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Highlights

Sequential Methods for Error Correction of Probabilistic Wind Power Forecasts

Bastian Schmidt Jgrgensen, Jan Kloppenborg Mgller, Peter Nystrup, Henrik Madsen

e Developed neural networks for data-driven
updates of wind power ensembles

e Applied time-adaptive quantile regression on
corrected ensembles

e Improved wind power production forecasts
by up to 40% in a mean absolute sense

e Published well-documented open-source
Python package: nabqr
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Abstract

Reliable probabilistic production forecasts are required to better manage the uncertainty that the
rapid build-out of wind power capacity adds to future energy systems. In this article, we consider
sequential methods to correct errors in power production forecast ensembles derived from numerical
weather predictions. We propose combining neural networks with time-adaptive quantile regression
to enhance the accuracy of wind power forecasts. We refer to this approach as Neural Adaptive
Basis for (time-adaptive) Quantile Regression or NABQR. First, we use NABQR to correct power
production ensembles with neural networks. We find that Long Short-Term Memory networks are
the most effective architecture for this purpose. Second, we apply time-adaptive quantile regression
to the corrected ensembles to obtain optimal median predictions along with quantiles of the forecast
distribution. With the suggested method we achieve accuracy improvements up to 40% in mean
absolute terms in an application to day-ahead forecasting of on- and offshore wind power production
in Denmark. In addition, we explore the value of our method for applications in energy trading. We
have implemented the NABQR method as an open-source Python package to support applications in
renewable energy forecasting and future research.

Keywords: wind power production, probabilistic forecasting, error correction, LSTM networks, time
adaptivity, quantile regression, energy trading

Accurate and reliable forecasts are also needed
to activate demand-side flexibility, balance sup-
ply and demand, and provide grid services [2, [3].

1. Introduction

Improving the accuracy of renewable energy
production forecasts is crucial to maintaining the
stability and reliability of the power grid. In 2023,
82% of the electricity produced in Denmark came
from renewable energy sources, with wind ac-

The probabilistic forecast distribution is of
great interest to grid operators fighting to prevent
blackouts and to asset owners and energy traders

counting for 54% [1]. The production from renew-
able energy sources varies greatly depending on
weather conditions. Accurate forecasts allow grid
and energy system operators to optimize the use
of existing renewable energy resources and mini-
mize costs and emissions associated with running
additional fossil fuel-based (backup) power plants.
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looking to minimize volatility, optimize asymmet-
ric cost functions, or accurately estimate Condi-
tional Value at Risk (CVaR), which quantifies po-
tential extreme losses in the left tail of a return
distribution. [4, [5]. Renewable energy produc-
ers are exposed to significant financial losses dur-
ing volatile price spikes in the imbalance market.
Better probabilistic forecasts improve CVaR es-
timates, helping producers reduce financial risks
during volatile periods [6].
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In practice, a common approach to estimate the
forecast density and quantify the uncertainty is
to convert the 51 weather ensembles from the Eu-
ropean Centre for Medium-Range Weather Fore-
casts (ECMWF) into power production ensem-
bles. The ECMWF calculates these 51 ensem-
bles by slightly perturbing the initial conditions
on their control ensemble and projects these en-
sembles forward in time by advanced PDE sys-
tems [7]. The underlying and implicit assumption
is that with precise initial conditions, one could
predict tomorrow’s weather exactly, as PDE sys-
tems are deterministic and their solutions are de-
terministic functions of time and space. However,
since we do not know the initial weather condi-
tions at all locations and since the system is con-
tinuously affected by stochastic disturbances, this
inherently calls for error corrections to provide re-
liable probabilistic forecasts.

Quantile regression methods are often used
with ECMWEF’s weather ensembles and power
production ensembles as input to provide bet-
ter probabilistic forecasts. [§] gave a compari-
son of current quantile regression methods. To
improve the reliability of the forecast distribution
and correct the errors that arise in weather ensem-
bles and therefore also power production ensem-
bles, [9] used time-adaptive quantile regression
(TAQR) to model a number of quantiles. They
found that TAQR was superior to QR for wind
power production data.

In [I0], the authors went from wind forecasts
to wind ensembles and then quantile forecasts.
Their approach included statistical modeling, as
they argued that they could not go directly from
the wind power ensembles to quantile forecasts.
In other words, they hint that additional steps of
modeling were needed to go from wind power en-
sembles to the final quantile forecasts. [11] used
quantile regression to extend their existing wind
power production forecasts to probabilistic fore-
casts. They argued that analysis of the forecast
error can be used to build a model for the quan-
tiles. [12] found that using Numerical Weather
Predictions (NWP) improved their quantile re-
gression models. In this article, to keep the
method general, our only input is power produc-

tion forecast ensembles, thus the method works
without other external inputs, such as NWP.

In [13], N-BEATS was introduced as the first
interpretable deep-learning time-series forecasting
tool to beat traditional statistical methods. N-
BEATS uses neural networks to learn a basis for
the forecasting coefficients. In [I4], quantile re-
gression was implemented with neural networks
in the R package called grnn. Neural networks de-
signed to minimize the quantile loss between their
predictions and the target values are commonly
referred to as Quantile Regression Neural Net-
works (QRNNS) [8]. In [I5], the quantile functions
were specified by linear combinations of Bernstein
basis polynomials, while their coefficients were as-
sumed to be related to ensemble forecasts utilizing
a highly adaptable neural network.

These articles, and the neural architecture they
introduce, motivated us to suggest using neural
networks in combination with a multidimensional
quantile loss function. This leads to corrected
ensembles, which can then serve as a basis for
TAQR. In this way, we use neural networks to
form the basis for a regression task, similar to
what [13] did.

Our objective is to correct errors linked to the
ECMWE’s meteorological ensembles and provide
improved probabilistic forecasts of wind power
production in Denmark. To achieve this effi-
ciently, we select TAQR, which requires a ba-
sis. Rather than relying on raw power production
forecast ensembles, we correct them using neural
networks, creating a calibrated data-driven basis
for TAQR. Thus, we propose to combine neural
networks with TAQR to correct wind power pro-
duction ensembles and turn them into probabilis-
tic wind power forecasts through a sequence of
methods. We refer to this approach as Neural
Adaptive Basis for (time-adaptive) Quantile Re-
gression or NABQR. To the best of our knowl-
edge, using neural networks to update the ba-
sis matrix for a regression task, specifically the
TAQR algorithm, is a novel approach.

A common problem in quantile regression is
the crossing of quantiles. Our method effectively
eliminates quantile crossings during ensemble cor-
rections and provides a robust basis for the TAQR



model that predicts tomorrow’s power production
quantiles. For the implementation of the TAQR
model, we leverage the simplex method for quan-
tile regression, as described in [9]. This improves
computational efficiency, since we often only need
a few iterations in the simplex method to con-
verge. Our approach is distinguished by its in-
tegration of neural networks to form a suitable
data-driven basis.

We developed a Python package that incorpo-
rates the suggested neural network-based correc-
tion methodology and the TAQR algorithm. The
code, openly shared on GitHubﬂ, facilitates re-
producibility and enables further research in this
domain.

The remainder of the article is organized as fol-
lows. Section [2| presents the data and describes
the data-cleaning approach used. In Section [3]
the methods are presented. The results are pre-
sented in Section [4 followed by an application to
energy trading in Section[5] We discuss the results
and propose ideas for future work in Section [6]
Finally, we conclude the article in Section [7]

2. Data

To properly motivate the methods, we present
the data here. We use power production in DK1
and DK2 from off- and onshore wind farms. Den-
mark is split into two price zones. DK1 is West
Denmark and DK2 is East Denmark.

The actual observations of power production
are available from the Danish transmission sys-
tem operator Energinet as 5 min observations [16].
We aggregate these observations to hourly resolu-
tion to match the frequency of the forecast en-
sembles. The 5-minute observations are reported
in megawatts (MW). However, since we are fo-
cusing on hourly observations, the units of MW
and megawatt-hours (MWh) can be used inter-
changeably. Each hourly data point represents
the average production over one hour.

The data set spans the period 2022-01-01 to
2024-10-12 with a total of 24381 hourly observa-
tions. From the aggregated observations shown
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Figure 1: Hourly observations for DK1 and DK2 off- and
onshore wind power production in MWh.
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Figure 2: Density plot with 50 bins of hourly observations
with overlayed boxplot for DK1 and DK2 off- and onshore
wind power production.

in Fig. |1} we see less onshore wind power produc-
tion during the period from May to August, where
the average wind speed is lower than in winter
and autumn in Denmark [I7]. Ultimo 2023 the
installed wind power production capacity in Den-
mark for off- and onshore was approximately 6899
MW (corresponding to 60 TWh produced if fully
utilized year round), while 19.5 TWh was pro-
duced in 2023 [18].

In Fig. 2| the densities of the actual observa-
tions are plotted alongside their boxplot. Offshore
wind power production has a U-shaped density
curve, indicating that offshore wind turbines are
often running at close to max or zero power. On-
shore shows a right-skewed distribution indicat-
ing many observations with power output in the
lower range and only very few observations at the
maximum values. This can make it more difficult
to estimate the higher quantiles for onshore wind
power production with quantile regression.

Forecasted weather ensembles are available
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from the European Centre for Medium-Range
Weather Forecasts [7]. ECMWEF generates 50 dis-
tinct scenarios of potential weather outcomes by
perturbing initial conditions slightly on their High
Probability Ensemble, called the Ensemble Fore-
cast Suite (ENS) [I9]. Thus, we have in total 51
ensembles. When averaged over many forecasts
each of the perturbed ensembles has lower skill
than the unperturbed control ensemble, but any
individual forecast might show a higher skill [19].

The weather ensembles are transformed into
forecast ensembles for power production through
state-of-the-art models by a commercial forecast
provider. Due to the proprietary nature of the
forecasting business, we do not have knowledge of
the specific model(s) used.

The forecast ensembles represent 51 scenarios
for wind power production in DK1 and DK2. The
forecast ensembles are referred to as the ensem-
bles. The ensembles for day d are available before
12:00 CET at day d — 1, thus the forecast horizon
is 12 to 36 hours.

In Fig. 3| two different periods with low and
high variability in the ensembles are shown for
DK1 offshore wind power. Low variability in
the ensembles implies high confidence in the fore-
cast. However, these narrow ensembles fail to
fully cover the observed wind power production,
indicating an underestimation of variability. Fur-
thermore, they do not capture the maximum out-
put. In the right figure, a larger spread appears
appropriate given the increased variability and
less predictable nature of the actual wind power
production during this time. The observations,
while exhibiting rapid changes, generally remain
within the ensemble bounds, but the timing of the
first peak is too early in the ensembles compared
to the actual observations.

2.1. Data cleaning

Agreements between Denmark and Germany
have allowed countertrading between West Den-
mark (DK1) and Northern Germany. The result
is that sometimes offshore wind turbines in pri-
marily DK1 have been curtailed. Going forward
the curtailment issue will be less pronounced and
is already fading due to new installations and ex-
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Figure 3: Wind power production for DK1 offshore for two
periods with low uncertainty (left) and high uncertainty
(right). Note that the ensembles have been sorted for this
figure.

pansions in the German energy network since July
2023 [20]. Since the power production ensembles
cannot capture these sudden drops, the TAQR
algorithm would have no way of predicting this,
since it is purely data-driven. Consequently, we
want to exclude these periods both from training
and evaluation of our method. Incorporating ad-
ditional inputs into the TAQR algorithm—such
as countertrade volumes—could improve curtail-
ment modeling. However, because countertrade
volumes are not available on a day-ahead basis,
they cannot be integrated into our forecasting
methodology.

We exclude observations using a filter under the
following conditions: If the countertrade volume
exceeds 1700 MW before and after a period where
it drops below 25 MW, or if the spot price is neg-
ative. To account for transitions between these
periods, we extend the filter by padding each pe-
riod flagged for removal by two zeros to each side,
corresponding to a total of four hours of padding.
The spot price refers to the price of electricity
in the day-ahead auction. When the spot price
is negative, producers shut down production to
avoid paying to produce electricity. Danish wind
farm producers attempt countertrading with Ger-
many when production exceeds the capacity of the
Danish energy grid. If further countertrading is
not possible, curtailment becomes the last resort.
Germany pays high prices to curtail Danish wind
turbines because the bottleneck lies within their
grid [20].

The threshold of 1700 MW is chosen because
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Figure 4: Spot price, countertrade volume, actuals ob-
servation, and ensembles shown alongside the filter. We
remove observations where the filter is zero.

curtailment is likely when the countertrade vol-
ume exceeds this level before dropping near zero
and then rising above 1700 MW again. The 25
MW threshold is used as a small buffer above zero
since countertrade volume is not always exactly
zero during these periods of countertrading.

Fig. 4| shows the (unfiltered) actual observa-
tions overlaid on the ensembles as well as the
countertrade volume, spot price, and the fil-
ter. Observations are removed wherever the filter
value is zero. Notably, sharp drops in wind power
production are observed during periods of high
countertrading and negative spot prices, which is
what the filter corrects. The filter is only based on
spot prices in the period 01-01-2022 to 01-07-2023
since data on special regulation was not obtain-
able in that period.

In addition to curtailment data errors also oc-
cur. Fig. [5] shows a data error for DK2 offshore
ensembles. The ensembles group together around
365 MWh for no apparent reason. We do not want
our model to mistake data errors for actual data,
so we remove observations in the entire dataset if
more than 9 ensembles at time ¢ is less than 370
and greater than 358. As with the first filter, we
extend the filter to capture the entire data error
by a padding of two zeroes to each side. This data
error was found by visual inspection.
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Figure 5: Actual observations and original ensembles for
DK2 offshore wind power production. We remove obser-

vations where the ensembles group together around 365
MWh.

2.2. Training and Test Set

The data is divided into a training and test set.
The training set is further divided into a training
set for neural network training, the "warm start"
[21] of parameters for the TAQR algorithm and
the initial observations in the TAQR algorithm.
Table [77] shows the start and end date of these
periods as well as the amount of hourly observa-
tions they constitute.

3. Methodology

3.1. Overview of NABQR

In this section, we present an overview and
motivation of the steps in our Neural Adaptive
Basis for Quantile Regression (NABQR) method.
Fig. [0] presents a flowchart of the overall steps in
NABQR.

Construct data-driven
basis matrix with [—>  Apply TAQR [ —>| Calculate results
LST™M

Figure 6: Brief flowchart to illustrate NABQR.

Quantiles of the forecast distribution are of in-
terest. Quantile regression has the advantage that
it can model an arbitrary number of quantiles. In-
stead of running a new complete quantile regres-
sion every day, to reduce the number of FLOPS
and increase the speed, we will use an adaptive



Start period End period Hours
Neural network 2022-01-01  2023-08-09 14040
Training Set | Initial parameters for TAQR 2023-08-10  2023-08-18 192
Initial elements for TAQR 2023-08-19  2024-03-12 4944
Test Set \ Combined 2024-03-13  2024-10-12 5112

Table 1: Overview of training and test sets.

approach. We apply Time-Adaptive Quantile Re-
gression (TAQR) [9].

The TAQR algorithm uses the simplex method.
This method is fast and relies on the previous time
step solution as start guess for the next iteration.
This is beneficial to us, since the distribution of
our 5000-hour sliding look-back window does not
change much between time steps. The simplex
method needs a design matrix, X, to perform the
regression.

We have created an updated version of [22] in
Python, and the code is available on GitHub and
can be installed by pip install nabqr.

Instead of using the ensembles directly in the
design matrix, we perform a data-driven correc-
tion of the ensembles in X. We will use neural
networks to correct the ensembles, as outlined in
section To the best of our knowledge, neural
networks have not been used like this before in
the literature. By training our neural networks to
best model the specified quantiles, we obtain an
optimal — given the specific neural architecture —
data-driven basis for the TAQR algorithm.

3.2. Neural networks

Neural networks are chosen since they allow for
highly flexible relations between covariates, sup-
port for non-linearities and allow estimation of all
quantiles simultaneously. We minimize the quan-
tile loss between the targets and the outputs, as
normally done in QRNNs [8]. We have exper-
imented with different neural networks ranging
from simple Feed Forward Neural Networks to
Long Short-Term Memory (LSTM) networks to
more advanced Transformers. We got the best re-
sults with LSTM networks, which we employed to
update the design matrix.

Transformers leverage self-attention to capture
complex temporal patterns; however, this requires
substantial amounts of training data [23]. In the
Transformer networks we applied in this article,
the trainable parameter count ranged from 3 to
11 million, which we did not have enough training
data for. The reason for the LSTM network being
the best in this case is twofold. First, LSTMs are
efficient for smaller datasets, effectively model-
ing shorter sequences with reduced memory needs
compared to Transformers. Second, we observed
that the LSTMs generalize better, and we know
Transformers are prone to overfitting due to the
high parameter count [24].

3.2.1. LSTM networks

LSTM networks have emerged as a power-
ful variant of recurrent neural networks (RNNs),
designed specifically to mitigate the challenges
posed by vanishing and exploding gradients,
which hinder the capture of long-term dependen-
cies in sequential data [25]. LSTM networks are
distinguished by their unique architecture, which
incorporates gating mechanisms to selectively re-
tain or discard information at each time step,
making them particularly well-suited for time se-
ries prediction.

An LSTM unit contains three core gates: the
input, forget, and output gate. These gates reg-
ulate the flow of information into and out of the
memory cell, ensuring that relevant information is
retained over time while irrelevant or outdated in-
formation is discarded. At each time step, the cell
state — representing the long-term memory — is
updated through a combination of input modula-
tion and the forget mechanism, while the hidden
state — reflecting the short-term memory — acts
as the output of the LSTM module.



Mathematically, the gates and cell state update
are defined as follows.

The input gate determines how much of the new
input should be integrated into the cell state. This
is governed by

iv = o(Wilhi—1, 2] + b;),

where #; is the input gate activation, h;_; is the
previous hidden state, xz; is the current input, and
o denotes the sigmoid function. Generally, W/,
and byj denotes the weight matrix and bias vector
for gate [-], respectively. For dimension specifica-
tions, see Table

The forget gate decides what portion of the pre-
vious cell state should be retained. It is defined
as

Ji= U<Wf[ht—1v xt] + bf)’

where f; controls the retention of the previous cell
state [20].

The cell state is updated by combining the re-
tained portion of the previous cell state with the
new candidate cell state, modulated by the input
gate

Cy =tanh(Wo[hy_1, 2] + b,),
Ci=fi0C1+4© ét>

where C} is the updated cell state, © denotes the
element-wise product, and C, is the candidate cell
state.

The output gate regulates how much of the cur-
rent cell state is output as the hidden state for the
next time step

Oy = J(Wo[ht—lv ﬂft] + bo),
ht = O¢ ® tanh(C't),

where h; is the current hidden state, which serves
as both the output of the LSTM unit and the
input to the next unit [27].

In the end, h; is sent through the MultiLayer
Perceptron (MLP), which includes two hidden
layers with 20 neurons each: Dense 1 and Dense
2 in Table 2l The Keras documentation refers to
a model of this type as a Sequential Model [28].

This architecture allows LSTM networks to ex-
cel in capturing long-term dependencies, making

them particularly effective for a variety of appli-
cations that involve sequential data. The gating
mechanisms enable LSTMs to selectively remem-
ber or forget information as needed, significantly
improving their performance compared to tradi-
tional RNNs in tasks such as time series forecast-
ing. This is excellent for our purpose of having a
data-driven adaptive basis.

In practice, the LSTM network’s parameters
are optimized using backpropagation through
time (BPTT), where the gradient of the loss func-
tion is propagated backward across time steps,
updating the weights associated with each gate,
[29, B30], B1]. We build the FFNN and LSTM net-
works in TensorFlow [28] and the Transformer in
PyTorch [32].

Loss function for LSTM network
Assume y € RY are the true observations and
§ € RY are our predictions for time 1,2,...,N.
Then the single quantile loss for a given quantile

q is
Lq(QtyZ)t) = max(q : (?/t - ﬂt)> (1 —q) - (ye — gt))a

Then the combined quantile loss for a set of
quantiles {qi}iQ:l, where () is the number of quan-
tiles, to time t, is

Q
~ 1 i) ~(qi
L(ytvyt) = é ZL(]Z(yt(q )Jyzsq ))7
i=1

where y\% is the ¢;'th quantile of [X7,y,]” and
9\%) is the predicted value for the ¢;’th quantile
to time ¢.

With this approach, the network is trained to
determine the correct quantile given some specific
ensemble inputs, X;, and the true observation, ;.
By simultaneously learning for all quantiles, the
LSTM network effectively eliminates any cross-
ings in the corrected ensembles, that is, in com-
parison to fitting a separate network for every
quantile.

Fig. [7] illustrates the output generated by the
LSTM network using the previously described loss
function. The output from the LSTM network
demonstrates an absence of crossings, contribut-
ing to the lack of crossings and enhanced reliabil-
ity in the final output from NABQR.
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Figure 7: Left: Original Power Production Ensembles
with two highlighted ensemble members crossing multiple
times. Right: Output from the LSTM network showing
no crossings.

3.2.2. Model Selection

For the LSTM models, we utilized TensorFlow’s
batch size parameter, which dynamically handles
batch sizes. In the LSTM case, the input shape
corresponds to a quadruplet with a dimension of
units, batch size, number of quantiles, and num-
ber of time steps. To maintain conciseness, we
omit the training and validation loss curves for
all models. They are satisfactory.

Table [2] shows the model selection process for
the LSTM network, where activation functions for
Dense 1 and 2 are sigmoid and Rectified Linear
Unit (ReLU), respectively. n_quantiles is the
number of quantiles we input to the LSTM mod-
ule and n_out refers to the number of nodes in
the dense layers and the output nodes.

We began the LSTM experiments with Model
1 using lagged values from hour ¢ — 1 as input.
Model 2 extended the input to (t —1,t—2,t —3),
but this yielded no significant improvement. To
capture more correlations, Model 3 added two
dense layers and lagged time steps from the last
12 hours. Model 4 incorporated lagged data from
the previous 48 hours and additional neurons, of-
fering a more complex structure but at a high
computational cost. To balance performance and
efficiency, Model 5 reduced lagged time steps and
neurons, achieving comparable results with an ac-
ceptable training time.

See Table [3| for a parameter specification for
Model 5. The total number of trainable parame-
ters for Model 5 is 321,976. The primary contri-
bution in parameter count stem from the LSTM

module with 256 units.

3.3. Time-Adaptive Quantile Regression

We will now explain the second main part of
this methodology.

3.3.1. Quantile Regression

Let Y be a real-valued random variable with
Fy(y) = P(Y < y). The 7'th quantile of Y is
then given by

qv(r) = Fy ' (r) =inf{y: Fy(y) > 7}, (1)

where 7 € (0,1).

Quantile regression differs from Least Squares
regression by its loss function. Instead of the
usual MSE loss function, for quantile regression,
we use the following check mark loss function

L.(m) =m (1 — Ljn<o)) , (2)

where I is an indicator function and m € R [33]
34]. If we minimize the expected loss of Y — f(z)
with respect to f(x), a specific quantile 7 is found

() = anganin (L — () 3)
f(z)
=a§$m@7—w/;<y—ﬂmMR«»

()
+rﬁm@—f@»ﬂ@@@. (5)

(z)

For properties on quantile regression, we refer to
[34]. Standard quantile regression can be slow
for larger problems with many quantiles and long
time periods — especially when an online imple-
mentation has to rerun the regression every time
new data becomes available. Hence, we now in-
troduce the adaptive aspect of the algorithm.

3.8.2. Adding Time Adaptivity

We introduce key concepts of the TAQR algo-
rithm originally developed in [35], [36], [37], and
[9]. We follow the methodology in [9], which we
also refer to for further details.

Let y be the observed data and Q the es-
timated quantile, then the positive and neg-
ative part of the residuals, (y — Q), is



LSTM

Model LSTM Layer Dense Layers Output Layer
Dense 1 Dense 2
1 (n_quantiles, 1) n_out
2 (n_quantiles, [1,2,3|) n_out
3 (n_quantiles, [1,2,...,12]) n_out 100 n_out
4 (n_quantiles, [1,2,3,...,48|) 200 200 n_out
5 (n_quantiles, [1,2,3,6,12,24,48]) n_out  n_out n_out

Table 2: LSTM model selection process where n_quantiles = 51 and n_out = 20.

Layer Name Weight Type Shape
Istm Layer Weights (51, 1024)
Istm Recurrent Weights (256, 1024)
Istm Bias Weights (1024,)
dense; Layer Weights (256, 20)
dense; Bias Weights (20,)
dense, Layer Weights (20, 20)
dense, Bias Weights (20,)

Table 3: Model 5 parameter specification for the LSTM
network.

given by r* = {max(r;,0)}iz1,. , and r~ =
{max(—7;,0)}i=1, ., respectively. We can then
write the LP formulation of the quantile regres-
sion problem for the 7’th quantile as [34]

min {717r" + (1 - 7)1'r : X417 -1 =1y,
BeERK
(r+,r_) € Ri",ﬁ c R¥}.
(6)

To solve the minimization problem we employ
Dantzig’s simplex method [38]. We refer to [9] for
a full explanation of an actual implementation. In
order to add time adaptivity to quantile regression
we will solve the LP formulation of the problem.
This is a big advantage since we can provide a
start guess for the algorithm.

Initially, we solve a small (192 data points)
quantile regression problem with the rq-package
in R. Here, we obtain K residuals close enough
to zero and K parameter estimates, such that we
have a feasible start guess to warm start the sim-
plex algorithm.

For time ¢, we use knowledge about the solu-
tion to time ¢ — 1. This allows us to converge
extremely fast and often within two iterations on
the polytope spanned by the design matrix. The
reason is that the density of data looks very sim-
ilar when we only replace the oldest data point
with one new one.

We include Npaqr = 5000 hours worth of data
in the design matrix, X, using a sliding window.
This ensures that the parameters in the TAQR al-
gorithm have seen both periods with high and low
wind production. This is necessary to get good re-
sults. Including fewer data points, e.g., 192 (nine
days), results in jagged and extreme predictions
from the TAQR algorithm. The reason is that if
the algorithm in the last 192 hours only experi-
enced low power production due to calm winds
and suddenly the wind power production ramps
up, then the algorithm produced results as ex-
treme as 10 or even 100 times the actual observa-
tions.

3.4. NABQR in an Online Setting

Assuming that the network is seldom retrained,
we effectively already have an online implemen-
tation of the method, since TAQR works in an
online setting. See Section [6.2 for a further dis-
cussion.

Let Xy denote the original ensembles from the
forecast provider. Let frsry : (Xgr,t) — X, be
the LSTM transformation, where Xg € R?1XIAEl
and |AR] is the number of timesteps we include in
the lookback (auto-regressive) part of the LSTM
network.
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Figure 8: Example of data, including ensembles and me-
dian prediction 12-36 hours ahead.

Furthermore, X, € R2°, where the dimension-
ality of 20 was selected experimentally to prevent
certain corrected ensembles from becoming iden-
tically zero.

In the implementation presented here, AR =
[1,2,3,6,12,24,48] and thus |AR| = 7. Let
Xt—NTAQR,...,t € R2%Nmaqr be the design ma-
trix for the TAQR algorithm and gragr
(Xt_NTAQRMt,T) — G-+ € R* be the linear map-
ping the TAQR algorithm does. ¢, is in R** since
for every 24 hours we obtain 24 hourly day-ahead
forecasts.

Thus, the method makes the following predic-
tion

7). (7)

Once new ensembles become available we up-
date the design matrix elements with the newest
corrected ensembles. Fig. [8[shows an example of a
snapshot in time. The TAQR algorithm uses data
up to 5000 data points back in time, while the
LSTM network uses the AR time-indexes. The
ensembles are available into the future 0 < ¢t < 36,
while the actual observations are not, and thus
shown with a dashed line. We illustrate only our
median day-ahead predictions for clarity.

q(7,t) = gragr(frsrm(Xr, t),

3.5. Error Measures

We use the Continuous Ranked Probability
Score (CRPS), and Quantile Score (QS) to eval-
uate the forecasts in a probabilistic setting. Fur-
thermore, the MAE score is shown when rele-
vant since this score is often of interest to energy
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traders. The CRPS evaluates the forecast distri-
bution but does not capture the correlation struc-
ture for multivariate forecasts. We use the relia-
bility plot to check that the mean and variance
of our forecast ensembles are properly calibrated,
see Fig. in Section [6]

Together, the MAE, Quantile Score, and CRPS
score properly allow us to compare our forecasts
and determine which are most accurate.

At time step t we have predictions
Ut+12, -, Yr+36- LThus, for every day (24 hours),
we append the predictions to the vector g, such
that we in the end have one vector containing all
predictions for all time steps.

Mean Absolute Error (MAE)

The MAE is then defined as the mean of the ab-
solute error:

N
1 .
MAFE = N;@t _yt"

For the original and corrected ensembles, 3 is
the median ensemble. For the TAQR predictions

Continuous Ranked Probability Score (CRPS)
For each time step, we calculate the empirical
CDF F, based on the ensemble values of inter-
est (original, corrected or TAQR). In this article,
we are working with the empirical CDF calculated
based on the values of the sorted quantiles at each
time step. The CRPS for one observation, y;, is
defined as

CRPS(Ft,yt) :/

[e.e]

o0

(Fi(u) = L(u > y,))’du (8)

We are interested in the average (over all ob-
servations y). When presenting the score, we will
only write "CRPS".

Often it is a good idea to split up the integral
into the following two parts

Y

CRPS(F), y;) / R

—0o0

(u)? du—l—/oo(ﬂ(u)—l)2 du.
(9)

We will use the crps_ensemble function from
the properscoring module to calculate our
CRPS score [39]. This module uses a vector-
optimized version of (9). As a concrete example,



consider the CRPS score in Table [77la for Cor-
rected TAQR: here the empirical CDF F; is esti-
mated from the predicted 13 quantiles from the
full NABQR methodology.

We will define the Quantile Score (QS) as the
check mark loss function applied to our pre-
dictions compared to the actual observations. The
Quantile Score for the quantile 7 is defined as

N

1 .
N Z LT<yt - yt)7

i=t

where L, is defined in . We use the average

(over all estimated quantiles, 7) quantile score

@ = F1| ZTET QST<y7 g)

4. Application to Forecasting of Wind
Power Production in Denmark

4.1. Reliability

To be able to properly evaluate our forecasts
with VarS, we need calibrated forecasts [40]. To
evaluate whether the proposed method better
captures the nominal quantiles and check if the
forecasts are calibrated, we will use a reliability
plot. In a reliability plot, we compare the ob-
served frequencies to the nominal quantiles.

Fig. [0 presents the reliability plot for DK1 on-
shore wind power. For the original ensembles, the
lower quantiles tend to be overshot, indicating
insufficient ensemble representation in the lower
data range, while the higher quantiles exhibit
the opposite behavior. This suggests the original
ensembles are too clustered around the median,
confirming that they require correction. By de-
sign, TAQR should improve the reliability, since
it models the quantiles directly. Furthermore, we
specifically optimize for the quantile loss function
once we correct the ensembles. Consequently, as
seen in Fig. [0 employing TAQR and NABQR en-
hances the reliability, aligning observed frequen-
cies more closely with nominal quantiles.

HPE refers to the high probability ensembles,
the unperturbed control ensemble from Section [2]
which can be seen at the nominal median and an
observed frequency of approximately 0.58 (below
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Reliability Plot for DK1 OnshoreWindPower
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Figure 9: Reliability plot for DK1 Onshore Wind Power
showing the original ensembles compared to TAQR and
corrected TAQR predictions from NABQR.

the blue dot). Thus, the HPE is not properly cal-
ibrated and is overshooting the produced power
on average.

The TAQR predictions based on the original
ensembles exhibit the same behavior as the origi-
nal ensembles, while the TAQR predictions based
on the corrected ensembles are very close to or
slightly overshooting the nominal quantiles. If
only interested in the best reliability, one should
use the TAQR predictions based on the original
ensembles.

We provide a reliability plot for all areas in
Fig. |A.12] in [Appendix A] where we in general
see the same improvements as for DK1 onshore
wind power.

4.2. In-sample vs. out-of-sample effect of correct-
ing ensembles

In Table [77], we present a comparison between
the in- and out-of-sample performance of the cor-
rected vs. original ensembles. The relative score,
RS, which we calculate both in sample and out

of sample, is presented as RS = % or in a
aw



DK1-Off DK2-On DK2-Off

Metric / Wind area  DK1-On
CRPS In-Sample 1.010
CRPS Out-of-Sample 1.000
QS In-Sample 0.976
QS Out-of-Sample 0.966
MAE In-Sample 1.004
MAE Out-of-Sample 0.988

0.977 0.910 0.958
0.995 0.916 0.964
0.978 0.895 0.936
0.974 0.896 0.943
1.048 0.961 1.001
1.000 0.956 1.000

Table 4: "On" refers to Onshore and "Off" refers to Offshore power production. We compare the in- and out-of-sample
performance of the LSTM corrected vs. original ensembles. < 1 indicates corrected ensembles are better.

more general notation:

S Model

RS = (10)

SBaseline
where RS is the relative score, S is the base-
line score, and Sy, is the score for the model we
consider. RS < 1 indicates improvement; in this
case, the corrected ensembles perform better for
the specific metric than the raw ensembles.

Thus, the top-left result is calculated as
C%fgg;’::’iji’;zriﬁple. Since our multidimensional
loss function used to train the LSTM is directly
related to the QS score presented in Section [3.5]
we expect this to be better in sample. In general,
the corrected ensembles perform better both in-
and out-of-sample compared to the original en-
sembles. The MAE is not significantly different
from 1 in any case. We will only see improve-
ments in MAE once TAQR is applied.

4.8. Evaluating MAE, CRPS on TAQR predic-
tions

To calculate the quantile score we need to spec-
ify which quantiles are used. It is not clear what
this range is for the original ensembles, since they
are not quantiles. We assume that the 51 en-
sembles span the range from 5% to 95%, equidis-
tantly. Changing this to 1% to 99% does not
significantly affect the results. For the LSTM
corrected ensembles we have 20 equidistant en-
sembles from 5% to 95%. The marginal TAQR
predictions consist of the following 13 quantiles:
[0.05, 0.1, 0.15, 0.25, 0.35, 0.45, 0.5, 0.55, 0.65,
0.75, 0.85, 0.9, 0.95].

Table [77] shows results for wind power produc-
tion in DK1 and DK2. In the first row, we present
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the actual absolute score for the original ensem-
bles, which we will consider the baseline. The
others are calculated as the relative score, RS,
introduced in Section [4.2]

The method generally seems to be performing
well. The autocorrelation is altered when cor-
recting the ensembles with the LSTM network,
which is difficult for the TAQR algorithm to re-
store. We see good improvements across all four
scores for DK1 onshore wind power production
and even bigger improvements for DK2 onshore
wind power production.

Applying TAQR to the corrected ensembles
seems to be a good idea, in three of the four ar-
eas. The Corrected TAQR results are close to the
TAQR results for DK1 offshore, indicating that
the choice of method should be investigated fur-
ther.

In general, we believe that the superior perfor-
mance obtained for onshore compared to offshore
wind is due to the curtailment of offshore wind
power plants as discussed in Section [6]

Figure [10] illustrates the TAQR prediction in-
tervals and the actual observations for a short pe-
riod in July 2024.

5. Application to Energy Trading

In this case study, we adopt the perspective of
an energy trader. If our median in the Corrected
TAQR forecasts suggests a higher value than the
original ensemble median, this signals an antici-
pated increase in supply. Based on fundamental
supply-demand principles, such an increase would
likely drive imbalance prices for the following day



(a) DK1 Offshore Wind Power

(b) DK1 Onshore Wind Power

MAE CRPS QS MAE CRPS QS
Original Ensembles  103.170 78.917 41.616 Original Ensembles  208.693 156.171 82.895
Corrected Ensembles  0.976  0.974  0.949 Corrected Ensembles  0.995 1.036  0.997
TAQR 0.939 0.904 0.841 TAQR 1.028  1.004  0.959
Corrected TAQR 0.961  0.915 0.845 Corrected TAQR 0.911  0.877 0.806

(c) DK2 Offshore Wind Power (d) DK2 Onshore Wind Power

MAE CRPS QS MAE CRPS QS
Original Ensembles ~ 117.970 88.176 46.928 Original Ensembles  62.761 48.111 25.308
Corrected Ensembles  0.948  0.979  0.950 Corrected Ensembles 0.976  0.972  0.943
TAQR 0.946  0.908  0.844 TAQR 0.605 0.576  0.534
Corrected TAQR 0.930 0.887 0.811 Corrected TAQR 0.602 0.565 0.523

Table 5: Performance Metrics for Different Ensemble Methods on DK1 and DK2 Wind Power LSTM Models.
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Figure 10: Excerpt of TAQR predictions with prediction
interval 5%-95% shown in shades of blue for DK2 Offshore
wind power production.

lower than the spot prices. Imbalance price is the
price the TSO pays producers/consumers to up-
or down regulate their production/consumption
to ensure grid stability. Note, the imbalance price
can be negative.

Assuming these supply-demand dynamics hold,
we implement a trading strategy by selling elec-
tricity in the day-ahead spot market and repur-
chasing it at a lower imbalance price the next day.
This approach effectively shorts the market, and
we aim to evaluate its profitability under varying
conditions.

Conversely, if our forecasts indicate lower pro-
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duction, implying a supply decrease, we would
purchase electricity in the day-ahead market and
sell it at a potentially higher imbalance price the
next day. This case study explores whether such
a strategy is profitable.

The pseudocode for this trading setup can be
seen in Algorithm [I Note that the comparison
(line 5) is adjusted by an offset, o, which is the
mean error of the difference between the predic-
tions and actual observations in the training set.

Algorithm 1 Trading Strategy

Predictions: g, 1o.5 is the median
Original Ensembles: y
Mean Offset Based on Training Set: o
Index set for the test set: [
for i € I do
if gosli] — 0; > yo5[i] then
Sell Spot, Buy Imbalance
else
Buy Spot, Sell Imbalance
end if
Update Profit and Loss
: end for
: Return Total Profit and Loss

—_ =

In Fig. we show the cumulative profit and
loss for the trading strategy described in Algo-
rithm [I] when trading 1 MWh per trade. We see
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Figure 11: Cumulative profit and loss in DKK for trading
size 1 MWh per trade.

that DK1 Onshore wind power is the greatest per-
former, but it is also the area where the most
power is produced (see Fig. . It makes sense
that DK1 Onshore is the best performer, since
this is the biggest driver of price changes, given
its volume relative to the entire DK1 power pro-
duction. Across the four areas, the four strategies
collectively generate 19,041 DKK with a trading
size of 1 MWh per trade over the test set.

6. Discussion and Future Work

6.1. Correlation Structure

The process of generating power production
ensembles involves perturbing initial conditions
and propagating them forward using determinis-
tic PDE systems. This gives the ensembles a pos-
itive correlation with the actual observations and
significant positive autocorrelation for more than
100 lags, see [41] for a further discussion of the au-
tocorrelation. However, when these ensembles are
modified, the intrinsic autocorrelation structure
within the data is often disrupted. To address
this issue, future work should consider restoring
the autocorrelation structure in the residuals by
employing stochastic differential equations, e.g.,
following the approach outlined in [42].

6.2. Online Implementation

In a production setting, new observations are
available every 5 minutes. The forecasted power
production ensembles are updated every 6 hours.
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This allows for intra-day modeling of a quan-
tile estimate of the forecast distribution, giving
even more merit to the use of TAQR. Increas-
ing the frequency of forecasts brings many chal-
lenges. One is retraining the neural networks:
TensorFlow and PyTorch provide the possibility
of warm-starting your training from a previous
training period. Switch-EMA is another method
for retraining neural networks [43]. Since TAQR
is already adaptive, we do not need to retrain the
neural networks more often than, e.g. every sev-
enth day.

As renewable energy production continues to
expand, it is important to retrain the network
once new production capacity is installed and suf-
ficient data including the new capacity becomes
available. This approach provides a more effective
retraining schedule than relying on fixed calendar-
based intervals.

6.3. Further Areas of Application: Solar

In Denmark, solar power is growing even faster
than wind power. Solar power comes with its own
set of challenges. For example, how to deal with
the nighttime, where no power is produced. Power
production ensembles are available for solar power
and are an area of interest, where NABQR could
potentially improve forecasts as well.

6.4. Modeling of Cost Function

To enhance the trading strategy, one should ac-
count for the covariation of returns, the correla-
tion structure among trading strategies, and their
respective time horizons. A natural step would be
to model the cost function of bidding in energy
markets given the improved quantile forecasts in
this article [44].

7. Conclusion

In this article, we have presented a novel ap-
proach to using neural networks as a data-driven
basis for TAQR. LSTM networks were found to
be the best neural network architecture. We used
the LSTM network to correct power production
ensembles based on a multidimensional quantile
loss function. We included 5000 data points in



the design matrix for the TAQR algorithm in a
sliding window.

We applied the methodology to wind power
production in Denmark. The method provided
improvements quantified by MAE, CRPS, and
QS. The method performed best on onshore wind
power with improvements of up to 48% in the QS
score.

We considered a simple trading strategy as an
application of the improved forecasts for energy
traders in the day-ahead and imbalance market.
The strategy was profitable in three of the four
areas; however, the returns were only significantly
greater than zero in one case.

Looking ahead, NABQR’s framework can be
extended to other renewable energy sources, such
as solar power, which presents its own unique
forecasting challenges. Additionally, future work
could explore the integration of stochastic dif-
ferential equations to restore the autocorrelation
structure in residuals and treat the challenges that
arise with an online implementation.

In conclusion, NABQR demonstrates signifi-
cant potential in renewable energy forecasting,
providing a robust tool for enhancing the accu-
racy and reliability of probabilistic wind power
forecasts. Its user-friendly, open-source Python
package is freely accessible, making it a valuable
resource for the field.
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Appendix A. Reliability plot
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Figure A.12: Reliability plot for all four areas.
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Appendix B. Dimensionality overview for LSTM network in TensorFlow

Let B be the batch size, F' the number of features and U the number of units in an LSTM cell, then
we have the following dimensions, which are useful in relation to the equations governing the LSTM
network in this paper.

Table B.6: Dimension in LSTM network. B is batch size, F' number of features and U is number of units.

Variable | Dimensions
T RBXF
ht—l RBXU
ht RBXU
Ct—lactaét RBXU
W, R(F+U)><U
W. R(F+U)><U
Wf R(F+U)><U
W, R(F+U)><U
b; RY
b RY
by RV
bo RY
it RBXU
ft RBXU
ht RBXU
oy RBXU

However, the calculations behind the scenes are best understood considering the following;:

i = 0 (WaiXe + Whihe—1 + b;)

ft = O'(foXt + thht—l + bf)

C, = tanh (W, Xy + Wichi—1 + b.)

Ci=fioCi1 + ir o Cy

Oy = U(onXt + W};roht—l + bo)

hy = o4 o tanh(Cy)
Note: The bias vectors, b;, by, b, b,, is broadcasted so that dimensions match.

The weight matrices Wy, Wy r, Wae, Wy, correspond to the input vector X, for each gate and the

candidate cell input. Similarly, Wy, Wi, Whe, Wi, are the corresponding weight matrices for the
previous hidden state h;_;.

For further information on the implementation of these large-scale matrix multiplications and related
computations in TensorFlow, see [45].
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