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Abstract

Linearly constrained multiple time series may be encountered in many practical contexts, such as the
National Accounts (e.g., GDP disaggregated by Income, Expenditure and Output), and multilevel
frameworks where the variables are organized according to hierarchies or groupings, like the total
energy consumption of a country disaggregated by region and energy sources. In these cases, when
multiple incoherent base forecasts for each individual variable are available, a forecast combination-
and-reconciliation approach, that we call coherent forecast combination, may be used to improve the
accuracy of the base forecasts and achieve coherence in the final result. In this paper, we develop
an optimization-based technique that combines multiple unbiased base forecasts while assuring the
constraints valid for the series. We present closed form expressions for the coherent combined forecast
vector and its error covariance matrix in the general case where a different number of forecasts is
available for each variable. We also discuss practical issues related to the covariance matrix that
is part of the optimal solution. Through simulations and a forecasting experiment on the daily
Australian electricity generation hierarchical time series, we show that the proposed methodology, in
addition to adhering to sound statistical principles, may yield in significant improvement on base
forecasts, single-task combination and single-expert reconciliation approaches as well.
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1. Introduction

Forecasting is a critical and important component of effective and informed decision-making
in various domains, from business and economics to public policy and environmental management.
However, selecting an appropriate forecasting approach is often a complex and time-consuming
challenge, requiring significant resources to implement techniques that slightly improve accuracy.
Despite these efforts, the intrinsic uncertainty associated with forecasting means that no method can
guarantee the most accurate predictions for all scenarios. The challenge is particularly pronounced in
contexts where multiple variables are interrelated through specific constraints, linear but not limited
to. These relationships offer valuable supplementary information that can improve the accuracy, but
they also introduce additional complexity into the forecasting process.

Many real-world forecasting scenarios involve data structures with multiple variables linked by
constraints (Athanasopoulos et al., 2024). This is common in National Accounts systems, where
aggregates like GDP are broken down into components from Income, Expenditure and Output sides
(Di Fonzo and Girolimetto, 2023), or in hierarchical frameworks like the total electricity demand
and power generation of a country, which is disaggregated by regions and energy sources (Ben Taieb
et al., 2021, Panagiotelis et al., 2023). In these cases, when multiple forecasts of the individual
variables are available, a forecast combination-and-reconciliation approach, that we call coherent
forecast combination, may be used to improve the accuracy of individual forecasts while ensuring that
the final forecasts satisfy the constraints. For instance, when base, i.e., possibly incoherent multiple
forecasts, are available for various components of a constrained time series, these forecasts can be
combined and reconciled to produce coherent and more accurate predictions. This paper investigates
the problem of combining forecasts for multiple time series linked by linear constraints, focusing on
deriving a coherent forecast combination. Specifically, the study examines how to optimally assign
combination weights to base forecasts such that the final combined forecast is both coherent (i.e.,
consistent with the underlying constraints) and exhibits improved accuracy. It is important to note
that the generation of the initial base forecasts is outside the scope of this study, as these forecasts
may be produced through various methodologies.

The classical univariate forecast combination approach (Bates and Granger, 1969, Clemen, 1989,
Timmermann, 2006, Wang et al., 2024) considers each time series separately, by using only forecasts
of that variable, according to a local approach. In contrast, global forecast combination techniques
consider multiple time series simultaneously, using information across series and common patterns
available in the forecast errors to improve accuracy (Thompson et al., 2024). Although standard
(univariate) forecast combination approaches focus on using local information to fit the weights, i.e.,

information that only concerns the target forecast, by its nature forecast reconciliation (Hyndman



et al., 2011) is a ‘global’ approach, insofar it derives the forecast of a single variable belonging to a
constrained structure, by using information coming from the forecasts of all variables. The literature
on forecast reconciliation has extensively explored this idea, methodologically formalizing the problem
and demonstrating its significant empirical benefits across various applications (see Wickramasuriya
et al., 2019, Ben Taieb et al., 2021, Girolimetto et al., 2024, among many others).

Some authors have investigated whether combining forecasts generated from different models can
improve the forecast accuracy of hierarchical time series rather than individual models (Spiliotis et al.,
2019, Yang and Zhang, 2019, Goehry et al., 2020, Mohamed, 2023, Rostami-Tabar and Hyndman,
2024, Zhang et al., 2024), and similar research questions, related to general linearly constrained
multiple time series, have been addressed in engineering (Porrill, 1988, Sun and Deng, 2004). Notably,
Hollyman et al. (2021) and Di Fonzo and Girolimetto (2024) propose a reconciliation approach that
focuses on combining forecasts across sub-hierarchical structures. However, they do not address the
integration of different forecasting models within a unified combination framework, limiting the scope
of their reconciliation efforts to sub-hierarchical models without considering the potential of broader
model combinations.

In this paper, we follow up on an insight of Bates and Granger (1969), who wrote: “Work by
Stone et al. (1942) has made use of ideas rather similar to these, though their work related only to
making improved estimates of past national income figures for the U.K. and did not tackle forecasting
problems”. We show that integrating their linear forecast combination approach with the constrained
multivariate least-squares adjustment setting developed by Stone et al. (1942), results in a closed-form
expression that provides optimal combined and coherent forecasts for multiple linearly constrained
time series. This new result unifies linear forecast reconciliation and combination in a simultaneous
and statistically justified way, ensuring that the forecasts are both accurate and coherent, which is
particularly valuable in applications where the integrity of the forecast structure is crucial.

The paper is organized as follows. In Section 2 we set the notation and consider different
representatons of the problem. Section 3 describes the model linking the multiple base forecasts to
the target linearly constrained forecast vector. The methodological analysis, including the closed-form
solution for optimal coherent forecast combination and its covariance matrix, is presented in Section 4.
Section 5 discusses practical issues related to the estimation of the covariance matrix. Insights
into the empirical performance of the newly proposed methodology are presented in Section 6, that
describes a Monte-Carlo experiment, and in Section 7, where an application on forecasting the daily
time series of the Australian electricity generation is discussed. Finally, Section 8 presents conclusions
and indications for future research. Appendices A-G contain supplementary theoretical materials, as

well as tables and graphs related to the empirical applications.



2. Notation and preliminaries

We use lower case bold letters to denote column vectors, e.g., € RY, and upper case bold letters
to denote matrices, e.g., A € RV*X_ An all-one vector of dimension N is denoted as 1. We use Iy
to denote the (N x N) identity matrix, and Oy« ) to denote the (N x K) zero matrix. To specify
that a vector x is non-negative for all its elements, we write = O(y1). For matrices A, A= 0

means that A is positive semi-definite. Table 1 summarizes the notation used throughout the paper.

Table 1: List of symbols used in the paper.

Symbol | Description

Ny, N, | Scalars denoting the number of constrained (upper), free (bottom), total variables, respectively,
P and the number of forecast experts.
i,k Indices running on the variables, i,k =1,...,n.
7,1 Indices running on the forecast experts, j,{ =1,...,p.
n; Scalar denoting the number of variables for which forecasts produced by the j-th expert are
available, 1 <n; < n.
Di Scalar denoting the number of forecast experts available for the i-th variable, 1 < p; < p, with
p= max p;.
i=1,...,n
m Scalar denoting the total number of available forecasts produced by p experts for n variables:
m = an ZpZ7 n <m < np. When n; =n Vj, ie., p; = p Vi, m = np (‘balanced’ case).
i=1
Ui Target forecast for the i-th variable.
U (n,, x 1) vector of constrained (upper) variables.
b (np x 1) vector of free (bottom) variables.
A (ny X np) linear combination matrix mapping b into u: u = Ab.
C (n, X n) zero-constraints matrix: C = [I,,, —A].
Y (n x 1) target forecast vector: y = [u’ b'] T, by definition coherent (C'y = 0(;,, x1))-
S (n X np) structural-like matrix: S = [Iﬁj’ such that y = Sb.
g?f Unbiased base forecast of the i-th variable produced by the j-th expert.
g’ (n] x 1) vector of the base forecasts produced by the j-th expert.
Ui (p; x 1) vector of the base forecasts of the i-th variable.
Y = Yoe [ﬂl—r TR gjpw T, (m x 1) vector of the base forecasts stacked by-expert (be).
Yby TR TR A T (m x 1) vector of the base forecasts stacked by-variable (bv).
Y gt ... ¢ ... @?]. Ifnj =nVj (ie., ‘balanced’ case): (n x p) matrix containing the
base forecasts produced by p different experts for the target vector y. Each column denotes an
expert 7 = 1,...,p, while each row denotes a variable : = 1,...,n. In this case, y = vec (f’)
YT Wi - Yi ... Yn]. Ifn; =nVj (ie, ‘balanced’ case): (p x n) matrix containing
the base forecasts produced by p different experts for the target vector y. Each column
denotes a variable ¢ = 1,...,n, while each row denotes an expert j = 1,...,p. In this case,
Yy = vec (f’T).
P (m x m) permutation matrix such that Py = gy. As P~ =PT g =P g, Ifn; =nVj
(i.e., ‘balanced’ case): (np x np) commutation matrix such that Pvec (ff) = vec (?T)
L; (n; x n) zero-one matrix selecting the entries of y for which forecasts of expert j are available.
L Diag(L1,...,Lj,...,Ly) € {0,1}™*"P If n; = n Vj (i.e., ‘balanced’ case): L = I,),.

Continued on next page



Table 1 — continued from previous page

Symbol ‘ Description

K L(1,®I,)=[L{...L]. ..L;]T € {0,1}™*™. If n; = nVj (ie., ‘balanced’ case): K =
Yy
1, ® I,,, (np x n) matrix such that Ky = [ y' ..oyl ]T = |:
p times Y
1P1 hn
J PK = PL(1,®1,) € {0,1}™*", such that Jy = © | Ifnj =nVj (ie., ‘balanced’
1p,9n
case): J = I, ®1,: (np X n) matrix such that Jy =y ®1,.
w (m x m) error covariance matrix of y.
wW; (n; X ny) error cross-covariance matrix of g7 and g'.
P (m x m) error covariance matrix of gy,. X = PWPT and W = PTXP.
ik (pi X pg) error cross-covariance matrix of g; and yy.
y°© (n x 1) vector of the multi-task combined forecasts. In general, these forecasts are incoherent:

CY° # O0(n,x1)-
vy’ If n; =n, (n x 1) vector of reconciled forecasts using the base forecasts produced by the j-th
expert. y’ is by construction coherent: Cy’ = O(n, x1)-

y° (n x 1) vector of the optimal coherent combined forecasts, by construction coherent: Cy© =
O(n, x1)-
Q Q... Q... ©,]": (m x n) matrix given by the concatenation of the matrix combination
P
weights ©; € R"*" of the multi-task forecast combination y¢ = Q Ty = Z Q;y’ (by-expert
j=1
formulation).
r [y ... T ... I‘n]T: (m x m) matrix given by the concatenation of the matrix combination
n
weights T'; € R™*Pi of the multi-task forecast combination ¢ = I'T gy, = Z T';y; (by-variable
i=1
formulation).
v [Py ... ¥; ... \Ilp]T: (m x n) matrix given by the concatenation of the matrix reconciliation
P
weights ®¥; € R"*" of the coherent multi-task forecast combination y¢ = ¥y = Z ‘Iljﬂj
j=1
(by-expert formulation).
P [®), ... ®; ... ®,]": (m x n) matrix given by the concatenation of the matrix reconciliation
n
weights ®; € R™"*Pi of the coherent multi-task forecast combination ¢ = ® " gy, = Z ®,y;
=1
(by-variable formulation).
src Sequential first-reconciliation-then-combination.
scr Sequential first-combination-then-reconciliation.
occ Optimal (minimum mean square error, MMSE) coherent linear combination.

2.1. Zero-constrained and structural representations of a general linearly constrained time series

Let y, = [th e Yit e ym]T € R” be a vector of observed time series we are interested in
forecasting, and assume that the time series is linearly constrained, in the sense that at every time ¢
the n individual variables of y; must satisfy n, < n independent linear constraints. Without loss of
generality, we assume that the n, constraints are expressed in zero-constrained form, according to

the homogeneous linear system:

Cy: = 0, x1)s (1)



where C € R™*" is a zero-constraints matrix with full row rank!.
Girolimetto and Di Fonzo (2024c) show that every general linearly constrained time series y;
T
may be expressed as y; = [utT b ]

, i.e., stacking an ‘upper’ vector u; € R™ and a ‘bottom’
vector by € R™, with n = n, + n,, where u; is a linear combination of the bottom time series
b up = Ab;. A € R™*™ ig the linear combination matriz mapping n, free variables b; into n,

constrained variables u;. Then, denoting C = [Inu —A] € R™*" the zero-constraints matrix, and

A
S = [ ] the structural-like matriz (Girolimetto and Di Fonzo, 2024c), the constraints on y; may
ny

be equivalently expressed either as expression (1) or in structural form:
Y = Sbt (2)

For example, the left panel of Figure 1 shows a three-level hierarchical time series (n = 7, n, = 3)
T .
Yt = [Xt At B AAt ABt BAt BBt] s with

X = AA + AB -+ BA + BB oo -1 -1 -1 ~1
A=AA+AB and C=10 1 0 -1 -1 0 0 |. (3)
B =BA + BB 001 0 0 -1 -1
. T T
In this case, uy = [Xt At Bt] ,bt: [AAt ABt BAt BB, BCt]

deduced from (3):

, and matrices A and S are easily

S ==
O ==
_ o
_ O =

(4)

o~
Il
O = =
S = o=
=
— O
wn
Il

1,
This is not the case for the general linearly constrained structure shown in the right panel of Figure 1,

consisting of two simple hierarchies that share the same top-level series, but with different bottom

series. Denoting now y; = [Xt A; AA; AB; B; C; Dt] T, we may write:
X=C+D ro 0 0 0 -1 -1
X=AA+AB+B and 1 0 -1 -1 =1 0 0|y =03, (5)
A =AA+ AB 01 -1 -1 0 0 O

where the zero-constraints matrix has not the requested [Inu —A] form. However, A (and C) may

be obtained after simple operations on (5), shown in Girolimetto and Di Fonzo (2024c), resulting in:

X=C+D 0 0 11
A= —B+AA+ AB and A=|0 -1 1 1|, (6)
AA=—AB—B+C+D ~1 -1 1 1

"We assume that these constraints are well defined throughout this paper, i.e., they are not in conflict with each other
and there are no repeated constraints.
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Figure 1: Two examples of linearly constrained time series. Left: a three-level genuine hierarchical structure.
Right: a general linearly constrained multiple time series consisting of two simple hierarchies sharing the same
top-level series.

with ny, =3, np =4, uy = [X; A AAt}T and by = [AB, B, C Dt]T

Starting with Athanasopoulos et al. (2009) and Hyndman et al. (2011), the structural form
(2) is widely used in the literature on forecast reconciliation for genuine hierarchical /grouped time
series (for a recent review, see Athanasopoulos et al., 2024). In fact, expression (2) has the merit of
describing the relationships linking the free (bottom) and the constrained (upper) time series in a
way that visually recalls a genuine hierarchical or grouped structure, by placing the aggregated series
at higher levels than the bottom one, where the most disaggregated series take place. Moreover,
this formulation allows the forecast reconciliation results to be developed through an unconstrained
regression model, very simple to be dealt with. For this reason, although the zero-constrained form
is more general?, as the two formulations are perfectly equivalent, i.e., both bring to the same final

results, this paper will also present expressions derived from the structural representation to provide

a comprehensive overview of the different but equivalent approaches to the problem.

2.2. Base forecasts’ organization: ‘by-expert’ and ‘by-variable’

Suppose we have base forecasts of the individual n variables of the target vector y;1, € R™, where
h > 1 is the forecast horizon, produced by p > 2 experts®. In general, we admit that the forecasts
provided by each expert might refer to different sets of individual variables, and denote them by
the vectors g7t1+h eR™M .. §f+h € R", with 1 <n; <n,j=1,...,p. In analogy to the literature
on panel data models (Baltagi, 2021), we will refer to this situation as the 'unbalanced case’. To
simplify the notation, in the following we consider a single prediction horizon, say h = 1, and omit
the subscript ¢ 4+ 1. In other terms, y; = y; 4111, ;Iji = @\f’tﬂ, Yy =1vyi11 and y' = g{H. Let y; € RPi be

the vector of the base forecasts available for the i-th variable, where 1 < p; < p, with p = max p;,

i=1,...,

*Whereas the structural representation of a genuine hierarchical/grouped time series can be transformed into a zero-
constrained form in a straightforward way, for a general linearly constrained time series, with a complex and not
genuine hierarchical or grouped structure, finding the structural-like representation may be a complex task. On this
point, see Girolimetto and Di Fonzo (2024c).

3We use the term ‘expert’ as a synonym for ‘agent’ or ‘model’.



p n

and denote m = Z n; = Z p; the total number of available forecasts (i.e., produced by p experts
j=1 i=1

for n individual variables). All the available base forecasts may be grouped into a single (m x 1)

vector, obtained by concatenation of either 97, j = 1,...,p, or ¥i, i = 1,...,n, vectors. In the former

case, the base forecasts are said to be organized by-expert, in the latter by-variable (bv):

e - -

Yy Y1
Y="Yoe= |9 | €R™, Yov = |¥i| €ER™. (7)
|9” ] | Un

As in the rest of the paper we mainly refer to the by-expert data organization, we omit the subscript
‘be’ and use ¥y instead of yp.. Passing from a by-expert to a by-variable data organization can
be achieved through a permutation matrix (Magnus and Neudecker, 2019), i.e., a square matrix
P € {0,1}"™*™ obtained from the same size identity matrix by a permutation of rows, such that

Py = ypy. In addition, as P~ = P, it is § = P Gyy.

Balanced case

It is worth mentioning that this notation encompasses the complete case where n; =n Vj (ie., p; =p
Vi, m = np). In this case, that we call ‘balanced’, the available base forecasts may be organized as a
(n X p) matrix }A’, whose j-th column contains the n forecasts provided by the j-th individual expert

(by-expert organization):

T
Y=g @@ =g e ] (8)
~1 ~j =~p

An equivalent by-variable organization of the available base forecasts is obtained by considering the
transpose of matrix Y:

Y=l o G G (9)
where ¢; € RP contains the base forecasts of the i-th individual variable provided by the p experts.
In this case, moving from a by-expert to a by-variable data organization can be achieved through

a commutation matrix P € {0,1}"P*"™ (Magnus and Neudecker, 2019), such that Pvec (f") =
wee (77).



3. Method and theoretical properties

Coherent multi-task forecast combination for a linearly constrained multivariate time series, or
specific cases thereof, like hierarchical or grouped time series, is the process of combining multiple
experts’ base forecasts with the information on the relationships linking the individual variables of
the series.

If only the i-th scalar variable is considered (i.e, n = 1 and p > 2), and a linear solution ¥ is
looked for, we face a classical problem of single-task linear forecast combination (Bates and Granger,
1969), without any coherence issue. In this case, the combined forecasts ¥ is the result of a local

(Thompson et al., 2024) linear combination across the p experts of the same variable:
= w yz Zwmy,, (10)

where 7; € RP and w; € RP is a vector of combination weights®.

On the other hand, if only the base forecasts of the j-th single expert are available (i.e., p = 1)
for all the n > 1 individual variables of y, we face a classical problem of single-expert forecast
reconciliation. When looking for a linear solution, the reconciled (i.e., coherent) forecast vector may
be expressed as

y=Myg — §=mil meyk, i=1,...,n, (11)

k;éz

where 3/ € R", and M = {m;} € R™" is a projection matrix depending on the base forecast
errors’ covariance matrix and the zero constraints matrix C' (Panagiotelis et al., 2021, Di Fonzo and
Girolimetto, 2023). The single-variable formulation on the rhs of expression (11) makes it clear the
global nature (Thompson et al., 2024) of the forecast combination resulting in the single-expert linear
reconciliation, in the sense that the reconciled forecast of the i-th individual variable is given by
the linear combination of the base forecasts of the same variable, fjg , and of all the remaining n — 1
individual variables.

Continuing along this line of reasoning, we might consider the extension to the multi-task
framework of the single-task linear forecast combination approach in expression (10). Useful references
are Sun and Deng (2004), who deal with data assimilation problems, Keller and Olkin (2004) and
Lavancier and Rochet (2016), extending the statistical theory on the combination of multiple
estimators of the same vector of parameters. The results found by Sun and Deng (2004) and

Lavancier and Rochet (2016) may be used to express a global multi-task combined forecast y© which

4For a comprehensive review of the many weighting schemes proposed in the forecasting literature, see Timmermann
(2006) and Wang et al. (2024).



Table 2: Combination approaches for single- and multi-task forecast combination, single-expert forecast
reconciliation, and coherent forecast combination. The term local denotes the combination of multiple base
forecasts of one individual variable, while global refers to the combination of either single or multiple experts
base forecasts of all n individual variables.

Combination approaches Forecast Coherence Nature of the combined forecast
Single-task forecast combination ys NO — Local, multiple experts
Forecast reconciliation Y YES — Global, single expert
Multi-task forecast combination y°© NO
. T e ~,
Sequential combination-reconciliation YSer YES Global, multiple experts
Sequential reconciliation-combination YSe YES
Optimal coherent combination y© YES

exploits all the base forecasts of all variables, and is more accurate than any individual or multiple
base forecasts. Surprisingly, these papers appear to have had a limited impact on research on forecast
combination and we aim to address this gap.

However, it should be noted that, if the variable to be forecast is linearly constrained, there
is no guarantee that the outcome obtained following the approaches so far is coherent. In other
terms, in general it is Cy°¢ # O(n,x1)- A possible, practical solution to obtain coherent forecasts
is adopting a two-step procedure (sequential combination-first-then-reconciliation, scr), consisting
of performing the reconciliation of ¢° in order to finalize the coherent combination forecasting
process (see Rostami-Tabar and Hyndman, 2024). Another simple two-step procedure, sequential
reconciliation-first-then-simple-average-combination, src, may be developed as well. However, it is
worth mentioning that the src approach is limited to the balanced case and does not apply to more
general situations.

In this paper we address the problem of finding the optimal (in least squares sense) coherent-
and-combined forecast vector y¢ € R™ of a linearly constrained time series, where the coherence
condition is expressed as Cy° = 0, «1)- Table 2 schematically shows conceivable combination and
reconciliation approaches in relation to the forecast coherence property and to the local/global nature

of the final result.

3.1. Model and number of experts for each individual variable: The unbalanced case

To discuss the optimal coherent forecast combination methodology, we slightly abstract the
problem and consider a data-fitting issue with equality constraints. As in the classical frameworks
of Stone et al. (1942) and Bates and Granger (1969), we assume that each individual base forecast
is unbiased, i.e., E(@f) = E(yl) i=1,...,n5,j=1,...,p;. Following Stone et al. (1942) (see also
Byron, 1978, 1979), we state that the base forecast of the i-th variable produced by the j-th expert,

10



is the sum of the ‘true’, unknown target forecast and a zero-mean forecast error £7:

W=yitel, i=1,...n5,i=1,...,p. (12)

% occurring when for at least one index j, it is

In the following, we discuss the unbalanced case
n; < n, which means that the p experts do not produce base forecasts for each of the n variables.
Denote L the (m x np) selection matrix L = Diag(L1,...,Lj,...,Ly,), where L; € {0,1}"7*",
j=1,...,p, selects the n; < n entries of y for which base forecasts of the j-th expert are available®.

Model (12) may now be grouped into the p linear models
¥ =Ljy+e, j=1,...,p, (13)

where g7 € R and the base forecast errors e/ € R are (n; x 1) zero-mean random vectors, with

(n; x mp) variance-covariance matrices Wy = E [ej(el)T] e R%>*™ 4 1=1,...p. Denoting then

o i
y=|9’| €ER™, e=|e/| €R™, (14)
[v" ] "]

the linear relationship linking all the available base forecasts ¥ and the unknown target forecast

vector y can be expressed through the multiple regression model:
y=Ky+e, (15)

where K = L (1, ® I,,) € {0,1}™*" and W = E(ee') € R™*™ is a p.d. block-matrix

Wy - Wy - W,
W=|W; -~ W; -~ W,;,|, (16)
W, - Wy - W, ]
where W; = Wj;, 7 =1,...,p. A simple numerical example is shown in Appendix C.

5The ‘balanced’ case (i.e., n; = n Vj, p; = p Vi) is presented in Appendix B.
Clearly, if n; = n Vj, it is L; = I, V§, and L = I,,,,.

11



4. Optimal coherent forecast combination

Lety=1[y1 ... yi ... yn]T € R” be the target forecast vector of a linearly constrained time series
y: such that Cy; = 0, 1) We are looking for a coherent forecast vector y¢, i.e., Cy® = 0, x1),
which exploits all the available base forecasts and improves their accuracy. Forecast combination
and reconciliation can be simultaneously dealt with through an optimization-based technique that
combines the base forecasts of multiple individual experts 7. By extending the well known procedure
of least squares adjustment for a single vector of preliminary incoherent estimates (i.e., base forecasts)
(Stone et al., 1942, Byron, 1978, 1979, Di Fonzo and Girolimetto, 2023) to the case of p > 2 vectors,
the coherent combined forecast vector y° can be expressed as a weighted sum of base forecasts from

individual experts. This interesting result is shown by Theorem 1.

Theorem 1. Optimal linear coherent forecast combination y*
The minimum mean square error (MMSE) linear coherent combined forecast vector y¢, obtained as

solution to the linearly constrained quadratic program
~ .~ T 1/~
y¢ =argmin (g — Ky) W™ (g — Ky) st. Cy =0y, x1), (17)
Yy

is given by

g =v"yg=MQ'y, (18)

with weight matrix U7 = MQT € R™™, where

M = [In —w,Cc" (CWCCT>71 C] , (19)
Q=W KW, (20)
W, = (KTW*K)_1 . (21)

Proof. See Appendix A

The unbiasedness of y¢ and an important property of its error covariance matrix are discussed in the

following Corollary.

Corollary 1. Unbiasedness of y° and a property of its error covariance matrix
Denoting p = E'(y), the MMSE linear coherent combined forecast vector y© is unbiased, i.e.,

E (y°) = p, with error covariance matrix equal to:

W.=E|@ -y @ -y | = MW. (22)

In addition,
L;W.L] <L;W.L] <W;, j=1,...,p. (23)

12



Proof. See Appendix A

Remark 1. The coherency property of y¢ can be easily verified by observing that CM = 0, yp)-
Then it follows Cy¢ = CMQ 'y = O, x1)-
Remark 2. Denoting ¥ = [¥; ... ¥; ... \I’p]T, with ¥; € R"*", j =1,...,p, the MMSE linear

coherent combined forecast vector can be expressed as
. p .
P=Ug +. G+ Ty =) Wy (24)
j=1
It is worth noting that, due to the unbiasedness of the base forecasts, the weight matrices ¥;’s have

the following interesting property”:

p
> WL =1, (25)
j=1

P
In the balanced case, i.e. nj =n Vj and p; = p Vi, expression (25) simplifies to Z ¥; = I,. Again
j=1
in this case, looking at the entries of the square weight matrices ¥; as

Vit - Yiig o-o Ving

V=Yg .. Yij o Ying|s JT=L....p

(Yn1; oo Ynig - Ynngl

the reconciled forecast of the i-th variable may be expressed as

p n p P n
U= Gkl =D Wil + YD iU, i=1,...,n. (26)
j=1k=1 j=1 J=1 /]2;1
1

According to expression (26), the multi-task coherent combined forecast yf is the sum of a ‘local’
P

forecast combination (Thompson et al., 2024), Z @D“]g’jf , computed by using only the base forecasts
j=1

of the i-th variable, plus an adjustment term that takes into account the base forecasts of all the

remaining variables. This suggests that y; can be interpreted as the result of a simple ‘global’ linear

forecast combination method (Thompson et al., 2024).

Remark 3. Another interesting interpretation of y° is obtained noting that expression (18) may be
re-stated as y© = My°, where
=07y (27)

In fact, since E(g°) =¥ FE () = ¢ KE (y) = E (y), it follows ¥ K = I,,, that corresponds to expression (25).

13



In line with the results found by Sun and Deng (2004) and Lavancier and Rochet (2016), we deduce
that g¢ is the unbiased MMSE linear multi-task combination forecast of y, with error covariance

matrix given by expression (21), i.e.,
. T _ -1
WC:E[(yC—y)(QC—y) ]:(KTW 1K> :

In addition, it should be noted that y° is in general incoherent, i.e., Cy® # 0(;, x1), and matrix
M € R™" is an oblique projector from R™ into the linear sub-space & C R" spanned by the
relationship Cy = 0(,,, «1). Vector y° can thus be seen as the projection of the incoherent forecast
vector ¢ into S = {y € R" | Cy = 0, x1)} (Panagiotelis et al., 2021). More precisely, y° is the
result of two successive transformations, the first mapping y from the base forecasts space R™ to the
combined forecasts subspace S, = {g° € R" | ¢ = Q' g}, the second projecting g° into the coherent
subspace §. The keypoint is that the error covariance matrix used in the latter projection is related
to the error covariance matrix used in the former transformation, i.e., W, = F (W), where for any

non-singular matrix X € R™*™ F : R™*™ — R"*" is the matrix function F' (X) = (KTXflK)fl.

Remark 4. Theorem 1 was proved by adopting a constrained data fitting approach with base forecasts
organized by-expert. Indeed, the same result may be obtained in other ways, depending on the base
forecasts’ organization (by-expert or by-variable), and the problem formulation (constrained data
fitting problem or unconstrained structural form). In these equivalent proofs, summarized in Table 3
and developed in Appendix D, the choice of the forecast organization gives a different emphasis to
the ‘objects’ that are combined in the final formula, i.e., base forecasts either from the j-th expert,
47, collected into ¥, or of the i-th variable %;, concatenated into vector Fpy.

The difference between constrained projection and structural approaches is more interesting from an

interpretative point of view. Each approach has, in fact, some distinctive interesting features.

e The structural approach is based on a linear model that directly incorporates the constraints
on the final forecasts, whose solution is found by minimizing the trace of the error covariance
matrix ch. For a similar result in the cross-sectional forecast reconciliation, see Wickramasuriya
et al. (2019) and Ando and Narita (2024). The coherent combined forecasts, either y* = SGy or
y¢ = SGhy Yy, depend on the organization of the adopted base forecasts. In both cases, first the
combination forecast for a set of ‘free’ variables is computed, i.e., b = GY = Gy Yy, and then the
whole vector of coherent forecasts is obtained in a bottom-up fashion, through pre-multiplication
by the structural matrix S: y° = Sbe.

e As shown in Remark 3, the zero-constrained approach “splits” the coherent forecast combination
methodology into two strictly linked steps: in the former, the MMSE combination of multiple

forecast vectors is computed, i.e., ¢, in the latter this incoherent forecast vector is reconciled
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Table 3: Equivalent formulations of Theorem 1 distinct by model representation and organization of base
forecasts. The symbols are fully described in Table 1. The proof for the zero-constrained representation with
by-expert formulation is in Appendix A. The remaining proofs are in Appendix D.

Model representation

zero-constrained

‘ structural

Base forecasts’ organization

by-expert

y=Ky+e st. Cy=0
g° = argmin (§ — Ky)' W' (§ — Ky)
s.t. Cy i 0

g=My=MQ'y

M = |1, -W.CT (cw.CcT) ' C]

Q=W 'KW,

W, =(K"TWK)",

W, =MW,

L;W.L] <L;W.L] <W;, j=1...p

y=KSb+¢
G = argmintr (SGWG'ST)
s.t. GK(‘;S =1,
y° = SGy = Sb,
b=Gy
G=(STW's) 'STKTW!
W.= (KW K)™
W.=S(STW;'s)" sT
L;W.L] <W;, j=1,...p

by-variable

Yoy = JY + by, s.t. Cy=0
g¢ = argmin (§ — Jy)' 7' (§ — Jy)
s.t. Cy i 0

§° = My @y = MT Ty

M= 1,-%.C7 (cz.cT) ' C]

r=x1Jx.

Y= (JTS )

W, = M3,

L;W.L] <L;W.L] <W;, j=1...p

Yov = JSb + e,
Gy = arg min tr (SGZGTST)
s.t. GJS i I,
§° = 8GiGiv = Sb,
b = G v
G = (ST5;'8) ' sTITE !
2. =JT=t)
W.=S8(STs's) ' sT

Ljﬁ//CL;erj, ]:1,7])

through an oblique projection onto a coherent subspace of R™, making use of W,, the error

covariance matrix of y°.

Remark 5. Expression (23) states that the base forecasts produced by a single expert (/) are always
not better (i.e., the error covariance matrix is not ‘smaller’) than the corresponding multi-task
combined forecast vector L;y¢, which in turn is not better than the corresponding subset of y¢, i.e.,
L;y°. Moreover, since L; = I,, when n; = n, then in the balanced case we have ﬁv/'c <W.XW;. In
other terms - assuming that the base forecasts are unbiased and the error covariance matrix W is
known - simultaneously considering multiple incoherent forecasts and the constraints operating on
the component of a multivariate time series, does not worsen (and in fact, hopefully improves on)

the precision of both original (base) and combined (incoherent) forecasts.

In summary, according to Theorem 1 and Corollary 1, the problem of coherently combining the
forecasts, produced by p > 2 experts, of the components of a linearly constrained multiple time series,

is specified as that of determining the best estimator within the class of all unbiased estimators of the
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mean of y obtainable via linearly combining all the available base forecasts, the term “best” being
used in the usual sense of the nonnegative definite partial ordering between the dispersion matrices
of the forecast errors. Furthermore, the results have been obtained under the commonly assumed
hypotheses that the base forecasts are unbiased, and that the joint dispersion matrix of the p forecast

experts is known.

5. On the covariance matrix used by the coherent combination method

The choice of the forecast errors’ covariance matrix W greatly influences the combination and
reconciliation processes, as its properties determine how the base forecasts are combined, and then
the nature of the final coherent forecasts. In the following, we first consider two notable patterns
of this matrix, where the base forecasts’ error are assumed uncorrelated either across experts or
across variables. Then, we deal with practical estimation issues, following an approach widely used in
the context of forecast reconciliation, which makes use of the in-sample base forecasts’ errors, when

available, to estimate matrix W.

5.1. Uncorrelated forecast errors: block-diagonal W and 2

If the forecast errors are uncorrelated across the p experts, the covariance matrix W has a
block-diagonal form: W = Diag (W1,..., W;,..., W),). In this case, y° is found as the solution to
the linearly constrained quadratic program

p
g = argmin Y (77 ) WL (@ ) st Oy =040, (29)
1

where the global loss function in expression (17) simplifies to the sum of p quadratic loss functions.
According to the traditional single-task forecast combination approach (Bates and Granger, 1969,
Thompson et al., 2024), for each single variable i the combination weights are obtained by exploiting
the relationships between ﬂf and 3¢, with {4,1} € {(j, D1<jl<p, j# l}. We will show that this
is a particular case of our general framework. To this end, it is convenient to adopt an organization
‘by-variable’ of the base forecasts (see Section 2.2), that is Yy, = [@T :'//\ZT @.{] T e R™,
where y; € RPi, i =1,...,n, is the vector of the base forecasts available for the i-th variable.
Denote 3 = F [sbvsgv] € R™*™ the covariance matrix of the forecast errors organized by-variable
Gy = [sj VRS EZ]T € R™, and J = PK € {0,1)™". Noting that £ — PWPT,

equivalent by-variable formulations of y° in expression (18) are presented in Table 3. If we assume

uncorrelated errors across the variables, the covariance matrix has a block-diagonal structure, i.e.,

¥ = Diag(%4,...,%,...,%,), where ¥;, i = 1,...,n, is the (p; X p;) forecast error covariance
1) s

matrix for the i-th variable. In this case, after some simple calculations, we obtain y} = #ﬂi,
pi < Pi
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i=1,...,n. In summary, if the forecast errors are uncorrelated across variables, each entry of the
global combined forecast vector y° corresponds to the single-variable optimally combined forecast:
2'_11101-

7

7¢ = v, ¥i, where 7; = Trs1y i =1,...,n, a well-known result dating back to Newbold and
Granger (1974). Howeverfoiwlien %C is computed through the projection of the incoherent combined
forecast vector y© onto the linear space spanned by the constraints, i.e., when ¢ is pre-multiplied by
the projection matrix M, the coherent combined forecast for each single variable is computed by
combining the base forecasts of all variables, not only those of the variable in hand. Put in other

terms, whereas ¥ is the result of a local forecast combination, its coherent counterpart yf is obtained

as a global forecast combination.

5.2. Feasible estimates of the covariance matrizc

In the previous sections we have always considered the covariance matrix as known, but in practice
this rarely happens, and this matrix must be estimated somehow. For a forecast horizon h = 1, it

seems sensible to exploit (if available) the in-sample forecast errors (residuals), given by®:
é\g:Ljyt_:i/\gEana j:17"'1p7

where t = 1,...T, is the time index running on the training set used to estimate the base forecasts.
This is a rather common practice in forecast reconciliation (Hyndman et al., 2016, Wickramasuriya
et al., 2019), particularly when the available observations of the time series to be forecast are not
long, and splitting the dataset into training, validation and test may result in a too short validation
set. As for the classical combination, the use of an in-sample fit to determine the weights of the
combination is not uncommon (Kapetanios et al., 2008, Banibura et al., 2010).

Denoting & = [gA%T é‘gT §fT T, t =1,...,T, the (m x 1) vector containing the

in-sample forecast errors, a natural estimator of W (and X) is the sample forecast MSE matrix:
T

— 1 - ~ — ) ) ~ ) )

W = T g ste;r (and ¥ = PWPT). When dealing with h > 1, W}, is challenging to estimate
t=1

(e.g., multi-step-ahead errors will not be independent) and we assume that ﬁ\/h x W as proposed in
Wickramasuriya et al. (2019) and Ben Taieb et al. (2021). Moreover, when m >> T, W and  are
not well defined, and some regularization has to be adopted in order to recover a stable, non-singular
covariance matrix. The natural choice is to consider the shrunk versions of the sample covariance

matrices W and & towards their diagonal versions, that is:

W = A (In ® W) + (1 . /\) W = S, = PWy, P, (29)
8Equivalently, one may use the by-variable version of the in sample residuals, i.e., Eit = Yit 1, — Yir ERPIi=1,...,n.
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where © denotes the Hadamard product and ) is an estimate of the coefficient of shrinkage intensity
A, 0 < XA <1 (Schafer and Strimmer, 2005).
An alternative approach involves assuming uncorrelated errors across either experts or variables,

which results in block-diagonal covariance matrices (see Section 5.1): in the former case ‘//I\fbd =

—~

T
_ _ _ 1 o o
Diag (Wl,...,VVj,...,Wp), with W; = T g gle]T e R M, j =1,...,p. In the latter case,
t=1

T

~ ~ ~ ~ Y 1 - e

$1q = Diag (212§]n) with 8 = = 3" &4E], € RPP i = 1,....n. When n; > T for
t=1

some expert j, or p; > T for some variable y;, the estimates ﬁ\/j and iz are not well defined. In this

case, as usual, we can resort to the shrunk versions of these two matrices given by, respectively:

Wj’shr:Xj(IHQWG)—i-(l—Xj)ﬁ\/j j=1....p
ii,shr:/y\i (InG)f]z) +(1*/V\1)§;Z, 1=1,....,n

where Xj and v; are estimates of the coeflicients of shrinkage intensity, respectively, A\; and v, 0 < \; <

1l and 0 < y; < 1. Then, other two estimators can be considered: Wbd_shr = Diag (ﬁ\/l,shn cee ﬁ\/p’shr>

and z:bd—shr = Dlag (El,shra ceey z)n,shr)-

6. A simulation experiment

In order to assess the performance of the proposed approach, a simulation experiment is run. The
simulation framework, designed for a hierarchical multivariate time series, extends the univariate
simulation experiment of Capistrdn and Timmermann (2009) to a multivariate setting that accommo-
dates for cross-sectional dependencies and linear constraints across series. The hierarchical structure
of the series is the one on the left panel of Figure 1, including a total of n = 7 variables, with n, = 4
bottom series, with aggregation and structural matrices A and S, respectively, given by (4).

Denote t = 0,...,(T" — 1), and ¢ = 1,...,n;, the indices running on, respectively, time peri-
ods and bottom series. The observed bottom time series are simulated from a simple two-factor
model?: bit+1 = Frit+1 + Foitr1 + Mig+1, ¢ = 1,...,np, where factors Fy; and Fy; come from
a Vector AutoRegressive model of order 1, F; ;11 = ®pF;; + & 41, characterized by a diag-
onal coefficients’ matrix ®p and independent innovations &; ;11 ~ N (0(2X1),12). In addition,
Ni+1 = [771,15+1 77nb,t+1}T ~ Ny, (On, <1, O'%R), where 0727 =1 and R is the correlation matrix of
the bottom series obtained as the closest positive definite matrix to R, with pir=U(=1,1), 1 #k,

with U (—1,1) denoting a Uniform distribution in (—1,1), and p;; = 1,4,k =1,...,n. The n-variate

9This formulation is equivalent to expression (9) in Capistran and Timmermann (2009), where p, = 0 and B,1 = B2 = 1
in all settings. We have chosen to omit these parameters to simplify the notation.
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Table 4: Each setting specifies values for the parameters in the multivariate forecast model, including mean
terms (1, factor loadings 3;, errors’ variance o2, autoregressive matrix ® -, and correlation p; x, i # k, for the
bottom time series. Settings vary systematically to assess model performance under different assumptions,
including uniform (U), beta (B), inverse gamma (IG), and normal (N') distributions. Settings 1-5 replicate
Capistrdn and Timmermann (2009), while Setting 6 includes a bias component f; # 0 for each expert.

Setting ‘ 1y B; o} Pr

1 0 1, 1 O2x2

2 0 0.5- 1, 1 022

3 0 0.5- 1, 1 09 I,
B(1,1)

4 0 [B(L 1)} 1 O2x2

5 0 0.5-15 IG(5, 5) O2x2

6 N(O, 1) 0.5-1> 1 O2x2
T
linearly constrained time series y;1 is given by yy+1 = Sby41, where by = [bl,t 41 oee bpyy +1] .

To generate the base forecasts from different experts, the systematic part of the forecast from the j-
th expert for the i-th bottom variable at time ¢t+1 is obtained as Bg,t-i-l =i+ 851 15041+ 852F%5 141,
t=1,...,np5, j = 1,...,p,where 3; = [ﬁj,l 51-72}T is the vector of factor loadings for the series’
components. The base forecast vector ﬁf 41 produced by the j-th expert for the complete set of n
variables (i.e., balanced case), is

Yl = Si’iﬂ +eli (30)

. T
where &), = ~ Nu(0@x1),Te) and T = D~ 120D1/2, with variance

J J
Elt+1 - Engtl
proportional to the number of bottom variables involved in the aggregation defining the nodes at

each hierarchy level, i.e., D = Diag(asz 1,,), that in our setting is equal to

Il
Q
o O O o o o &~

~ O © © © © o
<
Il
\‘}—‘
=

o O O O O NN o
S O O O N O O
o O O = O O O
o O = O O O O
o =, O O O O O

and two covariance structures: either uncorrelated errors'®, i.e., ® = I,,, or ® equal to the closest
positive definite matrix © with entries é“g =U(-1,1),i # k, and é“ =1,4,k=1,...,n.
Following Capistran and Timmermann (2009), we assume that E[eg7t+15§€7t+1] =0 for j #1, and

that E[EZZUH i1Mig+1] =0,7=1,...,pand i = 1,...,m. This setup represents a scenario where, at

Due to space constraints, the results with uncorrelated errors are provided in Appendix E. The main conclusions
drawn do not differ substantially from those valid for the correlated case.
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time t, forecasters receive noisy signals that are imperfectly correlated with future realizations of
the factors F1 ;41 and Fy;¢11. For the calculation of covariance matrices in both reconciliation and
combination processes, we utilize N observations, with 7' = N + 100, where the last 100 observations
are reserved as test set. In each experimental configuration (see Table 4), we examine different
values for the number of observations, N € {50,100, 200}, and the number of experts, p € {4, 10,20},
running 500 replications per setting to ensure robustness in results. In addition, we consider two
different frameworks as Capistran and Timmermann (2009):

e Balanced panel of forecasts: no missing values, allowing for consistent forecasts across all
variables and experts.

e Unbalanced panel of forecasts: we classify experts according to their participation frequency,
distinguishing between frequent (40%) and infrequent participants. Using the transition probabili-
ties proposed in Capistran and Timmermann (2009), we generate a binary participation matrix for
each variable!!, that is applied to the fully populated matrix of forecasts simulated by expression
(30). This results in a realistic, unbalanced panel structure that allows us to examine the impact of
varying participation frequencies on the accuracy and robustness of different coherent combination
forecast approaches.

These frameworks provide a comprehensive environment for testing forecast performance under
different data conditions, allowing us to assess robustness across scenarios. The forecast accuracy is

evaluated using the Average Relative Mean Absolute (AvgRelM AE)'2, given by

500 n MAEapp 100

500n
1
AvgRel M AE™PP = (H 11 ew) with MAE = §
AL MAE 100

. app
y%Saq yz »S,q

app

where 7 = 1, ...,n denotes the variable, app is the approach used, y; s 4 is the observed value and ¥, 54

is the forecast value using the app approach (either coherent or incoherent, see Table 5).

Table 6 presents several critical aspects that influence the performance of forecasting methods
under different conditions. It clearly appears that as the number of residuals used to estimate the
error covariance matrices grows, the quality of forecast improves in terms of accuracy. This finding
highlighted the critical role of robust statistical techniques to estimate the covariances, particularly
in high-dimensional settings where estimation errors can propagate and affect the results negatively.
In relation to this problem, we observe that the AvgRelMAE decreases as the number of experts p

increases. Developing criteria for identifying the most relevant experts for combining and reconciling

1n the optimal coherent combination approach utilizing a block-diagonal shrunk error covariance matrix, the different
number of residuals across experts and variables is addressed through the covariance shrinkage parameters Aj,
j=1,...,p, as detailed in Section 3.

2Detailed results, including a forecast evaluation using the Average Relative Mean Squared Error, are presented in
Appendix E. Notably, the use of the squared error metric does not change the main conclusions.
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Table 5: Summary of forecasting approaches used in the simulation (Section 6) and in the forecasting
experiment on the Australian daily electricity generation time series (Section 7). For single-model reconciliation
and coherent combination sequential approaches, the shrunk in-sample MSE matrix is used for the reconciliation.

Approach & description ‘Approach & description

Base (incoherent forecasts) Single-task combination (incoherent forecasts, Sections 6 and 7)
base®  Best base forecasts (Section 6) ew Equal-weighted average
tbats Exponential smoothing state space model | owvar ~ Weighted average, optimal weights inversely proportional
with Box-Cox transformation, ARMA errors, to the MSE’s
Trend and Seasonal components (Section 7) | oweov ~ Weighted average, optimal weights in the unit simplex
(Conflitti et al., 2015) computed using the MSE matrix

Single model reconciliation

*

basej),, Cross-sectional reconciliation of the best base | Coherent combination (Sections 6 and 7)

forecasts (Section 6) src Sequential reconciliation-then-combination with ew
basesn, Best cross-sectional reconciliation of base | screyw Sequential ew combination-then-reconciliation

forecasts (Section 6) SCrvar  Sequential owya, combination-then- reconciliation
tbatssny Cross-sectional reconciliation of tbats base | screoy Sequential oweoy combination-then- reconciliation

(Section 7) 0CChe Optimal coherent combination using a by-expert block-

diagonal shrunk error covariance matrix

forecasts is an important aspect which lies beyond the scope of this paper.

Looking at the different forecasting procedures, the coherent approaches src (for balanced cases),
SCTew, SCTyar, and occpe consistently outperform the benchmark equal-weighted (ew) average, as
indicated by indices uniformly below 1. Among these, occye is the most effective overall, ranking first
in the majority of cases for both balanced panels (51 out of 54 cases) and unbalanced panels (50 out
of 54 cases) for any setting. The screy, method also demonstrates strong performance, particularly in
unbalanced panel, where it frequently ranks among the top-performing methods (first 4 times and
second 50 times). Similarly, the src method shows excellent results in balanced cases, ranking second
in 37 out of 54 cases. However, a major drawback of this approach is that it cannot be used in the
unbalanced case, which limits its applicability in real-world scenarios where data availability is often
irregular. In conclusion, among the evaluated approaches, occp, stands out as the most effective
and accurate, highlighting the advantages of simultaneously combining and reconciling forecasts for

different variables and from multiple experts.

7. Forecasting Australian daily electricity generation

To illustrate the effectiveness of the coherent forecast combination methodology for real-life data,
we perform a forecasting experiment on the daily electricity generation from various energy sources
in Australia (Panagiotelis et al., 2023). Daily time series data were obtained from opennem.org.au,
which compiles publicly available data from the Australian Energy Market Operator (AEMO).
Accurate day-ahead forecasts are crucial for operational planning and ensuring the efficiency and
stability of the power network, particularly as the growth of intermittent renewable energy sources,
such as wind and solar, introduces significant variability and complexity into the power system.

Figure 2 shows the source generation hierarchy and the corresponding linear combination matrix
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Table 6: AvgReIMAE for the simulation experiment. Benchmark approach: equal-weighted average (ew).
Bold entries identify the best performing approaches, italic entries identify the second best and red color
denotes forecasts worse than the benchmark.

Balanced panel of forecasts Unbalanced panel of forecasts
9 4
* *a = 5 > = > © - > h > ©
¢ @ ¢ g 8 B £ 8 £ g 8 H £ 8 £
< < z g g g 3 8 3 S g 2 4 8 5 3] 2
Sett. p N | <2 Q 2 3 3 3 7 @ @ @ 3 3] 5 3 3 @ 3 3

1 4 50 [1.308 1.063 1.058 1.000 1.002 1.027 0.921 0.949 0.951 0.969 0.905|1.000 1.031 1.479 0.9038 1.053 1.122 0.892
100|1.307 1.038 1.037 1.000 1.000 1.014 0.915 0.946 0.946 0.955 0.894|1.000 1.024 1.341 0.9053 1.032 1.114 0.885
200|1.305 1.026 1.025 1.000 1.000 1.007 0.912 0.943 0.942 0.946 0.890|1.000 1.010 1.191 0.902 1.002 1.090 0.880

10 50 |1.417 1.152 1.146 1.000 1.001 1.053 0.962 0.980 0.981 1.020 0.953|1.000 1.220 2.999 0.945 1.276 1.492 0.941
100|1.417 1.125 1.123 1.000 1.000 1.033 0.959 0.979 0.979 1.003 0.947|1.000 1.216 2.924 0.940 1.250 1.488 0.928
200{1.412 1.111 1.110 1.000 1.000 1.019 0.958 0.976 0.976 0.989 0.946|1.000 1.183 2.688 0.940 1.190 1.464 0.923
20 50 [1.461 1.188 1.181 1.000 1.001 1.063 0.979 0.990 0.991 1.040 0.974|1.000 1.351 4.250 0.973 1.426 1.797 0.981
100|1.463 1.162 1.159 1.000 1.000 1.044 0.978 0.990 0.990 1.023 0.972]1.000 1.335 4.405 0.974 1.385 1.814 0.968
200|1.455 1.147 1.145 1.000 1.000 1.028 0.978 0.989 0.988 1.008 0.971|1.000 1.287 4.077 0.973 1.302 1.709 0.958

2 4 50(1.226 1.054 1.052 1.000 1.001 1.026 0.949 0.967 0.968 0.986 0.942|1.000 1.022 1.396 0.928
100|1.226 1.037 1.036 1.000 1.000 1.014 0.945 0.965 0.966 0.975 0.936|1.000 1.020 1.314 0.929
200|1.225 1.026 1.026 1.000 1.000 1.007 0.943 0.963 0.963 0.967 0.932|1.000 1.013 1.191 0.927 1.008 1.067 0.910

10 50 |1.294 1.113 1.110 1.000 1.001 1.045 0.977 0.988 0.989 1.023 0.974|1.000 1.147 2.536 0.965 1.173 1.316 0.960

1.031 1.076 0.919
1
1
1
100(1.295 1.095 1.093 1.000 1.000 1.030 0.976 0.988 0.988 1.009 0.972]1.000 1.145 2.470 0.962 1.161 1.317 0.952
1
1
1
1

.022 1.077 0.914

200{1.293 1.083 1.083 1.000 1.000 1.018 0.975 0.987 0.987 0.999 0.970|1.000 1.129 2.088 0.961 1.133 1.260 0.947
20 50 [1.319 1.135 1.132 1.000 1.000 1.050 0.988 0.994 0.994 1.032 0.986|1.000 1.226 3.433 0.985 1.259 1.518 0.989
100|1.319 1.117 1.114 1.000 1.000 1.036 0.988 0.994 0.994 1.021 0.986|1.000 1.221 3.561 0.986 1.245 1.537 0.981
200|1.318 1.105 1.103 1.000 1.000 1.023 0.987 0.994 0.994 1.009 0.984|1.000 1.199 3.475 0.986 1.206 1.512 0.974

3 4 50|1.110 1.034 1.034 1.000 1.000 1.020 0.979 0.988 0.988 1.003 0.978|1.000 1.321 1.824 0.969
100{1.112 1.025 1.025 1.000 1.000 1.013 0.977 0.986 0.987 0.995 0.975|1.000 1.325 1.862 0.969
200{1.111 1.016 1.016 1.000 1.000 1.007 0.974 0.984 0.984 0.989 0.971|1.000 1.313 1.852 0.966 1.328 1.498 0.957

10 50 |1.137 1.059 1.059 1.000 1.000 1.029 0.992 0.995 0.995 1.017 0.991|1.000 1.462 2.819 0.988 1.523 1.647 0.984

1.377 1.459 0.961
1
1
1
100|1.139 1.050 1.049 1.000 1.000 1.021 0.990 0.995 0.995 1.011 0.989|1.000 1.462 2.712 0.986 1.503 1.619 0.979
1
1
1

.360 1.479 0.958

200(1.138 1.044 1.041 1.000 1.000 1.013 0.989 0.995 0.995 1.004 0.988|1.000 1.437 2.256 0.988 1.455 1.506 0.977
20 50 [1.147 1.069 1.067 1.000 1.000 1.031 0.996 0.997 0.998 1.021 0.995|1.000 1.527 3.547 0.997 1.594 1.801 0.997
100]1.148 1.058 1.057 1.000 1.000 1.023 0.995 0.997 0.997 1.015 0.994|1.000 1.514 3.682 0.998 1.563 1.798 0.992
200|1.148 1.053 1.051 1.000 1.000 1.016 0.995 0.998 0.998 1.010 0.994|1.000 1.482 3.599 0.999 1.504 1.755 0.990

4 4 50 1.243 1.074 1.074 1.000 0.991 1.001 0.950 0.968 0.957 0.950 0.922]1.000 0.999 1.343 0.922 1.008 1.049 0.909
100|1.241 1.056 1.056 1.000 0.989 0.988 0.946 0.966 0.953 0.936 0.915]1.000 1.001 1.277 0.922 1.004 1.049 0.904
200|1.242 1.042 1.042 1.000 0.989 0.982 0.942 0.963 0.950 0.929 0.909|1.000 0.993 1.130 0.921 0.988 1.032 0.900

10 50 |1.317 1.134 1.134 1.000 0.986 0.987 0.978 0.988 0.973 0.955 0.948|1.000 1.129 2.507 0.956 1.155 1.290 0.947
100(1.313 1.117 1.117 1.000 0.985 0.968 0.976 0.987 0.972 0.936 0.942|1.000 1.126 2.388 0.956 1.141 1.283 0.938
200|1.317 1.107 1.107 1.000 0.985 0.959 0.975 0.986 0.971 0.926 (0.939|1.000 1.114 2.072 0.955 1.119 1.240 0.933

20 50 [1.336 1.150 1.150 1.000 0.983 0.973 0.989 0.994 0.977 0.948 0.958|1.000 1.214 3.456 0.982 1.248 1.500 0.975
100|1.339 1.138 1.138 1.000 0.983 0.952 0.988 0.994 0.977 0.928 0.954 |1.000 1.206 3.482 0.981 1.230 1.519 0.964
200|1.334 1.123 1.123 1.000 0.983 0.937 0.987 0.994 0.976 0.913 0.950 |1.000 1.186 3.329 0.981 1.193 1.452 0.957

5 4 50(1.241 1.049 1.049 1.000 0.989 1.010 0.939 0.959 0.955 0.969 0.926|1.000 0.989 1.346 0.916 0.998 1.040 0.901
100]1.245 1.038 1.034 1.000 0.989 0.998 0.934 0.957 0.952 0.958 0.919|1.000 0.986 1.251 0.915 0.988 1.038 0.895
200|1.243 1.023 1.023 1.000 0.988 0.991 0.930 0.954 0.949 0.951 0.915|1.000 0.982 1.136 0.915 0.977 1.030 0.892

10 50 |1.322 1.122 1.122 1.000 0.994 1.036 0.972 0.985 0.981 1.012 0.966|1.000 1.120 2.421 0.953 1.145 1.292 0.945
100(1.320 1.103 1.103 1.000 0.994 1.021 0.971 0.985 0.981 1.000 0.964|1.000 1.118 2.349 0.953 1.134 1.280 0.936
200|1.320 1.087 1.087 1.000 0.993 1.009 0.968 0.983 0.979 0.990 0.960|1.000 1.105 2.083 0.950 1.109 1.248 0.930

20 50 [1.353 1.151 1.149 1.000 0.997 1.049 0.986 0.993 0.991 1.030 0.983|1.000 1.212 3.480 0.979 1.246 1.514 0.980
100|1.352 1.132 1.128 1.000 0.996 1.031 0.984 0.992 0.990 1.015 0.980|1.000 1.204 3.568 0.980 1.228 1.533 0.969
200|1.356 1.116 1.113 1.000 0.996 1.020 0.984 0.992 0.990 1.007 0.979|1.000 1.186 3.461 0.980 1.193 1.496 0.963

6 4 50|1.370 1.240 1.240 1.000 0.966 0.962 0.961 0.975 0.928 0.919 0.898|1.000 0.871 1.212 0.848 0.870 0.904 0.840
100|1.367 1.224 1.224 1.000 0.964 0.950 0.956 0.972 0.923 0.906 0.891|1.000 0.869 1.099 0.847 0.864 0.899 0.830
200|1.366 1.212 1.212 1.000 0.964 0.944 0.952 0.970 0.921 0.899 0.886|1.000 0.863 0.997 0.844 0.853 0.884 0.826

10 50 |1.508 1.363 1.363 1.000 0.980 1.003 0.981 0.990 0.964 0.980 0.946|1.000 1.016 2.396 0.895 1.036 1.180 0.891
100|1.507 1.349 1.349 1.000 0.978 0.986 0.979 0.990 0.962 0.965 0.942|1.000 1.013 2.297 0.891 1.025 1.176 0.878
200(1.499 1.331 1.331 1.000 0.979 0.975 0.977 0.988 0.961 0.956 0.940|1.000 1.005 2.055 0.893 1.007 1.163 0.875

20 50 [1.554 1.410 1.408 1.000 0.990 1.031 0.989 0.994 0.982 1.014 0.973|1.000 1.143 3.443 0.945 1.175 1.459 0.952
100{1.552 1.389 1.389 1.000 0.988 1.012 0.989 0.994 0.980 0.998 0.969(1.000 1.135 3.527 0.942 1.155 1.469 0.936
200|1.553 1.379 1.379 1.000 0.987 0.998 0.988 0.995 0.979 0.986 0.966|1.000 1.118 3.310 0.941 1.125 1.410 0.927
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Figure 2: Australian daily electricity generation hierarchy (left) and the corresponding linear combination
matrix (right), mapping 15 bottom variables into 8 upper variables. Red color denotes bottom variables that -
when aggregated - are subtracted instead of added.

A € {—1,0,1}¥*1 for the whole dataset of 23 time series (Figure 3), with 15 of these being bottom-
level series, representing the specific sources of generation. Detailed descriptions of the aggregation
levels, including the components of each source, are available in Panagiotelis et al. (2023)!3.

In order to assess the forecast accuracy of the various approaches, we perform a rolling forecast
experiment with an expanding window. The first training window consists of 140 days (20 weeks) of
data. One- to seven - step - ahead forecasts were generated leading to @)1 = 226 one-, ..., and Q7 = 220
seven - step - ahead daily forecasts for evaluation. Each series was independently modeled using three
different approaches: stlf (Seasonal and Trend decomposition using Loess, Cleveland, 1990), arima
(AutoRegressive Integrated Moving Average, Box and Jenkins, 1976), tbats (Exponential smoothing
state space model with Box-Cox transformation, ARMA errors, Trend and Seasonal components,

De Livera et al., 2011). Starting from the base forecasts produced by these models, we consider three

single-task combination procedures, resulting in incoherent forecasts, three single model reconciliation

3The original dataset, available at https://github.com/PuwasalaG/Probabilistic-Forecast-Reconciliation, un-
derwent a cleaning process. Specifically, 2 out of the 15 original bottom time series (Distillate and Biomass) contained
some negative values (from -0.06 to -0.01), which affected 26% and 0.9% of their data, respectively. To address this
issue, these negative values were replaced by zero
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Figure 3: Australian daily electricity generation time series.

approaches and five coherent combination procedures (see Table 5)!4:

1. Single-task combination: equal weights (ew) and two classical optimal weighting schemes
proposed by Bates and Granger (1969) and Newbold and Granger (1974), called respectively
OWvar, based on the diagonal elements of the in-sample MSE matrix, and owcqy,, based on the
whole MSE matrix, with optimized weights constrained to be non-negative and sum to unity
(Conflitti et al., 2015).

2. Single model reconciliation: for each base forecasting model, the reconciled forecasts are obtained
through the MinT approach by Wickramasuriya et al. (2019), with a shrunk in-sample error
covariance matrix (stlfg,y, arimagy,, tbatsgpy).

3. Coherent combination: we consider four sequential approaches, namely (i) sequential reconciliation-
then-equal-weight-combination (src), (ii)-(iv) sequential combination-then-reconciliation: (screy,
SCTyar, SCrcov), and finally occ, the optimal coherent combination approach with by-expert
block-diagonal shrunk in-sample covariance matrix (see section 5.2).

The forecast accuracy is evaluated using the Average Relative Mean Absolute (AvgRelM AFE) and
Squared (AvgRelMSE) Error (Fleming and Wallace, 1986, Davydenko and Fildes, 2013) computed

The base forecasting models were implemented using the automatic forecasting procedure of the R package forecast
(Hyndman and Khandakar, 2008, Hyndman et al., 2023). The combined and reconciled forecasts were computed
using the R packages FoReco (Girolimetto and Di Fonzo, 2024a) and FoCo2 (Girolimetto and Di Fonzo, 2024b) . A
complete set of results is available at the GitHub repository https://github.com/danigiro/cfc-project .
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as, respectively,

=

1
H H
and AvgRelM SEP = (H AngelMSEpr) :

H
AvgRel M AEPP = (H AngelMAEpr>
h=1

h=1

The AvgRel M AE and AvgRelMSFE for a fixed forecast horizon h are defined as

nMAEYP

1
7 n MSE;ZZP n
MAEY, ’

1
app _
) and AvgRelMSE,™ = (i:1 NSEE

AvgRel M AE;P? = (
i=1

with the Mean Squared Error (M SE) and Mean Absolute Error (M AFE) for each forecast horizon
and variable are computed as

1 & 5 L@
MSE = o> (vina ~Fil,) and MAET = 537
g=1 P

- app
Yihg — yi,h,q )

where h = 1, ..., H is the forecast horizon, i = 1, ...,n denotes the variable, (Q, is the dimension of the
test set, app is the approach used, y; p, 4 is the observed value and yfﬁf’ g 18 the forecast value using
the app approach (coherent or incoherent).

Finally, we evaluate the forecasting performances of different approaches by first applying the
pairwise Diebold and Mariano (1995) test to investigate the null hypothesis of Equal Predictive
Accuracy (EPA) across models and, then, we use the Model Confidence Set (MCS) approach developed
by Hansen et al. (2011), which identifies approaches with statistically superior performance. In
addition, in Appendix F, we present the results for the non-parametric Friedman test along with the
post hoc multiple-comparison-with-the-best (MCB) Nemenyi test (Koning et al., 2005, Kourentzes
and Athanasopoulos, 2019, Makridakis et al., 2022), both of which are well-established tools for

evaluating multiple forecast approaches.

7.1. Results

Forecast accuracy indices AvgRelM AE and AvgRelMSE for all 23 time series!® are reported
in Table 7, while Figure 4 and Table 8 show the pairwise DM-test test and the MCS approach,
respectively. The forecasting approaches are evaluated for each forecast horizon (1 through 7 days),
and across all horizons (denoted 1:7).

We begin by analyzing incoherent forecasting approaches, focusing on both base and single-task
combinations. Among the three base forecasting models, tbats demonstrates the highest performance
(Appendix G) and single-task combination strategies consistently lead to improvements in forecasting

accuracy over the base models. Furthermore, we observe that equal weight (ew) and variance-weighted

15A detailed analysis, distinct between upper and bottom time series, also using a wider set of coherent combination
procedures, is available in Appendix G.
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Table 7: AvgRelMAE (top panel) and AvgRelMSE (bottom panel) of daily forecasts for the Australian
electricity generation dataset. Benchmark approach: equal-weighted average (ew). Bold entries identify the
best performing approaches, italic entries identify the second best, and red color denotes forecasts worse than
the benchmark.

Forecast horizon
Approach ‘ 1 2 3 4 ) 6 7 1:7
AvgRelIMAE - All 23 time series

Base (incoherent forecasts) and single model reconciliation

tbats 1.0447  1.0515  1.0348  1.0266 ~ 1.0305 1.0288  1.0201  1.0331
thatsshr 1.0320  1.0413  1.0231  1.0134  1.0212  1.0208 1.0183  1.0235
Combination (incoherent forecasts)
ew 1.0000  1.0000  1.0000  1.0000  1.0000  1.0000  1.0000  1.0000
OWvar 0.9927  0.9921  0.9982  0.9983  0.9967  0.9967  0.9990  0.9965
OW ooy 1.0216  1.0208  1.0390  1.0423  1.0307 1.0250  1.0325  1.0309
Coherent combination
src 0.9939  0.9941  0.9919 0.9895 0.9887  0.9908 0.9933 0.9915
SCTew 0.9952  0.9959  0.9911 0.9908 0.9908 0.9932 0.9961  0.9930
SCTvar 0.9819  0.9803  0.9869  0.9895  0.9887 0.9913  0.9972  0.9882
SCTcoy 1.0081  1.0081  1.0270  1.0327  1.0245 1.0197  1.0250  1.0215
0CChe 0.9779 0.9745 0.9843 0.9852 0.9851 0.9880 0.9926 0.9843
AvgRelMSE - All 23 time series
Base (incoherent forecasts) and single model reconciliation
tbats 1.0796  1.0780  1.0445  1.0270  1.0322  1.0288  1.0142  1.0393
tbatssyr 1.0478 1.0577  1.0304 1.0108 1.0219 1.0213 1.0116 1.0257
Combination (incoherent forecasts)
ew 1.0000  1.0000  1.0000  1.0000  1.0000  1.0000  1.0000  1.0000
OWvyar 0.9840 0.9881 0.9995 1.0032  1.0020  1.0028  1.0054  0.9995
OW ooy 1.0279  1.0494 1.0972 1.1103  1.1009  1.0993  1.1055  1.0908
Coherent combination
src 0.9827  0.9855  0.9863 0.9833 0.9852 0.9873 0.9911 0.9859
SCTow 0.9875 0.9898  0.9859  0.9859  0.9885 0.9905 0.9962  0.9890
SCTyvar 0.9586  0.9683  0.9838 0.9942  0.9982  1.0017  1.0114  0.9910
SCTcoy 1.0026  1.0287  1.0795  1.0972  1.0942 1.0913 1.0981 1.0773
0CChe 0.9481 0.9560 0.9754 0.9831 0.9891 0.9939 0.9993 0.9808

(oWyar) combinations outperform the covariance-weighted (owcey) approach in terms of both MSE
and MAE. Among these, owy,, performs better than ew in all cases when considering MAE, and in
three out of seven forecast horizons when evaluated by MSE.

However, further analysis in Figure 4 and Table 8, using the Diebold-Mariano and MCS tests
(along with the MCB test in Appendix F), suggests that these differences are not statistically
significant. This result is not surprising, and somehow confirms the robustness of the equal weight
combination scheme, an issue well-known in the forecasting literature as ‘forecast combination puzzle’
(Smith and Wallis, 2009, Claeskens et al., 2016, Qian et al., 2019, Frazier et al., 2023, Liu et al.,
2024).

When we focus on coherent forecasting methods, single-expert reconciliation approaches generally
improve on the forecasting accuracy of the base forecasts, but perform worse when compared to

the single-task combination approaches. Coherent combination approaches, on the other hand,
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M2 (y-axis) is more accurate than M1 (x—axis), p-value = 0.05

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%
h=1 h=1,..,7
OCCpe | 52 | 52 | 48 | 43 | 74 | 39 | 35 | 17 | 57 40 | 37 | 25 | 27 | 65 | 12 | 12 | 12 | 56
SCleoy | 39 | 26 9 9 39 9 9 0 0 16 | 12 3 2 30 2 2 1 0
SClygr | 52 | 52 | 43 | 35 | 65 | 35 | 35 48 4 35 | 36 | 18 | 19 | 61 | 12 | 15 52 6
SClew | 52 | 52 | 17 | 9 | 35 | © 4 |3 | 0 46 | 40 | 16 | 15 | 43| 4 6 [ 3 | 5 >
7
Src | s2 | s2 |2 | 9 | 43 13| 4 |3 | 0 45 | 43 | 19 | 17 | 48 11 | 6 | 40 | 4 O
c
@
OWeoy | 26 | 13 9 4 9 9 0 13 0 13 | 10 3 1 2 3 1 9 0 =
&
OWyar | 52 | 43 | 35 43 | 13 | 13 | 9 | 39 | 9 34 | 29 | 14 51| 7 | 14| 9 |3 |3
ew | s7 | 48 22 | 43| 9 | 13 | 13 | 39 | 9 42 | 32 17 | 45 | 5 8 8 | 33 | 3
tbatsgy, | 26 9 9 [ 22| 9 9 4 17 | 9 15 11 | 11 [ 24 |11 | 12 | 9 | 21 | 11
thats 13 | 4 4 (26| o0 4 9 [ 22| o 5 9 9 (24| 6 6 6 [ 20| 6
N
OCCpe | 43 | 43 | 39 | 39 | 83 | 43 | 52 | 30 | 52 25 | 26 | 20 | 20 | 73 | 12 | 14 | 20 | 68
SCleoy | 35 26 13 0 43 4 4 0 0 9 7 2 0 34 1 1 0 0
SClyar | 43 | 43 35 30 65 39 | 48 39 4 21 23 12 17 65 11 12 58 6
SCleyw | 43 | 43 | 22 | 9 | 48 | © 4 |3 | o0 28 | 31 | 16| 16 | 52 ] 1 1| 40| 4 g
5
Src | 43 | 43 | 22 | 17 | 48 9 0 [3 | o0 29 | 33 | 20 | 23 | 55 1| 9 | 49 | 4
Q
)
(=1
OWeoy | 35 | 13 | 4 0 4 4 0 9 0 7 4 1 0 1 1 1 7 o ©
<)
7]
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ew | 43 | 35 13 | 48] o 0 4 [ 3 | o0 27 | 25 17 | 52| 6 7 6 | 43 | 6
thatsgy, | 30 9 9 [ 22| 9o 9 9 17 | 9 10 9 9 | 24| 8 8 8 | 22 | 9
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Figure 4: Pairwise DM-test results for the Australian electricity generation dataset, evaluated using absolute
loss (top panels) and quadratic loss (bottom panel) across different forecast horizons. The left panel corresponds
to forecast horizon h = 1, while the right panel is for h = 1,...,7. Each cell reports the percentage of series for
which the p-value of the DM-test is below 0.05: e.g., the value 83 in the top-left cell means that occ resulted
more accurate (p-value < 0.05) than stlf for » = 1 and in terms of absolute error in the 83% of the series.

consistently outperform base models, single-task combinations, and single-expert reconciliation.
Moreover, these coherent methods produce forecasts that satisfy all the necessary constraints, which
is a critical advantage in many applied contexts. In detail, while the differences between the various
coherent methods may not always be statistically significant, overall Figure 4 and Table 8 suggest
that the optimal coherent combination approach occy. delivers the best results in terms of both
MSE and MAE, and looks particularly effective in balancing forecast accuracy and coherence. In
addition, scry,y, the variance-weighted combination followed by MinT reconciliation, is the most

effective sequential coherent combination procedure.
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Table 8: Model Confidence Set results (10* bootstrap sample) for the Australian electricity generation dataset,
evaluated using absolute loss (top panels) and quadratic loss (bottom panel) across different forecast horizons
(h=1and h =1,...,7). Each cell reports the percentage of series for which that approach is in the Model
Confidence Set across different thresholds (§ € {95%, 90%, 80%}).

h=1 h=1:7
§=90% 6=80% | 6=95% §&=90%

Absolute loss - All 23 time series
Base (incoherent forecasts) and single model reconciliation

Approach | ¢ =95% 5 = 80%

tbats 56.5 56.5 52.2 78.3 69.6 56.5
tbatsshr 78.3 73.9 60.9 87.0 82.6 69.6
Combination (incoherent forecasts)
ew 87.0 87.0 78.3 95.7 91.83 78.3
OWyar 95.7 95.7 82.6 95.7 91.3 82.6
OW ooy 73.9 69.6 60.9 73.9 65.2 43.5
Coherent combination
src 91.3 91.3 87.0 95.7 95.7 87.0
SCTew 91.3 91.3 87.0 95.7 91.83 78.3
SCl'yar 100.0 100.0 91.8 91.8 91.83 87.0
SCTcoy 82.6 78.3 73.9 78.3 69.6 65.2
0CChe 100.0 100.0 95.7 95.7 95.7 87.0
Quadratic loss - All 23 time series
Base (incoherent forecasts) and single model reconciliation
tbats 65.2 65.2 60.9 91.8 73.9 73.9
tbatsgn, 73.9 69.6 65.2 95.7 82.6 69.6
Combination (incoherent forecasts)
ew 87.0 78.3 60.9 95.7 87.0 82.6
OWvyar 100.0 82.6 78.3 91.8 87.0 82.6
OW ooy 78.3 69.6 52.2 78.3 60.9 34.8
Coherent combination
src 95.7 91.8 82.6 91.83 91.3 91.3
SCTew 95.7 87.0 73.9 91.8 91.3 91.3
SCl'yar 95.7 95.7 95.7 91.8 91.3 91.3
SCTcoy 82.6 82.6 73.9 73.9 60.9 56.5
0CChe 100.0 95.7 95.7 91.8 91.3 91.3

8. Conclusions, limitations and future work

In this paper, we have introduced several coherent multi-task forecast combination procedures
designed for linearly constrained time series, with a focus on an approach involving an optimization-
based technique to combine multiple unbiased, possibly incoherent base forecasts, while ensuring
coherence across the variables. Our solution has nice theoretical properties, including unbiasedness
and minimum forecast error variance, making it a powerful tool balancing forecast accuracy and
coherence in different scenarios.

However, the theoretical solution relies on two key assumptions: the base forecasts are unbiased,
and the error covariance matrix is known. As for the former issue, it is left to the user the task
of removing any bias from the base forecasts. Addressing the second challenge, we have outlined
practical approaches for the estimation of the covariance matrix, such as using in-sample residuals,

which consider techniques from both forecast combination and reconciliation literature. These
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approaches provide a feasible path forward for practitioners dealing with multiple base forecasts in
real-world settings, where there is not perfect knowledge of the covariance matrix.

From a practical perspective, the new methodology has been empirically validated through a
simulation experiment and in a real-world application, demonstrating its effectiveness and robustness.
The results show that the coherent multi-task forecast combination consistently outperforms individual
base forecasts, single-task combinations, forecasts reconciled by single experts and sequential coherent
combination approaches. This performance highlights the method’s ability to integrate multiple
sources of information while maintaining coherence.

Future research offers several directions for further developing of the coherent multi-task forecast
combination methodology. One key area involves exploring more advanced and flexible methods
for estimating the error covariance matrix. While we have proposed practical solutions using in-
sample residuals, more sophisticated techniques could be devised to improve the covariance estimates,
particularly in high-dimensional settings where data limitations are common. Another promising
direction is the extension of the framework from point to probabilistic forecasting, which is crucial for
decision-making in fields like energy, finance, and economics. We aim to pursue these topics in our

ongoing research, with the goal of further improving the accuracy and flexibility of this methodology.

Appendix A. Proofs of Theorem 1 and Corollary 1

Proof of Theorem 1: Optimal linear coherent forecast combination y°.

Consider the augmented (lagrangean) objective function

Ly N =F-Ky) W' (G-Ky)+2\"Cy
=y ' K" WlKy—2 WlKy+g3 W lg+2XTCy.

The first order condition, obtained by equating to zero the partial derivatives of £ (y,A) wrt y and

A, respectively, results in:

KWK CT y KTwW-lg
- : (A1)
C O, x1) | | A 0(n, 1)

The optimal coherent combination forecast vector ¥ is thus obtained by solving equation (A.1):

-1
e KW'k (C7 K'w-ly

A C O(n,x1) O(n,x1)
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As KTW LK has full rank, define W, = (K"W LK) ™", Then
i -1
7 = |W.-w.CT (cw.CT) C’WC} KWy

1, -w.e (CWCCT)_1 C] W.K'Wg

— |1, -w.CT (chcT)f1 C] Q'y
=MQ'y=9'y,
where @7 = MQT, @ = WKW, and M = |I, - W.CT (CW.C") ™" C|. O

Proof of Corollary 1: Unbiasedness of y© and an important property of its error covariance matric.

The unbiasedness of the p base forecasts y’ can be expressed in compact form as
E(y)=KE(y) = Kp.
Then, noting that Q'K = W, K'W 'K = I, and Cp = O(n,x1), 1t is

E(y)=MRQ E(§) = MQ Kp=Mp
—p—-w.Cl(cw.Cc) ' Cu=p.

To compute ﬁvfc, we start by noting that g —y = MQ g —y=MQ Ky+ MQ e —y = MQ'e.

The error covariance matrix of y° is thus given by
W.—E (MQTEETQMT) —MQTWOMT = MW.M"
where the last expression is obtained by noting that

QWO=W. K" W 'WW KW, =W,.
w;l

Proceeding further in the calculations gives:

W.=MW.M"
—W.-w.CT (CWCCT>_1 CW,.-W.CT (CWCCT)_1 CW,

I,

u

el (CWCCT) “ew.cT (CWCCT> “ow.,
—W,-W.CT (CWCCT>_1 CW. = MW.,.
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Finally, in order to derive (23), we prove!S first the inequality
L,W.L] < W, (A.2)

Let Kj = [0(y,xn) --- Lj ... O(nPXN)]T € {0,1}*™ be a matrix whose j-th block place is L;
and other blocks are (n; X n) zero matrices, [ = 1,...,p, with [ # j. Observing that I{J-LjT =
[ A o(npxnj)r is & (mxn;) matrix such that (L; K] )(K;LT) = I, and KT K;L] =
L]-T, it easy to check that LjKjTWK ijT = Wj. Therefore, applying Schwarz matrix inequality!”,
we have:

-1

LW.L] = L; (K'W'K) L]
[t (wrsen)] (i) (i) (v im) (i)
< (W%KjL})T (W%KjL]T) = L;K] WKL =W, (A4)

which proves L; WCL;»r = W;.
Consider now the inequality LJ'IT/'CLJ-T = L; WCLJ-T. In Remark 3 we have shown that y° may be
interpreted as a single-expert optimal combination reconciled forecast of the multi-task forecast
combination vector g¢. It follows that W, < W, (Panagiotelis et al., 2021). In addition, since
WC = MW,_, we can write

W,=W,— A, (A.5)

where A = W.CT (C’WCCT)_1 CW, is a symmetric positive semidefinite matrix. Since pre-
multiplying and post-multiplying a positive semidefinite matrix by the same matrix always gives a

positive semidefinite matrix, pre- and post- multiplying expression (A.5) by L; gives:
oo T T T
LW.L; = LW.L; —A; X LiW_.L;, (A.6)
where A = L]-AL;r is a positive semidefinite matrix. Finally, from (A.2) and (A.6) it results:

L;W.L] < L;W.L] <W;.
0

10This proof extends a result by Sun and Deng (2004) about the covariance matrix of the multi-task combined forecast
vector ¢ in the balanced case.
17Corollary (2.4) in Rao (2000) (p. 311) says that, for matrices A and B having the same number of columns, it is:

AAT = ABT (BBT)_ BA", (A.3)

where the symbol ~ denotes the generalized inverse. In this case, it is:

We

.
L; Lj

-1

T 1 _1 T _1 _1 T _1 1 T

LK, W2W 2K |K W 2W 2K K W 2W2K,L; .
—_——— | ———— —_——

A BT BT AT
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Appendix B. Balanced case: n; = n Vj and p; = p V2

In the balanced case, expression (12) may be grouped as p linear models relating the (unbiased) base

forecast fjj to the target vector y:
v=y+e, j=1,...,p, (B.1)

where the base forecast errors €/, j = 1,...,p, are (n x 1) zero-mean random vectors, with (n x n)
covariance matrices Wy = E [&:j (f—:l)T], J,l =1,...p. The p relationships in expression (B.1) can be
written in compact form as a simplified multivariate multiple linear model (Seber, 1984):

p times

~ f—/ﬁ
Y=y y | +E (B.2)

_ T
_ylp +E7

where Y is the (n x p) matrix defined in (8), containing the base forecasts of the target vector y
produced by p different experts, and the (n x p) matrix E = [51 = A 57’] contains the base
forecast errors e/ = y/ —y, j = 1,...,p, across all models and variables. In both matrices Y and
E, each column denotes a single expert j = 1,...,p, and each row denotes an individual variable
i=1,...,n. Applying the vec (-) operator to expression (B.2), noting that vec (ylg) =1, ®1I,)y,
yields the multiple regression model

y=Ky+e, (B.3)

where y = Vec( f’) is a (np x 1) vector containing the base forecasts stacked by-expert, K =1, ® I,
is a (np X n) matrix, and € = vec (E) is a (np x 1) vector of errors with zero average and (np x np),

known and positive definite covariance matrix W':

Wy, - Wy - Wy,
W= 1Wj W Wiy (B.4)
_Wpl ij Wy i

where W; = Wj;, j=1,...,p.
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Appendix C. A simple numerical example

Consider the case n = 3, i.e., y = [y1 y2 yg]T, p1 =2,p2 =1 and p3 = 4, with

~1 ~3

vy ® Yy ®
Y =|e g//\% o o,

~1

where the symbol e denotes an empty entry of Y. In this case, it is p =4 and m = 7. The vector

containing all the available base forecasts is given by

!
y* T
==l w s aa 7|
7'
and the selection matrices
1 00 010
L1:L3: 9 L2: 9 L4:|:0 O 1i|7
0 01 0 0 1
are such that -
! Y2
Lyy = L3y = , Loy = , Lyy = ys.
Y3 Y3
Finally, it is
(1 00 00O0O0O0OG OO0 O]
001 0000O0OO0OO0OO0ODO
0 000O0O1O0O0OO0O0OO0O0OD0
L =Diag(Ly,Ly,L3,Ly)=|0 0 0 000 0OO 100 0
000 0O0OO0OO0OO0OOT1ODO
0 00OOOOODOOT1TO
0 0000O0O0O0OGO0O0 1]

Appendix D. Equivalent derivations of the optimal coherent linear forecast combination

Let us first prove that the solution found with the zero-constrained approach is the same as the one
obtained with the structural approach. At this end, consider the model and the linear constraints of

the zero-constrained approach according to the ‘by-expert’ representation'®:

y=Ky+e, st. Cy=0. (D.1)

8 An analogous reasoning may be followed if the ‘by-variable’ representation is adopted.
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The constraint Cy = 0 is equivalent to'® y = Sb, that can be explicitly incorporated into expression

(D.1). Since it is C'S = 0(y,, xn,), this operation results in an unrestricted linear model:
y=KSb+e, st. CSb=0 = y=KSb+e, (D.2)

and the rhs of expression (D.2) corresponds to the linear model of the structural approach according
to the ‘by-expert’ base forecasts’ representation. Then, computing the MMSE coherent forecast
combination of y through either model (D.1) or (D.2) gives the same result, the only difference being
the closed-form expressions of y¢ and its error covariance matrix Wc according to either approaches
(see Table 3). This establishes the equivalence between zero-constrained and structural approaches in

the optimal coherent linear forecast combination method?".

D.1. Zero-constrained approach and by-expert base forecasts’ organization

See the proofs of Theorem 1 and Corollary 1 in Appendix A.

D.2. Zero-constrained approach and by-variable base forecasts’ organization

Pre-multiplication of model (15) by the permutation matrix P € {0,1}™*™ (see section 2.2) gives

the equivalent, re-parameterized model according to a by-variable data organization:

Yov = JY + Epy, (D.3)
where yy,, = Py, €,y = Pe,
i 1?1 0(p1.><1) 0(pl.xl)'
J=PK = o(pgxl) . 1p o(pjxl) e {0,1}m™x", (D.4)
0 x1) ~+ Opoxi o 1, ]

and &1, € R™ is a zero-mean random vector, with covariance matrix ¥ = F (sbvsg\,) =PWP'. In

this case, the solution to the linearly constrained quadratic program
~ .~ T 1/~
y¢ = argmin (Gpy — Jy) = (Goy — Jy) st Cy = O(n.x1) (D.5)
y
can be obtained as for the case of by-expert data organization (see Appendix A):

g¢ = @' gy, = MT "4y, (D.6)

¥Cy = 0 means u — Ab =0, i.e., u = Ab, while y = Sb corresponds to u = Ab and b = b, this last expression being
trivially true.

20Tn passing, this way of operating also establishes the equivalence between zero-constrained and structural approaches
when p = 1, which corresponds to the optimal linear cross-sectional forecast reconciliation, complementing in a sense
the result shown by Wickramasuriya et al. (2019) in their online appendix, where this simple step is missing.
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with weight matrix ' = MT'T € R™™ where

M = [In i S¥ell (CZCCT)A C] : (D.7)
r=x1Jx, (D.8)
. = (JT2*1J>_1 . (D.9)

In order to establish the equivalence between expressions (D.6) and (18), it will suffice to show that

W, = 3. For, noting that K = P'J and W = PTX P, we have:
—1 -1 —1
W, = (KTW_1K> - (JTPPTE_lPPTJ) - (JTE—IJ) -3,

It follows that:

. [In —w.cT (cw.CcT)" C} - [In -%.CcT (cz.CcT)! c} ~ M;

e =P'T and T = PQ;

e Y'=MQ y=MT"y,,.
In addition, denoting T" = |:F1 NP IR Fn}‘r and ® = [@1 e Py q;n}—r, we can express the
MMSE multi-task combination forecast ¢y and the MMSE multi-task coherent combination forecast

Y° as, respectively,
n n
Y =T gy =) Ty and §°=3 g =) &y,
i=1 i=1
with (I)l = MI‘Z, 1= 1,...,n.

D.3. Structural approach and by-expert base forecasts’ organization

Deriving the MMSE multi-task coherent combination forecast according to the structural approach
can be seen as a multi-task extension of the optimal combination forecast reconciliation approach
proposed by Athanasopoulos et al. (2009) and Hyndman et al. (2011). This approach, originally
developed to reconcile the incoherent base forecasts of a genuine hierarchical /grouped time series, has
been extended by Girolimetto and Di Fonzo (2024c) to deal with also general linearly constrained
multiple series not having a natural hierarchical/grouped structure. In particular, Girolimetto and
Di Fonzo (2024c) have shown how a general linearly constrained time series can be represented in a
structural-like form, as in expression (2), i.e., y = Sb. Building on this, in the following we derive
the same results as Theorem 1 and Corollary 1.

Let us consider the p linear models
¥ =L;Sb+el, j=1,...,p, (D.10)
where L; is the selection matrix defined in Section 3.1. Expression (D.10) can be written in compact
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form as

y=KSb+e, (D.11)

with £ (EET) = W. Coherent multi-task forecast combination can be achieved through model (D.11),
by extending to the case of p > 2 vectors of base forecasts the minimum trace (MinT) solution
proposed by Wickramasuriya et al. (2019) as for cross-sectional forecast reconciliation. This result is

shown by the following Theorem.

Theorem 2. Optimal linear coherent forecast combination y° (structural approach)

Let @f, 1 <n; <n,1<j < p;, be the unbiased forecasts of the scalar variable y;, which is part
of an n-dimensional target forecast vector ¢, and denote 7 € R™ the vector of the base forecasts
produced by the j-th expert. Let the zero-mean base forecast errors be e/ =4/ —y, j =1,...,p, and
assume that &/ and €' (j # 1) are correlated, with variance and cross-covariance matrices denoted
by W; € R"*" and Wj; € R" ™ respectively. Denoting W € R"™*™ the p.d. error covariance

matrix as in (16), the MMSE coherent linear forecast combination is given by:
y‘ = SGy, (D.12)

where

—1
G = (STWC”S> STKTW-!, (D.13)

Proof. From the proof of Corollary 1, we know that the unbiasedness of the base forecasts may be
expressed in compact form as E (y) = KE(y). In addition, it is worth noting that E(y) = SE(b),
and thus E (y°) = SGE(y) = SGKE(y) = SGKSE(b). Then, for y° to be unbiased, i.e.,
E (y°) = E(y) = SE(b), it must be SGK S = S, that is:

GKS =1,,. (D.14)
The (n x 1) vector of the coherent combined forecast error € = y° — y, may be expressed as
e=SGy—y=SG(y— Ky).

Noting that W = E[(y— Ky) (y— Ky)T], the covariance matrix of y° is given by W, =
E[e gT] = SGWG'ST. We want to find the optimal combination weight matrix G under
restriction (D.14) that minimizes the trace of ch, ie., tr (SGWGTST). At this end, consider the

lagrangean function

£(G,A) =tr (SGWGTST) — 261 AT (GKS — I,)|
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where A € R™*™ is a matrix of Lagrange multipliers. Solving the first-order conditions system

WG'S'S — KSA = 0,,xn,
GS — Inb = 0(nb><nb)

results in the following expressions:

KSA=WG'S'S

WIKSA=G'S'S pre-multiplying by W ~lon both sides
STKwalKSA = STKTGTSTS pre-multiplying by STKT on both sides
STW ISA=S"K'G'S'S W l=K WK
STWC_ISA =S'S according to (D.14), STK'G" = I,

A= (STWC—ls)_1 STs.
Then,

WG'S'S - KSA =0
WG'S'S = KSA
-1
WG'STS = KS (STWC‘15> STs
T T -1 To) !
WG' =KS (S W;15> post-multiplying by (S S) on both sides
-1
G'=W'KS (STWC_ls) pre-multiplying by W ™ on both sides
-1
G = (STWC‘ls) STKTWL,
O
Remark 6. Since C'S = 0, «n,), the combined forecast vector (D.12) is also coherent, i.e., Cy* =
O(n,x1)- The unbiasedness property may be checked by noting that E (SGy) = SGE(y) =

SGKE(y). Then,

I,

E(SGg) = SGKS E(b) = SE(b) = E(y).

Remark 7. A straightforward interpretation of expressions (D.12) and (D.13) is obtained by considering
the GLS estimator of b in model (D.11):

b = (STWC_IS)A STK'W™ly =Gy,

where G is the (n, x m) optimal combination weight matrix mapping all the m available forecasts into
the ny reconciled forecasts of the free (bottom) variables of series y;. This result is then used to com-

pute the complete vector of coherent combined forecasts according to the structural representation link-
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- ~ ~ T
ing the target vectors b and y, that is, y¢ = Sb¢ = SGy. In addition, since F [(bc — b) <bc — b) ] =
(STWC_IS)_I, it follows E |(y° —y) (y° — y)T} =S (STWC_IS)_1 ST = W, (see Corollary 2).
Corollary 2. Property of the error covariance matrix (structural approach)

The error covariance matrix of ¢ in expression (D.12) is given by
— -1
W,=S (STW;15> ST (D.15)

Furthermore, it is

LiW.L] <W;, j=1,....p

Proof. In the proof of Theorem 2 it was noted that the error covariance matrix of ¢° is equal to

ch = SGWG'ST. Replacing G with expression (D.13) gives:

W,.=8 (STWC‘ls) T STKTWOlwWwKS (STWC‘IS)A ST

I,

e (STchls)_l ST (D.16)

As for the derivation of L; WCL;F =X Wj, j=1,...,p, by applying Schwarz matrix inequality, we

have21’22

L,W.L] = L;S (STWC*S)A STL] = L;S (STKTW_lKS>71 STL]
= [(W‘”QKS)T (Wl/QKjLJT)]T [(W—WKS)T (W‘I/QKS)] B
[(WWKS)T (Wl/ZKjLJT)]
< (Wl/QKijT)T (W'2K,L]) = w;, (D.17)

where K; =[0...L;... 0]" is a (m x n) matrix whose j-th block place is the selection matrix L;,

and other blocks are (n; x n) zero matrices, | = 1,...,p, [ # j. O

-
211t is worth noting that (W—WKS) (WI/QK]-) =S"K'K;=S"L].
22 According to footnote 17, in this case it is:

[sTKTW 1Ks|™"

s = sT
K/ W/2w'?Ks | §'TK'W'?w'?Kks| S'K'W'?wW'’K;.
N—_—— N——
A BT B BT B AT
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D.4. Structural approach and by-variable base forecasts’ organization

Pre-multiplication of model (D.11) by the permutation matrix P gives the equivalent, re-parameterized

structural model according to a by-variable data organization:
Yoy = JSb + €py, (D.18)

where J = PK € {0,1}"*" is defined by (D.4). In this case, the MMSE coherent linear forecast

combination using the by-variable base forecasts’ organization is given by:
gc = Sva?jbvy (D19)

where Gy, = (STJTS178) ' §TJTS L Since JTS =K PTS'P=K WK =W},
it is Gpy = (STW,18) " STKTW™! = G, and (STW.!S) = (STJTPPTS'PPTJS) =
(STZ,:_lS). In addition, Gy = GP", G = Gy, P, and . = SGY = SGr. Y-
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Appendix E. Simulation: extended figures and tables

The forecast accuracy is evaluated also using the Average Relative Mean Squared (AvgRelMSE) as

1

500 n MSEaPP 500n 1 100 9
AvgRelMSE™ = | T[[] 5rame e Eew with MSER = - > (yq yfﬁ”;) ;
s=1i=1 g=1

where 7 = 1, ...,n denotes the variable, app is the approach used, y; s 4 is the observed value and @i‘fffl

is the forecast value using the app approach (coherent or incoherent, Table E.9).

Table E.9: Summary of forecasting approaches used in the simulation and the forecasting experiment on the
Australian daily electricity generation time series. For single-model reconciliation and coherent combination
sequential approaches, the shrunk in-sample MSE matrix is used for the reconciliation.

Approach & description ‘Approach & description
Base (incoherent forecasts) Coherent combination
base®  Best base forecasts (simulations) src Sequential reconciliation-then-combination with
tbats Exponential smoothing state space model with equal weights
Box-Cox transformation, ARMA errors, Trend and | screw Sequential ew combination-then-reconciliation
Seasonal components (application) SCrvar  Sequential owya, combination-then- reconciliation

SCreov Sequential owcoy combination-then- reconciliation

OCChy Optimal coherent combination using a by-variable
block-diagonal shrunk error covariance matrix

occshy  Optimal coherent combination using a full shrunk
error covariance matrix

Single model reconciliation

basej,, Cross-sectional reconciliation of the best base fore-
casts (simulations)

basesnr Best cross-sectional reconciliation of base forecasts

(simulations) Ovbtimal coherent binati . di 1
thatsshr Cross-sectional reconciliation of tbats base (appli- 0CCwls pimal coherent combinatiofhl using a diagoha
. error covariance matrix
cation) 0CChe Optimal coherent combination using a by-expert
Single-task combination (incoherent forecasts) block-diagonal shrunk error covariance matrix
ew Equal-weighted average

owvar  Weighted average, optimal weights inversely pro-
portional to the MSE’s

OWcov Weighted average, optimal weights in the unit sim-
plex (Conflitti et al., 2015) computed using the
MSE matrix
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Table E.10: AvgRelMSE for the simulation experiment. Benchmark approach: ew. Bold entries identify the
best performing approaches, italic entries identify the second best and red color denotes forecasts worse than
the benchmark.

Balanced panel of forecasts Unbalanced panel of forecasts
Y "
£ £
o K5 o g 3 H 8 H 2 g 3 H g 8 32
g 2z . £ £ ¢ 5 £ 5 8|l £ £ 5 5 5 8
< & ) 5] 5]
Sett. N| 2 o) o) ° 5 5 @ @ @ @ 5 & 6 13 2 @ @ 5
P

1 4 50 |1.712 1.130 1.120 1.000 1.004 1.056 0.847 0.901 0.905 0.939 0.818|1.000 1.063 3.884 (0.811 1.108 1.272 0.792
100|1.708 1.078 1.074 1.000 1.001 1.029 0.837 0.895 0.896 0.913 0.801|1.000 1.046 2.532 0.811 1.060 1.246 0.779
200|1.702 1.052 1.049 1.000 1.000 1.013 0.832 0.888 0.888 0.895 0.791|1.000 1.020 1.638 0.810 1.001 1.190 0.771

10 50 |{2.010 1.327 1.315 1.000 1.002 1.108 0.925 0.960 0.963 1.040 0.908|1.000 1.494 34.050 0.885 1.630 2.414 0.883
100(2.007 1.267 1.262 1.000 1.001 1.068 0.920 0.958 0.959 1.005 0.899|1.000 1.480 28.860 0.882 1.563 2.393 0.861
200|1.996 1.236 1.232 1.000 1.000 1.039 0.918 0.953 0.953 0.979 0.895|1.000 1.404 18.107 0.880 1.416 2.302 0.849

20 50 [2.136 1.411 1.398 1.000 1.001 1.129 0.958 0.980 0.982 1.081 0.949|1.000 1.836 84.355 0.946 2.045 3.705 0.966
100{2.139 1.351 1.345 1.000 1.001 1.090 0.956 0.980 0.981 1.046 0.945|1.000 1.787 89.608 0.946 1.922 3.820 0.937
200(2.118 1.314 1.309 1.000 1.000 1.055 0.955 0.977 0.977 1.015 0.942|1.000 1.662 69.338 0.946 1.699 3.380 0.918

2 4 50(1.502 1.111 1.108 1.000 1.003 1.054 0.901 0.936 0.939 0.973 0.888|1.000 1.042 3.352 0.859 1.061 1.164 0.842
100(1.503 1.077 1.074 1.000 1.001 1.029 0.893 0.933 0.933 0.951 0.876|1.000 1.036 2.474 0.860 1.041 1.163 0.833
200(1.500 1.052 1.051 1.000 1.000 1.013 0.888 0.928 0.927 0.935 0.868|1.000 1.025 1.690 0.858 1.013 1.140 0.826

10 50 {1.674 1.238 1.235 1.000 1.001 1.092 0.955 0.975 0.977 1.044 0.949|1.000 1.313 22.856 0.925 1.372 1.840 0.920
100(1.675 1.200 1.195 1.000 1.000 1.060 0.953 0.976 0.976 1.018 0.944|1.000 1.307 19.212 0.924 1.344 1.822 0.904
200|1.670 1.171 1.170 1.000 1.000 1.036 0.950 0.973 0.973 0.997 0.940|1.000 1.276 9.649 0.922 1.282 1.647 0.895

20 50 [1.739 1.287 1.281 1.000 1.001 1.103 0.976 0.987 0.988 1.065 0.973|1.000 1.506 52.634 0.970 1.590 2.555 0.981
100|1.740 1.247 1.242 1.000 1.000 1.074 0.976 0.988 0.988 1.042 0.971|1.000 1.490 55.401 0.971 1.549 2.608 0.962
200|1.736 1.217 1.216 1.000 1.000 1.046 0.974 0.988 0.988 1.019 0.968|1.000 1.438 48.233 0.973 1.456 2.559 0.949

3 4 50|1.240 1.073 1.071 1.000 1.001 1.043 0.957 0.975 0.976 1.006 0.954(1.000 1.738 5.907 0.936 1.881 2.137 0.920
100{1.241 1.052 1.052 1.000 1.000 1.027 0.958 0.972 0.972 0.990 0.948|1.000 1.742 5.729 0.937 1.831 2.192 0.916
200(1.242 1.036 1.035 1.000 1.000 1.015 0.948 0.968 0.969 0.979 0.943|1.000 1.712 5.168 0.932 1.745 2.243 0.912

10 50 {1.301 1.124 1.124 1.000 1.000 1.061 0.983 0.990 0.990 1.037 0.981|1.000 2.125 25.490 0.974 2.301 2.850 0.966
100{1.305 1.105 1.102 1.000 1.000 1.044 0.980 0.990 0.990 1.022 0.978|1.000 2.121 21.027 0.972 2.237 2.747 0.956
200(1.305 1.092 1.087 1.000 1.000 1.028 0.978 0.989 0.989 1.009 0.975|1.000 2.051 10.766 0.975 2.101 2.349 0.952

20 50 |1.324 1.144 1.143 1.000 1.000 1.064 0.991 0.995 0.995 1.044 0.990|1.000 2.324 49.384 0.994 2.526 3.512 0.993
100|1.327 1.124 1.121 1.000 1.000 1.048 0.990 0.994 0.994 1.031 0.988|1.000 2.280 55.099 0.995 2.425 3.561 0.983
200|1.328 1.112 1.106 1.000 1.000 1.035 0.989 0.995 0.995 1.021 0.987|1.000 2.181 48.296 0.997 2.245 3.429 0.979

4 4 50 |1.546 1.152 1.152 1.000 0.981 1.001 0.901 0.937 0.915 0.902 0.849(1.000 0.994 2.993 0.847 1.010 1.102 0.822
100|1.542 1.114 1.114 1.000 0.978 0.977 0.895 0.933 0.909 0.877 0.836|1.000 0.995 2.329 0.847 0.999 1.098 0.813
200|1.543 1.087 1.087 1.000 0.977 0.965 0.889 0.928 0.904 0.864 0.826|1.000 0.983 1.474 0.846 0.971 1.062 0.806

10 50 |1.734 1.287 1.287 1.000 0.971 0.975 0.956 0.976 0.947 0.913 0.899|1.000 1.272 22.092 0.910 1.331 1.751 0.894
100|1.730 1.253 1.253 1.000 0.970 0.939 0.953 0.975 0.945 0.878 0.889|1.000 1.264 17.674 0.911 1.298 1.731 0.877
200|1.731 1.221 1.221 1.000 0.970 0.919 0.951 0.974 0.943 0.857 0.882|1.000 1.239 9.583 0.909 1.248 1.599 0.868

20 50 |1.785 1.325 1.325 1.000 0.967 0.948 0.978 0.988 0.954 0.900 0.918|1.000 1.475 54.937 0.963 1.561 2.493 0.951
100{1.789 1.293 1.293 1.000 0.967 0.906 0.976 0.988 0.954 0.862 0.910 |1.000 1.453 52.381 0.962 1.510 2.580 0.930
200(1.778 1.261 1.261 1.000 0.966 0.877 0.974 0.988 0.954 0.832 0.903 [1.000 1.406 43.904 0.961 1.422 2.324 0.916

5 4 50(1.539 1.099 1.099 1.000 0.978 1.019 0.881 0.920 0.911 0.939 0.857|1.000 0.970 3.043 0.833 0.987 1.081 0.806
100(1.547 1.077 1.069 1.000 0.977 0.996 0.871 0.916 0.905 0.916 0.844|1.000 0.963 2.197 0.833 0.968 1.074 0.795
200(1.545 1.049 1.046 1.000 0.976 0.983 0.867 0.910 0.900 0.904 0.838|1.000 0.958 1.509 0.832 0.946 1.055 0.789

10 50 |1.750 1.260 1.260 1.000 0.988 1.075 0.946 0.970 0.963 1.025 0.934|1.000 1.251 19.939 0.904 1.307 1.778 0.890
100(1.744 1.216 1.216 1.000 0.987 1.041 0.944 0.970 0.962 1.000 0.929|1.000 1.244 16.563 0.904 1.278 1.719 0.873
200|1.744 1.181 1.181 1.000 0.986 1.018 0.937 0.966 0.958 0.979 0.921|1.000 1.216 9.717 0.899 1.224 1.625 0.861

20 50 |1.830 1.325 1.321 1.000 0.994 1.102 0.971 0.984 0.981 1.060 0.965|1.000 1.472 54.645 0.960 1.554 2.538 0.962
100(1.829 1.283 1.272 1.000 0.993 1.064 0.969 0.985 0.980 1.031 0.961|1.000 1.449 56.087 0.960 1.507 2.644 0.941
200|1.838 1.245 1.238 1.000 0.993 1.040 0.968 0.984 0.979 1.013 0.959|1.000 1.407 48.361 0.959 1.424 2.483 0.927

6 4 50 |1.836 1.488 1.488 1.000 0.940 0.935 0.922 0.949 0.868 0.854 0.813|1.000 0.765 2.523 0.726 0.763 0.831 0.708
100{1.824 1.443 1.443 1.000 0.936 0.912 0.912 0.945 0.859 0.830 0.800|1.000 0.760 1.705 0.724 0.751 0.818 0.693
200|1.821 1.414 1.414 1.000 0.936 0.901 0.905 0.941 0.855 0.817 0.792|1.000 0.751 1.171 0.719 0.733 0.790 0.683

10 50 {2.202 1.782 1.782 1.000 0.963 1.011 0.962 0.978 0.932 0.964 0.897|1.000 1.034 20.803 0.799 1.074 1.478 0.795
100{2.198 1.740 1.740 1.000 0.961 0.976 0.959 0.979 0.930 0.936 0.890|1.000 1.027 17.133 0.795 1.050 1.462 0.773
200(2.179 1.698 1.698 1.000 0.961 0.956 0.955 0.976 0.927 0.917 0.887|1.000 1.010 10.024 0.796 1.013 1.416 0.763

20 50 [2.348 1.903 1.903 1.000 0.981 1.065 0.979 0.988 0.966 1.030 0.947|1.000 1.312 55.538 0.894 1.387 2.407 0.910
100(2.343 1.849 1.849 1.000 0.978 1.027 0.978 0.989 0.963 0.998 0.940|1.000 1.292 57.402 0.889 1.338 2.440 0.878
200|2.335 1.815 1.815 1.000 0.975 0.999 0.976 0.989 0.959 0.974 0.936|1.000 1.256 44.016 0.888 1.270 2.207 0.862
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E.1. Simulation with uncorrelated forecast errors

Table E.11: AvgRelMAE for the simulation experiment (balanced panel of forecasts). Benchmark approach:
ew. Bold entries identify the best performing approaches, italic entries identify the second best and red color
denotes forecasts worse than the benchmark.

Approach
oY g B - -
o - — - Q Q Q Q
Sett. p N| £ & £ %8 & & % § § § & g g g
1 4 50[1.269 1.132 1.132 1.000 1.003 1.028 0.955 0.962 0.965 0.982 0.953 0.969 1.053 0.959
100[1.267 1.127 1.126 1.000 1.001 1.015 0.958 0.959 0.959 0.968 0.951 0.962 1.031 0.955
200[1.265 1.121 1.121 1.000 1.001 1.008 0.958 0.956 0.957 0.961 0.952 0.959 1.000 0.954

1
1
1
10 50 |1.358 1.213 1.213 1.000 1.002 1.050 0.979 0.984 0.986 1.021 0.978 1.019 1.165 0.981
100|1.358 1.208 1.207 1.000 1.001 1.032 0.978 0.982 0.983 1.005 0.977 1.002 1.197 0.979
200(1.352 1.199 1.199 1.000 1.000 1.019 0.977 0.981 0.981 0.994 0.977 0.992 1.125 0.978
20 50 [1.395 1.246 1.246 1.000 1.001 1.059 0.988 0.992 0.993 1.037 0.988 1.070 1.143 0.989
100(1.394 1.240 1.239 1.000 1.000 1.040 0.988 0.991 0.991 1.021 0.987 1.039 1.283 0.988
200|1.385 1.229 1.229 1.000 1.000 1.026 0.987 0.990 0.991 1.009 0.987 1.016 1.324 0.988

1195 1.099 1.098 1.000 1.001 1.026 0.972 0.976 0.977 0.994 0.969 0.983 1.065 0.974
100 1.192 1.094 1.094 1.000 1.001 1.015 0.971 0.975 0.975 0.984 0.969 0.977 1.048 0.972
200(1.192 1.089 1.089 1.000 1.000 1.008 0.970 0.973 0.973 0.978 0.969 0.974 1.018 0.971

1

1

1
10 50 |1.249 1.149 1.149 1.000 1.001 1.042 0.988 0.990 0.991 1.020 0.987 1.028 1.165 0.989
100(1.247 1.145 1.144 1.000 1.000 1.028 0.987 0.990 0.990 1.009 0.986 1.010 1.202 0.988
200(1.245 1.138 1.138 1.000 1.000 1.018 0.987 0.990 0.990 1.001 0.986 0.999 1.137 0.987
20 50 [1.268 1.165 1.165 1.000 1.001 1.046 0.994 0.995 0.995 1.028 0.993 1.079 1.145 0.995
100|1.267 1.163 1.162 1.000 1.000 1.032 0.993 0.995 0.995 1.018 0.993 1.044 1.281 0.994
200(1.264 1.155 1.155 1.000 1.000 1.023 0.993 0.995 0.995 1.010 0.993 1.020 1.323 0.993

3 4 50|1.092 1.052 1.050 1.000 1.000 1.020 0.989 0.990 0.991 1.005 0.986 0.999 1.076 0.990
100|1.093 1.049 1.049 1.000 1.000 1.012 0.988 0.990 0.990 0.999 0.986 0.993 1.059 0.989
200(1.093 1.047 1.046 1.000 1.000 1.008 0.987 0.989 0.989 0.994 0.986 0.990 1.034 0.988

10 50 |1.114 1.072 1.071 1.000 1.000 1.027 0.995 0.996 0.996 1.016 0.994 1.030 1.161 0.996
100|1.115 1.068 1.068 1.000 1.000 1.018 0.995 0.996 0.996 1.009 0.994 1.016 1.185 0.995
200|1.115 1.067 1.067 1.000 1.000 1.013 0.995 0.996 0.996 1.005 0.994 1.006 1.136 0.995

20 50 [1.122 1.080 1.079 1.000 1.000 1.028 0.998 0.998 0.998 1.018 0.997 1.073 1.142 0.998
100(1.122 1.076 1.076 1.000 1.000 1.020 0.997 0.998 0.998 1.012 0.997 1.045 1.258 0.997
200(1.123 1.074 1.074 1.000 1.000 1.014 0.997 0.998 0.998 1.008 0.997 1.023 1.297 0.997

4 4 50 (1.213 1.117 1.117 1.000 0.989 0.994 0.972 0.976 0.964 0.955 0.955 0.946 1.012 0.956
100|1.212 1.113 1.113 1.000 0.988 0.983 0.971 0.975 0.961 0.948 0.954 0.937 0.990 0.952
200(1.211 1.110 1.110 1.000 0.988 0.978 0.969 0.972 0.958 0.937 0.954 0.934 0.964 0.951

10 50 |1.272 1.175 1.174 1.000 0.984 0.978 0.988 0.991 0.974 0.949 0.970 0.945 1.064 0.966
100|1.269 1.167 1.167 1.000 0.983 0.960 0.988 0.991 0.973 0.933 0.969 0.924 1.076 0.964
200(1.272 1.166 1.166 1.000 0.984 0.952 0.987 0.990 0.973 0.923 0.969 0.915 1.020 0.963

20 50 [1.288 1.187 1.187 1.000 0.982 0.962 0.994 0.995 0.976 0.940 0.974 0.952 1.022 0.969
100|1.288 1.183 1.183 1.000 0.981 0.942 0.993 0.995 0.976 0.920 0.974 0.917 1.112 0.967
200(1.285 1.178 1.178 1.000 0.981 0.927 0.993 0.995 0.976 0.906 0.974 0.894 1.132 0.967

5 4 50|1.209 1.103 1.103 1.000 0.992 1.012 0.966 0.971 0.966 0.979 0.957 0.968 1.047 0.963
100|1.209 1.098 1.098 1.000 0.991 1.001 0.964 0.968 0.963 0.970 0.957 0.963 1.030 0.961
200(1.209 1.096 1.096 1.000 0.991 0.994 0.963 0.967 0.961 0.964 0.957 0.959 1.003 0.959

10 50 |1.275 1.164 1.164 1.000 0.996 1.035 0.985 0.988 0.985 1.013 0.981 1.019 1.156 0.983
100(1.273 1.159 1.159 1.000 0.995 1.021 0.985 0.988 0.985 1.002 0.981 1.002 1.186 0.983
200(1.273 1.155 1.155 1.000 0.995 1.010 0.983 0.987 0.983 0.992 0.980 0.991 1.122 0.981

20 50 |[1.301 1.187 1.187 1.000 0.998 1.045 0.992 0.994 0.992 1.027 0.990 1.073 1.144 0.991
100|1.300 1.182 1.182 1.000 0.997 1.029 0.992 0.994 0.992 1.014 0.989 1.038 1.269 0.990
200(1.301 1.179 1.179 1.000 0.997 1.020 0.991 0.994 0.992 1.008 0.990 1.017 1.310 0.990

6 4 50|1.346 1.281 1.281 1.000 0.965 0.959 0.982 0.983 0.938 0.928 0.934 0.915 0.984 0.930
100|1.344 1.274 1.274 1.000 0.962 0.947 0.979 0.981 0.933 0.915 0.931 0.906 0.961 0.925
200|1.341 1.266 1.266 1.000 0.961 0.940 0.976 0.978 0.929 0.907 0.930 0.901 0.931 0.921

10 50 |1.468 1.396 1.396 1.000 0.979 1.000 0.991 0.991 0.966 0.978 0.964 0.979 1.113 0.961
100|1.467 1.391 1.391 1.000 0.978 0.984 0.989 0.991 0.964 0.965 0.962 0.964 1.134 0.958
200(1.460 1.379 1.379 1.000 0.978 0.974 0.989 0.991 0.963 0.957 0.963 0.955 1.074 0.957

20 50 [1.511 1.440 1.440 1.000 0.989 1.026 0.996 0.995 0.983 1.010 0.981 1.043 1.128 0.981
100|1.513 1.436 1.436 1.000 0.988 1.009 0.995 0.995 0.981 0.996 0.980 1.015 1.241 0.978
200|1.511 1.428 1.428 1.000 0.986 0.997 0.994 0.996 0.980 0.985 0.979 0.993 1.264 0.975
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Table E.12: AvgRelMSE for the simulation experiment (balanced panel of forecasts). Benchmark approach:
ew. Bold entries identify the best performing approaches, italic entries identify the second best and red color
denotes forecasts worse than the benchmark.

Approach
* *'g: % = S H z 2 > & o
g % g s 5 0 &3 F B F & 5 £
Sett. p N| & & £ 8 &2 & &% § § § & g g g

1 4 50 |1.611 1.283 1.283 1.000 1.005 1.058 0.912 0.926 0.930 0.965 0.908 0.939 1.108 0.919
100(1.606 1.269 1.269 1.000 1.002 1.031 0.909 0.919 0.921 0.939 0.906 0.926 1.063 0.913
200(1.603 1.257 1.257 1.000 1.001 1.015 0.908 0.914 0.915 0.924 0.907 0.919 0.999 0.910

10 50 |1.847 1.474 1.472 1.000 1.004 1.104 0.957 0.968 0.971 1.043 0.956 1.039 1.355 0.962
100|1.843 1.457 1.457 1.000 1.002 1.065 0.956 0.965 0.966 1.010 0.954 1.004 1.432 0.958
200(1.830 1.439 1.439 1.000 1.001 1.039 0.955 0.962 0.963 0.988 0.955 0.984 1.265 0.956

20 50 [1.947 1.552 1.551 1.000 1.002 1.121 0.976 0.983 0.985 1.074 0.976 1.146 1.305 0.979
100(1.943 1.536 1.536 1.000 1.001 1.082 0.975 0.982 0.983 1.042 0.974 1.079 1.646 0.976
200(1.922 1.511 1.511 1.000 1.001 1.054 0.975 0.981 0.982 1.018 0.975 1.032 1.753 0.976

2 4 50 |1.428 1.206 1.206 1.000 1.003 1.053 0.944 0.953 0.955 0.988 0.939 0.966 1.135 0.948
100|1.421 1.195 1.195 1.000 1.001 1.030 0.942 0.950 0.951 0.969 0.938 0.954 1.098 0.945
200(1.421 1.185 1.185 1.000 1.001 1.016 0.941 0.947 0.947 0.956 0.938 0.947 1.036 0.942

10 50 |1.561 1.321 1.321 1.000 1.002 1.086 0.976 0.980 0.982 1.041 0.974 1.057 1.354 0.978
100(1.556 1.308 1.308 1.000 1.001 1.056 0.975 0.980 0.981 1.018 0.973 1.019 1.443 0.976
200(1.551 1.294 1.294 1.000 1.001 1.036 0.974 0.979 0.980 1.002 0.973 0.998 1.290 0.974

20 50 [1.610 1.362 1.361 1.000 1.001 1.095 0.987 0.990 0.991 1.058 0.986 1.165 1.308 0.989
100|1.607 1.351 1.351 1.000 1.000 1.066 0.987 0.989 0.990 1.037 0.986 1.091 1.641 0.987
200(1.599 1.334 1.334 1.000 1.000 1.046 0.986 0.991 0.991 1.021 0.986 1.042 1.749 0.987

3 4 50|1.198 1.109 1.107 1.000 1.001 1.042 0.977 0.981 0.982 1.011 0.973 0.998 1.164 0.979
100(1.201 1.103 1.103 1.000 1.000 1.026 0.976 0.980 0.980 0.997 0.972 0.987 1.125 0.976
200(1.201 1.098 1.097 1.000 1.000 1.016 0.974 0.978 0.978 0.988 0.972 0.980 1.070 0.974

10 50 |1.249 1.155 1.154 1.000 1.001 1.056 0.991 0.991 0.992 1.033 0.989 1.064 1.362 0.992
100|1.249 1.147 1.147 1.000 1.000 1.039 0.990 0.991 0.992 1.020 0.988 1.034 1.418 0.990
200(1.250 1.142 1.142 1.000 1.000 1.027 0.989 0.992 0.992 1.010 0.988 1.012 1.299 0.989

20 50 [1.266 1.172 1.170 1.000 1.000 1.058 0.995 0.995 0.996 1.039 0.994 1.159 1.315 0.996
100(1.268 1.164 1.164 1.000 1.000 1.042 0.995 0.995 0.996 1.025 0.994 1.096 1.599 0.995
200(1.268 1.158 1.158 1.000 1.000 1.030 0.994 0.995 0.995 1.016 0.994 1.049 1.700 0.994

4 4 50 (1.472 1.249 1.249 1.000 0.978 0.990 0.944 0.954 0.929 0.912 0.913 0.894 1.025 0.914
100{1.468 1.239 1.239 1.000 0.976 0.967 0.942 0.950 0.924 0.890 0.911 0.878 0.983 0.907
200|1.469 1.231 1.231 1.000 0.975 0.956 0.940 0.946 0.919 0.878 0.911 0.872 0.929 0.904

10 50 |1.619 1.379 1.379 1.000 0.969 0.956 0.976 0.981 0.949 0.901 0.940 0.892 1.131 0.934
100(1.613 1.366 1.364 1.000 0.967 0.922 0.975 0.981 0.947 0.870 0.939 0.854 1.161 0.929
200(1.612 1.356 1.356 1.000 0.967 0.904 0.974 0.979 0.946 0.852 0.939 0.836 1.040 0.927

20 50 [1.661 1.412 1.412 1.000 0.964 0.927 0.988 0.990 0.953 0.883 0.949 0.905 1.042 0.939
100|1.655 1.398 1.398 1.000 0.963 0.888 0.987 0.990 0.953 0.847 0.949 0.843 1.238 0.936
200|1.650 1.383 1.383 1.000 0.963 0.860 0.987 0.991 0.953 0.822 0.949 0.798 1.283 0.935

5 4 50|1.462 1.219 1.219 1.000 0.983 1.024 0.932 0.943 0.933 0.958 0.916 0.937 1.097 0.927
100{1.460 1.205 1.205 1.000 0.982 1.002 0.930 0.937 0.928 0.941 0.915 0.926 1.061 0.923
200|1.461 1.202 1.202 1.000 0.981 0.988 0.928 0.934 0.924 0.928 0.915 0.920 1.005 0.920

10 50 |1.627 1.358 1.358 1.000 0.991 1.072 0.970 0.976 0.970 1.026 0.962 1.038 1.337 0.967
100(1.619 1.343 1.343 1.000 0.990 1.042 0.969 0.976 0.970 1.004 0.961 1.004 1.407 0.965
200(1.624 1.338 1.338 1.000 0.990 1.020 0.967 0.974 0.968 0.986 0.961 0.983 1.261 0.963

20 50 [1.692 1.408 1.408 1.000 0.995 1.094 0.984 0.987 0.985 1.055 0.980 1.151 1.305 0.983
100(1.691 1.401 1.399 1.000 0.994 1.060 0.983 0.987 0.984 1.029 0.979 1.078 1.613 0.981
200(1.692 1.391 1.391 1.000 0.995 1.040 0.983 0.988 0.984 1.015 0.979 1.034 1.714 0.981

6 4 50 [1.765 1.591 1.591 1.000 0.938 0.930 0.963 0.964 0.886 0.869 0.877 0.846 0.978 0.872
100{1.755 1.570 1.570 1.000 0.933 0.906 0.957 0.961 0.877 0.847 0.873 0.830 0.933 0.862
200|1.751 1.550 1.550 1.000 0.932 0.894 0.953 0.957 0.871 0.833 0.872 0.822 0.879 0.857

10 50 |2.084 1.877 1.877 1.000 0.962 1.003 0.982 0.983 0.936 0.962 0.932 0.963 1.245 0.927
100{2.080 1.860 1.860 1.000 0.959 0.971 0.979 0.983 0.933 0.936 0.930 0.933 1.289 0.922
200(2.064 1.826 1.826 1.000 0.959 0.952 0.977 0.982 0.931 0.920 0.930 0.915 1.158 0.919

20 50 [2.211 2.000 2.000 1.000 0.980 1.055 0.991 0.990 0.967 1.021 0.964 1.089 1.274 0.964
100{2.218 1.986 1.986 1.000 0.977 1.020 0.989 0.991 0.964 0.992 0.961 1.031 1.544 0.957
200(2.202 1.952 1.952 1.000 0.975 0.996 0.988 0.991 0.961 0.973 0.959 0.989 1.599 0.953
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Table E.13: AvgRelMAE for the simulation experiment (unbalanced panel of forecasts). Benchmark approach:
ew. Bold entries identify the best performing approaches, italic entries identify the second best and red color
denotes forecasts worse than the benchmark.

Approach
0 —
g 3 5 ] g 5 2 = 2
> o o > [¥]
e E B 5 5 5 S 3 g g
Sett. p N 5 o o @ @ @ o <} <} 3

1 4 50 |1.000 1.067 1.561 0.920 1.096 1.176 0.908 0.941 0.911 0.911
100(1.000 1.065 1.452 0.920 1.078 1.177 0.903 0.937 0.906 0.906
200(1.000 1.048 1.279 0.919 1.043 1.149 0.902 0.937 0.904 0.905

10 50 [1.000 1.250 3.037 0.952 1.312 1.525 0.950 0.976 0.950 0.951
100(1.000 1.249 2.933 0.950 1.285 1.525 0.942 0.970 0.942 0.944
200(1.000 1.216 2.624 0.951 1.224 1.475 0.938 0.968 0.938 0.940

20 50 |1.000 1.369 4.231 0.979 1.448 1.815 0.985 0.998 0.985 0.985
100(1.000 1.355 4.456 0.978 1.407 1.832 0.973 0.987 0.973 0.974
200(1.000 1.304 4.098 0.979 1.320 1.734 0.967 0.983 0.967 0.968

2 4 50 (1.000 1.051 1.441 0.943 1.065 1.115 0.932 0.959 0.935 0.934
100(1.000 1.052 1.378 0.943 1.059 1.121 0.928 0.958 0.933 0.931
200(1.000 1.043 1.276 0.942 1.040 1.111 0.927 0.956 0.929 0.929

10 50 [1.000 1.167 2.514 0.970 1.195 1.333 0.967 0.988 0.967 0.968
100(1.000 1.167 2.452 0.969 1.183 1.329 0.961 0.983 0.961 0.962
200|1.000 1.153 1.986 0.970 1.157 1.253 0.957 0.982 0.957 0.959

20 50 |1.000 1.239 3.429 0.989 1.273 1.526 0.992 1.001 0.992 0.992
100(1.000 1.233 3.564 0.989 1.256 1.544 0.984 0.994 0.984 0.984
200|1.000 1.211 3.451 0.991 1.218 1.508 0.980 0.992 0.980 0.981

3 4 50/(1.000 1.343 1.865 0.976 1.404 1.492 0.967 0.984 0.972 0.968
100|1.000 1.348 1.882 0.975 1.387 1.512 0.964 0.984 0.967 0.967
200(1.000 1.338 1.927 0.975 1.356 1.537 0.964 0.982 0.968 0.966

10 50 [1.000 1.477 2.810 0.990 1.540 1.660 0.986 0.998 0.986 0.987
100|1.000 1.475 2.688 0.990 1.517 1.625 0.982 0.997 0.982 0.983
200(1.000 1.453 2.302 0.990 1.474 1.521 0.981 0.995 0.981 0.982

20 50 [1.000 1.533 3.541 0.998 1.599 1.801 0.997 1.003 0.997 0.997
100(1.000 1.523 3.545 0.999 1.572 1.794 0.993 1.000 0.993 0.994
200(1.000 1.491 3.682 0.999 1.514 1.754 0.992 0.998 0.992 0.992

4 4 50 (1.000 1.026 1.381 0.934 1.039 1.079 0.921 0.957 0.923 0.922
100(1.000 1.025 1.318 0.935 1.032 1.080 0.917 0.954 0.919 0.919
200(1.000 1.021 1.215 0.934 1.019 1.072 0.914 0.953 0.915 0.915

10 50 [1.000 1.151 2.446 0.964 1.180 1.307 0.954 0.988 0.954 0.955
100(1.000 1.150 2.384 0.962 1.167 1.308 0.947 0.983 0.947 0.947
200(1.000 1.135 2.051 0.962 1.140 1.242 0.943 0.980 0.943 0.943

20 50 |1.000 1.224 3.380 0.984 1.260 1.492 0.976 1.003 0.976 0.976
100(1.000 1.216 3.604 0.984 1.242 1.513 0.967 0.996 0.967 0.967
200(1.000 1.198 3.399 0.984 1.207 1.482 0.962 0.991 0.962 0.962

5 4 50 (1.000 1.021 1.374 0.932 1.033 1.080 0.916 0.956 0.919 0.918
100(1.000 1.021 1.329 0.932 1.026 1.083 0.913 0.954 0.915 0.915
200|1.000 1.015 1.222 0.931 1.013 1.075 0.910 0.952 0.912 0.912

10 50 [1.000 1.143 2.481 0.962 1.169 1.309 0.954 0.986 0.954 0.955
100(1.000 1.141 2.363 0.961 1.157 1.300 0.947 0.982 0.947 0.948
200|1.000 1.129 2.029 0.961 1.133 1.239 0.944 0.981 0.944 0.945

20 50 |1.000 1.226 3.427 0.984 1.260 1.514 0.984 1.001 0.984 0.985
100|1.000 1.218 3.583 0.986 1.242 1.534 0.975 0.996 0.975 0.976
200(1.000 1.201 3.407 0.985 1.209 1.502 0.971 0.992 0.971 0.971

6 4 50|1.000 0.891 1.228 0.855 0.892 0.929 0.855 0.976 0.858 0.848
100[1.000 0.891 1.158 0.854 0.889 0.926 0.851 0.969 0.849 0.841
200|1.000 0.879 1.032 0.849 0.872 0.906 0.847 0.970 0.841 0.833

10 50 [1.000 1.032 2.405 0.899 1.053 1.199 0.899 1.017 0.899 0.895
100(1.000 1.027 2.322 0.894 1.040 1.192 0.889 1.012 0.889 0.884
200(1.000 1.020 2.097 0.894 1.024 1.170 0.887 1.006 0.887 0.881

20 50 |1.000 1.151 3.467 0.946 1.182 1.464 0.953 1.028 0.953 0.952
100(1.000 1.144 3.503 0.944 1.165 1.466 0.941 1.015 0.941 0.939
200(1.000 1.128 3.381 0.942 1.135 1.422 0.935 1.010 0.935 0.931
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Table E.14: AvgRelMAE for the simulation experiment (unbalanced panel of forecasts). Benchmark approach:
ew. Bold entries identify the best performing approaches, italic entries identify the second best and red color
denotes forecasts worse than the benchmark.

Approach
0 —
g 3 3 ] 3 B 2 < 2
> o o > o
B E g 5 5 5 g g 8 g
Sett. p N 5 o o @ @ @ o <} <) <}

1 4 50 [1.000 1.142 4.445 0.843 1.204 1.414 0.821 0.882 0.827 0.825
100(1.000 1.135 3.129 0.844 1.158 1.394 0.811 0.875 0.818 0.816
200(1.000 1.100 1.959 0.841 1.086 1.324 0.808 0.874 0.812 0.814

10 50 [1.000 1.574 34.142 0.903 1.727 2.534 0.901 0.952 0.901 0.904
100(1.000 1.561 27.893 0.900 1.648 2.530 0.885 0.939 0.885 0.888
200|1.000 1.483 16.711 0.901 1.501 2.349 0.878 0.935 0.878 0.881

20 50 |1.000 1.888 84.260 0.959 2.110 3.768 0.973 1.000 0.973 0.974
100(1.000 1.840 92.476 0.956 1.981 3.905 0.947 0.974 0.947 0.949
200(1.000 1.711 71.014 0.957 1.749 3.532 0.935 0.967 0.935 0.937

2 4 50(1.000 1.103 3.558 0.887 1.132 1.252 0.866 0.918 0.873 0.5869
100(1.000 1.104 2.806 0.887 1.117 1.262 0.859 0.914 0.877 0.863
200|1.000 1.088 2.042 0.885 1.081 1.237 0.856 0.912 0.863 0.861

10 50 [1.000 1.363 22.230 0.939 1.426 1.877 0.932 0.975 0.932 0.934
100(1.000 1.360 18.549 0.937 1.398 1.857 0.922 0.966 0.922 0.924
200|1.000 1.330 8.240 0.940 1.339 1.621 0.916 0.964 0.916 0.919

20 50 |1.000 1.536 52.890 0.977 1.623 2.588 0.984 1.004 0.984 0.985
100(1.000 1.519 56.419 0.978 1.577 2.641 0.968 0.988 0.968 0.969
200|1.000 1.468 48.081 0.981 1.485 2.525 0.960 0.984 0.960 0.961

3 4 50(1.000 1.801 6.249 0.950 1.959 2.247 0.932 0.967 0.955 0.935
100(1.000 1.808 5.826 0.949 1.907 2.299 0.928 0.965 0.936 0.932
200|1.000 1.780 5.758 0.948 1.823 2.366 0.926 0.964 0.940 0.930

10 50 [1.000 2.174 25.406 0.980 2.356 2.893 0.971 0.996 0.971 0.972
100(1.000 2.162 20.583 0.980 2.283 2.770 0.963 0.993 0.963 0.966
200(1.000 2.099 11.622 0.980 2.157 2.413 0.960 0.991 0.960 0.962

20 50 |1.000 2.342 50.297 0.996 2.545 3.534 0.993 1.007 0.993 0.994
100(1.000 2.308 48.473 0.998 2.456 3.544 0.985 1.000 0.985 0.986
200|1.000 2.208 52.373 0.999 2.275 3.417 0.983 0.997 0.983 0.984

4 4 50(1.000 1.049 3.225 0.870 1.075 1.168 0.843 0.913 0.850 0.845
100(1.000 1.048 2.518 0.870 1.058 1.167 0.836 0.907 0.841 0.839
200(1.000 1.039 1.808 0.869 1.033 1.148 0.832 0.904 0.834 0.834

10 50 [1.000 1.324 20.433 0.926 1.390 1.796 0.907 0.975 0.907 0.909
100(1.000 1.317 17.617 0.922 1.356 1.808 0.893 0.963 0.893 0.894
200(1.000 1.285 9.268 0.923 1.295 1.602 0.887 0.959 0.887 0.888

20 50 |1.000 1.502 51.565 0.967 1.590 2.450 0.954 1.007 0.954 0.954
100(1.000 1.478 58.675 0.968 1.542 2.556 0.934 0.992 0.934 0.934
200|1.000 1.435 46.748 0.968 1.454 2.460 0.926 0.982 0.926 0.926

5 4 50 |1.000 1.037 3.183 0.863 1.060 1.168 0.834 0.910 0.843 0.837
100(1.000 1.037 2.585 0.865 1.047 1.175 0.829 0.907 0.833 0.833
200|1.000 1.024 1.859 0.862 1.019 1.151 0.823 0.903 0.829 0.827

10 50 [1.000 1.304 21.252 0.923 1.365 1.812 0.908 0.974 0.908 0.910
100(1.000 1.299 16.763 0.922 1.336 1.776 0.895 0.964 0.895 0.898
200|1.000 1.270 9.024 0.920 1.279 1.584 0.887 0.958 0.887 0.889

20 50 |1.000 1.504 52.836 0.966 1.589 2.527 0.970 1.003 0.970 0.971
100{1.000 1.485 57.874 0.971 1.543 2.612 0.951 0.992 0.951 0.953
200(1.000 1.442 47.212 0.970 1.461 2.521 0.942 0.983 0.942 0.943

6 4 50 [1.000 0.800 2.593 0.735 0.802 0.879 0.733 0.955 0.747 0.721
100{1.000 0.798 1.953 0.737 0.795 0.866 0.727 0.942 0.730 0.710
200|1.000 0.780 1.286 0.727 0.767 0.830 0.720 0.942 0.719 0.697

10 50 [1.000 1.070 21.273 0.809 1.114 1.531 0.809 1.036 0.809 0.803
100(1.000 1.058 17.496 0.801 1.085 1.507 0.792 1.025 0.792 0.783
200(1.000 1.044 10.631 0.799 1.050 1.432 0.786 1.011 0.786 0.776

20 50 |1.000 1.331 55.600 0.895 1.405 2.416 0.912 1.062 0.912 0.910
100(1.000 1.313 55.471 0.892 1.361 2.416 0.889 1.032 0.889 0.884
200(1.000 1.276 46.749 0.890 1.293 2.240 0.875 1.021 0.875 0.870
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E.2. Simulation with correlated forecast errors

Table E.15: AvgRelMAE for the simulation experiment (balanced panel of forecasts). Benchmark approach:
ew. Bold entries identify the best performing approaches, italic entries identify the second best and red color
denotes forecasts worse than the benchmark.

Approach
= = » .
Sett. p N| 2 & & £ % & & § g § g g g g

1 4 50 [1.308 1.063 1.058 1.000 1.002 1.027 0.921 0.949 0.951 0.969 0.945 0.961 0.976 0.905
100|1.307 1.038 1.037 1.000 1.000 1.014 0.915 0.946 0.946 0.955 0.944 0.955 0.939 0.894
200|1.305 1.026 1.025 1.000 1.000 1.007 0.912 0.943 0.942 0.946 0.944 0.951 0.908 0.890

10 50 |1.417 1.152 1.146 1.000 1.001 1.053 0.962 0.980 0.981 1.020 0.974 1.016 1.148 0.953
100(1.417 1.125 1.123 1.000 1.000 1.033 0.959 0.979 0.979 1.003 0.973 1.000 1.109 0.947
200(1.412 1.111 1.110 1.000 1.000 1.019 0.958 0.976 0.976 0.989 0.973 0.988 1.038 0.946

20 50 |1.461 1.188 1.181 1.000 1.001 1.063 0.979 0.990 0.991 1.040 0.986 1.071 1.209 0.974
100(1.463 1.162 1.159 1.000 1.000 1.044 0.978 0.990 0.990 1.023 0.985 1.041 1.286 0.972
200(1.455 1.147 1.145 1.000 1.000 1.028 0.978 0.989 0.988 1.008 0.985 1.015 1.189 0.971

2 4 50 |1.226 1.054 1.052 1.000 1.001 1.026 0.949 0.967 0.968 0.986 0.963 0.978 1.012 0.942
100|1.226 1.037 1.036 1.000 1.000 1.014 0.945 0.965 0.966 0.975 0.963 0.971 0.980 0.936
200|1.225 1.026 1.026 1.000 1.000 1.007 0.9438 0.963 0.963 0.967 0.963 0.967 0.952 0.932

10 50 [1.294 1.113 1.110 1.000 1.001 1.045 0.977 0.988 0.989 1.023 0.984 1.029 1.166 0.974
100(1.295 1.095 1.093 1.000 1.000 1.030 0.976 0.988 0.988 1.009 0.984 1.010 1.133 0.972
200(1.293 1.083 1.083 1.000 1.000 1.018 0.975 0.987 0.987 0.999 0.984 0.997 1.062 0.970

20 50 |1.319 1.135 1.132 1.000 1.000 1.050 0.988 0.994 0.994 1.032 0.992 1.085 1.216 0.986
100(1.319 1.117 1.114 1.000 1.000 1.036 0.988 0.994 0.994 1.021 0.992 1.049 1.298 0.986
200|1.318 1.105 1.103 1.000 1.000 1.023 0.987 0.994 0.994 1.009 0.992 1.020 1.204 0.984

3 4 50(1.110 1.034 1.034 1.000 1.000 1.020 0.979 0.988 0.988 1.003 0.984 0.997 1.048 0.978
100|1.112 1.025 1.025 1.000 1.000 1.013 0.977 0.986 0.987 0.995 0.984 0.992 1.024 0.975
200|1.111 1.016 1.016 1.000 1.000 1.007 0.974 0.984 0.984 0.989 0.983 0.987 0.997 0.971

10 50 [1.137 1.059 1.059 1.000 1.000 1.029 0.992 0.995 0.995 1.017 0.994 1.033 1.178 0.991
100|1.139 1.050 1.049 1.000 1.000 1.021 0.990 0.995 0.995 1.011 0.993 1.018 1.147 0.989
200|1.138 1.044 1.041 1.000 1.000 1.013 0.989 0.995 0.995 1.004 0.993 1.006 1.084 0.988

20 50 |1.147 1.069 1.067 1.000 1.000 1.031 0.996 0.997 0.998 1.021 0.997 1.083 1.223 0.995
100|1.148 1.058 1.057 1.000 1.000 1.023 0.995 0.997 0.997 1.015 0.996 1.051 1.293 0.994
200|1.148 1.053 1.051 1.000 1.000 1.016 0.995 0.998 0.998 1.010 0.996 1.026 1.215 0.994

4 4 50 (1.243 1.074 1.074 1.000 0.991 1.001 0.950 0.968 0.957 0.950 0.952 0.947 0.954 0.922
100|1.241 1.056 1.056 1.000 0.989 0.988 0.946 0.966 0.953 0.936 0.951 0.938 0.910 0.915
200(1.242 1.042 1.042 1.000 0.989 0.982 0.942 0.963 0.950 0.929 0.950 0.934 0.872 0.909

10 50 [1.317 1.134 1.134 1.000 0.986 0.987 0.978 0.988 0.973 0.955 0.968 0.958 1.044 0.948
100(1.313 1.117 1.117 1.000 0.985 0.968 0.976 0.987 0.972 0.936 0.968 0.931 0.986 0.942
200(1.317 1.107 1.107 1.000 0.985 0.959 0.975 0.986 0.971 0.926 0.968 0.923 0.908 0.939

20 50 |1.336 1.150 1.150 1.000 0.983 0.973 0.989 0.994 0.977 0.948 0.975 0.964 1.069 0.958
100(1.339 1.138 1.138 1.000 0.983 0.952 0.988 0.994 0.977 0.928 0.974 0.930 1.096 0.954
200(1.334 1.123 1.123 1.000 0.983 0.937 0.987 0.994 0.976 0.913 0.974 0.905 0.997 0.950

5 4 50 (1.241 1.049 1.049 1.000 0.989 1.010 0.939 0.959 0.955 0.969 0.950 0.962 0.993 0.926
1001.245 1.038 1.034 1.000 0.989 0.998 0.934 0.957 0.952 0.958 0.949 0.955 0.962 0.919
200|1.243 1.023 1.023 1.000 0.988 0.991 0.930 0.954 0.949 0.951 0.949 0.952 0.934 0.915

10 50 [1.322 1.122 1.122 1.000 0.994 1.036 0.972 0.985 0.981 1.012 0.977 1.017 1.149 0.966
100{1.320 1.103 1.103 1.000 0.994 1.021 0.971 0.985 0.981 1.000 0.976 1.000 1.119 0.964
200|1.320 1.087 1.087 1.000 0.993 1.009 0.968 0.983 0.979 0.990 0.976 0.988 1.051 0.960

20 50 |1.353 1.151 1.149 1.000 0.997 1.049 0.986 0.993 0.991 1.030 0.988 1.076 1.212 0.983
100|1.352 1.132 1.128 1.000 0.996 1.031 0.984 0.992 0.990 1.015 0.987 1.040 1.275 0.980
200(1.356 1.116 1.113 1.000 0.996 1.020 0.984 0.992 0.990 1.007 0.987 1.016 1.196 0.979

6 4 50|1.370 1.240 1.240 1.000 0.966 0.962 0.961 0.975 0.928 0.919 0.929 0.912 0.934 0.898
100|1.367 1.224 1.224 1.000 0.964 0.950 0.956 0.972 0.923 0.906 0.927 0.904 0.901 0.891
200|1.366 1.212 1.212 1.000 0.964 0.944 0.952 0.970 0.921 0.899 0.928 0.900 0.872 0.886

10 50 |1.508 1.363 1.363 1.000 0.980 1.003 0.981 0.990 0.964 0.980 0.962 0.980 1.113 0.946
100|1.507 1.349 1.349 1.000 0.978 0.986 0.979 0.990 0.962 0.965 0.961 0.964 1.077 0.942
200(1.499 1.331 1.331 1.000 0.979 0.975 0.977 0.988 0.961 0.956 0.961 0.954 1.012 0.940

20 50 |1.554 1.410 1.408 1.000 0.990 1.031 0.989 0.994 0.982 1.014 0.980 1.046 1.196 0.973
100|1.552 1.389 1.389 1.000 0.988 1.012 0.989 0.994 0.980 0.998 0.979 1.017 1.254 0.969
200(1.553 1.379 1.379 1.000 0.987 0.998 0.988 0.995 0.979 0.986 0.978 0.994 1.170 0.966
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Table E.16: AvgRelMSE for the simulation experiment (balanced panel of forecasts). Benchmark approach:
ew. Bold entries identify the best performing approaches, italic entries identify the second best and red color
denotes forecasts worse than the benchmark.

Approach
= = P .
Sett. p N| 2 & £ & § B 8 % g 3 S S S g

1 4 50 [1.712 1.130 1.120 1.000 1.004 1.056 0.847 0.901 0.905 0.939 0.893 0.924 0.954 0.818
100(1.708 1.078 1.074 1.000 1.001 1.029 0.837 0.895 0.896 0.913 0.892 0.912 0.883 0.801
200|1.702 1.052 1.049 1.000 1.000 1.013 0.832 0.888 0.888 0.895 0.891 0.904 0.825 0.791

10 50 {2.010 1.327 1.315 1.000 1.002 1.108 0.925 0.960 0.963 1.040 0.948 1.032 1.317 0.908
100{2.007 1.267 1.262 1.000 1.001 1.068 0.920 0.958 0.959 1.005 0.947 1.000 1.232 0.899
200(1.996 1.236 1.232 1.000 1.000 1.039 0.918 0.953 0.953 0.979 0.946 0.977 1.077 0.895

20 50 |2.136 1.411 1.398 1.000 1.001 1.129 0.958 0.980 0.982 1.081 0.971 1.146 1.459 0.949
100(2.139 1.351 1.345 1.000 1.001 1.090 0.956 0.980 0.981 1.046 0.971 1.084 1.657 0.945
200|2.118 1.314 1.309 1.000 1.000 1.055 0.955 0.977 0.977 1.015 0.970 1.029 1.416 0.942

2 4 50(1.502 1.111 1.108 1.000 1.003 1.054 0.901 0.936 0.939 0.973 0.929 0.957 1.026 0.888
100|1.503 1.077 1.074 1.000 1.001 1.029 0.893 0.933 0.933 0.951 0.928 0.944 0.962 0.876
200|1.500 1.052 1.051 1.000 1.000 1.013 0.888 0.928 0.927 0.935 0.927 0.935 0.906 0.868

10 50 [1.674 1.238 1.235 1.000 1.001 1.092 0.955 0.975 0.977 1.044 0.968 1.056 1.359 0.949
100|1.675 1.200 1.195 1.000 1.000 1.060 0.958 0.976 0.976 1.018 0.968 1.019 1.283 0.944
200|1.670 1.171 1.170 1.000 1.000 1.036 0.950 0.973 0.973 0.997 0.967 0.994 1.129 0.940

20 50 |1.739 1.287 1.281 1.000 1.001 1.103 0.976 0.987 0.988 1.065 0.984 1.175 1.477 0.973
100|1.740 1.247 1.242 1.000 1.000 1.074 0.976 0.988 0.988 1.042 0.983 1.100 1.686 0.971
200(1.736 1.217 1.216 1.000 1.000 1.046 0.974 0.988 0.988 1.019 0.983 1.040 1.451 0.968

3 4 50(1.240 1.073 1.071 1.000 1.001 1.043 0.957 0.975 0.976 1.006 0.967 0.994 1.105 0.954
100|1.241 1.052 1.052 1.000 1.000 1.027 0.953 0.972 0.972 0.990 0.966 0.983 1.048 0.948
200(1.242 1.036 1.035 1.000 1.000 1.015 0.948 0.968 0.969 0.979 0.966 0.975 0.995 0.943

10 50 [1.301 1.124 1.124 1.000 1.000 1.061 0.983 0.990 0.990 1.037 0.987 1.071 1.406 0.981
100|1.305 1.105 1.102 1.000 1.000 1.044 0.980 0.990 0.990 1.022 0.986 1.037 1.324 0.978
200|1.305 1.092 1.087 1.000 1.000 1.028 0.978 0.989 0.989 1.009 0.985 1.012 1.181 0.975

20 50 [1.324 1.144 1.143 1.000 1.000 1.064 0.991 0.995 0.995 1.044 0.993 1.181 1.515 0.990
100(1.327 1.124 1.121 1.000 1.000 1.048 0.990 0.994 0.994 1.031 0.993 1.107 1.691 0.988
200(1.328 1.112 1.106 1.000 1.000 1.035 0.989 0.995 0.995 1.021 0.993 1.055 1.490 0.987

4 4 50 |1.546 1.152 1.152 1.000 0.981 1.001 0.901 0.937 0.915 0.902 0.905 0.896 0.910 0.849
100|1.542 1.114 1.114 1.000 0.978 0.977 0.895 0.933 0.909 0.877 0.905 0.881 0.829 0.836
200(1.543 1.087 1.087 1.000 0.977 0.965 0.889 0.928 0.904 0.864 0.903 0.873 0.762 0.826

10 50 [1.734 1.287 1.287 1.000 0.971 0.975 0.956 0.976 0.947 0.913 0.938 0.908 1.089 0.899
100(1.730 1.253 1.253 1.000 0.970 0.939 0.953 0.975 0.945 0.878 0.937 0.870 0.976 0.889
200|1.731 1.221 1.221 1.000 0.970 0.919 0.951 0.974 0.943 0.857 0.937 0.851 0.824 0.882

20 50 |1.785 1.325 1.325 1.000 0.967 0.948 0.978 0.988 0.954 0.900 0.950 0.931 1.144 0.918
100(1.789 1.293 1.293 1.000 0.967 0.906 0.976 0.988 0.954 0.862 0.949 0.865 1.202 0.910
200|1.778 1.261 1.261 1.000 0.966 0.877 0.974 0.988 0.954 0.852 0.949 0.818 0.993 0.903

5 4 50 (1.539 1.099 1.099 1.000 0.978 1.019 0.881 0.920 0.911 0.939 0.901 0.924 0.985 0.857
100|1.547 1.077 1.069 1.000 0.977 0.996 0.871 0.916 0.905 0.916 0.900 0.912 0.924 0.844
200|1.545 1.049 1.046 1.000 0.976 0.983 0.867 0.910 0.900 0.904 0.901 0.906 0.873 0.838

10 50 [1.750 1.260 1.260 1.000 0.988 1.075 0.946 0.970 0.963 1.025 0.954 1.035 1.322 0.934
100|1.744 1.216 1.216 1.000 0.987 1.041 0.944 0.970 0.962 1.000 0.953 1.000 1.251 0.929
200|1.744 1.181 1.181 1.000 0.986 1.018 0.937 0.966 0.958 0.979 0.952 0.977 1.105 0.921

20 50 |1.830 1.325 1.321 1.000 0.994 1.102 0.971 0.984 0.981 1.060 0.976 1.158 1.467 0.965
100|1.829 1.283 1.272 1.000 0.993 1.064 0.969 0.985 0.980 1.031 0.975 1.082 1.626 0.961
200|1.838 1.245 1.238 1.000 0.993 1.040 0.968 0.984 0.979 1.013 0.975 1.033 1.431 0.959

6 4 50 [1.836 1.488 1.488 1.000 0.940 0.935 0.922 0.949 0.868 0.854 0.869 0.841 0.883 0.813
100|1.824 1.443 1.443 1.000 0.936 0.912 0.912 0.945 0.859 0.830 0.866 0.826 0.820 0.800
200(1.821 1.414 1.414 1.000 0.936 0.901 0.905 0.941 0.855 0.817 0.867 0.820 0.770 0.792

10 50 {2.202 1.782 1.782 1.000 0.963 1.011 0.962 0.978 0.932 0.964 0.928 0.965 1.243 0.897
100(2.198 1.740 1.740 1.000 0.961 0.976 0.959 0.979 0.930 0.936 0.927 0.933 1.164 0.890
200(2.179 1.698 1.698 1.000 0.961 0.956 0.955 0.976 0.927 0.917 0.927 0.915 1.030 0.887

20 50 |2.348 1.903 1.903 1.000 0.981 1.065 0.979 0.988 0.966 1.030 0.962 1.097 1.432 0.947
100(2.343 1.849 1.849 1.000 0.978 1.027 0.978 0.989 0.963 0.998 0.959 1.039 1.581 0.940
200(2.335 1.815 1.815 1.000 0.975 0.999 0.976 0.989 0.959 0.974 0.957 0.989 1.371 0.936

47



Table E.17: AvgRelMAE for the simulation experiment (unbalanced panel of forecasts). Benchmark approach:
ew. Bold entries identify the best performing approaches, italic entries identify the second best and red color
denotes forecasts worse than the benchmark.

Approach
3 2 B = g = > ,g; [
Sett. p N [5) S S @ @ @ 3 3 3 3

1 4 50 [1.000 1.031 1.479 0.903 1.053 1.122 0.897 0.927 0.898 0.892
100(1.000 1.024 1.341 0.903 1.032 1.114 0.89% 0.922 0.893 0.885
200(1.000 1.010 1.191 0.902 1.002 1.090 0.890 0.921 0.889 0.880

10 50 [1.000 1.220 2.999 0.943 1.276 1.492 0.943 0.967 0.943 0.941
100(1.000 1.216 2.924 0.940 1.250 1.488 0.93% 0.959 0.933 0.928
200(1.000 1.183 2.688 0.940 1.190 1.464 0.929 0.955 0.929 0.923

20 50 {1.000 1.351 4.250 0.973 1.426 1.797 0.983 0.997 0.983 0.981
100(1.000 1.335 4.405 0.974 1.385 1.814 0.971 0.986 0.971 0.968
200|1.000 1.287 4.077 0.973 1.302 1.709 0.962 0.979 0.962 0.958

2 4 50[1.000 1.022 1.396 0.928 1.031 1.076 0.921 0.947 0.923 0.919
100(1.000 1.020 1.314 0.929 1.022 1.077 0.918 0.944 0.920 0.914
200(/1.000 1.013 1.191 0.927 1.008 1.067 0.916 0.943 0.916 0.910

10 50 [1.000 1.147 2.536 0.963 1.173 1.316 0.961 0.980 0.961 0.960
100{1.000 1.145 2.470 0.962 1.161 1.317 0.954 0.975 0.954 0.952
200(1.000 1.129 2.088 0.961 1.133 1.260 0.950 0.973 0.950 0.947

20 50 |1.000 1.226 3.433 0.985 1.259 1.518 0.989 1.000 0.989 0.989
100(1.000 1.221 3.561 0.986 1.245 1.537 0.982 0.993 0.982 0.981
200(1.000 1.199 3.475 0.986 1.206 1.512 0.976 0.988 0.976 0.974

3 4 50[1.000 1.321 1.824 0.969 1.377 1.459 0.961 0.979 0.964 0.961

1.
100{1.000 1.325 1.862 0.969 1.360 1.479 0.958 0.977 0.961 0.958
200(1.000 1.313 1.852 0.966 1.328 1.498 0.957 0.977 0.963 0.957
10 50 [1.000 1.462 2.819 0.988 1.523 1.647 0.984 0.997 0.984 0.984
100{1.000 1.462 2.712 0.986 1.503 1.619 0.979 0.994 0.979 0.979
200(1.000 1.437 2.256 0.988 1.455 1.506 0.977 0.992 0.977 0.977
20 50 |1.000 1.527 3.547 0.997 1.594 1.801 0.997 1.004 0.997 0.997
100(1.000 1.514 3.682 0.998 1.563 1.798 0.992 0.998 0.992 0.992
200(1.000 1.482 3.599 0.999 1.504 1.755 0.990 0.998 0.990 0.990

4 4 50 (1.000 0.999 1.343 0.922 1.008 1.049 0.912 0.944 0.914 0.909
100(1.000 1.001 1.277 0.922 1.004 1.049 0.909 0.943 0.911 0.904
200(1.000 0.993 1.130 0.921 0.988 1.032 0.906 0.940 0.908 0.900

10 50 [1.000 1.129 2.507 0.956 1.155 1.290 0.948 0.981 0.948 0.947
100(1.000 1.126 2.388 0.956 1.141 1.283 0.941 0.977 0.941 0.938
200(1.000 1.114 2.072 0.955 1.119 1.240 0.937 0.973 0.937 0.933

20 50 [1.000 1.214 3.456 0.982 1.248 1.500 0.976 1.002 0.976 0.975
100(1.000 1.206 3.482 0.981 1.230 1.519 0.966 0.992 0.966 0.964
200(1.000 1.186 3.329 0.981 1.193 1.452 0.960 0.989 0.960 0.957

5 4 50 |1.000 0.989 1.346 0.916 0.998 1.040 0.904 0.943 0.906 0.901
100(1.000 0.986 1.251 0.915 0.988 1.038 0.899 0.942 0.900 0.895
200(1.000 0.982 1.136 0.915 0.977 1.030 0.899 0.942 0.899 0.892

10 50 [1.000 1.120 2.421 0.953 1.145 1.292 0.946 0.981 0.946 0.945
100(1.000 1.118 2.349 0.953 1.134 1.280 0.938 0.976 0.938 0.936
200(1.000 1.105 2.083 0.950 1.109 1.248 0.933 0.971 0.933 0.930

20 50 |1.000 1.212 3.480 0.979 1.246 1.514 0.981 1.001 0.981 0.980
100(1.000 1.204 3.568 0.980 1.228 1.533 0.971 0.991 0.971 0.969
200(1.000 1.186 3.461 0.980 1.193 1.496 0.965 0.988 0.965 0.963

6 4 50(1.000 0.871 1.212 0.848 0.870 0.904 0.850 0.965 0.852 0.840
100(1.000 0.869 1.099 0.847 0.864 0.899 0.846 0.961 0.842 0.830
200|1.000 0.863 0.997 0.844 0.853 0.884 0.844 0.957 0.835 0.826

10 50 [1.000 1.016 2.396 0.893 1.036 1.180 0.897 1.006 0.897 0.891
100(1.000 1.013 2.297 0.891 1.025 1.176 0.886 1.000 0.886 0.878
200(1.000 1.005 2.055 0.893 1.007 1.163 0.884 0.998 0.884 0.875

20 50 |1.000 1.143 3.443 0.945 1.175 1.459 0.954 1.024 0.954 0.952
100(1.000 1.135 3.527 0.942 1.155 1.469 0.940 1.011 0.940 0.936
200(1.000 1.118 3.310 0.941 1.125 1.410 0.932 1.005 0.932 0.927
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Table E.18: AvgRelMSE for the simulation experiment (unbalanced panel of forecasts). Benchmark approach:
ew. Bold entries identify the best performing approaches, italic entries identify the second best and red color
denotes forecasts worse than the benchmark.

Approach
0 —
] 3 3 g 3 5 2 < 2
> o o > [¥]
B E £ 5 5 5 g 3 8 g
Sett. p N | o o o @ @ @ o <) <) <}

1 4 50 |1.000 1.063 3.884 0.811 1.108 1.272 0.800 0.855 0.804 0.792
100(1.000 1.046 2.532 0.811 1.060 1.246 0.792 0.846 0.795 0.779
200(1.000 1.020 1.638 0.810 1.001 1.190 0.789 0.845 0.789 0.771

10 50 [1.000 1.494 34.050 0.885 1.630 2.414 0.887 0.932 0.887 0.883
100(1.000 1.480 28.860 0.882 1.563 2.393 0.870 0.918 0.870 0.861
200(1.000 1.404 18.107 0.880 1.416 2.302 0.860 0.909 0.860 0.849

20 50 |1.000 1.836 84.355 0.946 2.045 3.705 0.969 0.997 0.969 0.966
100(1.000 1.787 89.608 0.946 1.922 3.820 0.948 0.971 0.948 0.937
200[1.000 1.662 69.338 0.946 1.699 3.380 0.926 0.958 0.926 0.918

2 4 50(1.000 1.042 3.352 0.859 1.061 1.164 0.846 0.896 0.853 0.842
100(1.000 1.036 2.474 0.860 1.041 1.163 0.840 0.889 0.846 0.833
200(1.000 1.025 1.690 0.858 1.013 1.140 0.837 0.888 0.837 0.826

10 50 [1.000 1.313 22.856 0.925 1.372 1.840 0.922 0.959 0.922 0.920
100(1.000 1.307 19.212 0.924 1.344 1.822 0.908 0.950 0.908 0.904
200]1.000 1.276 9.649 0.922 1.282 1.647 0.901 0.944 0.901 0.895

20 50 [1.000 1.506 52.634 0.970 1.590 2.555 0.982 1.001 0.982 0.981
100(1.000 1.490 55.401 0.971 1.549 2.608 0.964 0.985 0.964 0.962
200(1.000 1.438 48.233 0.973 1.456 2.559 0.952 0.977 0.952 0.949

3 4 50(1.000 1.738 5.907 0.936 1.881 2.137 0.920 0.956 0.928 0.920
100(1.000 1.742 5.729 0.937 1.831 2.192 0.916 0.953 0.922 0.916
200(1.000 1.712 5.168 0.932 1.745 2.243 0.913 0.951 0.939 0.912

10 50 [1.000 2.125 25.490 0.974 2.301 2.850 0.966 0.992 0.966 0.966
100{1.000 2.121 21.027 0.972 2.237 2.747 0.957 0.987 0.957 0.956
200]1.000 2.051 10.766 0.975 2.101 2.349 0.953 0.983 0.953 0.952

20 50 [1.000 2.324 49.384 0.994 2.526 3.512 0.993 1.012 0.993 0.993
100|1.000 2.280 55.099 0.995 2.425 3.561 0.983 0.997 0.983 0.983
200(1.000 2.181 48.296 0.997 2.245 3.429 0.979 0.995 0.979 0.979

4 4 50 (1.000 0.994 2.993 0.847 1.010 1.102 0.827 0.887 0.833 0.822
100(1.000 0.995 2.329 0.847 0.999 1.098 0.823 0.885 0.831 0.813
200(1.000 0.983 1.474 0.846 0.971 1.062 0.817 0.880 0.830 0.806

10 50 [1.000 1.272 22.092 0.910 1.331 1.751 0.898 0.960 0.898 0.894
100(1.000 1.264 17.674 0.911 1.298 1.731 0.883 0.952 0.883 0.877
200(1.000 1.239 9.583 0.909 1.248 1.599 0.875 0.944 0.875 0.868

20 50 [1.000 1.475 54.937 0.963 1.561 2.493 0.954 1.005 0.954 0.951
100(1.000 1.453 52.381 0.962 1.510 2.580 0.934 0.986 0.934 0.930
200(1.000 1.406 43.904 0.961 1.422 2.324 0.921 0.976 0.921 0.916

5 4 50 (1.000 0.970 3.043 0.833 0.987 1.081 0.811 0.886 0.817 0.806
100(1.000 0.963 2.197 0.833 0.968 1.074 0.804 0.882 0.806 0.795
200]1.000 0.958 1.509 0.832 0.946 1.055 0.801 0.881 0.810 0.789

10 50 [1.000 1.251 19.939 0.904 1.307 1.778 0.893 0.959 0.893 0.890
100(1.000 1.244 16.563 0.904 1.278 1.719 0.877 0.949 0.877 0.873
200|1.000 1.216 9.717 0.899 1.224 1.625 0.867 0.941 0.867 0.861

20 50 [1.000 1.472 54.645 0.960 1.554 2.538 0.964 1.003 0.964 0.962
100(1.000 1.449 56.087 0.960 1.507 2.644 0.945 0.983 0.943 0.941
200(1.000 1.407 48.361 0.959 1.424 2.483 0.931 0.977 0.931 0.927

6 4 50(1.000 0.765 2.523 0.726 0.763 0.831 0.726 0.934 0.736 0.708
100{1.000 0.760 1.705 0.724 0.751 0.818 0.718 0.925 0.713 0.693
200(1.000 0.751 1.171 0.719 0.733 0.790 0.714 0.917 0.703 0.683

10 50 [1.000 1.034 20.803 0.799 1.074 1.478 0.805 1.013 0.805 0.795
100(1.000 1.027 17.133 0.795 1.050 1.462 0.787 0.998 0.787 0.773
200(1.000 1.010 10.024 0.796 1.013 1.416 0.780 0.992 0.780 0.763

20 50 |1.000 1.312 55.538 0.894 1.387 2.407 0.915 1.053 0.915 0.910
100(1.000 1.292 57.402 0.889 1.338 2.440 0.887 1.025 0.887 0.878
200(1.000 1.256 44.016 0.888 1.270 2.207 0.870 1.010 0.870 0.862
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Appendix F.

MCB Nemenyi test
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Figure F.5: MCB Nemenyi test for the electricity generation dataset using the MSE (first row) and MAE
(second row) at different forecast horizon (h =1, ..., 7 for the first column and h = 1 for the second column). In
each panel, the Friedman test p-value is reported in the lower-right corner. The mean rank of each approach is
shown to the right of its name. Statistically significant differences in performance are indicated if the intervals
of two forecast reconciliation procedures do not overlap. Thus, approaches that do not overlap with the green
interval are considered significantly worse than the best, and vice versa.
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Appendix G. Extended figures and tables

Table G.19: AvgRelMAE of daily forecasts for the Australian electricity generation dataset for all, upper
and bottom time series. Benchmark approach: ew. Bold entries identify the best performing approaches, italic
entries identify the second best and red color denotes forecasts worse than the benchmark.

Forecast horizon

Approach | 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1.7

All 23 time series
Base (incoherent forecasts)

stlf 1.0697 1.0737 1.0996 1.1029 1.0806 1.0672 1.0801 1.0830
arima 1.0561 1.0650 1.0501 1.0426 1.0459 1.0414 1.0339 1.0471
tbats 1.0447 1.0515 1.0348 1.0266 1.0305 1.0288 1.0201 1.0331
Single model reconciliation

stlfshr 1.0618 1.0696 1.0970 1.1001 1.0776 1.0625 1.0758 1.0788
arimagpy 1.0512 1.0546 1.0334 1.0241 1.0232 1.0237 1.0182 1.0311
tbatsgpy 1.0320 1.0413 1.0231 1.0134 1.0212 1.0208 1.0188 1.0235
Combination (incoherent forecasts)

ew 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000
OWvar 0.9927 0.9921 0.9982 0.9983 0.9967 0.9967 0.9990 0.9965
OWcov 1.0216 1.0208 1.0390 1.0423 1.0307 1.0250 1.0325 1.0309
Coherent combination

src 0.9939 0.9941 0.9919 0.9895 0.9887 0.9908  0.9933  0.9915
SCTew 0.9952 0.9959 0.9911 0.9908 0.9908 0.9932 0.9961 0.9930
SCr'var 0.9819  0.9803  0.9869  0.9895  0.9887  0.9913 0.9972 0.9882
SCreov 1.0081 1.0081 1.0270 1.0327 1.0245 1.0197 1.0250 1.0215
0CChy 1.0157 1.0162 1.0344 1.0415 1.0289 1.0229 1.0283 1.0275
OCCshr 1.0061 1.0111 1.0262 1.0325 1.0342 1.0335 1.0390 1.0269
0CCyls 0.9885 0.9886 0.9956 0.9962 0.9945 0.9945 0.9975 0.9938
0CChe 0.9779 0.9745 0.9843 0.9852 0.9851 0.9880 0.9926 0.9843

8 upper time series
Base (incoherent forecasts)

stlf 1.0541 1.0736 1.1198 1.1272 1.1003 1.0785 1.0983 1.0953
arima 1.0900 1.0906 1.0664 1.0526 1.0568 1.0558 1.0439 1.0637
tbats 1.0662 1.0660 1.0423 1.0277 1.0366 1.0348 1.0219 1.0407
Single model reconciliation

stifghy 1.0443 1.0654 1.1126 1.1224 1.0967 1.0753 1.0933 1.0893
arimagpy 1.0684 1.0694 1.0448 1.0324 1.0297 1.0300 1.0194 1.0401
tbatsgpy 1.0379 1.0468 1.0316 1.0174 1.0299 1.0228 1.0177 1.0283
Combination (incoherent forecasts)

ew 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000
OWvar 0.9856 0.9864 0.9982 0.9988 0.9955 0.9943 0.9989 0.9945
OWecov 1.0129 1.0191 1.0529 1.0588 1.0422 1.0292 1.0434 1.0385
Coherent combination

sre 0.9863 0.9911 0.9928 0.9918 0.9910 0.9891  0.9912  0.9904
SClew 0.9885 0.9923 0.9905 0.9913 0.9922 0.9909 0.9932 0.9912
SCr'var 0.9663 0.9662  0.9841 0.9889  0.9894 0.9882  0.9986 0.9840
SCreov 0.9912 0.9953 1.0316 1.0433 1.0334 1.0243 1.0345 1.0237
0CChy 1.0026 1.0058 1.0410 1.0521 1.0371 1.0286 1.0372 1.0306
OCCghr 0.9810 0.9942 1.0256 1.0397 1.0374 1.0353 1.0454 1.0246
0CCyls 0.9774 0.9800 0.9967 0.9969 0.9959 0.9928 0.9959 0.9913
OCChe 0.9593 0.9610 0.9823 0.9849 0.9838 0.9842 0.9917 0.9791

15 bottom time series
Base (incoherent forecasts)

stlf 1.0781 1.0737 1.0890 1.0902 1.0703 1.0612 1.0704 1.0764
arima 1.0384 1.0517 1.0415 1.0372 1.0401 1.0337 1.0286 1.0384
tbats 1.0334 1.0438 1.0309 1.0260 1.0273 1.0256 1.0192 1.0290
Single model reconciliation

stlfghr 1.0712 1.0719 1.0888 1.0884 1.0676 1.0557 1.0666 1.0732
arimagpy 1.0421 1.0468 1.0273 1.0197 1.0197 1.0203 1.0175 1.0263
tbatsgh, 1.0289 1.0384 1.0186 1.0112 1.0166 1.0197 1.0194 1.0210
Combination (incoherent forecasts)

ew 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000
OWvar 0.9965 0.9951 0.9982 0.9980 0.9973 0.9979 0.9990 0.9975
OWcov 1.0263 1.0218 1.0316 1.0336 1.0246 1.0228 1.0266 1.0269
Coherent combination

src 0.9979 0.9957 0.9915 0.9883 0.9875 0.9917 0.9944 0.9920
SClew 0.9988 0.9978 0.9914 0.9905 0.9900 0.9944 0.9976 0.9939
SCrvar 0.9904 0.9878 0.9884 0.9898 0.9883 0.9929 0.9965 0.9905
SCrcov 1.0172 1.0150 1.0245 1.0271 1.0198 1.0172 1.0201 1.0204
OCChy 1.0228 1.0218 1.0308 1.0358 1.0246 1.0198 1.0236 1.0258
OCCshy 1.0197 1.0203 1.0266 1.0288 1.0325 1.0325 1.0356 1.0282
OCCywls 0.9945 0.9933 0.9950 0.9958 0.9937 0.9955 0.9984 0.9952
0CChe 0.9879 0.9819 0.9853 0.9854 0.9859 0.9901 0.9931 0.9870
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Table G.20: AvgReIMSE of daily forecasts for the Australian electricity generation dataset for all, upper and
bottom time series. Benchmark approach: ew. Bold entries identify the best performing approaches, italic
entries identify the second best and red color denotes forecasts worse than the benchmark.

Forecast horizon

Approach | 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1.7

All 23 time series
Base (incoherent forecasts)

stlf 1.1205 1.1629 1.2351 1.2494 1.2252 1.2151 1.2280 1.2146
arima 1.1106 1.1158 1.0842 1.0701 1.0741 1.0726 1.0615 1.0808
tbats 1.0796 1.0780 1.0445 1.0270 1.0322 1.0288 1.0142 1.0393
Single model reconciliation

stlfshr 1.1022 1.1512 1.2258 1.2418 1.2183 1.2051 1.2204 1.2045
arimagpy 1.0953 1.0904 1.0592 1.0398 1.0395 1.0433 1.0370 1.0532
tbatsgpy 1.0478 1.0577 1.0304 1.0108 1.0219 1.0213 1.0116 1.0257
Combination (incoherent forecasts)

ew 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000
OWvar 0.9840 0.9881 0.9995 1.0032 1.0020 1.0028 1.0054 0.9995
OWcov 1.0279 1.0494 1.0972 1.1103 1.1009 1.0993 1.1055 1.0908
Coherent combination

src 0.9827 0.9855 0.9863 0.9833 0.9852 0.9873 0.9911  0.9859
SCTew 0.9875 0.9898 0.9859 0.9859 0.9885  0.9905  0.9962  0.9890
SCr'var 0.9586  0.9683  0.9838  0.9942 0.9982 1.0017 1.0114 0.9910
SCreov 1.0026 1.0287 1.0795 1.0972 1.0942 1.0913 1.0981 1.0773
0CChy 1.0174 1.0420 1.0903 1.1056 1.0953 1.0915 1.0983 1.0834
OCCshr 0.9914 1.0201 1.0626 1.0813 1.0930 1.0972 1.1090 1.0713
0CCyls 0.9752 0.9810 0.9949 1.0012 1.0009 1.0015 1.0051 0.9960
0CChe 0.9481 0.9560 0.9754 0.9831 0.9891 0.9939 0.9993  0.9808

8 upper time series
Base (incoherent forecasts)

stlf 1.0772 1.1468 1.2474 1.2722 1.2344 1.2084 1.2267 1.2148
arima 1.1820 1.1781 1.1254 1.0947 1.0934 1.0978 1.0783 1.1143
tbats 1.1420 1.1319 1.0842 1.0533 1.0613 1.0573 1.0389 1.0744
Single model reconciliation

stlfghr 1.0549 1.1254 1.2294 1.2580 1.2232 1.1962 1.2165 1.1989
arimagpy 1.1473 1.1357 1.0925 1.0600 1.0507 1.0535 1.0415 1.0749
tbatsghr 1.0844 1.0924 1.0643 1.0367 1.0499 1.0417 1.0300 1.0529
Combination (incoherent forecasts)

ew 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000
OWvar 0.9668 0.9766 0.9981 1.0065 1.0037 1.0032 1.0079 0.9981
OWcov 1.0004 1.0377 1.1091 1.1301 1.1107 1.0957 1.1062 1.0939
Coherent combination

sre 0.9730 0.9785 0.9864 0.9855  0.9862 0.9852 0.9906  0.9841
SClew 0.9800 0.9839 0.9839 0.9871 0.9898 0.9890 0.9975 0.9874
SCr'var 0.9292 0.9466  0.9769  0.9978 1.0026 1.0033 1.0195 0.9875
SCrcov 0.9589 0.9974 1.0738 1.1029 1.0962 1.0825 1.0936 1.0679
0CChy 0.9817 1.0163 1.0879 1.1151 1.1002 1.0878 1.0973 1.0783
OCCghy 0.9385 0.9883 1.0541 1.0837 1.0892 1.0861 1.1064 1.0590
0CCyls 0.9531 0.9618 0.9908 1.0042 1.0035 1.0015 1.0063 0.9919
OCChe 0.9117 0.9292 0.9664 0.9818 0.9857 0.9876 0.9971 0.9710

15 bottom time series
Base (incoherent forecasts)

stlf 1.1443 1.1716 1.2286 1.2375 1.2202 1.2186 1.2287 1.2145
arima 1.0744 1.0840 1.0628 1.0572 1.0639 1.0593 1.0526 1.0634
tbats 1.0477 1.0503 1.0240 1.0132 1.0170 1.0140 1.0013 1.0211
Single model reconciliation

stlfghr 1.1283 1.1652 1.2239 1.2332 1.2157 1.2099 1.2224 1.2075
arimagy, 1.0686 1.0670 1.0418 1.0291 1.0336 1.0379 1.0345 1.0417
tbatsgh, 1.0287 1.0397 1.0127 0.9973 1.0073 1.0106 1.0020 1.0115
Combination (incoherent forecasts)

ew 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000
OWvar 0.9934 0.9943 1.0003 1.0015 1.0011 1.0026 1.0041 1.0003
OWecov 1.0429 1.0556 1.0910 1.0998 1.0957 1.1013 1.1051 1.0892
Coherent combination

src 0.9880 0.9892 0.9863 0.9822 0.9847 0.9884 0.9913 0.9868
SClew 0.9916 0.9930 0.9870 0.9853 0.9878 0.9913 0.9955  0.9898
SCrvar 0.9747 0.9801 0.9875 0.9923 0.9959 1.0009 1.0072 0.9928
SCrcov 1.0268 1.0457 1.0826 1.0942 1.0931 1.0961 1.1005 1.0824
OCChy 1.0370 1.0559 1.0916 1.1006 1.0927 1.0935 1.0988 1.0862
OCCshy 1.0207 1.0375 1.0672 1.0801 1.0951 1.1032 1.1103 1.0779
0CCywls 0.9872 0.9914 0.9971 0.9996 0.9994 1.0016 1.0045 0.9982
0CChe 0.9682 0.9706 0.9802 0.9837  0.9909 0.9973 1.0005  0.9861
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M2 (y-axis) is more accurate than M1 (x-axis), p—value = 0.05

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%
h=1 h=1,...7
OCCpe |83|52|52|78|48|52)48 |43 |74|39|35|17|57|78|43|35 78|40|40]75|30|37)25 |27 6512|1212 |56 | 71 | 46| 24
OCCyys | 78|48 |52]70|52|48|43|35|57] 9 |17 |17 |48 |43|39 9 76|39|36|69|29|3422|25/54] 6 |14| 9 |41|52|35 5
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Figure G.6: Pairwise DM-test results for the Australian electricity generation dataset, evaluated using
absolute loss (top panels) and quadratic loss (bottom panel) across different forecast horizons. The left panel
corresponds to forecast horizon h = 1, while the right panel is for h = 1,...,7. Each cell reports the percentage
of series for which the p-value of the DM-test is below 0.05.
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Table G.21: Model Confidence Set results for the Australian electricity generation dataset, evaluated using
absolute loss across different forecast horizons (h = 1 and h = 1,...,7) and aggregation level (all, upper
and bottom times series). Each cell reports the percentage of series for which that approach is in the Model
Confidence Set across different thresholds (6 € {95%,90%, 80%}).

h=1 h=1:7
Approach | 6 =95% d=90% ¢6=80% | 6=95% 46=90% O =280%

All 23 time series

Base (incoherent forecasts)

stlf 47.8 39.1 26.1 47.8 43.5 34.8
arima 60.9 60.9 56.5 73.9 73.9 69.6
tbhats 69.6 65.2 56.5 87.0 87.0 82.6
Single model reconciliation

stlfshr 60.9 52.2 43.5 47.8 47.8 34.8
arimagp, 65.2 56.5 52.2 87.0 87.0 82.6
tbatsgyy 91.3 87.0 73.9 87.0 87.0 82.6
Combination (incoherent forecasts)

ew 91.3 91.3 82.6 95.7 91.8 91.3
OWvar 95.7 95.7 91.8 95.7 91.8 91.8
OWcov 82.6 69.6 65.2 82.6 65.2 60.9
Coherent combination

src 95.7 91.3 87.0 100.0 95.7 95.7
SCTew 91.3 91.3 87.0 100.0 95.7 91.3
SCT'var 100.0 100.0 95.7 95.7 95.7 95.7
SCrcov 82.6 78.3 78.3 78.3 73.9 73.9
0CChy 91.3 73.9 69.6 69.6 69.6 56.5
OCCshr 82.6 82.6 69.6 69.6 65.2 65.2
0CCywls 100.0 95.7 87.0 91.3 91.3 91.3
0CChe 100.0 100.0 95.7 100.0 95.7 91.8

8 upper time series
Base (incoherent forecasts)

stlf 50.0 37.5 25.0 37.5 37.5 25.0
arima 37.5 37.5 37.5 62.5 62.5 50.0
tbats 50.0 50.0 50.0 87.5 87.5 87.5
Single model reconciliation
stlfgny 62.5 62.5 50.0 37.5 37.5 37.5
arimagpy 37.5 37.5 37.5 87.5 87.5 75.0
thatsgy, 87.5 75.0 62.5 87.5 87.5 87.5
Combination (incoherent forecasts)
ew 87.5 87.5 87.5 100.0 100.0 100.0
OWvar 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
OWcov 75.0 75.0 62.5 75.0 62.5 62.5
Coherent combination
sre 87.5 87.5 87.5 100.0 100.0 100.0
SClew 87.5 87.5 87.5 100.0 100.0 100.0
SCTyar 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
SCrcov 87.5 87.5 87.5 75.0 75.0 75.0
0CChy 87.5 87.5 87.5 62.5 62.5 62.5
OCCghy 87.5 87.5 87.5 62.5 62.5 62.5
0CCyls 100.0 100.0 87.5 100.0 100.0 100.0
OCChe 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
15 bottom time series
stlf 46.7 40.0 26.7 53.3 46.7 40.0
arima 73.3 73.3 66.7 80.0 80.0 80.0
tbats 80.0 73.3 60.0 86.7 86.7 80.0
Stlfap, 60.0 46.7 40.0 53.3 53.3 33.3
arimagp, 80.0 66.7 60.0 86.7 86.7 86.7
thatsgpny 93.8 93.8 80.0 86.7 86.7 80.0
ew 93.8 93.8 80.0 95.8 86.7 86.7
OWvar 93.8 93.8 86.7 93.8 86.7 86.7
OWcov 86.7 66.7 66.7 86.7 66.7 60.0
src 100.0 93.3 86.7 100.0 93.3 93.3
SClew 93.83 93.8 86.7 100.0 93.3 86.7
SCI'var 100.0 100.0 93.3 93.3 93.3 93.3
SCrcov 80.0 73.3 73.3 80.0 73.3 73.3
0CChy 93.8 66.7 60.0 73.3 73.3 53.3
0CCshr 80.0 80.0 60.0 73.3 66.7 66.7
0CCyls 100.0 93.8 86.7 86.7 86.7 86.7
0CChe 100.0 100.0 93.3 100.0 93.3 86.7
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Table G.22: Model Confidence Set results for the Australian electricity generation dataset, evaluated using
quadratic loss across different forecast horizons (h =1 and h = 1,...,7) and aggregation level (all, upper
and bottom times series). Each cell reports the percentage of series for which that approach is in the Model
Confidence Set across different thresholds (6 € {95%,90%, 80%}).

h=1 h=1:7
Approach | 6 =95% d=90% ¢6=80% | 6=95% 46=90% O =280%
All 23 time series
Base (incoherent forecasts)
stlf 60.9 52.2 17.4 43.5 43.5 26.1
arima 60.9 60.9 60.9 87.0 87.0 69.6
tbats 69.6 65.2 65.2 100.0 95.7 87.0
Single model reconciliation
stlfshr 69.6 60.9 47.8 52.2 47.8 34.8
arimaghpy, 56.5 56.5 56.5 100.0 100.0 95.7
tbatsgyy 78.3 78.3 69.6 100.0 95.7 87.0
Combination (incoherent forecasts)
ew 91.3 87.0 82.6 91.3 91.3 91.3
OWvyar 100.0 95.7 87.0 95.7 91.3 91.8
OWcov 87.0 82.6 69.6 82.6 73.9 56.5
Coherent combination
src 95.7 91.3 91.3 95.7 95.7 91.3
SClew 95.7 91.3 91.3 95.7 95.7 91.3
SCrvar 95.7 95.7 95.7 95.7 95.7 95.7
SCTcov 91.3 91.3 82.6 78.3 73.9 69.6
0CChy 91.3 91.3 82.6 87.0 87.0 69.6
OCCshr 82.6 78.3 73.9 69.6 69.6 69.6
0CCyls 100.0 95.7 91.3 91.3 91.3 91.3
0CChe 100.0 95.7 95.7 95.7 95.7 91.3
8 upper time series
Base (incoherent forecasts)
stlf 62.5 62.5 12.5 50.0 50.0 37.5
arima 37.5 37.5 37.5 87.5 87.5 62.5
tbats 50.0 50.0 50.0 100.0 87.5 87.5
Single model reconciliation
stlfgny 75.0 75.0 50.0 62.5 50.0 37.5
arimagpy 37.5 37.5 37.5 100.0 100.0 100.0
thatsgny 62.5 62.5 50.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Combination (incoherent forecasts)
ew 87.5 87.5 75.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
OWvar 100.0 100.0 87.5 100.0 100.0 100.0
OWcov 87.5 75.0 62.5 87.5 87.5 62.5
Coherent combination
src 87.5 87.5 87.5 100.0 100.0 100.0
SClew 87.5 87.5 87.5 100.0 100.0 100.0
SCTvar 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
SCrcov 100.0 100.0 87.5 87.5 75.0 62.5
0CChy 100.0 100.0 100.0 87.5 87.5 62.5
OCCshr 87.5 87.5 87.5 62.5 62.5 62.5
0CCyls 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
OCChe 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
15 bottom time series
stlf 60.0 46.7 20.0 40.0 40.0 20.0
arima 73.3 73.3 73.3 86.7 86.7 73.3
tbats 80.0 73.3 73.3 100.0 100.0 86.7
stlfshy 66.7 53.3 46.7 46.7 46.7 33.3
arimagpy 66.7 66.7 66.7 100.0 100.0 93.3
thatsep, 86.7 86.7 80.0 100.0 93.3 80.0
ew 93.3 86.7 86.7 86.7 86.7 86.7
OWvar 100.0 93.3 86.7 93.3 86.7 86.7
OWcov 86.7 86.7 73.3 80.0 66.7 53.3
src 100.0 93.3 93.3 93.3 93.3 86.7
SClew 100.0 93.3 93.3 93.3 93.3 86.7
SCrvar 93.3 93.3 93.3 93.3 95.3 93.3
SCTcov 86.7 86.7 80.0 73.3 73.3 73.3
0CChy 86.7 86.7 73.3 86.7 86.7 73.3
0CCghy 80.0 73.3 66.7 73.3 73.3 73.3
0CCyls 100.0 93.3 86.7 86.7 86.7 86.7
0CChe 100.0 93.3 93.3 93.3 95.3 86.7
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Figure G.7: MCB Nemenyi test for the Australian electricity generation dataset using the MAE at different
forecast horizon (h = 1,...,7 for the first column and h = 1 for the second column). In each panel, the
Friedman test p-value is reported in the lower-right corner. The mean rank of each approach is shown to
the right of its name. Statistically significant differences in performance are indicated if the intervals of two
forecast reconciliation procedures do not overlap. Thus, approaches that do not overlap with the green interval
are considered significantly worse than the best, and vice versa.
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Figure G.8: MCB Nemenyi test for the Australian electricity generation dataset using the MSE at different
forecast horizon (h = 1,...,7 for the first column and h = 1 for the second column). In each panel, the
Friedman test p-value is reported in the lower-right corner. The mean rank of each approach is shown to
the right of its name. Statistically significant differences in performance are indicated if the intervals of two
forecast reconciliation procedures do not overlap. Thus, approaches that do not overlap with the green interval
are considered significantly worse than the best, and vice versa.
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