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ABSTRACT

Energy arbitrage is one of the most profitable sources of in-
come for battery operators, generating revenues by buying and
selling electricity at different prices. Forecasting these revenues
LO) s challenging due to the inherent uncertainty of electricity prices.
N Deep reinforcement learning (DRL) emerged in recent years as a
—promising tool, able to cope with uncertainty by training on large

quantities of historical data. However, without access to future
__| electricity prices, DRL agents can only react to the currently ob-

{ served price and not learn to plan battery dispatch. Therefore, in
Q) this study, we combine DRL with time-series forecasting methods
—from deep learning to enhance the performance on energy arbi-
| trage. We conduct a case study using price data from Alberta,
= Canada that is characterized by irregular price spikes and highly
L) non-stationary. This data is challenging to forecast even when
o state-of-the-art deep learning models consisting of convolutional
Q layers, recurrent layers, and attention modules are deployed.
N Our results show that energy arbitrage with DRL-enabled bat-
= tery control still significantly benefits from these imperfect pre-
Q dictions, but only if predictors for several horizons are combined.
<t Grouping multiple predictions for the next 24-hour window, ac-
O\l cumulated rewards increased by 60% for deep Q-networks (DQN)
~ compared to the experiments without forecasts. We hypothesize
- = that multiple predictors, despite their imperfections, convey use-
ful information regarding the future development of electricity
a prices through a “majority vote” principle, enabling the DRL
agent to learn more profitable control policies.
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1. INTRODUCTION
1.1 Background

Energy arbitrage (EA) describes the practice of buying elec-
tricity when prices are low and selling it when prices are high.
When battery energy storages (BESs) are involved, charging and
discharging occur at low and high power prices, respectively
[1,2]. The purpose of EA with BESs is to reduce costs or increase
revenues for the battery operators. The growing incorporation of
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intermittent renewable energy into electricity grids comes with
an increasing demand for flexible energy storages. At the same
time, intermittent renewables can increase price volatility [3, 4].
This favors EA with batteries, which has become the largest profit
opportunity for BES operators according to Ref. [1].

Both planning new BES projects and controlling existing
BESs are challenging due to the stochastic nature of electric-
ity prices. A control strategy is required that dispatches the
BES accordingly to maximize performance. Traditional tools
for optimizing BES dispatch include programming methods such
as mixed-integer linear programming [5, 6]. These white-box
approaches can compute optimal solutions over small time hori-
zons, but quickly become intractable for larger problems and time
spans. Besides, they also require access to the dynamics of the
environment and future states [7, 8]. Thus, the obtained solu-
tions represent the ideal case of perfect future knowledge and
might not be achievable in practice. Another popular category of
optimizers for EA with batteries are heuristic methods, such as
genetic algorithms and similar evolutionary approaches [9, 10].
Heuristic methods only require access to a sample model which
facilitates the implementation of non-linearities such as battery
degradation or charging efficiencies. However, heuristic methods
suffer from poor convergence properties and sample inefficiency,
which causes high compute cost [7, 11]. Like white-box ap-
proaches, applications of heuristic models are limited to shorter
time periods, affecting their ability to handle uncertainty.

Reinforcement learning (RL) has recently gathered interest
in the energy systems domain as an alternative. RL is a subset
of machine learning characterized by an agent that learns by
interacting with its environment. By training on large amounts of
historical data, RL can learn control policies while considering
uncertainty. Recent advances in deep reinforcement learning
(DRL), which combines RL frameworks with deep learning, have
led to more powerful, stable, and sample-efficient algorithms [12,
13]. RL only requires a sample model and no future information
about uncertain variables. However, in the case of EA, providing
the agent with information about future electricity prices might
be beneficial. In this study, we therefore evaluate the combination
of two deep learning methods: deep reinforcement learning and
time-series forecasting with deep neural networks.
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Our study centers around the possible performance gains of
this combination for energy arbitrage when dealing with messy,
real-world data. We conduct a case study in Alberta, Canada that
is characterized by great electricity price fluctuations and the ab-
sence of cyclic patterns. Comparing different predictors and two
DRL algorithms, namely deep Q-networks (DQN) and proximal
policy optimization (PPO), we show that time-series forecasting
can significantly boost RL performance despite high forecasting
errors. Our results indicate that performance highly depends on
the forecasted horizon and the number of forecasters available,
with multiple forecasters leading to better performances.

1.2 Related Work

Historically, statistical, non-machine learning models such as
autoregressive integrated moving average (ARIMA) techniques
have been widely used for time-series forecasting [14, 15]. Ref-
erence [15] used statistical and microeconomic models to predict
price spikes in the Alberta electricity market from 2002-2015.
However, in recent years deep learning methods have become
popular. Neural networks with recurrent and convolutional ar-
chitectures have demonstrated superiority over simpler statistical
methods [16-18]. For example, Ref. [19] showed that a prop-
erly tuned Long Short-Term Memory (LSTM) model, a type of
recurrent network, performed best when predicting hour-ahead
and day-ahead electricity prices in New South Wales compared
to other time-series forecasting techniques. More recently, Ref.
[20] used LSTM models combined with an attention mechanism
to achieve a mean absolute error (MAE) reduction of 7.09%
when forecasting electricity prices in the Denmark compared to
the standard LSTM implementation. Reference [21] proposed a
Convolutional Neural Network (CNN) combined with attention-
based LSTM layers to form a hybrid model. This architecture
achieved a 2.20% improvement in normalized root-mean-squared
error (RMSE) when predicting photovoltaic power one hour into
the future compared to a regular LSTM model.

Typically, for time-series forecasting of environmental and
energy variables, many input time-series are used to provide the
models with additional information. This is balanced with the
amount of available data, the quality of the data, and the need
to prevent dilution. For example, Ref. [14] performed extensive
feature selection for predicting day-ahead electricity price and
concluded that hourly price, demand, wind power generation,
wind speed, and ambient temperature were the most important
factors for their case study of the Iberian electricity market and
gave their models the best performance. Real-world electricity
price data can be irregular which makes time-series forecasting
more inherently difficult. Reference [22] showed that smoothing
the data as a preprocessing step can improve model performance
when forecasting variables in the energy sector.

In the related work applying RL to EA with batteries, EA
is either regarded as the sole task of the battery [1, 2, 23], or
combined with other battery services such as frequency regula-
tion, demand response, load following, and improved utilization
of renewable energies [24-27]. Reference [2] conducted a simple
study in which tabular Q-learning is applied to pure EA. Here, the
RL agent makes decisions solely based on the current electricity
price and the state of charge (SOC) of the battery. A similar

approach, also with tabular Q-learning, was studied in Ref. [23].

Reference [27] compared tabular Q-learning, Q-learning
with linear function approximation, and Sarsa to particle swarm
optimization on a combined frequency regulation and EA task.
In the conducted case study, Q-learning with function approxima-
tion performed best. Reference [26] applied deep deterministic
policy gradients (DDPG) to a joint load following and EA en-
vironment, where EA helps to reduce the cost of power supply.
DDPG scored only slightly worse compared to an oracle based on
MPC with access to perfect future information, but only required
a fraction of the compute cost. Reference [24] compared several
DRL models including PPO, DDPG, and double DQN on a dis-
patch task combining frequency regulation, improved renewable
energy utilization, and EA. This comparison is interesting as a
value-based RL algorithm with discrete action choices (double
DQN) is compared to three actor-critic methods with continuous
actions. In the experiments, PPO performed best regarding both
reward maximization and sample efficiency.

In a few studies, RL has been deployed along with forecasts of
uncertain variables to improve the performance on EA. Reference
[23] used LSTM cells to forecast electricity prices and demands
for the next hour, which were then used in an EA environment
controlled by tabular Q-learning. Reference [1] predicted the next
24 hours of electricity prices using a CNN-LSTM hybrid given
the last 168 hours. The forecasts were then added to the state
space of a noisy-net DQN model on a pure EA task. Reference
[25] compared various variants of DQN to DDPG on a task
combining EA, load following, and renewable energy control.
The authors used artificial neural networks to forecast the next
hour’s values for solar and wind power generation, demand, and
electricity price. On the best performing model, rainbow DQN,
these forecasts helped to increase rewards by 14%.

1.3 Contributions

Our study differs from the existing work by its explicit focus
on the possible performance gains on EA when combining time-
series forecasting and DRL. We carefully benchmark different
predictors, RL models, and forecasting horizons. Unlike the
reviewed work, we conduct a case study on challenging electricity
price data that is non-stationary and lacks obvious cyclic behavior.
The data in Ref. [1, 23, 25] shows clear patterns facilitating
predictions. For example, the next hour price forecaster in Ref.
[25] achieved a low mean absolute percentage error (MAPE) of
11.6%, compared to 28.2% in our case study (see section 5.1).
The contributions of this study can be summarized as follows:

1. We formulate an EA task for a grid-connected BESs con-
sidering charge and discharge efficiencies as well as battery
degradation. To this environment, we apply a combined
deep learning framework consisting of DRL for battery con-
trol and time-series forecasting for predictions on future
electricity prices.

2. Conducting a case study on challenging price data from
Alberta, Canada, we investigate how — despite high fore-
casting errors — DRL models can improve decision making
when provided with price predictions. For this purpose, we
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benchmark different forecasting architectures, DRL models,
and forecasting horizons.

2. PROBLEM FORMULATION

In a recent study currently under review, we have compared
the performance of various DRL algorithms and experiment de-
sign choices on the same system [28]. In the present study, we
extend this methodology with time-series forecasts and assess the
effect on DRL performance.

2.1 System Description

We define a simple environment of a grid connected BES
aiming to capitalize on the volatility of electricity prices. This
setup, where performance largely depends on electricity prices, is
most suitable to identify the influence of time-series forecasting
on RL performance. We assume that the battery is a price-taker
that can purchase and sell electricity at market prices without
influencing prices. The objective is to maximize the revenues of
energy arbitrage over the optimization period:

T
max Rroral = Z Rgrid,t - Cdegr,t @9)
t=0
subject to
Rerid,r = Cw,e X Ppy X At )
Pp At
S0C, = S0C,_1(1 - ) - n—2 3)
Cmax
|(1=S0C)*» — (1 -S0C,_)*r|
Cdegr,t = : fail = X Cinu (4)
2 X Ny
P’éli” < PB,t < Pglax (5)
SOC™" < SOC; < S0C™* 6)
where

¢t = time index
Rg,iq = revenues/cost from grid interaction
Caegr = cost of BES degradation
¢y = wholesale price of electricity
Pp = BES charging (P < 0) / discharging power (Pp > 0)
SOC = BES state of charge
o = BES self-discharge
n = BES charge and discharge efficiency
Cmax = BES capacity
k, = Peukert constant
Nigo'
Cinv = investment cost of BES
Pg‘i" = BES charge limit
Pg* = BES discharge limit
SOC™" = minimum allowable SOC

SOC™** = maximum allowable SOC

= number of full BES cycles until failure

The total revenue at each time-step is composed of the rev-
enue for grid interaction and the cost of battery degradation (Eq.
1). The grid revenue is computed with the current time-step’s
electricity price and charging or discharging power of the battery
(Eq. 2). Both grid revenue and battery power are positive when
the battery is being discharged and negative when it is charged.
We model the BES as a black box whose SOC changes depend-
ing on the applied charging or discharging power (Eq. 3). 7 is
the charging or discharging efficiency and n = 54, > 1 in the
case of discharging and n = 5., < 1 in the case of charging.
To model battery degradation (Eq. 4), we resort to a depth of
discharge approach for cyclic battery ageing as presented in Ref.
[27]. Equations (5) and (6) are constraints limiting the charg-
ing/discharging power of the BES and the SOC, respectively.

2.2 Markov Decision Process

To apply RL to this environment, we formulate a Markov
Decision Process (MDP) consisting of state space §, action space
d, transition function %, reward function 2R, and discount factor
v. Together, these elements form the tuple (S, o, P, R, y) [29].

2.2.1 State Space. A state s; € S contains the information
available to the RL agent at the current time step. After taking
an action, the environment transition to the next state s;.; € S
according to the transition function %. In the basic experiments,
i.e. without price forecasts, each state consists of the current
battery SOC and electricity price:

St = (SOCtwa,t) @)

In the experiments with price forecasts, one or more predictions,
denoted p, are added to the state space:

5; = (SOCy, Cuts Pra1soor Pr424) ¥

2.2.2 Action Space. The action space for the EA task is
one dimensional and continuous. It reaches from the BES charge
limit to the BES discharge limit: a; € [Pg"i", PE4]. To avoid the
violation of constraints (5) and (6), we implement a hard-coded
safety layer that corrects the RL agent’s actions if necessary:

_ min
mln(a,, Pgmx’ (SOC, SOAf )Cmax) ,a; 20 ©)
ac,; = . _ max
max(a,, Pg'", (S0C SOACt )C’"‘”) ,a; <0

where a.; is the corrected action. For example, the safety layer
prevents the agent from discharging the battery below SOC™".
We have used a similar mechanism in our previous work [30].

2.2.3 Reward Function. The instantaneous reward at each
time step (R; € R) is Ry = Rgria,r — Caegr,r (see Eq. 1). The
RL agent seeks to maximize the return, which is the sum of
discounted rewards:

T
Gi =Ri1 +yRip + ')’2Rt+3 +...= Z Vk_t_le (10)
k=t+1

where vy is the discount factor and y € [0, 1] [29]. We treat y as
a hyperparameter that we tune in our experiments.
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3. METHODOLOGY
3.1 Reinforcement Learning

In this section we focus on the description of the DQN al-
gorithm [12], which performed best in our experiments. DQN
and other value-iteration methods such as Q-learning and SARSA
have dominated the reviewed related work and are popular in RL
applications to battery dispatch in general [31]. Value-iteration
methods iteratively learn state values, V(s), that quantify the
value of being in a state, or state-action values, Q(s,a), that
quantify the value of being in a state and taking an action. In
Q-learning, the Q-values are updated at each time-step using the
Bellman equation:

Q(s,a) = Q(s,a) +afr+ymax(Q(s’,a") - O(s,a)] (1)
where « is the learning rate and r the immediate reward. s’
and a’ denote the next state and next action, respectively. This
recursive equation allows the agent to update a Q-value based on
the maximum possible Q-value in the next state [29].

In DQN, the Q-values are learned using neural networks as
function approximators and denoted as Q(s, a; ), where 6 are
the weights of the neural network. The key concepts of DQN are:

* Epsilon-greedy exploration: The tradeoff between explo-
ration and exploitation in DQN is managed through the e-
greedy strategy:

argmax, Q(s,a;0), with probability 1 — € (12)
a =
random action, with probability €

€ is often chosen to encourage exploration early during train-

ing and then annealed to favor exploitation. In our experi-

ments, we treat € and its behavior during training as hyper-
parameter that we tune to maximize performance.

* Experience replay: DQN stores the experiences made by
interacting with the environment in the form of (state, action,
reward, next state)-tuples in a replay buffer. At training
time, a batch of interactions is then sampled from the buffer
to compute the update. By decorrelating experiences, this
strategy improves stability. At the same time, using a single
experience for multiple updates improves sample efficiency.

* Target network: DQN keeps a copy of the Q-network,
called target network, that is updated periodically with the
weights of the Q-network. The target network is used to
compute the maximum possible next state-action value in
the loss function:

L(6) = Es,a,r,s [(r+7y HZZ}X 0(s',a";07) = Q(s, a; 9))2]
13)
where 0~ are the parameters of the target network. The loss
is then differentiated with respect to the weights and used
for gradient descent. The use of a target network has shown
to reduce the overestimation bias and increase stability.

A detailed explanation of these concepts and pseudocode of the
DQN algorithm can be found in Ref. [12]. Besides DQN, we also
run experiments using PPO, an on-policy, actor-critic algorithm.

For details on this model, the reader is referred to Ref. [13]. DQN
requires the discretization of the action space. After conducting
preliminary experiments, we decide to divide the action space
into three discrete actions: a; € [PI';“", 0, Pg’“x], representing
maximum charge, idle, and maximum discharge. PPO can handle
continuous action spaces and is applied to the unmodified action
space introduced in section 2.2.2.

3.2 Time-Series Forecasting and Forecast Integration

To predict electricity prices, we experiment with four differ-
ent types of deep learning architectures that have demonstrated
superior performance in the reviewed related work:

* CNN [32]
e LSTM [33]

¢ CNN-LSTM hybrids, with convolutional layer(s) being fol-
lowed by LSTM-layer(s).

e CNN-LSTM hybrids with attention modules [34] after the
LSTM layer(s).

All four model types end with one or more fully connected lay-
ers. The exact architectures, most prominently model depth,
layer width, and activation function, are tuned to maximize per-
formance. For convolutional layers, we tune kernel size and
stride. Since we focus on point forecasts, each model is trained
to forecast a single future electricity price and has thus one node
in the output layer. This increases the number of models that
must be tuned and trained compared to training one model to
predict every horizon simultaneously, but it guarantees that the
best performing model can be obtained for each horizon.

The electricity data in the conducted case study has an hourly
resolution. Based on the reviewed related work and prelimi-
nary experiments, we decide to train the forecasters to predict
electricity prices in lh, 2h, 3h, 6h, 12h, 18h, and 24h. These
forecast horizons were identified to be the most useful for the RL
agents (based on experiments supplying the agents with the future
ground truth as the forecasts), and they require less computational
resources than training every horizon 1-24h. For each of these
seven horizons and four model types we conduct a separate hyper-
parameter tuning. The tuning includes experiments with different
input features and window sizes. Besides the electricity price it-
self, we experiment with adding the electricity demand, ambient
temperature, solar irradiance, wind speed, ambient pressure, and
relative humidity. We further test for time-related features such
as the hour of the day, the week of the year and the month of
the year. The sequential data is processed into feature-label pairs
using a "sliding window" approach, where the feature array is the
combination of the input features for a sequence of data points in
the past up to the current point and the label is the future electric-
ity price for the horizon being trained. The length of the feature
array is thereby the window size.

As a data preprocessing technique, we normalize all inputs
using min-max scaling toa [-1, 1] range. We also experiment with
smoothing the spiky and irregular price data, by converting the
raw data to an exponentially weighted moving average of itself, as
donein [22]. In addition to the hyperparameters mentioned above,
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FIGURE 1: Schematic showing the integration of time-series forecasters into the agent-environment framework of reinforcement learning.

TABLE 1: Parameters of the case study

Parameter Value

battery capacity, Cax 10 MWh

socminy SOCmax 0.2/0.8

Pg”” | PRax -2.5/2.5MW
charge/ discharge eff., 7 | 0.92/ ﬁ
self-discharge, o 0

Peukert constant, &, 1.14 [35]

cycles to failure, N{O%ﬂ 6,000 [36]
investment cost, Cj,, 300,000 $/MWh [37]

we tune batch sizes, learning rates and learning rate schedulers.
We use early stopping as a regularization technique, Adam as
optimizer, and the RMSE as loss function.

The integration of price forecasts into the RL framework
is visualized in Fig. 1. We use a training and validation set
composed of data recorded prior to the optimization period of the
RL agent. This ensures that the price data encountered by the RL
agent was not seen by the forecasters beforehand. Once the best
forecasting models over the seven horizons are identified, these
are saved and loaded into the forecasting wrapper. The wrapper
sits between the environment and the agent, tracks the progress of
the environment, and processes the input data for each forecaster.
Then, the forecasters make predictions which are added to the
original state and passed to the RL agent. Ideally, the RL agent
makes better informed decisions with this additional information.

4. CASE STUDY

The location for the case study is in Alberta Canada, where
the BES is connected to the utility grid and participating in price
arbitrage. The parameters characterizing the BES are listed in
Table 1 and assume the operation of a Lithium-Ion battery. We
obtain electricity data from the Alberta Electric System Operator

[38] and climate data from the ERAS5 reanalysis model [39]. Both
data types are downloaded in hourly resolution for the years 2018
to 2022. The first 3.5 years from January 2018 to June 2021 form
the training set for the price forecasting models. The following six
months between July 2021 and December 2022 are the validation
set that we use to tune hyperparameters and identify the best fore-
casters. The year of 2022 serves as test set for the forecasters and
optimization time frame for the RL models. For RL, we define
the entire year, i.e. 8760 hours, as one episode. Figure 2 provides
additional information on the electricity data. The left part of
the figure shows the challenging nature of electricity prices in
Alberta, taking May 2022 as an example. Price spikes frequently
occur, but at different times and with different magnitudes. The
bar chart on the right highlights another challenge: the price data
is highly non-stationary. Mean and standard deviation of electric-
ity prices were relatively constant from 2018 to 2020. These three
years form the majority of the training set. 2021 and especially
2022 show higher mean prices and more volatility, aggravating
the forecasting task significantly. Our experiments therefore aim
to tackle the challenge of improving energy arbitrage performance
with price forecasts despite these challenges.

We utilize a variety of benchmarks for a fair assessment of
the tested models. For time-series forecasting, we tune and train
an ARIMA model. Additionally, a persistence model, naively
assuming the forecasted electricity price is identical to the current
price, serves as lower bound. Our lower bound for RL is the
cross-entropy method (CEM), an evolutionary algorithm popular
for continuous control tasks [40]. As upper bound, a genetic
algorithm (GA) with access to environment dynamics and perfect
future knowledge is used. In a model-predictive control (MPC)
framework, the GA optimizes the sequence of battery control
actions over a fixed horizon. Then, the first action of the obtained
sequence is executed in the environment and the horizon shifts by
one time-step in the future. This iterative process with receding
horizon is repeated until the end of the episode is reached. Due to
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FIGURE 2: (Left) A one month sample of electricity prices in Alberta from May 2022. (Right) Mean and standard deviation of electricity prices
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FIGURE 3: RMSE of tested models on the validation set for different
forecast horizons.

the full access to the environment dynamics, the MPC-GA model
can be seen as an oracle whose performance is only limited by
the available compute resources.

The codebase for this case study was written in Python 3.12
and is available along with the dataset at GitHub'. PyTorch
was used as deep learning library for the time-series forecasters.
Gymnasium and stable-baselines3 were used for the RL environ-
ment and agents, respectively. Both forecasters and DRL models
were tuned using Optuna.

5. RESULTS AND DISCUSSION
5.1 Forecasting of Electricity Prices

InFig. 3 we compare the performance on the validation set of
the four deep learning models and ARIMA over different horizons
after tuning. The persistence model scored significantly worse
and was omitted in the figure. The forecasting error for all mod-
els increased with increasing forecast horizons. The four deep
learning models performed similarly on all horizons, whereas the

Uhttps://github.com/masa2203/battery_arbitrage_with_drl

ARIMA model received higher errors. For 3h to 24h forecasts,
the CNN was found to perform best. For 1h and 2h forecasts, the
LSTM and CNN-LSTM hybrid performed best by small margins,
respectively. We chose these models for the further experiments
with RL. When scored on the test set, their performance metrics
ranked from 100 — 175 for RMSE and 28% - 68% for MAPE.
These errors are significant when put into perspective with the
electricity price statistics in Fig. 2 and the errors reported in the
related work [23, 25]. A sample of the predictive performance
for selected horizons is provided in the top of Fig. 5. All three
horizons plotted struggle with price spikes. 1h predictions lag
behind spikes, while 12h and 24h predictions often miss spikes
or predict spikes where they don’t occur and tend to estimate the
magnitude of the spikes incorrectly.

We further noticed that simple architectures, with small and
few layers, performed better than more complex structures. The
best performing CNNs were all characterized by small kernel
sizes (1-3) and strides (1-2), bringing them closer to regular, fully
connected layers. Recurrent cells, the attention mechanism, and
more complex convolutions all did not improve or even worsened
results. Our interpretation of this is that the spiky and irregular
price data caused higher-capacity models to learn patterns that
were coincidental and non-predictive. The non-stationarity of
the data, especially when comparing training, validation, and test
sets, further aggravated the task, slightly favoring smaller models
with less tendency to overfit.

Experiments with smoothened input data did not improve
performance for any of the smoothing coefficients and horizons
tested. Regarding input variables, model performance improved
when adding the electricity demand of Alberta and hour of the
day. The hour of the day was thereby encoded using a sine and a
cosine wave to better convey the cyclic nature of the data [41].

5.2 Energy Arbitrage with Price Forecasts

We begin the analysis of the results of DRL on EA by look-
ing at the basic experiments (no forecasts) and those with perfect
forecasts (ground truth is provided). In the basic experiments
(see dashed lines in Fig. 4), DQN and PPO score nearly identical
and accumulate around CA$340,000 in rewards throughout the
episode. For the experiments with forecasts, we group the hori-
zons into three ranges: short-term (1,2,3h), middle term (6,12h)
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FIGURE 4: DQN (left) and PPO (right) performance with different forecasting horizons for perfect (ground truth) and predicted forecasts after
50 episodes of training. All results were averaged over five independent runs. The error bars show + one standard deviation.

and long-term (18,24h). When provided with perfect forecasts
(orange bars in Fig. 4), both DQN and PPO profit the most
from short-term forecasts. We therefore subdivided the short-
term forecast into its components and found that DQN profited
the most from perfect 2h forecasts, and PPO from perfect 3h
forecasts. While still enabling performance gains, the 1h forecast
was the least useful short-term forecast. This finding is inter-
esting as some of the related work solely relied on forecasting
the next hour, possibly missing out further improvements. Our
observation is underlined by the experiments combining short
and middle-term forecasts and those with all forecasts. DQN and
PPO further improved, with PPO scoring best with 1h, 2h, 3h,
6h, and 12h perfect forecasts and DQN with all seven horizons.
In these two experiments, DQN outperformed even the oracle
(MPC-GA). Comparing DQN and PPO on the experiments with
perfect forecasts in Fig. 4, DQN achieved higher rewards on all
combinations except for the short-term range. For both models,
the stronger performances with 2h, 3h, and combined forecasts
indicate that the agent requires time to react to changing prices.
This is barely possible if only the next hour price is forecasted.
As a next step, we analyze the results of PPO and DQN with
predicted forecasts (blue bars in Fig. 4). Naturally, the high
prediction errors caused these experiments to score worse com-
pared to perfect forecasts. For PPO, only moderate improvements
compared to the basic experiment were achieved. Short-term and
middle-term forecasts increased rewards by 6% and 9%, respec-
tively. Long-term forecasts slightly decreased rewards. The best
experiment, a combination of all seven forecasts, yielded an im-
provement of 14%. DQN overall responded better to predicted
forecasts but showed increased instability across independent runs
for single forecasts and ranges. However, the combination of mul-
tiple forecast ranges resulted in high and stable rewards. These
experiments also visibly narrowed the gap between predicted and
perfect forecasts. With access to all seven forecasters, DQN
reached an accumulated reward of CA$547,000 or 60% more
than without forecasters (basic experiment). This represents a re-
markable increase when considering the high forecasting errors.
To interpret these results, we compare the learned policies
of basic DQN and DQN with access to all predictions. Fig-
ure 5 shows a nine-day sample from both policies below true

and predicted electricity prices for selected horizons during the
same time interval. A striking difference between both policies
is the increased activity for the agent with access to forecasts.
Throughout the entire one-year episode, 2056 charging or dis-
charging activities were recorded for the agent with access to
forecasts, compared to only 1179 for the agent without forecasts.
PPO charged or discharged the battery 1175 times without fore-
casts and only 1491 times when provided with forecasts. This
reveals that the performance difference between the two DRL
models is due to the greater increase in battery cycles for DQN.
The increase in activity does shorten battery life, but it is factored
in the reward function by increased degradation cost (see Eq. 4).
Furthermore, after a discharge, the agent with forecasts tended to
wait longer before recharging and thereby purchased electricity at
lower prices. This behavior is well visible around February 19th
in Fig. 5. Similarly, the agent with forecasts exploited high elec-
tricity prices during price spikes better and discharged the battery
mostly at the peak. The agent without forecasts discharged the
battery a few hours earlier when prices were increasing but still
lower, for example on February 16th. For the entire episode,
access to forecasts increased sales by CA$350,000 whereas pur-
chases increased by only CA$105,000.

Only the combination of forecasters for multiple horizons
significantly improved results. We assume that this is due to a
“majority vote” mechanism, in which the presence of multiple
forecasts helps the agent to recognize the right tendency. With
fewer forecasts available, due to high forecasting errors, the “ma-
jority vote” becomes less accurate leading to suboptimal policies.
Figure 6 shows the training progress of DQN and PPO in the basic
experiments and with all forecasts. All RL experiments outper-
formed the CEM. While due to a different exploration behavior
PPO is more sample efficient than DQN, it did not improve much
with access to forecasts. On the other side, DQN benefited from
forecasts not only regarding rewards but also in terms of stability.
A possible explanation for the poor performance of PPO is that
one of its key strengths, the fine-grained control of continuous
action spaces, is not required for price-based arbitrage but makes
learning a policy more difficult. The simpler DQN, assigning
values to state-action pairs, might be better suited to recognize
long-term dependencies by utilizing predictions. As charging the
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FIGURE 5: A nine day sample of (Top) true electricity prices and predictions for selected horizons with the best deep learning models found,
(Middle) the battery SOC and rewards for a trained DQN agent without access to forecasts, (Bottom) for a trained DQN agent with access to

all seven predictions.

battery is linked with negative rewards, and the corresponding
profits can occur many time-steps later, this characteristic might
explain the success of DQN.

Finally, it is important to note that the oracle does not pro-
vide an optimal solution and that its performance highly depends
on the allocated computational resources. Conducting repeated
optimizations over receding horizons, the quality of the solution
depends on parameters such as the population size and number of
iterations of the genetic algorithm. Table 2 compares the compute
times and rewards of the models from Fig. 6 on the same system
(64-bit Windows 11 Pro, Intel Core i9-12900K CPU, 64GB RAM,
and NVIDIA GeForce RTX 3080 GPU). The MPC-GA algorithm
in this case study required almost 12 hours of runtime, while the
best performing DQN with price predictions completed training
after 2 hours on the same system. Table 2 further shows that
the performance gains from adding predictions come with higher
compute cost due to larger state spaces and repeated querying of
the pre-trained predictors during DRL training.

6. CONCLUSIONS

This study showed that time-series forecasting can substan-
tially improve the performance of RL on price-based arbitrage
with batteries. Despite high forecasting errors, rewards increased
by 60% in our case study when DQN was supplied with predic-
tions on future electricity prices. The key takeaway from our
experiments is that these performance gains are only possible
if multiple forecasts for different horizons are combined. Fu-

500 k

400 k

300k

200k

100 k

PPO (basic)
PPO (with all predictions)

Accumulated episodic reward (CAS)

0 —— DQN (basic)
—— DQN (with all predictions)
-100 k —— CEM
--- oracle (MPC-GA)
10 20 30 40 50

Training episodes

FIGURE 6: Training progress of tested models with and without
forecasts. All results were averaged over five independent runs.
The shaded areas show + one standard deviation.

ture work will have to investigate if our findings generalize to
other locations and battery dispatch tasks with more uncertain
variables. Besides, updating the weights of the forecasters with
unseen data during agent-environment interaction could further
improve results in the future.
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TABLE 2: Average compute times and rewards of the models
shown in Fig. 6

Compute | Acc. episodic

Model time (s) reward (CA$)

PPO (basic) 603 339k

PPO (with predictions) | 4,620 384k

DQN (basic) 1,529 341k

DQN (with predictions) | 7,341 547k

CEM 2,490 241k

Oracle (MPC-GA) 42,210 546k
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