underlying
temporal drift. We also illustrate its efficacy through numerical experiments on synthetic and
real data.

Keywords: Prediction set, distribution-free, conformal inference, temporal distribution shift,
adaptivity.

1 Introduction

Practitioners increasingly deploy sophisticated prediction models such as deep neural networks into
real-world applications. Due to their complex structures, these models are generally accessed as
black boxes. To assess their reliability and safeguard against potential errors, it is important to
quantify the uncertainty in their outputs. Predictive inference is a popular methodology for this
purpose. It takes as input a prediction algorithm and calibration data, and outputs a prediction
set that contains the true outcome with a prescribed probability. The validity of the prediction set
hinges on the assumption that the calibration data truthfully represents the underlying environment.
However, this assumption is frequently violated in practice, where the data distribution may drift
over time. Integrating data from both current and historical periods to construct faithful prediction
sets remains a significant challenge. Despite a large body of literature on learning under distribution
drift over the past two decades (Hazan and Seshadhri, 2009; Mohri and Muñoz Medina, 2012; Besbes
et al., 2015; Hanneke et al., 2015; Mazzetto and Upfal, 2023; Huang and Wang, 2023), statistical
inference within this context is much less explored.

Main contributions. In this paper, we study predictive inference under temporal distribution
drift via quantile estimation. We develop an adaptive rolling window strategy to estimate the
population quantile of a drifting distribution. This strategy in turn leads to an algorithm for building
distribution-free prediction sets that wraps around any black-box point prediction algorithm. We
further provide theoretical guarantees and numerical experiments to show that our algorithm adapts
to unknown temporal drifts.

Author names are sorted alphabetically.
∗Department of Computer Science, Columbia University. Email: lh3117@columbia.edu.
†Department of IEOR, Columbia University. Email: chengpiao.huang@columbia.edu.
‡Department of IEOR and Data Science Institute, Columbia University. Email: kaizheng.wang@columbia.edu.

1

ar
X

iv
:2

40
6.

06
51

6v
1 

 [
st

at
.M

E
] 

 1
0 

Ju
n 

20
24



Related works. One of the most powerful tools for distribution-free predictive inference is
conformal prediction, also called conformal inference (Papadopoulos et al., 2002; Vovk et al., 2005;
Shafer and Vovk, 2008; Lei et al., 2018; Angelopoulos and Bates, 2023). Under the assumption of
data exchangeability, it takes a black-box point prediction model and uses the empirical quantile
of conformity scores to construct distribution-free prediction sets. Our method shares the same
distribution-free and model-free features. When the data distribution undergoes temporal drift,
the exchangeability assumption no longer holds. A number of works have considered extending
the methodology to handle distribution shifts. Most of them assume that the calibration data are
independent samples from a fixed source distribution (Tibshirani et al., 2019; Lei and Candès, 2021;
Podkopaev and Ramdas, 2021; Fannjiang et al., 2022; Prinster et al., 2022; Park et al., 2022; Qiu
et al., 2023; Yang et al., 2024a; Si et al., 2024; Pournaderi and Xiang, 2024) or from a fixed number of
source distributions (Bhattacharyya and Barber, 2024; Ying et al., 2024), and consider only covariate
shift or label shift. Their methods do not apply when the distribution keeps drifting over time.

Several recent works have studied conformal prediction under temporal drift. Barber et al. (2023)
proposes a general data weighting scheme but does not provide a principled approach for choosing
the weights. Lin et al. (2022); Xu and Xie (2023); Lee and Matni (2024) consider time series data
with temporal dependence, but typically impose certain stationarity assumptions on the data. Gibbs
and Candès (2021); Gibbs and Candès (2024); Zaffran et al. (2022); Angelopoulos et al. (2023, 2024);
Yang et al. (2024b) perform online updates on some hyperparameters such as the miscoverage level
and the quantile tracker, and provide long-term coverage guarantees. In contrast, our work focuses
on achieving good coverage at a specific point in time, by utilizing offline calibration data collected
from the past. It can be used as a sub-routine for online predictive inference, and its coverage
guarantees at individual time points translate to long-term coverage guarantees.

A widely used approach for adapting to temporal drift is rolling window (Bifet and Gavaldà,
2007; Hanneke et al., 2015; Mohri and Muñoz Medina, 2012; Mazzetto and Upfal, 2023; Huang
and Wang, 2023). Our method adaptively selects a look-back window by optimizing an estimated
bias-variance trade-off. It is inspired by the Goldenshluger-Lepski method (Goldenshluger and Lepski,
2008) for bandwidth selection in non-parametric estimation. The latter has been adapted for mean
estimation under temporal drift in Han et al. (2024). Compared with that work, we consider the more
challenging problem of quantile estimation where the estimation error is measured by a nonconvex
loss. Additionally, our approach is distribution-free, and does not make any boundedness assumption.

The methodology of our work shares similarities with but is different from conformal prediction.
In particular, our work is based on estimating the population quantile, while conformal prediction
utilizes properties of the empirical quantile under exchangeability. Our approach allows us to derive
a stronger coverage guarantee called probably approximately correct (PAC) or training-conditional
coverage (Vovk, 2012; Kivaranovic et al., 2020; Bates et al., 2021; Park et al., 2021; Bian and Barber,
2023; Yang and Kuchibhotla, 2024; Lee and Matni, 2024; Pournaderi and Xiang, 2024). It requires
that conditioned on the training and calibration data, the constructed prediction set has good
coverage with high probability. We note that Park et al. (2022); Qiu et al. (2023); Yang et al. (2024a);
Si et al. (2024) develop methods for such guarantees under covariate shift or label shift, but they
assume that the calibration data comes from the same source distribution, and thus do not apply to
drifting data.

Notation. Let Z+ = {1, 2, ...} be the set of positive integers. For n ∈ Z+, let [n] = {1, 2, ..., n}.
For x ∈ R, define x+ = max{x, 0}. For non-negative sequences {an}∞n=1 and {bn}∞n=1, we write
an = O(bn) if there exists C > 0 such that for all n ∈ Z+, an ≤ Cbn. Unless otherwise stated,
an ≲ bn also represents an = O(bn). We write an ≍ bn if both an ≲ bn and bn ≲ an hold. For x ∈ R,
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we use δx to denote the Dirac measure at x. The total variation distance between two probability
distributions P and Q is denoted by TV(P,Q). We use U(a, b) to denote the uniform distribution
over the interval [a, b]. For an event A, we write 1(A) as its binary indicator.

Outline. The rest of the paper is organized as follows. Section 2 formally describes the problem
setup. Section 3 introduces our rolling window strategy for quantile estimation and predictive infer-
ence. Section 4 presents the theoretical guarantees. Section 5 demonstrates the strong performance
of our algorithms on synthetic and real data. Section 6 concludes the paper and discusses future
directions.

2 Problem setup

In this section, we formally state the problem of predictive inference under temporal drift and then
reduce it to quantile estimation.

2.1 Predictive inference

Let X and Y be covariate and response spaces, respectively. At each time t ∈ Z+, we are given a
predictive model µ̂t : X → Y designed for the current probability distribution Pt over X × Y. As
the environment evolves over time, {Pj}tj=1 can be different. For a new test point (xt, yt) drawn
from Pt, the model µ̂t outputs a point prediction µ̂t(xt) of the true label yt. However, the model
could make errors and the new data is random. To quantify the uncertainty of the prediction, we
collect a batch of Bt ≥ 1 i.i.d. calibration data Bt = {(xt,i, yt,i)}Bt

i=1 from Pt. Based on the model µ̂t
and all the historical calibration data {Bj}tj=1, we wish to construct a prediction set that covers yt
with a prescribed probability. This motivates the following problem:

Problem 2.1 (Predictive inference). Given a constant α ∈ (0, 1), a model µ̂t and calibration data
{Bj}tj=1, construct a set-valued mapping Ĉt : X → 2Y such that for a new data point (xt, yt) ∼ Pt,

P
(
yt ∈ Ĉt(xt)

)
≈ 1− α. (2.1)

The probability in (2.1) is with respect to the randomness of (xt, yt), {Bj}tj=1, and µ̂t, which is
common in the conformal prediction literature (Angelopoulos and Bates, 2023). In practice, however,
the latter two are often given to us and cannot be regenerated. Thus, ideally we would like the
coverage probability of Ĉt(·) to be approximately 1− α for typical realizations of {Bj}tj=1 and µ̂t.
That is, we want

P
(
yt ∈ Ĉt(xt)

∣∣∣ {Bj}tj=1, µ̂t

)
≈ 1− α (2.2)

to hold with high probability. Such guarantee, known as training-conditional coverage or probably
approximately correct (PAC) coverage (Vovk, 2012), is stronger than (2.1). We aim to establish (2.2)
under the following standard assumption.

Assumption 2.1 (Independence). The calibration datasets {Bj}tj=1 are independent, and the model
µ̂t is trained independently of them.

For simplicity, we will treat µ̂t as deterministic. This can be interpreted as conditioning on the
training data and the training algorithm.
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2.2 Reduction to quantile estimation under temporal drift

We now present a reduction of Problem 2.1 to quantile estimation using ideas from split conformal
prediction (Angelopoulos and Bates, 2023). Suppose we have a conformity score function s : X×Y →
R so that s(xt, yt) gauges the deviation of yt from our point prediction µ̂t(xt). Denote by Ft and qt
the cumulative distribution function (CDF) and a (1− α)-quantile of s(xt, yt), respectively. Then,
s(xt, yt) ≤ qt holds with probability at least 1 − α. If q̂t is an estimate of qt computed from the
sample scores {s(xj,i, yj,i)}j∈[t],i∈[Bj ], then

Ĉt(xt) = {y ∈ Y : s(xt, y) ≤ q̂t} (2.3)

is a prediction set with coverage probability

P
(
yt ∈ Ĉt(xt)

∣∣ {Bj}tj=1

)
= P

(
s(xt, yt) ≤ q̂t

∣∣ {Bj}tj=1

)
= Ft(q̂t), (2.4)

conditioned on the calibration data. In light of the requirement (2.2), we want |Ft(q̂t)− (1− α)| to
be small with high probability over the randomness of q̂t. In contrast, the goal (2.1) in conformal
prediction translates to E[Ft(q̂t)] ≈ 1− α.

For regression problems with Y = R, a natural choice of s(x, y) is the absolute residual |y− µ̂t(x)|,
whose associated prediction set (2.3) has the form

[µ̂t(xt)− q̂t, µ̂t(xt) + q̂t]. (2.5)

Suppose that in addition to µ̂t, we also have an estimate σ̂t : X → [0,+∞) of yt’s uncertainty given
xt (e.g., conditional standard deviation or inter-quartile range). Then, we may use a studentized
score s(x, y) = |y − µ̂t(x)|/σ̂t(x) and get a prediction interval

[µ̂t(xt)− q̂tσ̂t(xt), µ̂t(xt) + q̂tσ̂t(xt)].

Compared to the constant-width interval (2.5), the new one can better capture heteroscedasticity.
The above discussion shows that our general goal can be reduced to the following problem.

Problem 2.2 (Quantile estimation). Let {Qj}tj=1 be probability distributions over R, and let {Dj}tj=1

be independent datasets, where Dj = {uj,i}
Bj

i=1 consists of Bj i.i.d. samples from Qj. Given data
{Dj}tj=1 and a constant α ∈ (0, 1), how to estimate the (1− α)-quantile of Qt?

Given a conformity score function s, we only need to solve Problem 2.2 with Qj = Law(s(xt, yt))
and uj,i = s(xj,i, yj,i). This amounts to quantile estimation under unknown temporal distribution
shift. Thus, our methodology is fundamentally different from conformal prediction: the former
targets the population quantile, while the latter utilizes the empirical quantile and crucially relies on
the exchangeability of the samples.

We make the following minimal regularity assumption, which is satisfied when Y = Rd, yt has a
continuous conditional distribution given xt, and y 7→ s(x, y) is continuous for every x ∈ X . No
other condition, e.g., moment bound, is needed.

Assumption 2.2 (Continuity). The distributions {Qj}tj=1 have continuous CDFs.

3 Methodology

In this section, we first present a bias-variance decomposition for the sample quantile under temporal
drift. Based on that, we develop a solution to Problem 2.2 and its extension to Problem 2.1.
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3.1 A bias-variance decomposition for the sample quantile

To set the stage, we introduce some notations.

Definition 3.1 (Left and right quantiles). Let F : R → [0, 1] be a CDF. For γ ∈ (0, 1), the left
γ-quantile and right γ-quantile of F are defined by, respectively,

Q−
γ (F ) = inf{x ∈ R : F (x) ≥ γ} and Q+

γ (F ) = inf{x ∈ R : F (x) > γ}.

If P is the probability distribution associated with F , we also write Q−
γ (P) and Q+

γ (P) in place of
Q−

γ (F ) and Q+
γ (F ), respectively.

The left quantile is the usual notion of quantile, while the right quantile plays an important role
in our analysis. The relation Q−

γ ≤ Q+
γ always holds. Problem 2.2 amounts to estimating the left

(1 − α)-quantile of Qt, namely, Q−
1−α(Ft). A natural candidate is the left (1 − α)-quantile of the

data {Dj}tj=t−k+1 in some appropriately chosen look-back window k. This is a plug-in approach:
the data defines an empirical CDF

F̂t,k(x) =
1

Bt,k

t∑
j=t−k+1

Bj∑
i=1

1{x ≥ uj,i} where Bt,k =
t∑

j=t−k+1

Bj ,

and the estimator is
q̂t,k = Q−

1−α(F̂t,k). (3.1)

For any fixed k, the following result characterizes the approximation quality of q̂t,k through a
bias-variance decomposition. Its proof is deferred to Appendix A.1.

Theorem 3.1 (Bias-variance decomposition). Let Assumption 2.2 hold. Fix k ∈ [t]. Choose
δ ∈ (0, 1). Define

ϕ(t, k) = max
t−k+1≤j≤t

∥Fj − Ft∥∞,

ψ(t, k, δ) =
5

4

√
2α(1− α) log(2/δ)

Bt,k
+

4 log(2/δ)

Bt,k
. (3.2)

With probability at least 1− δ,

|Ft(q̂t,k)− (1− α)| ≤ ϕ(t, k) + ψ(t, k, δ). (3.3)

Here ϕ(t, k) is the maximum Kolmogorov-Smirnov distance between Qt and Qt−1, ...,Qt−k+1,
measuring the bias incurred by the distribution shift over the last k periods. The term ψ(t, k, δ) is a
Bernstein-type concentration bound (Boucheron et al., 2013), representing the stochastic error in
q̂t,k. As k increases, the bias grows and the stochastic error shrinks. Ideally, we would like to select
k that minimizes the bias-variance decomposition in (3.3). However, this cannot be directly achieved
since the bias term ϕ(t, k) involves the unknown distribution shift. Instead, we will construct an
estimate of ϕ(t, k) for window selection.
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3.2 Adaptive rolling window for quantile estimation and predictive inference

For two windows i ≤ k, if the environment is relatively stationary between time t− i+ 1 and time t
but there is significant cumulative shift between time t− k + 1 and time t− i, then F̂t,i(q̂t,k) would
be far from F̂t,i(q̂t,i) ≈ 1−α. Thus, we can estimate the bias of window k using the empirical CDF’s
{F̂t,i(q̂t,k)}ki=1 over shorter windows. To start with, we show that |F̂t,i(q̂t,k)− (1− α)| also admits a
bias-variance decomposition similar to that of |Ft(q̂t,k)− (1− α)| in Theorem 3.1. The proof is in
Appendix A.2.

Theorem 3.2 (Empirical bias-variance decomposition). Let Assumption 2.2 hold. Suppose 1 ≤ i ≤
k ≤ t, and choose δ ∈ (0, 1). With probability at least 1− δ,

|F̂t,i(q̂t,k)− (1− α)| ≤ 12

5
ϕ(t, k) +

6

5
ψ(t, k, δ/2) +

4

5
ψ(t, i, δ/2). (3.4)

We see that (3.4) differs from (3.3) only by multiplicative constants and an additional variance
term associated with the smaller window i. In light of (3.4) and inspired by the Goldenshluger-Lepski
method (Goldenshluger and Lepski, 2008) for adaptive nonparametric estimation, we define a bias
proxy

ϕ̂(t, k, δ) =
5

12
max
i∈[k]

(∣∣F̂t,i(q̂t,k)− (1− α)
∣∣− [6

5
ψ(t, k, δ/2) +

4

5
ψ(t, i, δ/2)

])
+

. (3.5)

Essentially, ϕ̂(t, k, δ) teases out the bias term ϕ(t, k) in (3.4) by subtracting the stochastic errors
6
5ψ(t, k, δ/2)+

4
5ψ(t, i, δ/2) associated with q̂t,k and F̂t,i. We take maximum over all smaller windows

i ∈ [k] so that we do not miss any distribution shifts over the last k periods. As a direct consequence
of (3.4), 0 ≤ ϕ̂(t, k, δ) ≤ ϕ(t, k) holds with high probability. It is then natural to choose a window
that minimizes the approximate bias-variance decomposition ϕ̂(t, k, δ) + ψ(t, k, δ). This leads to
Algorithm 1.

Algorithm 1 Adaptive rolling window for quantile estimation

Input: Datasets {Dj}tj=1 with Dj = {uj,i}
Bj

i=1, miscoverage level α and hyperparameter δ′.
for k = 1, · · · , t do

Compute q̂t,k, ψ(t, k, δ′), ψ(t, k, δ′/2) and ϕ̂(t, k, δ′) according to (3.1), (3.2) and (3.5).
end for
Choose any k̂ ∈ argmink∈[t]{ϕ̂(t, k, δ′) + ψ(t, k, δ′)}.
return q̂

t,k̂
.

As we have described in Section 2.2, Algorithm 1 for quantile estimation immediately yields a
procedure for constructing predictive sets. See Algorithm 2 for a detailed description.

Algorithm 2 Adaptive rolling window for predictive inference

Input: Calibration datasets {Bj}tj=1 with Bj = {(xj,i, yj,i)}
Bj

i=1, conformity score s : X ×Y → R,
miscoverage level α and hyperparameter δ′.
Let uj,i = s(xj,i, yj,i) and set Dj = {uj,i}

Bj

i=1.
Run Algorithm 1 with input {Dj}tj=1, α and δ′ to obtain q̂

t,k̂
.

return Ĉt(·) = {y ∈ Y : s(·, y) ≤ q̂
t,k̂
}.

6



4 Theoretical analysis

We now present theoretical guarantees for Algorithms 1 and 2, showing their adaptivity to the
unknown distribution drift over time.

Theorem 4.1 (Oracle inequality for Algorithm 1). Choose δ ∈ (0, 1) and take δ′ = δ/(4t2) in
Algorithm 1. With probability at least 1− δ, Algorithm 1 outputs q̂

t,k̂
satisfying

∣∣Ft(q̂t,k̂)− (1− α)
∣∣ ≲ min

k∈[t]
{ϕ(t, k) + ψ(t, k)} ≲ min

k∈[t]

{
ϕ(t, k) +

√
α(1− α)

Bt,k
+

1

Bt,k

}
. (4.1)

Here ≲ only hides a logarithmic factor of t and δ−1.

According to Theorem 4.1, Algorithm 1 chooses a window k̂ that is near-optimal for the bias-
variance trade-off in (3.3), without any knowledge of the underlying distribution drift. We illustrate
this oracle property using the following examples.

Example 4.1 (Change point). Suppose that the environment is stationary in the last K periods
for some K ∈ [t− 1] but has been very different before, i.e. Qt−K ≠ Qt−K+1 = · · · = Qt. If K were
known, then a natural estimate of the (1− α)-quantile of Qt would be q̂t,K . Theorem 4.1 shows that
the estimation quality of q̂

t,k̂
is comparable to q̂t,K which uses Bt,K i.i.d. samples: up to logarithmic

factors, ∣∣Ft(q̂t,k̂)− (1− α)
∣∣ ≲ ϕ(t,K) + ψ(t,K) ≲

√
α(1− α)

Bt,K
+

1

Bt,K
.

In this case, Algorithm 1 adapts to the local stationarity.

Example 4.2 (Bounded drift). Suppose that the distribution drift between consecutive periods is
bounded, in the sense that supj≥1 ∥Fj+1 − Fj∥∞ ≤ ∆ holds for some 0 < ∆ ≤ 1. For simplicity, we
further assume Bj = 1 for all j. In this case, ϕ(t, k) ≤ (k − 1)∆, so the bias-variance decomposition
in Theorem 3.1 becomes

|Ft(q̂t,k)− (1− α)| ≲ (k − 1)∆ +

√
α(1− α)

k
+

1

k

up to a logarithmic factor. If ∆ were known, then one could pick the optimal window size k∗ ≍ ∆−2/3,
which gives an error of O(∆1/3). Theorem 4.1 shows that without knowing ∆, Algorithm 1 picks k̂
whose quality is comparable to k∗.

Below we provide a sketch of proof for Theorem 4.1. The full proof is given in Appendix A.3.

Proof sketch for Theorem 4.1. To keep the notations simple and focus on the main ideas, we
suppress the parameters t and δ in the expressions of ϕ, ϕ̂ and ψ. We will prove that with high
probability, ∣∣Ft(q̂t,k̂)− (1− α)

∣∣ ≲ ϕ(k) + ψ(k), ∀k ∈ [t].

By Theorem 3.2 we know that 0 ≤ ϕ̂ ≤ ϕ with high probability. For every k ∈ {k̂ + 1, · · · , t}, with
high probability,

|Ft(q̂t,k̂)− (1− α)| ≤ ϕ(k̂) + ψ(k̂) (by Theorem 3.1)

≤ ϕ(k) + ϕ̂(k̂) + ψ(k̂) (by the motonicity of ϕ and the fact ϕ̂ ≥ 0)
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≤ ϕ(k) + ϕ̂(k) + ψ(k) (by the definition of k̂)

≲ ϕ(k) + ψ(k). (by ϕ̂ ≤ ϕ)

It remains to consider k ∈ [k̂]. Choose any k in this range. With high probability,

|F̂t,k(q̂t,k̂)− (1− α)| ≲ ϕ̂(k̂) + ψ(k̂) + ψ(k) (by the definition of ϕ̂)

≤ ϕ̂(k) + ψ(k) + ψ(k) (by the definition of k̂)

≲ ϕ(k) + ψ(k). (by ϕ̂ ≤ ϕ)

Let rk ≍ ϕ(k) + ψ(k) denote the right-hand side of the inequality above. The bound |F̂t,k(q̂t,k̂)−
(1− α)| ≤ rk implies that the final estimate q̂

t,k̂
is sandwiched between the left (1− α− rk)-quantile

and the right (1− α+ rk)-quantile of F̂t,k. Hence,

Ft

(
Q−

1−α−rk
(F̂t,k)

)
≤ Ft(q̂t,k̂) ≤ Ft

(
Q+

1−α+rk
(F̂t,k)

)
.

We use a concentration bound for empirical quantile under distribution shift (Lemma B.4 in
Appendix B) to derive that with high probability,

Ft

(
Q+

1−α+rk
(F̂t,k)

)
− (1− α+ rk) ≲ ϕ(k) + ψ(k),

(1− α− rk)− Ft

(
Q−

1−α−rk
(F̂t,k)

)
≲ ϕ(k) + ψ(k).

Combining the above estimates, we get

|Ft(q̂t,k̂)− (1− α)| ≲ ϕ(k) + ψ(k), ∀k ∈ [k̂].

This finishes the proof.

Theorem 4.1 also translates to a theoretical guarantee for Algorithm 2. In particular, Qj and Fj

are, respectively, the distribution and the CDF of the conformity score s(xj , yj), where (xj , yj) ∼ Pj .
To facilitate interpretation, we may further upper bound the bias term by

ϕ(t, k) = max
t−k+1≤j≤t

∥Fj − Ft∥∞ ≤ max
t−k+1≤j≤t

TV(Pj ,Pt),

which is the maximum total variation distance between Pt and Pt−1, ...,Pt−k+1. This establishes
the following result. Its proof is omitted.

Corollary 4.1. Let Assumption 2.1 hold. Choose δ ∈ (0, 1) and take δ′ = δ/(4t2) in Algorithm 2.
With probability at least 1− δ, Algorithm 2 outputs Ĉt(·) satisfying∣∣∣P(yt ∈ Ĉt(xt) | {Bj}tj=1

)
− (1− α)

∣∣∣ ≲ min
k∈[t]

{
max

t−k+1≤j≤t
TV(Pj ,Pt) +

√
α(1− α)

Bt,k
+

1

Bt,k

}
,

where ≲ only hides a logarithmic factor of t and δ−1. Consequently,∣∣∣P(yt ∈ Ĉt(xt)
)
− (1− α)

∣∣∣
≤ E

∣∣∣P(yt ∈ Ĉt(xt)
∣∣ {Bj}tj=1

)
− (1− α)

∣∣∣
≲ (1− δ)min

k∈[t]

{
max

t−k+1≤j≤t
TV(Pj ,Pt) +

√
α(1− α)

Bt,k
+

1

Bt,k

}
+ δmax{α, 1− α}.
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5 Numerical experiments

We test our proposed method on synthetic and real data, focusing on regression problems with
Y = R and prediction intervals of the form (2.5). As a common phenomenon in learning theory,
the non-asymptotic analysis provides sharp rates but not necessarily optimal constants. We make
minor changes to the functions ψ and ϕ̂ in Algorithm 1 to correct for overly large constant factors.
To improve computational efficiency, we only consider candidate window sizes that are powers
of 2; see Algorithm 4 in Appendix C.1 for a detailed description. The theoretical guarantees in
Section 4 continue to hold for this modification up to a constant factor. Our prediction intervals
are constructed by Algorithm 2, with Algorithm 4 (instead of Algorithm 1) as the sub-routine for
quantile estimation.

Throughout the experiments, we take α = 0.1 to aim for prediction sets with 90% coverage, and
set the hyperparameter δ′ to be 0.1. For notational convenience, we denote our aforementioned
method by ARW (adaptive rolling window). We will compare it with the following two families of
benchmark approaches:

• Algorithm 3, denoted by Vk. This is a non-adaptive, fixed-window version of Algorithm 2. We
consider window sizes k ∈ {1, 4, 16, 64, 256, 1024}.

• The nonexchangeable split conformal prediction method in Section 3.1 of Barber et al. (2023),
with weights wi = ρt−i, i ∈ [t] at time t. We refer to this method as Wρ, and consider decay rates
ρ ∈ {0.99, 0.9, 0.25}.

Algorithm 3 Predictive inference via fixed-window quantile estimation

Input: Calibration datasets {Bj}tj=1 with Bj = {(xj,i, yj,i)}
Bj

i=1, conformity score s : X ×Y → R,
miscoverage level α and window size k.
Let uj,i = s(xj,i, yj,i). Compute q̂t,k∧t according to (3.1).
return Ĉt(·) = {y ∈ Y : s(·, y) ≤ q̂t,k∧t}.

All our results are averaged over 100 independent runs. The standard errors are less than
10% of those mean values and thus omitted for space considerations. Our code is available at
https://github.com/eliselyhan/predictive-inference.

5.1 Synthetic data

In the synthetic data experiment, we perform predictive inference for two problem instances, namely,
Gaussian mean estimation and linear regression. In both instances, there are T = 1000 periods in
total. In each period, we split the data into a training set for fitting predictors, and a calibration set
for forming prediction sets.

Gaussian mean estimation. The mean estimation problem has X = ∅, Y = R, and Pt = N (µt, 1).
We consider two patterns of the sequence {µt}Tt=1, given in Figure 1. The left panel represents the
stationary case where µ1 = · · · = µT . The right panel corresponds to a highly non-stationary pattern
generated using a randomized mechanism, which we describe in Appendix C.2.

In each period j ∈ [T ], we generate i.i.d. training samples Btr
j and i.i.d. calibration samples Bca

j

from Pj . The size |Btr
j | of the training set Btr

j is drawn uniformly over {1, · · · , 9}, and |Btr
j | = |Bca

j |.
At time t ∈ [T ], we consider point estimates µ̂t,k ∈ R that compute moving averages of the data

9
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Figure 1: True means µt.

{Bj}tj=t−k∧t+1 from the last k ∈ {1, 16, 256, 1024} periods. For each model, we then compute the
conformity scores using the calibration data.

Each of the candidate methods (ARW and the benchmark algorithms Vk and Wρ) produces a
prediction interval Ĉt of the form (2.5). We calculate the mean absolute error (MAE) between the
true coverage and target level 1− α, given by

MAE =
1

T − 100

T∑
t=T−99

|P(zt ∈ Ĉt | Ĉt)− (1− α)|,

where zt ∼ Pt, and the conditional probability P(zt ∈ Ĉt | Ĉt) can be computed using the CDF
of the normal distribution. Following Barber et al. (2023), we average data only after the initial
burn-in period with 100 steps.

Tables 1 and 2 list the MAEs of different algorithms for the two patterns of {µt}Tt=1 respectively.
The results are averaged over 100 independent runs. In each setting, the best performance of
benchmark algorithm is shown in boldface. Our algorithm ARW achieves comparable results while
being agnostic to the underlying temporal drift. Figure 2 provides bar plots to visualize the MAEs
of all algorithms for the prediction model µ̂t,1, which corresponds to the first rows of Tables 1 and 2.

Training
Window ARW W0.99 W0.9 W0.5 W0.99 V1 V4 V16 V64 V256 V1024

1 0.50 0.48 0.48 0.62 0.91 15.32 5.63 2.71 1.33 0.69 0.48
64 0.47 0.46 0.46 0.61 0.90 15.31 5.67 2.72 1.35 0.67 0.46
256 0.47 0.46 0.46 0.62 0.92 15.30 5.66 2.71 1.33 0.68 0.46
1024 0.47 0.45 0.45 0.61 0.91 15.30 5.66 2.71 1.33 0.68 0.45

Table 1: Mean absolute error (in %) of coverage for stationary mean estimation.

Linear regression. We set X = R5. For each t ∈ [T ], the data distribution is Pt = Pt,x ×Pt,y|x,
where Pt,x = N (0, I5) is the marginal distribution of the covariate x, and Pt,y|x = N (x⊤βt, 1) is the
conditional distribution of y given x. As in the mean estimation problem, we consider two patterns
of {βt}Tt=1. Let 15 = (1, 1, 1, 1, 1)⊤ ∈ R5. In the stationary pattern, βt =

1
515 for all t ∈ [T ]. In the

non-stationary pattern, βt = 2βt15, where {βt}Tt=1 follows the non-stationary pattern in the right
panel of Figure 1; see Appendix C.2 for a detailed description.
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Training
Window ARW W0.99 W0.9 W0.5 W0.99 V1 V4 V16 V64 V256 V1024

1 3.28 7.24 7.26 7.50 7.71 15.32 5.65 2.99 2.81 4.41 7.24
64 2.53 7.34 7.37 7.65 7.88 15.28 5.70 3.06 2.23 3.68 7.34
256 3.04 7.73 7.76 7.97 8.17 15.34 5.72 3.18 3.10 4.54 7.73
1024 3.50 5.45 5.45 5.47 5.54 15.42 5.79 3.36 3.45 5.23 5.45

Table 2: Mean absolute error (in %) of coverage for non-stationary mean estimation.
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Figure 2: Mean absolute errors of coverage for mean estimation. Left: stationary case. Right:
non-stationary case.

In each period j ∈ [T ], we generate i.i.d. training samples Btr
j and i.i.d. calibration samples

Bca
j from Pj . The size |Bca

j | of the calibration set Bca
j is drawn uniformly over {1, · · · , 9}, and

|Btr
j | = 3|Bca

j |. At time t ∈ [T ], we run ordinary least squares (OLS) to train a linear prediction
model µ̂t,k, where k ∈ {1, 16, 256, 1024}, and µ̂t,k uses the training data from the last k periods
{Btr

j }tj=t−t∧k+1. We carry out the same procedures as in the mean estimation problem to compute
conformity scores and form prediction intervals using ARW, Vk and Wρ. The true coverage level
ct = P(yt ∈ Ĉt(xt) | Ĉt), where (xt, yt) ∼ Pt, is approximated by drawing another 1000 independent
samples from Pt.

In Tables 3 and 4, we report the MAEs of different algorithms over 100 independent runs. Figure 3
provides a bar plot visualizing the MAEs of different algorithms using the OLS point predictor µ̂t,1.

Training
Window ARW W0.99 W0.9 W0.5 W0.99 V1 V4 V16 V64 V256 V1024

1 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.96 1.15 15.44 5.69 2.80 1.53 1.00 0.90
64 0.91 0.90 0.90 0.96 1.16 15.43 5.68 2.80 1.53 1.00 0.90
256 0.90 0.90 0.89 0.96 1.15 15.44 5.68 2.79 1.52 1.00 0.90
1024 0.91 0.90 0.90 0.96 1.15 15.44 5.67 2.79 1.52 1.00 0.90

Table 3: Mean absolute error (in %) of coverage for stationary linear regression.
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Training
Window ARW W0.99 W0.9 W0.5 W0.99 V1 V4 V16 V64 V256 V1024

1 3.60 8.69 8.67 8.49 8.33 15.46 5.77 3.29 3.61 5.84 8.69
64 3.63 8.63 8.61 8.44 8.26 15.44 5.77 3.29 3.62 5.79 8.63
256 3.69 8.36 8.34 8.15 7.97 15.45 5.77 3.28 3.64 5.58 8.36
1024 3.75 8.07 8.06 7.88 7.71 15.45 5.76 3.30 3.67 5.50 8.07

Table 4: Mean absolute error (in %) of coverage for nonstationary linear regression.
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Figure 3: Mean absolute errors of coverage for linear regression. Left: stationary case. Right:
non-stationary case.

Summary. The results from mean estimation and linear regression show that ARW consistently
achieves superior performances in both stationary and non-stationary settings.

5.2 Real data

Finally, we test our method using a real estate dataset maintained by the Dubai Land Department.1

We study the sales of apartments during the past 16 years (from January 1st, 2008 to December
31st, 2023). There are 211,432 samples (sales) in total, and we want to predict the final price given
characteristics of an apartment (e.g., number of rooms, size, location). Each week is treated as
a time period, and there are 826 of them in total. Figure 4 in Appendix C.3 shows the weekly
average of logarithmic prices, illustrating the distribution shift over time. We split week t’s data
into a training set Btr

t , a calibration set Bca
t , and a test set Bte

t with proportions 30%, 10%, and
60%, respectively. Most samples are allocated to the test set so that the coverage probability can be
estimated accurately. We follow the standard practice to apply a logarithmic transform to the price
and target that in our prediction. See Appendix C.3 for other details of preprocessing.

For each t ∈ {10, 20, 30, · · · , 820}, we run XGBoost (Chen and Guestrin, 2016) on 4 different
windows of historical training data {Btr

j }tj=t−k∧t+1 with k ∈ {1, 16, 256, 1024}, to get 4 point
prediction models. For each of them, we compute its associated conformity scores on the calibration
data {Bca

j }tj=1, run Algorithm 2 to obtain a prediction interval Ĉt, and compute its coverage frequency
on the test set Bte

t . We also compare our adaptive rolling window approach to Vk and Wρ. We run
the experiment independently over 100 random seeds and report the average results in Tables 5
and 6. For all of the 4 training strategies, our approach consistently achieves the nominal coverage

1https://www.dubaipulse.gov.ae/data/dld-transactions/dld_transactions-open
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level with small average interval width. It outperforms weighting methods and is comparable to the
best fixed-window method.

Training
Window ARW W0.99 W0.9 W0.5 W0.25 V1 V4 V16 V64 V256 V1024

1 3.44 4.47 4.47 4.52 4.58 6.26 3.67 3.00 3.18 4.12 4.46
16 3.13 6.18 6.19 6.26 6.35 6.33 3.80 2.97 3.00 5.24 6.18
256 3.28 4.43 4.43 4.48 4.53 6.25 3.72 3.00 3.76 5.54 4.43
1024 3.10 3.63 3.63 3.64 3.68 6.34 3.73 3.06 3.29 3.84 3.63

Table 5: Mean absolute error (in %) of coverage on the housing data.

Training
Window ARW W0.99 W0.9 W0.5 W0.25 V1 V4 V16 V64 V256 V1024

1 1.58 1.70 1.70 1.70 1.71 1.37 1.47 1.49 1.55 1.65 1.70
16 1.10 1.41 1.41 1.42 1.43 0.98 0.98 0.97 1.09 1.30 1.41
256 0.98 1.15 1.15 1.16 1.17 0.97 0.99 0.97 0.96 0.98 1.15
1024 1.03 1.09 1.09 1.10 1.10 1.01 1.03 1.03 1.03 1.05 1.09

Table 6: Mean interval width on the housing data.

6 Discussions

We develop rolling window strategies for quantile estimation and predictive inference under temporal
drift. Theoretical analyses and numerical experiments demonstrate their adaptivity to the unknown
distribution shift. This work opens up a number of future directions. Our approach assumes
decoupled training and validation procedures. It is worth investigating how our methods can be
extended to procedures that make more efficient use of data, such as full conformal prediction (Vovk
et al., 2005), jackknife+ and CV+ (Barber et al., 2021). Another feature of our work is that no
structural assumption on the temporal drift is needed. In practice, certain drift patterns can be
learned from data or domain knowledge, such as seasonalities and trends. How to utilize those
structures for better use of data while safeguarding against the risk of misspecification is of great
importance.
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A Proofs

A.1 Proof of Theorem 3.1

Applying Lemma B.4 to the data {Dj}tj=t−k+1 yields

P
(
|Ft(q̂t,k)− (1− α)| ≤ ϕ(t, k) + min

ε>0

{
R(Bt,k, ε, 1− α, δ/2)

1− ε

})
≥ 1− δ,

where the function R is defined in Definition B.1. The proof is finished by taking ε = 1/5.

A.2 Proof of Theorem 3.2

Choose any δ ∈ (0, 1), ε > 0 and η > 0. Let R(n, ε, γ, δ) be defined as in Definition B.1 with
γ = 1− α. We will show that with probability at least 1− δ,

|F̂t,i(q̂t,k)− (1− α)| ≤ 2(1 + η)ϕ(t, k) +
1 + η

1− ε
R(Bt,k, ε, 1− α, δ/4) +R(Bt,i, η, 1− α, δ/4). (A.1)

If this is true, we can take η = ε = 1/5 and get

|F̂t,i(q̂t,k)− (1− α)| ≤ 12

5
ϕ(t, k) +

3

2
R(Bt,k, 1/5, 1− α, δ/4) +R(Bt,i, 1/5, 1− α, δ/4)

≤ 12

5
ϕ(t, k) +

6

5
ψ(t, k, δ/2) +

4

5
ψ(t, i, δ/2).

We now prove (A.1). Let

ψ1 =
R(Bt,k, ε, 1− α, δ/4)

1− ε
.

Denote by A the event that
|Ft(q̂t,k)− (1− α)| ≤ ϕ(t, k) + ψ1.

According to Theorem 3.1, P(A) ≥ 1− δ/2. Let r = ϕ(t, k) + ψ1. When A happens, we have

Q−
1−α−r(Ft) ≤ q̂t,k ≤ Q+

1−α+r(Ft)

and hence,

P
(
F̂t,i

(
Q−

1−α−r(Ft)
)
≤ F̂t,i(q̂t,k) ≤ F̂t,i

(
Q+

1−α+r(Ft)
))

≥ 1− δ/2.

Let q+ = Q+
1−α+r(Ft), which is deterministic. Then

F̂t,i(q
+) =

1

Bt,i

t∑
j=t−i+1

Bj∑
ℓ=1

1(uj,ℓ ≤ q+) and E
[
F̂t,i(q

+)
]
= Ft,i(q

+).

Note that F̂t,i(q
+) is an average of independent Bernoulli random variables. We will apply Lemma B.2

to obtain concentration of F̂t,i(q
+) around Ft,i(q

+). By Assumption 2.2, Ft is absolutely continuous,
so Ft(q

+) = min{1− α+ r, 1} = (1− α) + min{r, α}. Hence,

|P(uj,ℓ ≤ q+)− (1− α)| ≤ |Fj(q
+)− Ft(q

+)|+min{r, α} ≤ ϕ(t, i) + r, t− i+ 1 ≤ j ≤ t.

Choose any δ ∈ (0, 1) and η > 0. By Lemma B.2,

P
(
F̂t,i(q

+)− Ft,i(q
+) ≤ η[ϕ(t, i) + r] +R(Bt,i, η, 1− α, δ/4)

)
≥ 1− δ

4
. (A.2)
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Since
Ft,i(q

+) ≤ Ft(q
+) + ϕ(t, i) ≤ 1− α+ r + ϕ(t, i),

then (A.2) implies

P
(
F̂t,i(Q

+
q+r(Ft))− (1− α) ≤ (1 + η)[r + ϕ(t, i)] +R(Bt,i, η, 1− α, δ/4)

)
≥ 1− δ

4
.

Similarly, we can prove the same tail bound for −[F̂t,i(Q
−
q−r(Ft))− (1− α)]. By union bounds,

the following inequalities hold simultaneously with probability at least 1− δ/2:

F̂t,i(Q
+
q+r(Ft))− (1− α) ≤ (1 + η)[r + ϕ(t, i)] +R(Bt,i, η, 1− α, δ/4),

F̂t,i(Q
−
q−r(Ft))− (1− α) ≥ −{(1 + η)[r + ϕ(t, i)] +R(Bt,i, η, 1− α, δ/4)} .

Combining this with (A.2), we see that with probability at least 1− δ,

|F̂t,i(q̂t,k)− (1− α)| ≤ (1 + η)[ϕ(t, k) + ψ1 + ϕ(t, i)] +R(Bt,i, η, 1− α, δ/4)

≤ (1 + η)

(
2ϕ(t, k) +

R(Bt,k, ε, 1− α, δ/4)

1− ε

)
+R(Bt,i, η, 1− α, δ/4).

The last inequality is due to i ≤ k and thus ϕ(t, i) ≤ ϕ(t, k). We have obtained (A.1).

A.3 Proof of Theorem 4.1

Let δ′ = δ/(4t2). We will prove that with probability at least 1− δ,

|Ft(q̂t,k̂)− (1− α)| ≤ 6
[
ϕ(t, k) + ψ(t, k, δ′)

]
, ∀k ∈ [t].

By Theorem 3.1 and the union bound,

P
(
|Ft(q̂t,k)− (1− α)| ≤ ϕ(t, k) + ψ(t, k, δ′), ∀k ∈ [t]

)
≥ 1− tδ′. (A.3)

By Theorem 3.2 and union bounds,

P
(
0 ≤ ϕ̂(t, k, δ′) ≤ ϕ(t, k), ∀k ∈ [t]

)
≥ 1− t2δ′. (A.4)

For all k ∈ [t], deterministically,
ψ(t, k, δ′/2) ≤ 2ψ(t, k, δ′). (A.5)

From now on, assume that both the events in (A.3) and (A.4) happen.
For all k ∈ {k̂ + 1, ..., t},

|Ft(q̂t,k̂)− (1− α)| ≤ ϕ(t, k̂) + ψ(t, k̂, δ′) (by (A.3))

≤ ϕ(t, k) + ϕ̂(t, k̂, δ′) + ψ(t, k̂, δ′) (by (A.4))

≤ ϕ(t, k) + ϕ̂(t, k, δ′) + ψ(t, k, δ′) (by the definition of k̂)

≤ ϕ(t, k) + ϕ(t, k) + ψ(t, k, δ′) (by (A.4))

= 2ϕ(t, k) + ψ(t, k, δ′). (A.6)
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Next, take arbitrary k ∈ [k̂]. Then

|F̂t,k(q̂t,k̂)− (1− α)| ≤ 12

5
ϕ̂(t, k̂, δ′) +

6

5
ψ(t, k̂, δ′/2) +

4

5
ψ(t, k, δ′/2) (by the definition of ϕ̂)

≤ 12

5
ϕ̂(t, k̂, δ′) +

12

5
ψ(t, k̂, δ′) +

8

5
ψ(t, k, δ′) (by (A.5))

≤ 12

5
ϕ̂(t, k, δ′) +

12

5
ψ(t, k, δ′) +

8

5
ψ(t, k, δ′) (by the definition of k̂)

≤ 12

5
ϕ(t, k) + 4ψ(t, k, δ′). (by (A.4))

Let rk = 12
5 ϕ(t, k) + 4ψ(t, k, δ′). Then |F̂t,k(q̂t,k̂)− (1− α)| ≤ rk implies

Q−
1−α−rk

(
F̂t,k

)
≤ q̂

t,k̂
≤ Q+

1−α+rk

(
F̂t,k

)
.

Therefore,

Ft(q̂t,k̂) ≤ Ft

(
Q+

1−α+rk

(
F̂t,k

))
= Ft

(
Q+

1−α+rk

(
1

Bt,k

t−1∑
j=t−k

Bj∑
i=1

δuj,i

))

= Q+
1−α+rk

(
1

Bt,k

t−1∑
j=t−k

Bj∑
i=1

δFt(uj,i)

)

≤ Q+
1−α+rk

(
1

Bt,k

t−1∑
j=t−k

Bj∑
i=1

δFj(uj,i)

)
+ ϕ(t, k). (by Lemma B.1)

By Lemma B.3 and the union bound,

P

Q+
1−α+rk

(
1

Bt,k

t−1∑
j=t−k

Bj∑
i=1

δFj(uj,i)

)
≤ (1− α+ rk) +

rk
4

+
5

4
R(Bt,k, 1/5, 1− α, δ′), ∀k ∈ [t]


≥ 1− tδ′, (A.7)

where R(n, ε, γ, δ) is defined in Definition B.1. Similarly,

Ft(q̂t,k̂) ≥ Ft

(
Q−

1−α−rk

(
F̂t,k

))
= Ft

(
Q−

1−α−rk

(
1

Bt,k

t−1∑
j=t−k

Bj∑
i=1

δuj,i

))

= Q−
1−α−rk

(
1

Bt,k

t−1∑
j=t−k

Bj∑
i=1

δFt(uj,i)

)

≥ Q−
1−α−rk

(
1

Bt,k

t−1∑
j=t−k

Bj∑
i=1

δFj(uj,i)

)
− ϕ(t, k). (by Lemma B.1)

By Lemma B.3 and the union bound,

16



P

Q−
1−α−rk

(
1

Bt,k

t−1∑
j=t−k

Bj∑
i=1

δFj(uj,i)

)
≥ (1− α− rk)−

rk
4

− 5

4
R(Bt,k, 1/5, 1− α, δ′), ∀k ∈ [t]


≥ 1− tδ′. (A.8)

When the events in (A.7) and (A.8) happen,

|Ft(q̂t,k̂)− (1− α)| ≤ 5

4
rk +

5

4
R(Bt,k, 1/5, 1− α, δ′) + ϕ(t, k) (by (A.7) and (A.8))

≤
(
3ϕ(t, k) + 5ψ(t, k, δ′)

)
+ ψ(t, k, δ′) + ϕ(t, k)

= 4ϕ(t, k) + 6ψ(t, k, δ′). (A.9)

Therefore, when the events in (A.3), (A.4), (A.7) and (A.8) happen, which has probability at
least 1− (3t+ t2)δ′ ≥ 1− δ, we have (A.6) and (A.9), and hence

|Ft(q̂t,k̂)− (1− α)| ≤ 6min
k∈[t]

{
ϕ(t, k) + ψ(t, k, δ′)

}
.

B Technical lemmas

Lemma B.1 (Perturbation bound for empirical quantile). Let {xi}ni=1 and {yi}ni=1 be real numbers.
We have

max
γ∈(0,1)

∣∣∣∣Q−
γ

(
1

n

n∑
i=1

δxi

)
− Q−

γ

(
1

n

n∑
i=1

δyi

)∣∣∣∣ ≤ max
i∈[n]

|xi − yi|.

The same bound holds if we replace Q− by Q+.

Proof of Lemma B.1. Take permutations (k1, ..., kn) and (ℓ1, ..., ℓn) of [n] such that xk1 ≤ · · · ≤
xkn and yℓ1 ≤ · · · ≤ yℓn . Fix γ ∈ (0, 1). There exists m ∈ [n] such that

xkm = Q−
γ

(
1

n

n∑
i=1

δxi

)
and yℓm = Q−

γ

(
1

n

n∑
i=1

δyi

)
.

Without loss of generality, assume xkm ≥ yℓm . By the pigeonhole principle, the set S = {ki : m ≤
i ≤ n} ∩ {ℓi : 1 ≤ i ≤ m} is nonempty. Take j ∈ S, then xkm ≤ xj and yℓm ≥ yj . Therefore,

|xkm − yℓm | = xkm − yℓm ≤ xj − yj ≤ max
i∈[n]

|xi − yi|.

Taking maximum over all γ ∈ (0, 1) finishes the proof.

Lemma B.2 (Bernstein’s bound with perturbation). Let {xi}ni=1 be independent Bernoulli random
variables, pi = Exi and p̄ = 1

n

∑n
i=1 pi. For any r > 0, ε > 0, δ ∈ (0, 1) and q ∈ [0, 1] that satisfies

|q − p̄| ≤ r, the following holds with probability at least 1− δ:

1

n

n∑
i=1

xi − p̄ < εr +

√
2q(1− q) log(1/δ)

n
+

(
2

3
+

1

2ε

)
log(1/δ)

n
.

The same upper bound also holds for p̄− 1
n

∑n
i=1 xi with probability at least 1− δ.
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Proof of Lemma B.2. Below we only prove the upper bound on 1
n

∑n
i=1 xi − p̄. The other bound

follows from a similar argument. Let x̄ = 1
n

∑n
i=1 xi and σ2 = 1

n

∑n
i=1 var(xi) =

1
n

∑n
i=1 pi(1− pi).

By Lemma 3.1 in Han et al. (2024) (a version of Bernstein’s inequality),

P

(
1

n

n∑
i=1

xi − p̄ ≤ σ

√
2 log(1/δ)

n
+

2 log(1/δ)

3n

)
≥ 1− δ.

Denote by A the event on the left-hand side. By the concavity of the function x 7→ x(1− x) and
Jensen’s inequality,

σ2 =
1

n

n∑
i=1

pi(1− pi) ≤ p̄(1− p̄).

When A happens,

x̄− p̄ ≤
√

2p̄(1− p̄) log(1/δ)

n
+

2 log(1/δ)

3n
.

Let h(x) = x(1− x). We have |h′(x)| = |1− 2x| < 1 for x ∈ (0, 1). From r > 0 and |q − p̄| ≤ r, we
get p̄(1− p̄) < q(1− q) + r and√

p̄(1− p̄) <
√
q(1− q) + r ≤

√
q(1− q) +

√
r.

We have√
2p̄(1− p̄) log(1/δ)

n
<

√
2q(1− q) log(1/δ)

n
+

√
2r log(1/δ)

n

≤
√

2q(1− q) log(1/δ)

n
+

1

2

(
ε · 2r + 1

ε
· log(1/δ)

n

)
, ∀ε > 0.

Therefore, on the event A,

x̄− p̄ < εr +

√
2q(1− q) log(1/δ)

n
+

(
2

3
+

1

2ε

)
log(1/δ)

n
.

Consequently, the above inequality holds with probability at least 1− δ.

Lemma B.3 (Concentration of empirical quantile with perturbation). Let {xi}ni=1 be i.i.d. U(0, 1)
random variables. For any γ, γ′, δ ∈ (0, 1), with probability at least 1− δ we have

Q+
γ

(
1

n

n∑
i=1

δxi

)
− γ ≤ min

ε∈(0,1)

{
(1− ε)−1

[
ε|γ − γ′|+

√
2γ′(1− γ′) log(1/δ)

n
+

(
2

3
+

1

2ε

)
log(1/δ)

n

]}
.

The same upper bound also holds for γ − Q−
γ

(
1
n

∑n
i=1 δxi

)
with probability at least 1− δ.

Proof of Lemma B.3. Define q− = Q−
γ (

1
n

∑n
i=1 δxi) and q+ = Q+

γ (
1
n

∑n
i=1 δxi). Let

T (ε) = (1− ε)−1

[
ε|γ − γ′|+

√
2γ′(1− γ′) log(2/δ)

n
+

(
2

3
+

1

2ε

)
log(2/δ)

n

]
, ∀ε ∈ (0, 1)

be the function inside the min operator. For any t > 0, we have

q+ − γ > t ⇒ 1

n

n∑
i=1

1(xi ≤ γ + t) ≤ γ ⇔ (γ + t)− 1

n

n∑
i=1

1(xi ≤ γ + t) ≥ t,
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q− − γ < −t ⇒ 1

n

n∑
i=1

1(xi ≤ γ − t) ≥ γ ⇔ 1

n

n∑
i=1

1(xi ≤ γ − t)− (γ − t) ≥ t.

Based on the above,

P(q+ − γ ≤ t) ≥ P
(
(γ + t)− 1

n

n∑
i=1

1(xi ≤ γ + t) < t

)
,

P(γ − q− ≤ t) ≥ P
(
1

n

n∑
i=1

1(xi ≤ γ − t)− (γ − t) < t

)
.

Choose any δ ∈ (0, 1) and ε > 0. Applying Lemma B.2 to {1(xi ≤ γ ± t)}ni=1, pi = γ ± t and
q = γ′ yields that for every ε > 0, each of the following inequalities holds with probability at least
1− δ:

(γ + t)− 1

n

n∑
i=1

1(xi ≤ γ + t) < εt+ ε|γ − γ′|+
√

2γ′(1− γ′) log(1/δ)

n
+

(
2

3
+

1

2ε

)
log(1/δ)

n
,

1

n

n∑
i=1

1(xi ≤ γ − t)− (γ − t) < εt+ ε|γ − γ′|+
√

2γ′(1− γ′) log(1/δ)

n
+

(
2

3
+

1

2ε

)
log(1/δ)

n
.

Therefore, we would have P(q+ − γ ≤ t) ≥ 1− δ and P(γ − q− ≤ t) ≥ 1− δ provided that

t ≥ εt+ ε|γ − γ′|+
√

2γ(1− γ) log(1/δ)

n
+

(
2

3
+

1

2ε

)
log(1/δ)

n
,

which is equivalent to t ≥ T (ε). Since the function T is continuous on (0, 1) and limε→0+ T (ε) =
limε→1− T (ε) = +∞, then T attains its minimum value at some ε0 ∈ (0, 1). The proof is finished by
taking t = T (ε0).

Based on Lemma B.3, we can study the concentration of empirical quantile under distribution
shift. To state the result, we define a useful function that appears repeatedly in our proofs as
probabilistic upper bounds.

Definition B.1. For any n ∈ Z+, ε > 0 and γ, δ ∈ (0, 1), let

R(n, ε, γ, δ) =

√
2γ(1− γ) log(1/δ)

n
+

(
2

3
+

1

2ε

)
log(1/δ)

n
.

Lemma B.4 (Concentration of empirical quantile under distribution shift). Let {xi}ni=1 be indepen-
dent random variables with absolutely continuous CDF’s {Fi}ni=1, and denote by F̂ their empirical
CDF. Define ϕ = maxi∈[n] ∥Fi − Fn∥∞. For any γ, δ ∈ (0, 1), we have

P
(
Fn

(
Q+

γ (F̂ )
)
− γ ≤ ϕ+min

ε>0

{
R(n, ε, γ, δ)

1− ε

})
≥ 1− δ.

The same bound also holds for γ − Fn

(
Q−

γ (F̂ )
)
.
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Proof of Lemma B.4. We only prove the bound on Fn

(
Q+

γ (F̂ )
)
− γ, as the other bound follows

from the same analysis. By definition,

Fn

(
Q+

γ (F̂ )
)
= Q+

γ

(
1

n

n∑
i=1

δFn(xi)

)
.

By absolute continuity, {Fi(xi)}ni=1 are i.i.d. U(0, 1) random variables. Hence, the distribution
of Q+

γ (
1
n

∑n
i=1 δFi(xi)) does not depend on {Fi}ni=1. It can be viewed as a homogenized version of

Fn

(
Q+

γ (F̂ )
)
. For any δ ∈ (0, 1), Lemma B.3 implies that with probability at least 1− δ,

P

(
Q+

γ

(
1

n

n∑
i=1

δFi(xi)

)
− γ ≤ min

ε>0

{
R(n, ε, γ, δ)

1− ε

})
≥ 1− δ. (B.1)

Since |Fn(xi) − Fi(xi)| ≤ ∥Fn − Fi∥∞ ≤ ϕ a.s., then applying Lemma B.1 to {Fn(xi)}ni=1 and
{Fi(xi)}ni=1 gives ∣∣∣∣Fn

(
Q+

γ (F̂ )
)
− Q+

γ

(
1

n

n∑
i=1

δFi(xi)

)∣∣∣∣ ≤ ϕ, a.s.

Combining this with (B.1) completes the proof.

C Numerical experiments: additional details

C.1 A simplified algorithm for quantile estimation

Algorithm 4 Adaptive rolling window for quantile estimation (experiment version)

Input: Datasets {Dj}tj=1 with Dj = {uj,i}
Bj

i=1, miscoverage level α and hyperparameter δ′.
Let m = ⌈log2 t⌉+ 1. Let ks = 2s−1 for s ∈ [m− 1] and km = t.
for s = 1, ...,m do

Compute q̂t,ks according to (3.1), and

ψ(t, ks, δ) =

√
α(1− α) log(1/δ)

Bt,ks

+
1

Bt,ks

,

ϕ̂(t, ks, δ) =
5

12
max
i∈[k]

(∣∣F̂t,ki(q̂t,ks)− (1− α)
∣∣− [ψ(t, ks, δ) + ψ(t, ki, δ)]

)
+

.

end for
Choose any ŝ ∈ argmins∈[m]{ϕ̂(t, ks, δ) + ψ(t, ks, δ)}.
return q̂t,kŝ .

C.2 Details of the synthetic data experiment

We give an outline of how the true mean sequence {µt}Tt=1 in the right panel of Figure 1 and the
sequence {βt}Tt=1 for non-stationary linear regression are generated.

We will construct a base sequence {ut}Tt=1, and set µt = 5ut and βt = 2ut. The base sequence
{ut}Tt=1 consists of 4 parts, each representing a distribution drift pattern. In the first part, the
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sequence experiences large shifts. Then, it switches to a sinusoidal pattern. Following that, the
environment stays stationary for some time. Finally, the sequence drifts randomly at every period,
where the drift sizes are independently sampled from {1,−1} with equal probability and scaled with
a constant.

The function for generating the base sequence takes in 3 parameters N, n and seed, where N is the
total number of periods, n is the parameter determining the splitting points of the 4 parts, and seed
is the random seed used for code reproducibility. In our experiment, we set N = 100, n = 2 and
seed = 2024. The exact function can be found in our code at https://github.com/eliselyhan/
predictive-inference.

C.3 Details of the real data experiment

Figure 4 shows the weekly average of logarithmic prices, illustrating the distribution shift over time.
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Figure 4: Weekly average of logarithmic prices.

We focus on transactions of studios and apartments with 1 to 4 bedrooms, between Jan-
uary 1st, 2008 and December 31st, 2023. We import variables instance_date (transaction date),
area_name_en (English name of the area where the apartment is located in), rooms_en (number
of bedrooms), has_parking (whether or not the apartment has a parking spot), procedure_area
(area in the apartment), actual_worth (final price) from the data.

We use instance_date (transaction date) to construct weekly datasets. The target for prediction
is the logarithmic of actual_worth. The predictors are area_name_en, rooms_en, has_parking and
procedure_area. area_name_en has 58 possible values and encoded as an integer variable.

We remove a sample if its actual_worth or procedure_area is among the largest or smallest
2.5% of the population, whichever is true. After the procedure, 91.6% of the data remain.

We run XGBoost regression using the function XGBRegressor in the Python library xgboost.
We set random_state to be our random seed and do not change any other default parameters.
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