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Abstract—This paper develops a risk-aware net demand fore-
casting product for virtual power plants, which helps reduce
the risk of high operation costs. At the training phase, a bilevel
program for parameter estimation is formulated, where the upper
level optimizes over the forecast model parameter to minimize
the conditional value-at-risk (a risk metric) of operation costs.
The lower level solves the operation problems given the forecast.
Leveraging the specific structure of the operation problem, we
show that the bilevel program is equivalent to a convex program
when the forecast model is linear. Numerical results show that
our approach effectively reduces the risk of high costs compared
to the forecasting approach developed for risk-neutral decision
makers.

Index Terms—Net demand forecasting, Decision-focused learn-
ing, Risk management

I. INTRODUCTION

With the increasing penetration of Renewable Energy
Sources (RESs) in demand side, electricity consumption be-
comes the net demand, which is calculated by subtracting
RES production from the non-dispatchable electricity load.
The inherent variability and unpredictability of RESs make
the future trend of net demand hard to predict. Improving
its forecast accuracy has been the main focus of forecasters.
Efforts have been put into developing forecast models by
leveraging cutting-edge techniques such as deep learning [1].

The predicted net demand is usually used as a parameter in a
decision-making problem, such as the energy dispatch problem
for scheduling the generators [2]. While forecast accuracy is a
useful metric for assessing the statistical quality of forecasts,
users are primarily concerned with maximizing the benefits
derived from their use, i.e., the decision value. Recent studies
show that the statistical quality may not be consistent with the
decision value [3]. Therefore, research has been conducted on
training forecast models aimed at maximizing decision value.
Approaches such as integrated optimization [4], differentiable
programming [5], and loss function design [6] have been
employed; see the review in [6]. The above studies issue
value-oriented forecasts for maximizing the expected decision
values. However, such practice takes the perspective of risk-
neutral decision-makers and fails to protect them from rare
but significant losses.

This motivates us the following technical question: Is it
possible to train forecast models to maximize decision values

while accounting for the risks arising from uncertainties in
decision processes?

To answer this question, we propose a risk-aware train-
ing approach for estimating forecast model parameters for a
Virtual Power Plant (VPP) operator. The decision value is
defined as minimizing the Day-Ahead (DA) and Real-Time
(RT) overall operation cost for the operator. Considering the
operator is not risk-neutral, a different objective than the
minimization of the expected overall cost is sought at the
training phase. Generally speaking, the proper objective for
a risk-aware operator penalizes the highest overall operation
costs. Therefore, minimizing the Conditional Value-at-Risk
(CVaR) (a widely-used metric for quantifying risk [7]) of the
overall operation costs is used as the training objective. Using
such an objective, a bilevel program is built for parameter
estimation, where the upper level optimizes over the forecast
model parameter, and the lower level solves the DA and RT
operation problems for each sample. We leverage the specific
structure of the lower-level operation problems and show that
the relationship between the overall operation cost and the
forecast is a convex function. With such a function, the bilevel
program can be transformed into a convex program when the
forecast model is linear, which is efficient to solve by the off-
the-shelf solvers. Our main contributions are,

1) Propose a risk-aware forecast model parameter estimation
approach at the training phase, which effectively immunizes
the operator from high operation costs.

2) Analytically derive a convex function between the fore-
cast and the overall operation cost, enabling a convex parame-
ter estimation program when the forecast model is linear. This
ensures global optimality.

II. PRELIMINARIES

A. Day-ahead and Real-time Operations of a Virtual Power
Plant (VPP) Operator

In this work, we consider the sequential operation of a VPP
operator, which must ensure the satisfaction of net demand,
i.e., the demand minus RESs (where the demand can include
the load in VPP or the power exchange with others). In DA,
the VPP operator determines the energy dispatch of slow-
start generators for each time-slot τ on the next day d. Such
decisions are made based on the net demand forecast ŷd,τ at
time t on day d − 1, before knowing true net demand. After* These authors contributed equally to this work.

ar
X

iv
:2

40
6.

10
43

4v
1 

 [
ee

ss
.S

Y
] 

 1
4 

Ju
n 

20
24



the net demand realization yd,τ is revealed, the operator is
responsible for deficit or surplus of power imbalance at each
time-slot τ on the next day d. The operator can compensate
for the imbalance, by resorting to the flexible resources. Next,
we detail the DA and RT operations.

1) DA Operation: For any time-slot τ on the next day
d, the VPP operator schedules the slow-start generators to
minimize the generation cost. We assume that the inter-
temporal constraints, such as ramping constraints, are not
explicitly considered [4]. The DA operation problem is,

min
pDA
d,τ

ρDA,⊤pDA
d,τ (1a)

s.t. 1⊤pDA
d,τ = ŷd,τ : λd,τ (1b)

0 ≤ pDA
d,τ ≤ pDA : νd,τ ,νd,τ , (1c)

where pDA
d,τ denotes the scheduling decisions. ρDA is the

marginal generation cost and pDA is the generation upper limit.
The dual variables are listed after the colons. The dual problem
of (1) is,

max
λd,τ ,νd,τ ,νd,τ

λd,τ ŷd,τ − ν⊤
d,τp

DA (2a)

s.t. ρDA − λd,τ1+ νd,τ − νd,τ = 0 (2b)

νd,τ ,νd,τ ≥ 0, (2c)

2) RT Operation: The deviation between the net demand
realization yd,τ and the DA forecast ŷd,τ is inevitable. The
operator is required to compensate the deviation yd,τ − ŷd,τ
as time close to the delivery. When energy deficit happens,
i.e., yd,τ − ŷd,τ > 0, the flexible resources output power p+d,τ
to compensate the deficit, at the marginal cost of ρ+. When
energy surplus happens, i.e., yd,τ − ŷd,τ < 0, the flexible
resources absorb the excessive electricity p−d,τ at the marginal
utility of ρ−. Minimizing the cost of balancing the deviation,
the operator solves RT operation problem at each time-slot τ
on day d as,

min
p+
d,τ ,p

−
d,τ

ρ+,⊤p+d,τ − ρ−,⊤p−d,τ (3a)

s.t. 1⊤(p+d,τ − p−d,τ ) = yd,τ − ŷd,τ : γd,τ (3b)

0 ≤ p−d,τ ≤ p− : µ
d,τ

,µd,τ (3c)

0 ≤ p+d,τ ≤ p+ : η
d,τ

,ηd,τ , (3d)

where (3b) ensures that the deviation is settled. The adjustment
provided by flexible loads is bounded by technical limits via
(3c)-(3d), where p+,p− are the upper limits respectively.
After solving (3), the optimal RT solutions p+,∗

d,τ ,p
−,∗
d,τ are

obtained. The dual variables of the RT operation are listed
after the colons in (3b)-(3d). The dual problem of (3) is,

max
Ξ

γd,τ (yd,τ − ŷd,τ )− µ⊤
d,τp

− − η⊤
d,τp

+ (4a)

s.t. − ρ− + γd,τ1+ µd,τ − µ
d,τ

= 0 (4b)

ρ+ − γd,τ1+ ηd,τ − η
d,τ

= 0 (4c)

µ
d,τ

,µd,τ ,ηd,τ
,ηd,τ ≥ 0, (4d)

Cost

Probability

VaRβ CVaRβ

Fig. 1. The illustration of CVaRβ . The dashed area measures β. VaRβ is the β-quantile
of the cost. CVaRβ is the expected value of the cost above VaRβ .

where Ξ = {γd,τ ,µd,τ
,µd,τ ,ηd,τ

,ηd,τ}. The optimal solution
of (4) is {γ∗

d,τ ,µ
∗
d,τ

,µ∗
d,τ ,η

∗
d,τ

,η∗
d,τ}.

Here, we define the overall operation cost of the VPP
operator in both DA and RT at a time-slot τ ,

Definition 1. We define the overall operation cost of the
operator at time-slot τ on day d as,

DA primal optimal objective︷ ︸︸ ︷
ρDA,⊤pDA,∗

d,τ +

RT primal optimal objective︷ ︸︸ ︷
ρ+,⊤p+,∗

d,τ − ρ−,⊤p−,∗
d,τ (5a)

=

DA dual optimal objective︷ ︸︸ ︷
λ∗
d,τ · ŷd,τ − ν∗,⊤

d,τ p
DA +

RT dual optimal objective︷ ︸︸ ︷
γ∗
d,τ (yd,τ − ŷd,τ )− µ∗,⊤

d,τ p
− − η∗,⊤

d,τ p
+, (5b)

where (5a) is the DA primal optimal objective plus RT
primal optimal objective, and (5b) is the DA dual optimal
objective plus RT dual optimal objective. The two objectives
are equal due to the strong duality theorem [8]. (5a),(5b) are
related with the forecast ŷd,τ and the realization yd,τ .

B. Optimization of Conditional Value-at-Risk

Let ℓ(x, Y ) denote the cost function associated with the
decision x ∈ X (where X is the constraint set) and random
variable Y . For a specific x ∈ X , ℓ(x, Y ) is a random variable.
When the realization of Y is y. the realization of ℓ(x, Y ) is
ℓ(x, y). Let Varβ denote the β-quantile of the cost ℓ(x, Y ).
The corresponding CVaRβ is defined as the expected value
of the costs that are larger or equal to VaRβ . The illustration
of CVaRβ is shown in Fig. 1. The goal is to find an optimal
solution of x to minimize CVaRβ . [7] shows that such a goal
can be achieved via solving an optimization program,

x∗, α∗ = argmin
x∈X ,α

α+
1

(1− β)M

M∑
m=1

[ℓ(x, ym)− α]+, (6)

where {ym}Mm=1 are the M scenarios sampled from the prob-
ability distribution of Y . The expresssion [ℓ(x, ym) − α]+ =
ℓ(x, ym) − α when ℓ(x, ym) > α and [ℓ(x, ym) − α]+ = 0
when ℓ(x, ym) ≤ α. If the cost function ℓ(x, ym) is convex,
the objective α+ 1

(1−β)M

∑M
m=1[ℓ(x, ym)−α]+ is convex [7].

The optimal solution x∗ minimizes the CVaRβ , and α∗ gives
the corresponding Varβ .

III. RISK-AWARE PARAMETER ESTIMATION

In this section, we estimate the forecast model parameter
to minimize the overall operation cost of the operator while



considering risk. Let g( · ; Θ) denote the forecast model with
the parameter Θ, and sd,τ denote the context. The net demand
forecast for the time-slot τ on day d is issued by,

ŷd,τ = g(sd,τ ; Θ) (7)

Given the dataset {{sd,τ , yd,τ}Tτ=1}Dd=1, comprising histor-
ical context sd,τ and net demand realization yd,τ over D
days, we formulate a bilevel program, where the upper level
optimizes over the forecast model parameter aware of the risk
of high operation costs. The lower level solves the DA and
RT operation problems. The bilevel program is as follows,

min
Θ,α

α+
1

D · T · (1− β)

D∑
d=1

T∑
τ=1

[(5a) − α]+ (8a)

s.t. ŷd,τ = g(sd,τ ; Θ),∀τ = 1, ..., T,∀d = 1, ..., D (8b)

(1),∀τ = 1, ..., T,∀d = 1, ..., D

(3),∀τ = 1, ..., T,∀d = 1, ..., D

}
Lower level, (8c)

To reduce the risk of high costs, the upper level optimizes
over the forecast model parameter Θ toward minimizing
CVaRβ of the overall operation cost in the training set, as
stated in (8a). This overall operation cost, given in (5a), is
informed by the lower-level solutions in (8c). The degree of
risk aversion is controlled by β. When the operator is more
risk-averse regarding high costs, β is set to a larger value.
We have the following proposition for the extreme case where
β = 0.

Proposition 1. When the operator sets β = 0, the operator is
risk-neutral. The forecast model parameter is trained toward
minimizing the expected overall operation cost.

Proof. When β = 0, α is the minimum of the overall
operation cost (5) in the test set. Therefore, ∀τ = 1, ..., T, d =
1, ..., D, [(5) − α]+ = (5) − α. Then (8a) is equivalent with
1

D·T
∑D

d=1

∑T
τ=1 (5), i.e., the expected operation cost.

Proposition 1 shows that when β = 0, (8a) is equivalent
to the expected overall operation cost. The bilevel program
for parameter estimation in (8) is therefore reduced to the one
proposed in [6] for risk-neutral operators.

To enhance the connection between the forecast and the
overall operation cost, we replace (5a) with (5b), and substitute
the lower-level RT primal problem with its dual counterpart.
The bilevel program in (8) is reformulated as,

min
Θ,α

α+
1

D · T · (1− β)

D∑
d=1

T∑
τ=1

[(5b) − α]+ (9a)

s.t. (8b)

(2),∀τ = 1, ..., T,∀d = 1, ..., D

(4),∀τ = 1, ..., T,∀d = 1, ..., D

}
Lower level, (9b)

Solving (9) remains challenging. A common solution ap-
proach involves substituting the lower level with its KKT
conditions, which are converted to mixed-integer constraints.
The number of mixed-integer constraints grows as the number

of training set samples increases, rendering the hard-to-solve
large-scale mixed-integer program. In the upcoming section,
we’d like to suggest deriving an analytical function linking
the lower-level dual solutions and the forecast. This approach
allows for the elimination of the lower level. Substituting this
function into (5b) yields the relationship between the forecast
and the overall cost. We will then demonstrate the properties
of this function, which aid in solving (9).

IV. DERIVING THE FUNCTION BETWEEN THE FORECAST
AND THE OVERALL OPERATION COST

In this section, we derive the analytical relationship between
the forecast ŷd,τ and the overall operation cost as given
in (5b). Given the involvement of dual solutions in (5b),
we first derive the analytical function between the optimal
dual solutions {λ∗

d,τ ,ν
∗
d,τ , γ

∗
d,τ ,µ

∗
d,τ ,η

∗
d,τ} and the forecast

ŷd,τ . These relationships are determined by the DA and RT
dual problems in (2),(4), which are linear programs where
the forecast ŷd,τ serves as a parameter. For general linear
programs (10) (where x is the primal variable, c,G,ψ,F
are the fixed parameters, ω is the parameter of interest) and
its dual problem (11) (where σ is the dual variable), [9]
outlines the properties of the functions linking the optimal
dual solutions and the optimal objective to the parameters.

x∗ =argmin
x

c⊤x (10a)

s.t. Gx ≤ ψ + Fω : σ. (10b)

σ∗ = argmax
σ≥0

−σ⊤(ψ + Fω) (11)

Theorem 1. [9] Consider general linear programs (11).
The function, which describes the change in the optimal dual
solutions σ∗ as the parameter changes ω ∈ Ω (where Ω is
a convex polytope), is a stepwise function. The relationship
between the optimal objective −σ∗⊤(ψ + Fω) and the pa-
rameter ω ∈ Ω is a piecewise linear and convex function.

Theorem 1 shows that there exists a set of polyhedral
partitions R1, ..., RN of Ω, ∀ω ∈ Ri, the function between
the optimal dual solution and ω is a constant function, whose
value σ∗i can be obtained by solving the dual problem in
(11) given any ω ∈ Ri. The corresponding linear function
between the optimal objective and the parameter ω ∈ Ri can
be obtained, which is −σ∗i,⊤(ψ + Fω). [9] shows how to
divide Ω into a set of partitions R1, ..., RN via the active
constraints in the primal problem (10) in a general sense.
For the specific DA operation problem in (1),(2) and the
RT operation problem in (3),(4), we leverage the structure
to obtain polyhedral partitions and subsequently obtain the
functions that link the optimal overall cost to the parameters.

A. Obtaining DA and RT Partitions

We leverage the structure of the primal DA and RT problems
in (1),(3) to obtain the polyhedral partitions. (1),(3) stand
for economic dispatch problems, where the resources are
dispatched in a cost-merit order. For instance, in the DA
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Fig. 2. Illustration of a cost-merit order dispatch. (a) In the DA operation, there are two
generators with marginal costs ρDA

1 , ρDA
2 and capacities pDA

1 , pDA
2 . The blue solid line

represents the net demand forecast ŷd,τ . Since the generator 1 is the cheapest one, it is
dispatched to full capacity. The generator 2 is partially dispatched until the net demand
is settled. (b) In the RT operation, flexible resources 1 and 2 addressing energy deficit
with marginal cost ρ+

1 , ρ+
2 and capacities p+

1 , p+
2 . Flexible resources 3 and 4 address

energy surplus with marginal utility ρ−
1 , ρ−

2 and capacities p−
1 , p−

2 . The orange solid
line represents the negative forecast deviation yd,τ − ŷd,τ < 0. Since flexible resource
3 has a higher marginal utility, it is dispatched to the full capacity. The flexible resource
4 is partially dispatched until the deviation is settled.

operation (1), the solutions are related to the forecast ŷd,τ .
The generator with a lower marginal cost is dispatched first.
In the RT operation (3), the solutions are related to the
forecast deviation yd,τ − ŷd,τ . When the operator faces an
energy deficit, i.e., yd,τ − ŷd,τ > 0, and flexible resources
output electricity, the resources with lower marginal cost are
resorted first. When the operator faces an energy surplus, i.e.,
yd,τ − ŷd,τ < 0, and flexible resources absorb electricity, the
resources with higher marginal utility are resorted first. This
is illustrated in Fig. 2. The cost-merit order indicates that the
partitions are related to the order of the marginal cost.

To ease the discussion that follows, we consider the gener-
ator dispatch in pDA

d,τ ,p
DA are ordered, such that i ≤ j if and

only if ρDA
i ≤ ρDA

j , where ρDA
i , ρDA

j are the ith and jth elements
in ρDA. Additionally, resources in p+d,τ , p+ are ordered, such
that i ≤ j if and only if ρ+i ≤ ρ+j , where ρ+i , ρ

+
j are the ith

and jth elements in ρ+. Likewise, the resources in p−d,τ , p−

are ordered, such that i ≤ j if and only if ρ−i ≥ ρ−j , where
ρ−i , ρ

−
j are the ith and jth elements in ρ−.

Denote |x| as the dimension of vector x. In the DA
operation problem, there are |pDA| partitions. The first DA
partition is,

0 ≤ ŷd,τ ≤ pDA
1 (12)

When the forecast belongs to the first partition, the cheapest
generator is dispatched. The oth > 1 DA partition is,

o−1∑
k=1

pDA
k ≤ ŷd,τ ≤

o∑
k=1

pDA
k (13)

In the RT operation problem, when yd,τ − ŷd,τ > 0, there
are |p+| polyhedral partitions. The first partition is,

0 ≤ yd,τ − ŷd,τ ≤ p+1 (14)

The ith > 1 partition is as follows,
i−1∑
k=1

p+k ≤ yd,τ − ŷd,τ ≤
i∑

k=1

p+k (15)

Likewise, when yd,τ − ŷd,τ < 0, there are |p−| polyhedral
partitions. The first partition is,

−p−1 ≤ yd,τ − ŷd,τ ≤ 0 (16)

The jth > 1 partition is as follows,

−
j∑

k=1

p−k ≤ yd,τ − ŷd,τ ≤ −
j−1∑
k=1

p−k (17)

To sum up, the DA partitions are in (12) and (13), whose
number is |pDA|. The RT partitions are in (14)-(17), whose
number is |p+|+ |p−|. To ease the discussion, we group the
DA partitions in (12) and (13) into the set {RDA

o }|p
DA|

o=1 , where
RDA

o is a DA partition, and we group the RT partitions in (14)-
(17) into the set {RRT

n }|p
+|+|p−|

n=1 , where RRT
n is a RT partition.

B. Function between the Forecast and the Overall Cost

For each of the partition RDA
o in {RDA

o }|p
DA|

o=1 , RRT
n in

{RRT
n }|p

+|+|p−|
n=1 , we sample ŷd,τ ∈ RDA

o , yd,τ − ŷd,τ ∈ RRT
n

from RDA
o and RRT

n . Then, we plug the sampled ŷd,τ ∈ RDA
o

into the DA dual problem (2), and obtain the DA dual solutions
{λ∗o

d,τ ,ν
∗o
d,τ}, which are the output of the constant function

between the optimal DA dual solutions and forecast ŷd,τ .
After that, we plug the sampled yd,τ − ŷd,τ ∈ RRT

n into
the RT dual problem (4), and obtain the RT dual solutions
{γ∗n

d,τ ,µ
∗n
d,τ ,η

∗n
d,τ}, which are the output of the constant func-

tion between the optimal RT dual solutions and forecast
deviation yd,τ − ŷd,τ . By plugging the optimal dual solutions
into the dual objectives (2a), the linear function between the
optimal DA objective and ŷd,τ ∈ RDA

o can be obtained,

λ∗o
d,τ · ŷd,τ − ν∗o,⊤

d,τ pDA,∀ŷd,τ ∈ RDA
o (18)

Likewise, the linear function between the optimal RT ob-
jective and yd,τ − ŷd,τ ∈ Rn can be obtained as follows,

γ∗n
d,τ (yd,τ − ŷd,τ )−µ∗n,⊤

d,τ p− − η∗n,⊤
d,τ p+,∀yd,τ − ŷd,τ ∈ RRT

n

(19)
With (18),(19), the linear function between the forecast

ŷd,τ and the overall operation cost defined in the partitions
RDA

o , RRT
n can be obtained,

(18) + (19) (20a)

ŷd,τ ∈ RDA
o , yd,τ − ŷd,τ ∈ RRT

n (20b)

Gathering the function defined in each DA partition RDA
o

and each RT partition RRT
n , the function between the forecast

ŷd,τ and the overall operation cost is a piecewise linear func-
tion with |pDA| × (|p+|+ |p−|) segments. We use the symbol
{{(20a)}|p

+|+|p−|
n=1 }|p

DA|
o=1 to denote this function. We have the

following proposition for the function {{(20a)}|p
+|+|p−|

n=1 }|p
DA|

o=1

Proposition 2. The piecewise linear function between
the forecast and the overall operation cost, i.e.,
{{(20a)}|p

+|+|p−|
n=1 }|p

DA|
o=1 , is a convex function.

Proof. With Theorem 1, {(18)}|p
DA|

o=1 and {(19)}|p
+|+|p−|

n=1 are
convex functions. {{(20a)}|p

+|+|p−|
n=1 }|p

DA|
o=1 is the summation
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of two convex functions {(18)}|p
DA|

o=1 and {(19)}|p
+|+|p−|

n=1 .
Therefore, it is convex.

The input to the function {{(20a)}|p
+|+|p−|

n=1 }|p
DA|

o=1 are the
forecast ŷd,τ and the forecast deviation yd,τ − ŷd,τ , while
its output is the overall operation cost as stated in (5b). The
function is illustrated in Fig. 3. In the next section, we will
leverage the convexity of this function to perform the forecast
model parameter estimation.

V. SOLUTION STRATEGY

With the function {{(20a)}|p
+|+|p−|

n=1 }|p
DA|

o=1 , we can remove
the lower level (9b), and equivalently transform (9) as,

min
Θ,α

α+

1

D · T · (1− β)

D∑
d=1

T∑
τ=1

[{{(20a)}|p
+|+|p−|

n=1 }|p
DA|

o=1 − α]+

(21a)
s.t. (8b).

Since {{(20a)}|p
+|+|p−|

n=1 }|p
DA|

o=1 is a convex function, the ob-
jective (21a) is convex; see [7]. Here, we use the linear
regression model in (8b) [4], [10]. Although the model is
linear in the context sd,τ , the nonlinearity can be captured by
the transformed context sd,τ , which can be nonlinear kernel
functions outputs or neural networks hidden layers outputs.
With the linear forecast model, the constraints (8b) are convex.
The parameter estimation problem in (21) is a convex program.

For each times-slot τ , we can represent the piecewise linear
and convex function {{(20a)}|p

+|+|p−|
n=1 }|p

DA|
o=1 as the maximum

of affine functions (where the number of affine functions is
|pDA| × (|p+|+ |p−|)); see [8],

νd,τ ≥ (20a),∀o = 1, ..., |pDA|,∀n = 1, ..., |p+|+ |p−| (22)

where νd,τ is the introduced auxiliary variable. The objective
(21a) therefore becomes,

α+
1

D · T · (1− β)

D∑
d=1

T∑
τ=1

[νd,τ − α]+ (23)

Next, we introduce another auxiliary variable χd,τ ≥ 0 to
cope with [νd,τ − α]+, which takes the maximum between
νd,τ − α and 0. The objective (23) is further transformed as,

α+
1

D · T · (1− β)

D∑
d=1

T∑
τ=1

χd,τ (24a)

s.t. χd,τ ≥ νd,τ − α (24b)
χd,τ ≥ 0 (24c)

With (24), the parameter estimation (21) can be equivalently
rewritten as,

min
Θ,α

α+
1

D · T · (1− β)

D∑
d=1

T∑
τ=1

χd,τ (25a)

s.t. (8b), (24b), (24c), (22) (25b)

which is a linear program, ready to be solved by off-the-shelf
solvers. The global optimal solutions can therefore be ensured.

VI. CASE STUDY

We consider a VPP with 2 generators, whose energy dis-
patch needs to be settled in the DA operation, and 2 flexible
resources for addressing the forecast deviation in the RT
operation. Their technical data is provided in [11]. The yearly
net demand is used, which is the demand minus the wind
power. To issue the forecast at time-slot τ on day d, the context
consists of the net demand record at time-slot τ on the days
d − 1, d − 2, d − 3 and the record at time-slot τ + 1 on the
day d − 2, along with the numerical weather prediction (the
estimated wind speed and direction at 10m and 100m altitude).
The data can be found in [11].

Here, we use three benchmarks for comparison. The first
one is trained to minimize mean squared error, which provides
the prediction for the expected net demand. The second
one is the value-oriented forecasting approach to minimize
the expected operation cost, which is designed for a risk-
neural operator. Lastly, the stochastic program to minimize
CVaRβ , with 200 wind power scenarios obtained by k-nearest-
neighbors, is considered. The three benchmarks are denoted as
Qua-E, Val-N, and Sto-OPT, respectively. The Qua-E, Val-N,
and the proposed approach use the same linear forecast model.
Sto-OPT serves as an ideal benchmark and is expected to yield
the best results. The programs are solved by Gurobi.

We consider three evaluation metrics on the test set, i.e.,
Root Mean Squared Error (RMSE), average overall operation
cost, and the average high operation cost above the β-quantile
on the test set. Let Dtest be the number of days on the test set.
The average overall operation cost is,

1

Dtest · T

Dtest∑
d=1

T∑
τ=1

(5a) (26)



TABLE I
RMSE, AVERAGE OPERATION COST (26), AVERAGE HIGH OPERATION

COST (27) AND THE TEST/TRAINING TIME OF THE PROPOSED APPROACH
AND BENCHMARKS.

Proposed Qua-E Val-N Sto-OPT
RMSE (kW) 23 19 17 -

Average cost (26) ($) 1762 1880 1752 1754
Average high cost (27) ($) 2111 2430 2152 2102

Test time (s) 2 2 2 60
Training time (s) 8 4 8 -

Let {(5a)|(5a) > β-quantile} be the set of the overall costs
above the β-quantile, whose cardinality is denoted as Mabov .
The average high operation cost above the β-quantile is,

1

Mabov

∑
{(5a)|(5a) > β-quantile} (27)

A. Operational Advantage

We investigate the performance of our approach and the
three benchmarks. The RMSE, average operation cost (26),
and average high operation cost above the β-quantile (27),
along with the computation time on the test/training sets are
shown in Table II. The β is set as 0.5. The results demonstrate
that the proposed approach achieves the lowest cost measured
by (27) (which represents the average of high operation costs)
among Qua-E and Val-N, and is very close to the ideal
benchmark Sto-OPT. Compared to Val-N, the cost reduction
measured by (27) reaches 1.9%. Additionally, the proposed
approach has less computation time on the test set, compared
to Sto-OPT, which demonstrates the computational efficiency.
Also, the training time only takes 8 s, since the linear program
(25) is efficient to solve. The expected operation cost (26)
resulting from the proposed approach is in the middle of
Val-N and Qua-E. This is reasonable since Qua-E completely
ignores the decision value during training, while Val-N uses
the expected operation cost (26) as the training objective. The
metric RMSE indicates that the proposed approach achieves
the worst accuracy. This can be further demonstrated by the
forecast profiles in Fig. 4. The proposed approach tends to
forecast more net demand, to avoid less favorable case of
energy deficit, when the marginal cost of flexible resources
addressing energy deficit in RT is larger than the marginal
utilities of flexible resources addressing energy surplus.
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Fig. 4. The 6-day net demand forecast profiles, when the marginal cost of
flexible resources addressing energy deficit in RT is larger than the marginal
utilities of flexible resources addressing energy surplus. β is set as 0.5.

TABLE II
AVERAGE HIGH OPERATION COST (27) OF THE PROPOSED APPROACH AND

BENCHMARKS. THE COST REDUCTION OF THE PROPOSED APPROACH
COMPARED TO VAL-N IS LISTED IN THE LAST COLUMN.

Proposed Qua-E Val-N Reduction
β=0.3 1984 $ 2215 $ 1997 $ 0.7%
β=0.5 2111 $ 2430 $ 2152 $ 1.9%
β=0.7 2248 $ 2678 $ 2362 $ 4.8%

Furthermore, we compare the average high operation cost
(27) under different risk-averse levels, which is controlled by
β. When β is larger, the operator is more averse to the high
costs. The proposed approach achieves the least average high
cost among the benchmarks when β varies. The cost reduction
is more obvious when β takes a larger value.

VII. CONCLUSIONS

This paper explains how virtual power plants can mitigate
the risk of high costs via risk-aware value-oriented net demand
forecasting. We propose a risk-aware parameter estimation
approach for training a forecast model. The objective is to
minimize the CVarβ of the overall operation cost, which is
a measure of the average high operation cost. Leveraging
the structure of the operation problem, we show the function
between the overall operation cost and the forecast is a convex
function. The parameter estimation can be transformed into a
convex program when the forecast model is linear. Compared
to the value-oriented forecasts from the perspective of a
risk-neutral operator, our approach reduces the average high
operation costs by 0.7%-4.8%. Future works can be developed
by incorporating nonlinear and nonconvex forecast models.
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