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STDHL: Spatio-Temporal Dynamic Hypergraph
Learning for Wind Power Forecasting

Xiaochong Dong, Member, IEEE, Xuemin Zhang, Member, IEEE, Ming Yang, Senior Member, IEEE,
Shengwei Mei, Fellow, IEEE

Abstract— Leveraging spatio-temporal correlations among
wind farms can significantly enhance the accuracy of
ultra-short-term wind power forecasting. However, the complex
and dynamic nature of these correlations presents significant
modeling challenges. To address this, we propose a
spatio-temporal dynamic hypergraph learning (STDHL) model.
This model uses a hypergraph structure to represent spatial
features among wind farms. Unlike traditional graph structures,
which only capture pair-wise node features, hypergraphs create
hyperedges connecting multiple nodes, enabling the
representation and transmission of higher-order spatial features.
The STDHL model incorporates a novel dynamic hypergraph
convolutional layer to model dynamic spatial correlations and a
grouped temporal convolutional layer for channel-independent
temporal modeling. The model uses spatio-temporal encoders to
extract features from multi-source covariates, which are mapped
to quantile results through a forecast decoder. Experimental
results using the GEFCom dataset show that the STDHL model
outperforms existing state-of-the-art methods. Furthermore, an
in-depth analysis highlights the critical role of spatio-temporal
covariates in improving ultra-short-term forecasting accuracy.

Index Terms— wind power, hypergraph neural network,
spatio-temporal correlation, ultra-short-term forecasting.

. INTRODUCTION

U nlike conventional adjustable power sources, wind turbine
power generation is highly dependent on meteorological
conditions and cannot be controlled at will. Given the inherent
uncertainty in weather patterns, accurate wind power
forecasting is essential for unit commitment, demand response,
and frequency regulation [1-3]. Wind power forecasting is
typically categorized three temporal scales: medium-term,
short-term, and ultra-short-term [4]. Among these,
ultra-short-term forecasting, with the shortest forecast horizon,
plays a pivotal role in maintaining real-time supply-demand
balance and enabling the seamless integration of wind power
into the energy system. The regulations governing
ultra-short-term forecasting vary among operators. In China,
forecasts are updated every 15 minutes and covers next 4 hours.
In Electric Reliability Council of Texas (ERCOT), forecasts are
updated every 15 minutes, but covers the next 8 hours [5].
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From the perspective of earth system modeling, the future
wind speed at a target location is influenced by the state of
atmospheric motion within a spatial range [6]. The information
required about the atmospheric state is commonly referred to as
the initial field. Solving the set of partial differential equations
that govern atmospheric motion allows for the estimation of
future wind speeds [7]. However, this approach heavily relies
on the completeness of initial field as covariates. Similarly,
comprehensive and accurate covariates are essential as inputs
for wind power forecasting problem.

In the wind power forecasting, covariates can be categorized
into two types: measured data and numerical weather prediction
(NWP) data. Measured data include power and meteorological
data [8]. Given the spatio-temporal continuity of atmospheric
flow, power and meteorological data collected from different
wind farms within a region can serve as valuable references for
ultra-short-term power forecasting. However, measured data
are limited in terms of sampling points and geographical
coverage, making extrapolations prone to lag and error
accumulation [9].

NWP data are generated through numerical calculations
based on the global initial field [10]. When the initial field are
complete, NWP data can effectively infer wind speed trends
over the next few days. However, the high computational
complexity and significant processing time associated with
NWP data reduce timeliness, thereby limiting their suitability
for ultra-short-term rolling updates [11].

To improve forecasting performance, it is crucial to combine
the strengths of both measured data and NWP data for a
complementary effect. Additionally, incorporating data from
multiple stations can enhance the comprehensiveness of
covariates [12-13].

While multi-source data form the foundation of wind power
forecasting, forecast models are the essential tools for achieving
accurate forecasts. Forecast models are categorized into
physical, statistical, machine learning, and deep learning
models. Physical models establish the relationship between
wind speed and wind power based on wind turbine power curve
but often overlook other influencing factors [14]. Statistical
models explicitly model the relationships between various
factors and wind power, but struggle to capture nonlinear
correlations between meteorological features [15]. Machine
learning models often rely on feature engineering to enhance
regression performance. However, manually selecting or
designing effective features requires extensive prior knowledge,
making it challenging to uncover potentially valuable features
[16]. In contrast, deep learning models, which use neural



networks to represent implicit relationships between
meteorological features and wind power, have garnered
significant attention for their strong nonlinear mapping
capabilities [17].

In terms of multi-source data fusion and feature extraction,
spatial feature extraction using neural networks has been a focal
point of research. Early studies used convolutional neural
networks for spatial domain feature extraction, but these faced
limitations in handling non-Euclidean geographical data
structures [18-19]. More recently, graph neural networks (GNN)
have emerged as a promising solution [20]. GNN describe the
spatial features between multiple wind farms using nodes,
edges, and an adjacency matrix, where the elements of the
adjacency matrix represent the strength of the spatial correlation.
Since geographically closer wind farms tend to exhibit higher
spatial correlations, functions inversely related to distance can
be used to construct adjacency matrix [21]. In addition, Pearson
correlation coefficients can also be used to construct adjacency
matrices [22]. However, these methods produce symmetric
adjacency matrices that can only describe undirected spatial
correlations. To address this limitation, some studies have
introduced the concept of directed graphs, which can represent
directed spatial features between nodes [23-24]. Furthermore,
considering the dynamic spatial correlations, the mapping
relationship between covariates and the adjacency matrix can be
constructed using kernel functions or neural networks [25-26].
However, most existing studies primarily utilize pair-wise
graph structures, which are better suited for traffic or power
networks with fixed node connections [27-28]. Due to the
spatial continuity of atmospheric systems, spatial features are
shared among multiple nodes, indicating that higher-order
feature transmission occurs across wind farms. To represent
higher-order correlations among multiple nodes, a pair-wise
graph structure requires more edges to establish node
connections or relies on repeated neighborhoods information
transfers, which adds additional computational burden [29].

In conclusion, integrating spatio-temporal covariates for
ultra-short-term wind power forecasting remains a significant
challenge. In this work, we propose the spatio-temporal
dynamic hypergraph learning (STDHL) model, which makes
the following major contributions:

(1) A novel hypergraph dynamic convolutional mechanism
is proposed to model the spatial features among multiple wind
farms. This approach enables dynamic modeling of spatial
features and facilitates the transfer of shared features across
multiple nodes, thereby enhancing the representation of
higher-order spatial features.

(2) The STDHL integrates multi-source spatio-temporal
covariates through a pair of spatio-temporal encoders and a
forecast decoder. By combining stacked dynamic hypergraph
convolutional layers with grouped temporal convolutional
layers, the model can capture spatial features across multiple
time scales while maintaining the ability to independently
model temporal features of each nodes.

The rest of this manuscript is organized as follows. Section |1
presents the formulation of spatio-temporal forecasting. Section
Il presents the network structure of the STDHL. Section 1V

summarizes the case study. Section V presents the numerical
results. Finally, Section VI concludes the manuscript.

Il. PROBLEM FORMULATION

A. Spatio-Temporal Forecasting

In the spatio-temporal forecasting problem, the objective is
to forecast the power g, .1, 7 € R¥*T of N wind farms over
a future time horizon 7 = {¢, +1,....,%, + T} , where t, is the
current moment. Generally, the covariates for the
spatio-temporal forecasting task include measured data and
NWP data. Measured data consists of measured power
Y1410, € RVT" and  measured meteorological data
X141, € REN2T"where T' is a fixed look back time
horizon, and F’ is the number of measured meteorological
features. NWP data provides forecast meteorological data
Ty o1y 1 € REONATH2) - where F' is the number of
forecast meteorological features, and 7 is the extended time
horizon. Here, no distinction is made between the extended time
horizon 7 before and after the target time horizon
[to+1:t +T].

For deterministic forecasting, the goal is to find a mapping
f(-) that minimizes the mean absolute error (MAE) or root
mean squared error (RMSE), bringing the forecast results
Ui, 1447 Close to actual values y, .1, 7.

Yitlitg+T = f(yt(,fT’H:tu7mtufT’H:q.,@.77+1:tﬂ+T+7) 1)

For quantile probabilistic forecasting, forecast results is the
set of quantiles of interest be {u, |¢=1,...,Q}, where @ is
the number of quantiles. The task is to find a mapping ¢(-) that
minimizes the quantile loss, bringing the forecast quantiles

,
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B. Graph Structure

The traditional graph structure can be defined as
G = (V,E,A), which includes a node set /', an edge set
and a adjacency matrix A . The adjacency matrix isan N x N
square matrix, and the element A, represents the connection
relationship between node v; and node v,. Traditional graph
structures typically represent pair-wise relationships, where
each edge connects two nodes. This design limits their ability to
model many-to-many spatial interactions. To overcome this
limitation, we adopt a hypergraph structure to represent spatial
features, enabling the model to capture more complex and
higher-order interactions. The structures of traditional graphs
and hypergraphs are shown in Fig. 1.

A hypergraph is defined as G = (V,E,H,W) , which
includes a node set V', a hyperedge set F', an incidence matrix
H and a hyperedge weight matrix W . In a hypergraph, each
hyperedge is a subset of the nodes, allowing it to describe
associations among multiple nodes rather than just pair-wise
relationships. As shown in Fig. 1(b), hyperedge e; includes
three nodes: {v,u,v;}. Hypergraphs can therefore construct
extensive node neighborhoods using a limited number of
hyperedges. Additionally, since a node in a hypergraph can
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belong to multiple hyperedges, the dissemination of
information within hypergraphs is more flexible and efficient
compared to traditional graph structures. When each hyperedge
connects only two nodes, hypergraph becomes equivalent to
traditional graph structure. Therefore, hypergraph structure can
be regarded as a generalized form of graph structure.
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(b) Hypergraph
Fig. 1. The comparison between graph and hypergraph structure.

The connectivity relationship of hypergraph can be described
using the incidence matrix H , defined as follows:

I Lo € €;
v Oavi ¢ €;

where [ is the number of hyperedges; the element H; =1
indicates that node v, belongs to hyperedge ¢; , while
H; =0 indicates that node »; does not belong to hyperedge
€.
JAdditionaIIy, a node degree diagonal matrix D, € RV
and a hyperedge degree diagonal matrix D, € R/ are defined
to represent the degree of connectivity within the hypergraph
as:

H € RV 3)

D.(i,i) =) Hi;;Di(isi) =) WiH,, 4)

I1l. SPATIO-TEMPORAL DYNAMIC HYPERGRAPH LEARNING

A. Model Structure

The STDHL model is designed to establish a wind farm
power forecasting framework using a hypergraph structure, as
shown in Fig. 2.
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Fig. 2. The STDHL structure.

This hypergraph-based structure facilitates the fusion of
measured and NWP data while flexibly capturing spatial

features across multiple time scales. To achieve this, the model
uses a pair of spatio-temporal encoders to map covariate data
into a latent space. Each spatio-temporal encoder incorporates
an attention layer to filter input data, extracting spatio-temporal
features through stacked hypergraph convolutional layers and
grouped temporal convolutional layers. The encoded data is
subsequently concatenated after undergoing 1-dimensional
convolutional channel adjustments. Finally, a forecasting
decoder module integrates information from various modalities
to produce the forecast results. Detailed descriptions of the
model components are provided in the following subsections.

B. Dynamic Hyperedge Convolution Layer

Hypergraph convolution mechanism can be inferred from
spectral domain graph convolution theory as [30]:

9o xx = F"1(F(gy) o F()) (5)
where x is hypergraph data; gy is the convolution kernel; o is
the element-wise Hadamard product; F(-) and F-1(-) are the
graph Fourier transform and inverse Fourier transform,
respectively.

To avoid the computational burden of eigenvalue
decomposition of the Laplacian matrix, Defferrard et al. [31]
proposed transforming the graph convolution kernel into a
Chebyshev polynomial function:

K-1

grr=Y 6T (L (6)
k=0

where T;(-) is the Chebyshev polynomial function; 7,(a) =1,
Ti(a) = 2aT; 1 (a) — Ty o(a) , and L=2L / Aoy — I, 5 L is
the normalized hypergraph Laplacian matrix as [32]:

L=1Iy— D, HW,D;*HT D, *=UAUT (7
where Iy € R¥*V js the identity matrix; A is the eigenvalues
diagonal matrix of Laplacian matrix; U is the eigenvector
matrix of Laplacian matrix.

In traditional graph structures, applying a first-order
Chebyshev truncation results in the loss of higher-order
features. In contrast, for hypergraphs, first-order truncation of
Chebyshev polynomials can be performed without concern, as
hyperedges inherently capture higher-order feature information.
Under these conditions, Eq. (6) can be simplified as follows:

go * ® ~ Oz + 6, D, P HW,D, " *H' D, *z  (8)

The following parameter conversions are performed:

01 - *19
2 ©)
6, = %QD{WHWeD;WHTD;”Q
Substituting Eq. (9) into Eq. (8) gives:
go * @ ~ 0D, *HW,D,*HT D, "z (10)

The above hypergraph can be equated to a two-stage

convolution process as [30]:

' = W,D;VPHTD; Vg

:L'” _ 9D_1/2H:l:/ (11)

where z’' € RI*T is the hyperedge feature and z” € R¥<7 is
the node feature. The information transfer process in



hypergraph convolution can be understood as a two-step: first,
information is passed from nodes to hyperedges, and then from
hyperedges back to nodes, as shown in Fig. 3.

Calculating hypergraph convolution in Eq. (10) requires the
incidence matrix and hyperedge weight matrix from prior
information, which presents two challenges: (1) determining
how to construct hyperedges and assign weights effectively to
enhance forecast accuracy, and (2) accounting for the
limitations of a static weight matrix in capturing the dynamic
spatio-temporal correlations of wind power.

U1

Us
Node Feature
NxT IxT

Node Feature
NxT
Fig. 3. The information transfer process of hypergraph convolution.

Hyperedge Feature

To address this, a dynamic hypergraph convolutional
machine is proposed that uses two learnable matrices,
Hg(x) e RY*F and Hj(x) € RP*Y , enabling a two-stage
process of hypergraph convolution as:

' = Hi(z) =
" / (12)
' =H}(z) =
The learnable matrices are constructed as follows:
d. =||C,(x); — C.(x); |
s =l Cal@): = Cula, | 13)
Hy(ij)=eb /Y e

where C, () and C.(-) is encode layer to transform the spatial
dimensions of the hypergraph data; d is the Euclidean distance
under saptial dimensions; H, are computed using the Softmax
function.

The hypergraph convolutional layer can be understood as the

multiplication of graph data by a transfer matrix H}(z)- Hg(x) .

In the standard graph convolutional layer, this transfer matrix
corresponds to the normalized Laplacian matrix. The transfer
matrix serves as the link between graph convolution and
hypergraph convolution, with the primary distinction being the
method used to construct the transfer matrix, which in turn
influences its capacity to capture higher-order correlations.
However, when performing the task of wind power
forecasting, the hypergraph convolution has another drawback.
It transmits only hyperedge features, which represent shared
attributes among nodes. Consequently, Eqg. (12) neglects the
independent features of individual nodes during the
convolution process. In ultra-short-term  wind power
forecasting, forecast results are not solely influenced by
regional trends but are also strongly affected by the covariates
specific to each node. To address this, a dynamic hypergraph
convolutional layer is proposed, which incorporates self-loop
feature transfer to account the nodes independent features:

' =a-Hy(z) - Hi(x) z+(1—a) =
where « is a learnable weight coefficient.

(14)

C. Group Temporal Convolutional Layer

Temporal convolutional networks (TCN) are effective tools
for extracting temporal features [33]. Traditional TCN extract
local features through weight sharing, but applying same
temporal convolution kernel across all nodes in spatio-temporal
forecasts limits the ability to capture variability among
different farms. To address this, a grouped temporal
convolution layer is proposed, which partitions the graph data
into multiple independent groups for convolution. This method
enhances the independence of temporal feature extraction
across different nodes, enhancing the ability to capture unique
patterns at each node. The spatial features are transferred
exclusively through the hypergraph convolutional layer. The
structure of group temporal convolutional as shown in Fig. 4.
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Fig. 4. Group temporal convolutional structure.

In a TCN, given an input & € RN~ with C' channels.
After temporal convolution, the output is transformed to ¢’
channels using a convolutional kernel k € RC<C'*AT where
AT is the width of the temporal convolution kernel. In
grouped TCN, data is divided based on the spatial dimension,
represented by x(7,:) € RO7 . Each node has its own
independent temporal convolutional kernel k; € ROXC*AT
allowing for customized temporal processing per node. The
final output is obtained by concatenating the outputs of each
group. The convolution formula for group TCN is as follows:

C' War
z(c,i,t) =0 Z z ki(c,c’,w)x(i, t + dw) +b| (15)
d=1w=W
where b is the bias, o is the activation function, and d is the
dilation rate.

In the wind forecast problem, causal convolution (w > 0) is
used to encode measured data, ensuring that only current and
past observations are incorporated into the model. Conversely,
non-causal convolution is applied when encoding NWP data, as
it does not require a restricted convolution parameter w ,
thereby enabling access to past, present, and future data points.

D. Spatio-Temporal Encoder

The primary function of the spatio-temporal encoder is to
integrate the hypergraph convolutional layer with the grouped
temporal convolutional layer for effective spatio-temporal
feature extraction from the covariates. To refine the feature
selection, a location-based attention module is used to
dynamically filter covarite features. The attention mechanism
applies these weights through a Hadamard product with the
original data, formulated as follows:

oy = Softmax(o(xy, * W + b)) * x;, (16)

After the attention-based feature filtering, the refined
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information is passed sequentially through the hypergraph
convolutional layer and grouped temporal convolutional layers.
To maintain feature quality across layers and prevent network
degradation, the residual connection is added to the output of
the spatio-temporal encoder.

E. Forecast Encoder

Mapping encoded covariate information to forecasts is a
critical step in wind power forecasting. The forecast decoder is

designed to integrate encoded data and generate forecast results.

In this module, the encoded of measured data and NWP data are
concatenated. Let x,, and x, represent the encoded measured
and NWP data, respectively. By concatenating them along the
channel dimension, the concatenated data x; = [z,,,z,] isthen
processed through a grouped temporal convolutional layer,
which adjusts the temporal dimensions to align with the target
forecast dimensions and the channel dimensions to
accommodate the required quantile forecasts. During training,
the STDHL model is optimized by calculating the quantile loss
between the forecasted and actual values as:
to+T _ qu U
fosss =2 % gpgp =] W0 WU gy,
T .57 (=1 =), y <yt
where w is the quantile value; g» is the u-quantile forecasts;
¢ is an indicative function.

IV. CASE STUDY

A. Data Description and Experiment Settings

This dataset originates from the wind power forecasting
track of the 2014 Global Energy Prediction Competition 2014.
It includes measured power data and 24-hour-ahead NWP data
for 10 wind farms in Australia [34]. The exact locations of these
wind farms are not disclosed. The wind power data in the
dataset is normalized as unit values, while the raw NWP data
consists of both longitudinal and meridional wind components
measured at two heights (10 m and 100 m). For experimental
purposes, the raw wind data was converted to wind speed and
further decomposed into sinusoidal and cosine components to
represent wind direction.

The dataset spans from January 1, 2012, to December 31,
2013, with hourly temporal resolution. Of the total data, 70%
was allocated for training, 10% for validation, and the
remaining 20% for testing. The case study focuses on an

ultra-short-term forecasting task for 10 wind farms next 4 hours.

Unless otherwise specified, the look-back time horizon is set to
12 hours, and the extended NWP forecast horizon is 4 hours.
The number of hyperedges is typically smaller than the number
of nodes. In this study, an empirical value of 0.5N is adopted.
All experiments were conducted on a computer equipped
with an NVIDIA TITAN V GPU and an Intel Core i9-7900X
CPU. The models were implemented using PyTorch 1.8.0.

B. Benchmark Models
To systematically evaluate the proposed model, three
categories of models were selected for comparative analysis:
(1) Baseline Models
Persistence Method (PSS) assumes that the power output

will remain constant over the ultra-short-term, relying on the
inertia of wind power. This model uses only measured data.
Despite its simplicity, studies have shown that PSS provides
valuable forecasts, particularly for immediate subsequent time
steps.

Mechanism Model (MM) uses NWP wind speed values at
100 meters above ground level and applies the General Electric
1.5 MW wind turbine power curve for power conversion [35].
MM relies exclusively on NWP data.

Linear Model uses three fully connected layers to establish a
baseline for feature extraction, offering reference results for
evaluating more complex deep learning models.

Light gradient boosting machine (LightGBM) is an enhanced
version of gradient-boosted decision trees, which has shown
strong performance in various machine learning competitions
[36]. It incorporates feature engineering within each quantile
regressor to improve forecast accuracy.

(2) State-of-the-art Deep Learning Models

Deep autoregressive (DeepAR) uses an autoregressive
recurrent neural network to model parametric Gaussian
distribution, using the expected value and variance as
probabilistic forecast results [37].

Improved density mixture density network (IDMDN)
constructs a mixture density network through dense layers,
using Beta distribution as its sub-distribution to prevent density
leakage [38].

Transformer have gained significant attention in recent years,
particularly in the development of large language models [39].
These architectures leverage positional encoding and
self-attention mechanisms to effectively capture long-range
dependencies in time-series data. The measured power data is
fed into the Transformer encoder, while NWP data is fed into
the Transformer decoder for feature extraction.

Patch time series transformer (PatchTST) is a specialized
Transformer variant tailored for time-series forecasting. It
segments the input time series into patches and applies
self-attention mechanisms to simultaneously capture local
patterns and long-term dependencies [40]. In this study, a time
horizon of 3 hours is chosen for patch segmentation, and the
encoder and decoder inputs are aligned with the Transformer.

(3) STDHL Model Variants

To further evaluate the proposed model, three STDHL
variant models are introduced for comparison. In these variants,
only the graph convolution layer is modified, while the
remaining modules are kept unchanged:

Spatial-temporal static graph learning (STSGL) constructs a
normalized Laplacian matrix using Pearson correlation
coefficients derived from historical data. It uses a first-order
approximation graph convolutional network to model spatial
features.

Spatial-temporal dynamic graph learning (STDGL) uses a
fully connected network to dynamically encode covariates,
generating a normalized Laplacian matrix that reflects evolving
spatial correlations. Similar to STSGL, it uses a first-order
approximation graph convolutional network.

Spatial-temporal static hypergraph learning (STSHL)
derives a fixed incidence matrix by clustering historical data



using Gaussian mixture models, and it uses a unit matrix for the
hyperedge weight matrix.

C. Evaluation Metrics

Six evaluation metrics are used in this study, encompassing
both deterministic and probabilistic metrics. For the
probabilistic forecasting models, the quantile model uses the
median, while the probability density function model uses the
expected value as their deterministic forecasting results.

MAE and RMSE are used as evaluation metrics for
deterministic forecasts:

MAE - Es,t | ys,t - :’;s.t | (18)

RMSE = Es,z(ysﬁt - 'gsﬁt )2 (19)

where g, , is the measured power value of the s-th wind farm
at moment ¢, y,, is the forecast results of the s-th wind farm
at moment ¢.

The accuracy rate (AR) and the pass rate (PP) are used as
evaluation metrics for wind power forecast results. In China,
only the fourth hour forecast is evaluated by AR and PP, where
the baseline for both AR and PP is 87%, and wind farms face
fines when they fall below the baseline.

AR = [1 — RMSE, ] x 100%

L[ Y4 — Upsa [<0.25
0 | Yto+4 — Zjﬁ)+4 |2 0.25

AR corresponds to the fourth hour RMSE, while PP
evaluates the percentage of the fourth hour MAE that is less
than a set threshold.

The pinball score (PS) and continuous ranked probability
score (CRPS) are used as evaluation metrics for probabilistic
forecasts. The PS is calculated as in Eq. (15).

CRPS - Es,t[Em | 8?}1‘ - ysl | _Em,n | 39”71{ - S;it ” (22)

where s, and s}, are independent samples sampled from the
forecast probability distribution p(y,,) .

(20)

PP = E, (Bs’) X 100%7 B, = (21)

V. RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

A. Forecast Results

This section evaluates the performance of the benchmark
models in comparison to the STDHL model for ultra-short-term
wind power forecasting. Table | provides a summary of the
results across six evaluation metrics. To assess the forecasting
accuracy of different models over varying time horizons, Fig. 5
presents the MAE for forecast from 1-hour to 4-hour ahead. By
analyzing the results presented in Table 1 and Fig. 5, the
following conclusions can be drawn.

(1) The MAE and RMSE of the PSS outperform those of the
MM at 1-hour to 3-hour ahead forecasts. The MAE of MM is
much higher than any other model in the 1-hour ahead forecast.
This is largely influenced by the timeliness of the NWP.
Notably, the MAE of PSS ranks third only to STDHL and
IDMDN for 1-hour ahead forecasts. However, the forecast
error of PSS increases progressively as the forecast horizon
extends, whereas MM maintains a more stable trend. For
4-hour ahead forecasts, the MAE of MM surpasses that of PSS.

Nevertheless, both AR and PP values fall short of the baseline
of 87%, suggesting that relying solely on measured data or
NWP data is insufficient to meet the assessment requirements.

(2) Apart from PSS and MM, the remaining seven models
integrate both measured data and NWP data, resulting in
superior performance across all metrics compared to PSS and
MM. The proposed STDHL model achieves the best
performance across all evaluation metrics. PatchTST records
the second-best AR score, while IDMDN records second-best
in the remaining metrics. Compared to these second-best scores
STDHL demonstrates the following improvements: MAE by
9.96%, RMSE by 8.63%, AR by 1.25%, PP by 2.45%, CRPS
by 5.41%, and PS by 5.58%. Additionally, DeepAR, PatchTST,
IDMDN, and STDHL achieve AR and PP values of 87%,
thereby meeting the assessment requirements.

(3) Although Transformer-based architectures are often
regarded as state-of-the-art, their performance in this study is
less remarkable. For instance, in 1-hour ahead forecasts, the
MAE of Transformer and PatchTST is higher than that of PSS.
Self-attention mechanisms in Transformers assign weights to
specific time horizon, which are effective for time series with
strong periodic patterns. However, the periodicity of wind
power is less pronounced, which diminishes the effectiveness
of this approach. Furthermore, the basic Transformer is limited
capacity to model fine-grained spatial features may lead to its

weaker performance in spatio-temporal forecasting tasks.
TABLE |
COMPARISON OF THE FORECAST RESULTS

Model MAE RMSE AR PP CRPS PS
PSS 0.1216 0.1380 83.61 76.72 - -
Mechanism  0.1574 0.1748 84.22 77.88 -
Linear 0.1157 0.1299 85.12 81.53 - -
LightGBM  0.1025 0.1165 87.24 84.42 0.0743 0.0389
DeepAR 0.1018 0.1145 8820 8829 0.0743 0.0389
Transformer 0.1061 0.1202 87.75 86.70 0.0784 0.0410
PatchTST 0.1010 0.1150 88.46 88.25 0.0736 0.0384
IDMDN 0.0984 0.1113 87.99 8842 0.0684 0.0358
STDHL 0.0886 0.1017 89.57 90.59 0.0647 0.0338
ok N PSS LightGBM PatchTST
<l |- MM DeepAR I IDMDN
Linear I Transformer [l STDHL
2':- 0.15F
(a0}
<
=
0.101
0.05

1 2 3 4
Ahead Forecast Time/h

Fig.5 The MAE of 1-hour to 4-hour ahead forecast results.

To further illustrate the forecasting performance, Fig. 6
presents the forecasting results for two consecutive days,
including forecasts from 1-hour to 4-hour ahead. The following
conclusions can be drawn.

(1) As the forecast ahead time increases, the confidence
interval of the STDHL model gradually widens, indicating an
increase in uncertainty. The PSS forecasts are close to the
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measured values for the 1-hour ahead forecast. However, when
wind power experiences significant fluctuations, the forecast
error of the PSS model increases sharply. By the 4-hour ahead
forecast, the PSS model is unable to effectively capture the
measured wind power fluctuation trends. In comparison, the
MM model exhibits more stability, with forecast results that do
not change with the lead time. This is because the NWP data
used in the MM model is obtained before the day and is not
updated on a rolling basis.

(2) The complementarity of various covariate data is clearly

demonstrated. The PSS can capture the volatility of wind power
in the present, NWP data effectively tracks the fluctuation
trends of wind power but is prone to amplitude and timing
biases. During the 6:00 to 18:00 period shown in Fig. 6, the
MM model successfully forecasts the wind power ramp-up but
shows a noticeable lag in timing. In contrast, the proposed
STDHL model, which integrates both measured and NWP data,
provides more accurate estimations of wind power fluctuations.
This integration significantly enhances forecast accuracy and
effectively addresses the limitations of using a single covariate.
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Fig.6 Forecast results of ultra-short-term wind power.

B. Graph Analysis

In this section, four different graph models are compared to
illustrate the superiority of the proposed dynamic hypergraph
convolution mechanism. The forecast results as shown in Table
I1. In addition, in order to compare the spatial transfer feature of
the different graph models, the heatmap of transfer matrices as
shown in Fig. 7.

TABLE Il
COMPARISON OF THE GRAPH FORECAST MODEL
Model MAE RMSE AR PP CRPS PS
STSGL 0.0928 0.1061 89.12 89.43 0.0676 0.0353
STDGL 0.0916 0.1035 89.24 89.94 0.0662 0.0346
STSHL 0.1006 0.1135 88.65 88.44 0.0731 0.0382
STDHL 0.0886 0.1017 89.57 90.59 0.0647 0.0338

As can be shown in Table 2, the STDHL model performs the
best forecast accuracy, followed by STDGL and STSGL.
however, the STSHL method has a lower accuracy in
ultra-short-term wind power forecasting than the traditional
static and dynamic graph model.

The effectiveness of the graph model in capturing spatial
features is more clearly demonstrated through the transfer
matrix analysis. As shown in Fig. 7(a), the majority of transfer

Tim
(d) 4-hour Ahead Forecast Results

matrix elements in the STSGL model exceed 0.5. This result is
primarily influenced by the Pearson correlation coefficient,
which restricts the flexibility of representing spatial
correlations among wind farms.

In contrast, Fig. 7(b) shows that the STDGL model not only
captures strong correlations within node self-information but
also constructs an asymmetric transfer matrix that dynamically
represents spatial correlations. This dynamic adaptability
provides a notable advantage over the STSGL model.

Fig. 7(c) shows that the diagonal values of the STSHL model
are relatively lower. This outcome arises because, when the
number of hyperedges is smaller than the number of nodes, the
hypergraph prioritizes higher-order interactions among
multiple nodes, thereby reducing emphasis on individual node
self-information.

Finally, Fig. 7(d) shows the ability to learn asymmetric
transfer matrices from covariates while retaining node
self-information. This balance between dynamic spatial
correlation modeling and self-information preservation enables
the STDHL model to outperform traditional hypergraph
structures in ultra-short-term wind power forecasting.
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C. Spatio-Temporal Covariate Ablation experiment

In this section, ablation experiments are conducted on the
spatio-temporal covariate data to analyze their impact on
forecasting accuracy. For the temporal dimension, the
experiments involve varying the look-back time horizon of
measured data and the extended time horizon of NWP data to
perform a comparative analysis of the forecasting results. In the
spatial dimension, the number of wind farms included in the
input data is incrementally increased, with farms A and B
designated as target farms, to evaluate the effect of spatial data
on forecast accuracy.

Fig. 8 and 9 show the forecast results for varying look-back
time horizons of measured data and extended time horizons of
NWP data, respectively. Fig. 10 presents the forecast results
corresponding to different numbers of wind farms included in
the covariate data. Fig. 8 shows that extending the look-back
time horizon improves ultra-short-term forecast accuracy.
However, once the time horizon exceeds 12 hours, the forecast
accuracy tends to stabilize. The extended look-back time
horizon effectively captures real-time power fluctuations and,
when combined with NWP data, aids in trend forecast and the
correction of deviations. Fig. 9 shows that extending the time
horizon of NWP data enhances forecast accuracy, with the
highest accuracy observed at a 4-hour extension. This finding
aligns with the observations in Fig. 6. Due to inherent
deviations in NWP data, restricting the covariate selection to
only the target forecast time horizon may result in the loss of
valuable NWP trend information.

Fig. 10 shows the impact of spatial data on wind power
forecasting accuracy. While incorporating additional spatial
data generally enhances accuracy, the degree of improvement
depends on the correlation between the spatial data and the
target wind farm. For example, wind farm B showed a gradual
decline in forecast accuracy when data from 10 farms were
integrated. In contrast, wind farm A experienced no notable
improvement when data from the first six farms were included

but exhibited a significant enhancement when data from wind
farms G and H were added. This improvement is attributed to
the stronger correlation between wind farm A and wind farms
G and H, as verified by the heatmap in Fig. 7(a). These results
underscore the importance of integrating spatial data from
highly correlated wind farms to significantly enhance the
accuracy of ultra-short-term wind power forecasting.
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VI. CONCLUSION

In this study, an STDHL model is proposed for
ultra-short-term wind power forecasting. The model introduces
a hypergraph learning framework to describe the spatial
relationships among wind farms. Notably, the hypergraph
structure can capture complex higher-order spatial correlations
between graph nodes, which is an ability lacking in traditional
graph learning. Building on this framework, a novel
hypergraph convolutional layer and a grouped temporal
convolutional layer is designed for wind power forecasting.
The STDHL model dynamically extracts spatial features across
multiple time scales while preserving the independent temporal
modeling of each wind farm.
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The results of the case study demonstrate the superiority of
the STDHL model in ultra-short-term wind power forecasting.
Through detailed analysis, it is evident that self-loop
mechanism is indispensable in the hypergraph forecasting
model. Furthermore, ablation experiments on spatio-temporal
covariates highlight the significant advantages of integrating
measured and NWP data from multiple wind farms. And the
findings reveal that extending the NWP time horizon
substantially mitigates the impact of time bias.

Future research will focus on addressing challenges related
to partial node data corruption or missing data in large-scale
spatio-temporal datasets. In particular, efforts will aim to
develop hypergraph forecasting models with plug-and-play
functionality for spatio-temporal covariates, facilitating
advancements in the practical application of spatio-temporal
forecasting.
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