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Abstract

Forecast reconciliation is considered an effective method for achieving coherence and improving

forecast accuracy. However, the value of reconciled forecasts in downstream decision-making tasks

has been mostly overlooked. In a multi-agent setup with heterogeneous loss functions, this oversight

may lead to unfair outcomes, hence resulting in conflicts during the reconciliation process. To

address this, we propose a value-oriented forecast reconciliation approach that focuses on the

forecast value for individual agents. Fairness is ensured through the use of a Nash bargaining

framework. Specifically, we model this problem as a cooperative bargaining game, where each agent

aims to optimize their own gain while contributing to the overall reconciliation process. We then

present a primal-dual algorithm for parameter estimation based on empirical risk minimization.

From an application perspective, we consider an aggregated wind energy trading problem, where

profits are distributed using a weighted allocation rule. We demonstrate the effectiveness of our

approach through several numerical experiments, showing that it consistently results in increased

profits for all agents involved.
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1. Introduction

The geographically distributed nature of renewable energy sources, such as wind and solar,

inherently creates a hierarchical structure for power generation. It is acknowledged that forecast

accuracy can be improved by leveraging the spatial-temporal dependencies inherent in geographi-

cally distributed data (Tastu et al., 2013). However, various agents at different levels of aggregation
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in power systems and electricity markets, for instance, the portfolio and individual power generation

assets, often independently generate their own forecasts. This can lead to incoherence, i.e., the fore-

cast directly produced at the portfolio level is not necessarily equal to the sum of the forecasts for

individual assets. Given that forecasts are frequently used in decision-making, incoherence across

aggregation levels may eventually lead to dilemmas among decision-makers. For that, forecast rec-

onciliation is applied, which is a post-forecasting process that involves transforming independently

generated incoherent base forecasts into coherent forecasts that satisfy the constraints imposed by

the hierarchical structures (Athanasopoulos et al., 2024).

Single-level reconciliation approaches, such as bottom-up, top-down, and middle-out approaches,

have been in use for decades, dating back at least to Edwards and Orcutt (1969) and Zellner (1969).

They require forecasts at a chosen level, which are then combined to generate forecasts for the re-

maining levels in the hierarchy. Hyndman et al. (2011) introduced a combination approach that

leverages forecasts across the entire hierarchy. This was later extended by Van Erven and Cugliari

(2015), Hyndman et al. (2016), and Wickramasuriya et al. (2019) through employing various pro-

jection matrices (Panagiotelis et al., 2021). In parallel, Ben Taieb and Koo (2019) developed

an end-to-end reconciliation approach, which learns the projection matrices via machine learning.

Forecast reconciliation in the energy sector has been employed since Van Erven and Cugliari (2015),

and most often brings the added benefit of enhanced forecast accuracy (Zhang and Dong, 2018;

Jeon et al., 2019).

While previous studies have substantially advanced forecast reconciliation through various

methods and techniques, nearly all of them focus on leveraging hierarchical structures to improve

forecast accuracy. However, it is believed that in addition to evaluating the quality of forecasts, their

value in downstream decision-making processes should also be assessed (Murphy, 1993; Theodorou

et al., 2025), in terms of profits or costs. Although increasing advancements focus on developing

forecasting products that maximize the value in decision-making, particularly within the energy

industry (Carriere and Kariniotakis, 2019; Stratigakos et al., 2022; Zhang et al., 2024), drawing

inspiration from the pioneering research of Bertsimas and Kallus (2020); Elmachtoub and Grigas

(2022), the value in forecast reconciliation remains largely under-investigated, with only a few no-

table exceptions. For instance, Sanguri et al. (2022) assessed the effectiveness of coherent forecasts

in enhancing the value of port operations and empirically demonstrated that coherent forecasts
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improved decision-making at ports. In parallel, Stratigakos et al. (2024) proposed a method for

combining multiple probabilistic forecasts using a linear opinion pool, with a particular emphasis

on minimizing the expected costs associated with subsequent decision-making. However, all of

these studies evaluate the value in forecast reconciliation from a centralized perspective, neglecting

the fact that the agents involved may have heterogeneous loss (or cost) functions.

When agents have heterogeneous cost functions, the primary challenge lies in achieving consen-

sus on the reconciliation approach before actually reconciling their forecasts. Since the commonly

used reconciliation approaches aim to optimize an overall loss function, for instance, the mean

squared error function (Van Erven and Cugliari, 2015; Hyndman et al., 2016), some agents in-

volved may even find that reconciled forecasts lead to the increase of their own costs, even though

overall costs are reduced after reconciliation. As a result, the agents may perceive the reconciliation

process as unfair, leading to disagreements on the reconciliation procedure. In fact, Van Erven

and Cugliari (2015) incorporated weighting factors for forecasts at each level during reconciliation.

However, these weights were assigned ad hoc, and the impact of such weighting on downstream

decision-making outcomes was not explored. Therefore, how to account for the value of forecasts

at each level and ensure fairness in the reconciliation process remains an unresolved issue in the

forecast reconciliation literature. This paper addresses this gap by introducing a value-oriented

reconciliation approach, which we contrast with the widely studied quality-oriented reconciliation

approach.

To motivate our proposal and demonstrate its applicability, we focus on the well-established

problem of trading wind energy in electricity markets, where a portfolio manager (PM) trades on

behalf of multiple wind power producers (WPPs). Our setup closely mirrors that of Guerrero-

Mestre et al. (2015). Specifically, we consider two trading floors: a forward market and a balancing

market with a dual-price settlement mechanism for imbalances. As noted by Pinson et al. (2007),

the trading problem for a risk-neutral, price-taker WPP is analogous to a newsvendor problem.

Ultimately, it involves offering on a specific quantile of the predictive distribution for wind power

generation. We assume that both the PM and WPPs are risk-neutral and act as price-takers,

enabling us to model their interaction as a cooperative newsvendor game (Montrucchio et al.,

2012). In this setup, a natural two-level hierarchy emerges between the PM and the WPPs, which

implies that the PM’s offer must represent the collective output of all WPPs. As the forecasts
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issued by the PM and WPPs may be incoherent, they must be reconciled to ensure coherence

before being used in the PM’s trading strategies. After trading in the markets, the PM allocates

profits to each WPP by using pre-defined allocation rules.

Our reconciliation framework is inspired by Pennings and Van Dalen (2017), where the recon-

ciled forecasts are expressed as the product of an aggregation matrix (defined by the hierarchy) and

latent variables. The latent variables are derived from the base forecasts via learnable combination

functions. Market data, including historical prices, are incorporated as context features for the

combination functions, enabling the reconciliation to be adaptive to contextual information. The

requirement for consensus on the reconciliation approach aligns with the group decision-making

process, in which agents collaboratively select a combination function from the collection of mu-

tually accepted functions. Particularly, we assume that WPPs exhibit individual rationality, indi-

cating that each producer’s profit must be at least equal to their independent offering. Therefore,

the forecast reconciliation process must ensure that each producer’s profit is either maintained

or improved after reconciliation. To address this, we model the problem as a cooperative bar-

gaining game (Nash, 1953), where each agent seeks to maximize their own gain by choosing from

the available combination functions. The Nash bargaining solution is derived by maximizing the

product of excess profits (known as the Nash product), which measures the difference between the

post-reconciliation profits and the pre-reconciliation profits.

Given that the PM regularly engages in market trading, we apply the principle of fairness

over time (Lodi et al., 2024) to determine the combination function in the reconciliation process,

rather than relying on a single trade instance. Consequently, we calculate the average profit for

each agent within the Nash bargaining framework. The combination function is derived through

constrained optimization, with the objective of maximizing the product of average excess profits

while ensuring that each agent’s average excess profit remains positive. It turns out to be a large-

scale optimization problem, thus we frame it as a constrained learning problem by parameterizing

the combination function (Donini et al., 2018). Specifically, we use the Lagrangian optimization

approach outlined by Chamon and Ribeiro (2020) for parameter estimation. The parameters of the

combination function model are estimated using the stochastic gradient descent algorithm, while

the dual variables are updated through the dual ascent algorithm. Finally, following Muñoz et al.

(2023), we validate the proposed method with case studies in an hourly forward market coupled
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with a dual-price settlement balancing market, using market data from the Danish TSO and wind

power data from the Wind Toolkit. In summary, this work makes two key contributions:

(1) We propose a value-oriented forecast reconciliation approach, with a particular emphasis on

the value of forecasts for each agent involved. The approach ensures fairness through a Nash

bargaining framework. It complements the existing forecast reconciliation literature by em-

phasizing forecast value rather than solely focusing on forecast quality.

(2) We demonstrate the effectiveness of the proposed method in the context of aggregated wind

energy trading and illustrate how consensus can be achieved when dealing with forecasts from

multiple sources. This extends the existing literature on aggregated wind energy trading by

introducing the concept of consensus on information, in addition to the traditional focus on

consensus in profit allocations.

The structure of the paper is as follows. Section 2 introduces the core concepts of value-oriented

forecasting and decision-making, with a particular emphasis on wind energy trading, and discusses

the challenges associated with aggregated wind energy trading. Section 3 formulates the problem

and develops a value-oriented forecast reconciliation approach based on Nash bargaining, framing

it as a learning problem. Section 4 presents two illustrative cases to explore the behavior of the

proposed approach. Section 5 empirically validates the approach by constructing an hourly forward

market using real market data. Finally, Section 6 concludes the paper and suggests directions for

future research.

2. Preliminaries

In this section, we first outline the fundamentals of value-oriented forecasting and decision-

making, with a specific focus on wind energy trading. We then present renewable energy offering

in the forward market within the context of dual-price imbalance settlement. Finally, we describe

the challenges associated with aggregated wind energy trading.

Notations: Vectors are denoted by bold lowercase letters (e.g., x), while matrices are repre-

sented by bold uppercase letters (e.g., A). Sets are denoted using calligraphic fonts, such as T ,

with the cardinality of a set expressed as |T |. The subscript F represents the forward market (e.g.,

πF), while the superscripts UP and DW denote up- and down-regulation (e.g., πUP and πDW).
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2.1. Value-oriented Forecasting and Decision Making

To begin, we outline the setups of wind energy offering. Let yt,i represent the wind energy

generated by WPP i at time t, which is a realization of the random variable Yt,i. In a forward

market, WPP i must declare the energy amount yFt+k,i it will generate before the market’s closure

time, t. Here, the subscript k indicates the time interval between trading and actual power delivery.

In the balancing market, the WPP is required to balance the discrepancy between the actual

generation, yt+k,i, and the declared amount, yFt+k,i. Throughout this paper, we assume that WPPs

act as price takers and are risk-neutral. This assumption is commonly observed in the electricity

market literature (Morales et al., 2013), implying that the trading activities of a single WPP

do not influence the clearing price. The prices for the forward market, upward and downward

regulation are denoted by πFt+k, π
UP
t+k, and πDWt+k, respectively. It is established that πUPt+k ≥ πFt+k

and πDWt+k ≤ πFt+k, with at most one of these values differing from πFt+k.

The profit of a WPP at the trading hour t+ k is then given by the function ρt+k(y
F
t+k,i, yt+k,i),

which is expressed as

ρt+k(y
F
t+k,i, yt+k,i) = πFt+ky

F
t+k,i − πUPt+k

[
yFt+k,i − yt+k,i

]+
+ πDWt+k

[
yt+k,i − yFt+k,i

]+
, (1)

where [x]+ = max(x, 0), ∀x ∈ R. When the power generation falls short of the offer, i.e., yt+k,i <

yFt+k,i, the WPP has to purchase up-regulation at the price of πUPt+k to balance the discrepancy

yFt+k,i − yt+k,i. Conversely, if the power generation exceeds the offer, i.e., yFt+k,i > yt+k,i, the

WPP is required to purchase down-regulation at the price of πDWt+k. The penalties associated

with overproduction and underproduction are calculated as follows: for overproduction, ψ+
t+k =

πFt+k − πDWt+k, and for underproduction, ψ−
t+k = πUPt+k − πFt+k. It is important to observe that

yt+k,i − yFt+k,i =
[
yt+k,i − yFt+k,i

]+ − [
yFt+k,i − yt+k,i

]+
.

Then we recast equation (1) in the form

ρt+k(y
F
t+k,i, yt+k,i) = πFt+kyt+k,i −

[
ψ+
t+k

[
yt+k,i − yFt+k,i

]+
+ ψ−

t+k

[
yFt+k,i − yt+k,i

]+]
. (2)

The first component is beyond the producer’s control, as both πFt+k and yt+k,i are uncertain.

The subsequent component is identified as the imbalance cost, which is a non-negative quantity
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represented by a function ct+k(y
F
t+k,i, yt+k,i) as follows:

ct+k(y
F
t+k,i, yt+k,i) = ψ+

t+k

[
yt+k,i − yFt+k,i

]+
+ ψ−

t+k

[
yFt+k,i − yt+k,i

]+
, (3)

Since the real generation yt+k,i is unknown at the time of offering t, WPPs must rely on forecasts

to determine their offers. It is common to use the contextual information available at time t such

as weather and lagged values, denoted as xt,i, to predict the future value Yt+k,i using a specific

model fi. Denoting the point forecast as ŷt+k,i|t, forecasting can be mathematically expressed as

ŷt+k,i|t = fi(xt,i;ϕi), (4)

where ϕi represents the model parameters. According to the literature on electricity markets, two

main point forecasting products are identified for trading purposes: mean and quantiles. They are

developed by employing various loss functions to train the model (4), as elaborated below.

Quality-oriented forecasting: The widely employed point forecasting seeks to estimate the

expected value of Yt+k,i. For that, the parameters of the model are estimated by minimizing the

expectation of the mean squared error function l(ŷt+k,i|t, yt+k,i), expressed as

min
ϕi

E
[
l(ŷt+k,i|t, yt+k,i)

]
. (5)

We refer to this approach as quality-oriented forecasting since the loss function is directly related

to the quality (or accuracy) of the forecasts.

Value-oriented forecasting: It is important to note that the optimal offer can be determined

by minimizing the expected imbalance cost, provided that the distribution of Yt+k,i is known. It

is expressed as

yF∗t+k,i = argmin
yFt+k,i∈[0,pi]

EYt+k,i

[
ct+k(y

F
t+k,i, yt+k,i)

]
, (6)

where pi represents the capacity of WPP i. This addresses a specific instance of the newsvendor

problem (Choi, 2012), which leads to the identification of a particular quantile within the wind

power generation distribution:

yF∗t+k,i = F−1
yt+k,i

(αt+k), (7)
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where Fyt+k,i
represents the cumulative distribution function (CDF) of Yt+k,i and αt+k signifies the

nominal level, expressed as: αt+k =
ψ+
t+k

ψ+
t+k+ψ

−
t+k

. Thus, the expense associated with the imbalance is

represented by ct+k(y
F∗
t+k,i, yt+k,i), and the expected cost is obtained as EYt+k,i

[ct+k(y
F∗
t+k,i, yt+k,i)].

However, the distribution of wind power generation, Fyt+k,i
, is unknown during the offering process.

Instead, Bremnes (2004) and Pinson et al. (2007) suggest that, for a specified nominal quantile

level, it is allowed to directly estimate the optimal offers using quantile regression. Then, the

parameters of the forecast model are estimated by minimizing the expected cost, expressed as

min
ϕi

E
[
ct+k(ŷt+k,i|t, yt+k,i)

]
. (8)

Specifically, Bremnes (2004); Pinson et al. (2007) employ the long-term mean values of ψ+
t+k and

ψ−
t+k during the model training process. Since the loss function aligns with the value of downstream

decisions, we refer to this approach as value-oriented forecasting.

2.2. Aggregated Wind Energy Trading

Consider a scenario where there are m WPPs, managed by a PM responsible for trading in the

market on behalf of all the WPPs. Let Yt+k,sum denote the aggregate sum of the random variables

Yt+k,i, expressed as Yt+k,sum =
∑m

i Yt+k,i. The observed value is indicated by yt+k,sum =
∑m

i yt+k,i.

Meanwhile, yFt+k,sum stands for the trading offer by the PM, and ct+k(y
F
t+k,sum, yt+k,sum) denotes the

total imbalance cost associated with the offer yFt+k,sum. When the PM aims to minimize the total

expected cost imbalance, the problem still reduces to a newsvendor, and the optimal offer of the

portfolio is given by

yF∗t+k,sum = F−1
yt+k,sum

(αt+k), (9)

where Fyt+k,sum
denotes the CDF of Yt+k,sum. The imbalance cost for the offer yF∗t+k,sum is then

given as ct+k(y
F∗
t+k,sum, yt+k,sum). Accordingly, the expected total imbalance cost is calculated as

EYt+k,sum
[ct+k(y

F∗
t+k,sum, yt+k,sum)]. The cost-saving benefits of aggregated trading, as demonstrated

by Eppen (1979) and Hartman et al. (2000), are outlined below.

Theorem 2.1. [Eppen (1979); Hartman et al. (2000)] In a multi-location newsvendor system, the

total optimal expected cost of the centralized system is lower than that of the decentralized system.
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Using Theorem 2.1, it is evident that

EYt+k,sum
[ct+k(y

F∗
t+k,sum, yt+k,sum)] ≤

m∑
i

EYt+k,i
[ct+k(y

F∗
t+k,i, yt+k,i)], (10)

which implies that offering as an aggregation can always lead to a reduction in costs for participants.

Equality in (10) holds only when the variables Yt+k,1, · · · , Yt+k,m are perfectly positively correlated.

The aggregated wind energy offering problem has been explored by Bitar (2011); Baeyens et al.

(2013), which demonstrated that WPPs can consistently increase their expected profits through

aggregated trading. However, these studies do not specify the assigned offer or the cost for each

WPP. In most cases, the total of all independent offers does not align with the optimal offer of

the PM. Using simple cost allocation rules, such as dividing the cost evenly among all WPPs, may

leave some WPPs unsatisfied with their assigned costs.

WPP 1

WPP 2

WPP 𝑚

Portfolio 

manager

Electricity 

markets

offer

profit

Profit allocation

Figure 1: wind energy trading as an aggregation.

To address this, Freire et al. (2014); Nguyen and Le (2018) have developed algorithms to

identify allocation rules in the core of collaborative wind energy offering games. Then, the PM

offers in the markets and allocates profits (or equivalently, costs) to WPPs based on the established

allocation rule. The operational framework for the PM is shown in Figure 1. However, these studies

often assume that both the PM and WPPs have access to identical information and that WPPs

unanimously agree on the offers. In reality, diversified perspectives on future energy generation

may lead to different opinions among the PM and the WPPs regarding the offers. Specifically, each

WPP typically uses a forecast model to estimate its own independent offer, as shown in Equation

(4). Similarly, the PM employs a forecasting model f with parameters ϕ to predict the aggregated
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offer based on the feature vector xt. This model is expressed as

yFt+k,sum = ŷt+k,sum|t = f(xt;ϕ). (11)

As the forecasts
{
ŷt+k,1|t, . . . , ŷt+k,m|t, ŷt+k,sum|t

}
are generated independently by the PM and

WPPs, they are likely to be incoherent. Thus, WPPs may disagree with the offer proposed by the

PM, and furthermore, the forecasts cannot be directly used to determine each WPP’s share in the

submitted offer. We address this challenge by developing a value-oriented forecast reconciliation

approach in Section 3.

3. Methodology

In this section, we first formulate the forecast reconciliation problem within the context of

aggregated wind energy trading. We then propose a value-oriented forecast reconciliation approach

based on the Nash bargaining framework, followed by the presentation of a primal-dual algorithm

for parameter estimation.

3.1. Problem Formulation

For ease of reference, the following concise notations are introduced: [yt+k,1, . . . , yt+k,m, yt+k,sum]
⊤

is represented by yt+k, while
[
ŷt+k,1|t, · · · , ŷt+k,m|t, ŷt+k,sum|t

]⊤
is expressed as ŷt+k|t, and referred to

as the base forecast. As shown in Figure 1, the interaction between WPPs and the PM inherently

establishes a two-level hierarchical structure. In the context of forecast reconciliation (Athana-

sopoulos et al., 2024), forecasts at the leaf nodes of the hierarchy are referred to as bottom-level

forecasts, while forecasts at other nodes are called aggregated forecasts. In our specific WPP-PM

hierarchy, we can decompose the vector yt into m bottom-level values bt ∈ Rm and an aggregated

value yt,sum such that yt =
[
b⊤
t , yt,sum

]⊤
. By defining an aggregation matrix S ∈ {0, 1}(m+1)×m, we

obtain

yt = Sbt ⇔

 bt

yt,sum

 =

 Im

ssum

bt, ∀t, (12)

where ssum = [1, 1, · · · , 1] is a summation vector and Im is the m×m identity matrix. Equivalently,

formula (12) can be rewritten as

Byt = 0, (13)
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where B = [−ssum, 1]. This indicates that yt lies within the null space of B, expressed as yt ∈

null(B). With the hierarchical structure, the coherent forecast is formally defined as follows.

Definition 3.1 (Coherent forecast). A forecast ŷt+k|t is said to be coherent iff ŷt+k|t ∈ null(B).

As previously stated, the base forecast, ŷt+k|t is independently generated by WPPs and PM,

and is likely not coherent. Therefore, it is essential to reconcile the forecasts before using them

in market trading. Let ỹt+k|t =
[
ỹt+k,1|t, . . . , ỹt+k,m|t, ỹt+k,sum|t

]⊤
denote the reconciled forecasts,

where

ỹt+k,sum|t =
m∑
i=1

ỹt+k,i|t. (14)

The reconciliation process can then be conceptually expressed as

ỹt+k|t = fRE(ŷt+k|t), (15)

where fRE represents the reconciliation function. In other words, we transform incoherent base

forecast ŷt+k|t into coherent forecast ỹt+k|t via the reconciliation function.

After reconciliation, the PM then places offers in the market using the reconciled aggregate

forecast, ỹt+k,sum|t. In parallel, the reconciled forecast for each WPP, ỹt+k,i|t, is not submitted to

the market; it serves instead to determine cost (or profit) allocation and is thus termed a pseudo-

offer. Different from Section 2 where each WPP shares the same cost function, here the WPPs face

heterogeneous cost functions, since they are apportioned as shares of the overall balancing cost.

Concretely, the allocated cost for WPP i is calculated based on the reconciled forecasts ỹt+k|t and

realizations yt+k, which is represented as c
(AG)
t+k,i(ỹt+k|t,yt+k). The explanation of c

(AG)
t+k,i(ỹt+k|t,yt+k)

is postponed to Section 3.2. Correspondingly, the profit for WPP i in the context of aggregated

wind energy trading, is represented as ρ
(AG)
t+k,i(ỹt+k|t,yt+k), which can be expressed as

ρ
(AG)
t+k,i(ỹt+k|t,yt+k) = πFt+kyt+k,i − c

(AG)
t+k,i(ỹt+k|t,yt+k). (16)

It is observed that, after reconciliation, the balancing cost of the aggregated forecast is always

lower than the sum of costs of independent pseudo-offers, as described below.

Theorem 3.1. Let
{
ỹt+k,1|t, . . . , ỹt+k,m|t

}
be a set of m independent pseudo-offers for the trading
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hour t+ k. Then, almost surely,

ct+k(ỹt+k,sum|t, yt+k,sum) ≤
m∑
i=1

ct+k(ỹt+k,i|t, yt+k,i),

where ỹt+k,sum|t =
∑m

i=1 ỹt+k,i|t.

Proof. See the appendix.

Notably, achieving coherence is often effectively managed through existing reconciliation meth-

ods. In fact, simple approaches, such as bottom-up (BU) reconciliation, can successfully attain

coherence. However, most existing quality-oriented forecast reconciliation methods assume that

all agents will agree on the reconciliation procedure (Athanasopoulos et al., 2024). As discussed

in Section 1, the challenge lies in achieving consensus on the reconciliation approach when agents

have heterogeneous cost functions. Prior to formulating our reconciliation method, we present the

following assumptions, reserving the specific methodologies for Section 3.2.

Assumption 3.1. The group of WPPs is compelled to form a grand coalition. If they fail to reach

a consensus on the reconciliation process, each WPP will act independently.

In this context, we exclude sub-coalitions, as WPPs will only engage with the PM. Each WPP

will decide whether to enter into an agency contract with the PM. Even if some WPPs choose to

opt out of the contract, the PM can still manage the portfolio consisting of the remaining WPPs.

Assumption 3.2. Each WPP receives no less than the expected profit they would achieve through

independent trading.

This assumption is valid because WPPs are primarily focused on the individual benefits they

derive from the coalition, rather than on the collective benefits of the coalition.

3.2. Value-oriented Forecast Reconciliation

Our reconciliation model is inspired by Pennings and Van Dalen (2017). Specifically, the

reconciliation model fRE is implemented using an aggregation matrix S combined with a learnable

combination function g. Additionally, we incorporate contextual features, such as market data,

represented as zt ∈ Rd, throughout the reconciliation process. As a result, both the base forecasts
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ŷt+k|t and the contextual features zt serve as inputs to the model fRE. The reconciliation procedure

is characterized by

ỹt+k|t = Sht+k, (17)

ht+k = g(ŷt+k|t, zt;θ) (18)

where ht+k denotes the latent variable and θ symbolizes the parameters within the combination

function g. In accordance with (12), ht+k can also be interpreted as the bottom-level forecasts.

More specifically, the learning-based reconciliation process uses g to generate reconciled bottom-

level forecasts, which are subsequently aggregated to obtain forecasts at the aggregate level.

To estimate the parameters θ, machine learning techniques are commonly employed. This

involves solving the following optimization problem, with a specific loss function denoted as l(·, ·):

min
θ

E
[
l(ỹt+k|t,yt+k)

]
. (19)

For example, Ben Taieb and Koo (2019) use the widely adopted mean squared error as the loss

function, aiming to minimize the total root mean square error. In contrast, here each WPP i has

the cost function c
(AG)
t+k,i(ỹt+k|t,yt+k) and seeks to minimize its own cost. Therefore, for a group of

WPPs, while each aims to minimize its own costs, they must collectively decide on the parameters θ

within the reconciliation model. Under the classical utilitarian principle, the parameter estimation

procedure involves minimizing the sum of costs for all WPPs, expressed as:

min
θ

m∑
i=1

E
[
c
(AG)
t+k,i(ỹt+k|t,yt+k)

]
.

The parameters obtained from this estimation are referred to as the utilitarian estimate. How-

ever, the sum of costs is neutral with respect to potential inequalities in the distribution of costs

among the involved agents. In contrast, incorporating fairness considerations into the parameter

estimation process offers a viable alternative. To achieve this, we use the cooperative bargaining

framework to distribute costs fairly among the agents involved.
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3.2.1. Nash Bargaining based Reconciliation

In a bargaining game of m agents, the agreement set A is a set of all agreed parameters θ,

whereas the disagreement point d is the default decision when the group of agents cannot reach a

consensus. Therefore, we redefine the loss function for each WPP i as

li(θ) =


E
[
c
(AG)
t+k,i(fRE(ŷt+k|t, zt;θ),yt+k)

]
, if θ ∈ A,

E [ct+k,i(ŷt+k,i, yt+k,i)] , if θ = d.

(20)

This suggests that when involved agents reach a consensus, they will reconcile their forecasts and

trade collectively in the markets, thereby sharing the associated costs. If they fail to reach a con-

sensus, they will trade independently. The disagreement point d can be assigned an unattainable

value, such as an all-zero vector, since the reconciliation of forecasts is no longer required. Specifi-

cally, we assume that within the agreement set, there are points that present Pareto improvements1

over the disagreement point. If no such points exist, individual rationality will be violated, thereby

rendering the design of a reconciliation function meaningless. This assumption is intuitively plau-

sible, as Theorem 2.1 demonstrates how aggregate trading can reduce overall balancing costs. We

will show that it holds within the framework of our allocation rule under a few mild conditions.

Particularly, the Nash bargaining framework proposes four axioms, namely Pareto optimality,

symmetry, independence of irrelevant alternatives, and invariance to affine transformations (Nash,

1953), which are described as follows:

(1) Pareto optimality: the solution θNB is Pareto optimal in A, that is, there does not exist θ ∈ A

such that li(θ) < li(θ
NB), ∀i = 1, 2, · · · ,m, and θ ̸= θNB.

(2) Symmetry: the solution θNB is invariant in the order of agents.

(3) Independence of irrelevant alternatives: if we expand the feasible set A and the solution stays

in A, then the solution θNB stays the same.

(4) Invariance to affine transformations: if affine transformations are applied to the costs, the

fair allocation in the affine-transformed system equates to the affine transformation of the fair

allocation in the original system.

1Consider a set of functions l1, l2, · · · , lm to be minimized using parameters θ. θ is a Pareto improvement to
θ′ ∈ A, if li(θ) ≤ li(θ

′),∀i = 1, 2 · · · ,m.
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According to Nash (1953), a unique solution exists for the bargaining game. In the context of

the cost sharing game defined in this study, the Nash bargaining solution can be derived as follows:

θNB = argmin
θ∈A

m∑
i

− log [li(d)− li(θ)] (21a)

s.t. li(d) ≥ li(θ), i = 1, 2, · · · ,m. (21b)

3.2.2. The Derivation of Cost Allocation

We design the cost allocation rule c
(AG)
t+k,i(ỹt+k|t,yt+k) for each WPP within the framework of

value-oriented forecast reconciliation. Specifically, we employ the weighted proportional allocation

rule introduced by Anupindi et al. (2001). This rule consists of two components: one associated

with the bottom-level reconciled forecast ỹt+k,i|t and the other with the aggregate-level reconciled

forecast ỹt+k,sum|t. The cost c
(AG)
t+k,i(ỹt+k|t,yt+k) is mathematically expressed as

c
(AG)
t+k,i(ỹt+k|t,yt+k) = (1− w) ct+k(ỹt+k,i|t, yt+k,i) + w γi ct+k(ỹt+k,sum|t, yt+k,sum). (22)

where 0 ≤ w ≤ 1, γi ≥ 0, and
∑m

i γi = 1. The term ct+k(ỹt+k,i|t, yt+k,i) represents the cost

associated with the WPP i if it independently submits the pseudo-offer ỹt+k,i|t in the markets. In

contrast, ct+k(ỹt+k,sum|t, yt+k,sum) represents the total cost for the aggregation when the PM submits

the offer ỹt+k,sum|t in the markets.

This allocation rule implies that each WPP reduces a fraction of its own cost associated with

the pseudo-offer while simultaneously bearing an equivalent fraction of its share of the overall

system cost, γict+k(ỹt+k,sum|t, yt+k,sum). When w = 0, the PM retains the entire profit from the

aggregate trading and distributes none to the WPPs. Consequently, each WPP acts independently

using the reconciled forecast ỹt+k,i|t, as if aggregation does not exist. In contrast, when w = 1, the

cost incurred by each WPP is represented by γict+k(ỹt+k,sum|t, yt+k,sum), which denotes a portion of

the system-wide cost. For w ∈ (0, 1), the weighted proportional allocation rule reflects allocation

schemes that fall between these extreme cases.

Specifically, γi can be defined according to various criteria, as outlined by Hartman and Dror
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(1996). For example, one definition uses the proportion of actual power generation, given by:

γ
ge
i =

yt+k,i
yt+k,sum

.

Another definition considers γi as the proportion of cost associated with pseudo offers, expressed

as:

γ
pc
i =

ct+k(ỹt+k,i|t, yt+k,i)∑m
i=1 ct+k(ỹt+k,i|t, yt+k,i)

.

It is observed that these settings of γi ensure the allocated cost for WPP i is less than its corre-

sponding cost associated with pseudo offers, as stated below.

Proposition 3.1. Designate γi in the cost allocation formula (22) as γ
pc
i . Thus, we obtain the

following inequality:

c
(AG)
t+k,i(ỹt+k|t,yt+k) ≤ ct+k(ỹt+k,i|t, yt+k,i),

which ensures that the cost allocation for WPP i is almost surely less than the corresponding cost

associated with its pseudo offers.

Proof. See the appendix.

Proposition 3.2. Define γi in the cost allocation (22) as γ
ge
i . If the following condition holds:

ct+k(ỹt+k,sum|t, yt+k,sum)

yt+k,sum
≤
ct+k(ỹt+k,i|t, yt+k,i)

yt+k,i
, ∀i = 1, 2, . . . ,m, (23)

then it follows that

c
(AG)
t+k,i(ỹt+k|t,yt+k) ≤ ct+k(ỹt+k,i|t, yt+k,i).

The proof is straightforward and thus omitted here. In practice, the condition (23) is typically

satisfied, as demonstrated through simulations and case studies. If the cost ct+k(ỹt+k,i|t, yt+k,i)

for the pseudo offer ỹt+k,i|t is lower than that of the independent offer ct+k(ŷt+k,i|t, yt+k,i), then

the aforementioned propositions suggest that the cost experienced by WPP i under the proposed

16



method, represented by c
(AG)
t+k,i(ỹt+k|t,yt+k), is less than ct+k(ŷt+k,i|t, yt+k,i). Nevertheless, it implies

a reduction in the cost of independent offers post-reconciliation, which is a strong requirement.

Remark 3.1. For the BU reconciliation approach, as the bottom-level forecasts remain un-

changed post-reconciliation, i.e., ỹt+k,i|t = ŷt+k,i|t, it is evident that c
(AG)
t+k,i(ỹt+k|t,yt+k) is less than

ct+k(ŷt+k,i|t, yt+k,i).

Remark 3.2. For the proposed value-oriented forecast reconciliation approach, if we can find

parameters in the agreement set, then E
[
c
(AG)
t+k,i(ỹt+k|t,yt+k)

]
is less than E

[
ct+k(ŷt+k,i|t, yt+k,i)

]
,

as given by the Nash bargaining framework (21).

It is noted that, using γ
pc
i disrupts the convexity of c

(AG)
t+k,i(ỹt+k|t,yt+k), thereby complicating the

loss function li(θ). Consequently, we mainly utilize γ
ge
i in this work, as it preserves the convexity

of c
(AG)
t+k,i(ỹt+k|t,yt+k). To further analyze the cost allocations, we formally define the extra profit

from the forecast reconciliation as follows.

Definition 3.2 (Extra profit). Let ỹt+k,sum|t be the offer by the PM for the trading hour t + k,

and ŷt+k,1|t, · · · , ŷt+k,m|t be a set of m independent offers. Then, the extra profit is defined as

R =

m∑
i=1

ct+k(ŷt+k,i|t, yt+k,i)− ct+k(ỹt+k,sum|t, yt+k,sum),

where ct+k(ỹt+k,sum|t, yt+k,sum) is the cost for the aggregate offer ỹt+k,sum|t post-reconciliation, and

ct+k(ŷt+k,i|t, yt+k,i) is the cost for the independent offer using the base forecast ŷt+k,i|t.

This definition calculates the difference between the total costs of independent offers with-

out reconciliation (i.e., disagreement point) and the cost of the aggregate offer by the PM post-

reconciliation (i.e., agreement point). In parallel, we calculate the total cost assigned to all WPPs

as

m∑
i=1

c
(AG)
t+k,i(ỹt+k|t,yt+k) = (1− w)

m∑
i=1

ct+k(ỹt+k,i|t, yt+k,i) + wct+k(ỹt+k,sum|t, yt+k,sum).

It is noteworthy that the total cost of WPPs is higher than the actual balancing cost incurred by
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the PM, but remains lower than the sum of the cost of the pseudo offers, i.e.,

ct+k(ỹt+k,sum|t, yt+k,sum) ≤
m∑
i=1

c
(AG)
t+k,i(ỹt+k|t,yt+k) ≤

m∑
i=1

ct+k(ỹt+k,i|t, yt+k,i), (24)

where the inequality results from Theorem 3.1. Therefore, it can be seen that the designed cost

allocation rule is not efficient, unless w = 1, as we have

m∑
i=1

ct+k(ŷt+k,i|t, yt+k,i)−
m∑
i=1

c
(AG)
t+k,i(ỹt+k|t,yt+k) ≤ R. (25)

In other words, the total extra profit allocated to WPPs is lower than the extra profit generated

by aggregated trading. Specifically, the remaining extra profit is assigned to the PM as the payoff

for their coordination efforts, denoted as Rpm, i.e.,

Rpm = (1− w)

[
m∑
i=1

ct+k(ỹt+k,i|t, yt+k,i)− ct+k(ỹt+k,sum|t, yt+k,sum)

]
. (26)

3.3. Model Training via Empirical Risk Minimization

As outlined in problem (21), we compute the parameters of the reconciliation model us-

ing the Nash bargaining approach. Nonetheless, neither E
[
c
(AG)
t+k,i(fRE(ŷt+k|t, zt;θ),yt+k)

]
nor

E [ct+k(ŷt+k,i, yt+k,i)] is available. Following Ban and Rudin (2019), we employ the sample av-

erage approximation method to approximate the expectation components in (21) and apply the

empirical risk minimization algorithm for parameter estimation. As a result, we convert problem

(21) into a constrained learning problem. With a set of historical data {ŷt+k|t, zt,yt+k}t=1,2,··· ,T ,

we can rewrite (21) as

min
θ

m∑
i

− log

[
1

T

T∑
t=1

[
ct+k(ŷt+k,i|t, yt+k,i)− c

(AG)
t+k,i(ỹt+k|t,yt+k)

]]
, (27a)

s.t.
1

T

T∑
t=1

[
c
(AG)
t+k,i(ỹt+k|t,yt+k)− ct+k(ŷt+k,i, yt+k,i)

]
≤ 0, ∀i = 1, · · · ,m, (27b)

ỹt+k|t = Sg(ŷt+k|t, zt;θ). (27c)

Unlike Ban and Rudin (2019), which employs linear models for data-driven decisions, we leverage

neural networks to model the combination function g.
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Chamon and Ribeiro (2020) demonstrated that, in theory, learning with constraints is no more

difficult than learning without them, and empirical risk minimization is an appropriate algorithm

for such learning. Specifically, they proposed a primal-dual gradient algorithm for constrained

learning. Here, we adapt their approach and derive the empirical Lagrangian function of prob-

lem (27).

L(θ,µ) = −
m∑
i

log

[
1

T

T∑
t=1

[
ct+k(ŷt+k,i|t, yt+k,i)− c

(AG)
t+k,i(ỹt+k|t,yt+k)

]]

+

m∑
i

µi

[
1

T

T∑
t=1

[
c
(AG)
t+k,i(ỹt+k|t,yt+k)− ct+k(ŷt+k,i|t, yt+k,i)

]]+

,

(28)

where µ = [µ1, µ2, · · · , µm]⊤ ∈ Rm collects the dual variables µi associated with constraints. The

empirical dual problem is then written as

max
µ

min
θ

L(θ,µ). (29)

Obviously, the outer maximization is a convex optimization problem, and its gradient can be

easily obtained by evaluating the minimizer of L(θ,µ). For instance, given the θ, the gradient of

µi is calculated as

∇µi =

[
1

T

T∑
t=1

[
c
(AG)
t+k,i(ỹt+k|t,yt+k)− ct+k(ŷt+k,i|t, yt+k,i)

]]+

,

where ỹt+k|t = Sg(ŷt+k|t, zt;θ). Hence, the main challenge of problem (29) lies in the inner

minimization. However, abundant evidence has shown that the gradient descent algorithm can

learn good parameters for neural networks (Shalev-Shwartz and Ben-David, 2014). Subsequently,

we can iteratively minimize the Lagrangian with respect to θ while keeping µ constant, followed

by adjusting the dual variables using the obtained minimizer.

We now analyze the convexity of the Lagrangian function. The convexity of the second compo-

nent of L(θ,µ) is straightforward, as c
(AG)
t+k,i(ỹt+k|t,yt+k) is convex in ỹt+k|t. For the first component

of L(θ,µ), we note that − log(·) is convex and decreasing, while −c(AG)t+k,i(ỹt+k|t,yt+k) is concave

in ỹt+k|t. Since the combination of a convex, non-increasing function with a concave function

preserves convexity (Boyd and Vandenberghe, 2004), it follows that the first term in L(θ,µ) is
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Algorithm 1 Primal-dual based iterative learning algorithm

Input: Optimizer and Lagrangian step sizes, λ, (ν1, ν2, · · · , νm)
Initialize variables: µ0i ← 1, ∀i = 1, 2 · · · ,m
for epoch η = 1, 2, . . . do

Randomly sample a batch of samples {ŷt+k|t, zt,yt+k}t∈Tb
ỹt+k|t = Sg(ŷt+k|t, zt;θ

η−1), ∀t ∈ Tb
θη ← θη−1 − λ∇θL

(b)(θ,µη−1)

µηi ← µη−1
i + νi

[
1

|Tb|
∑

t∈Tb

[
c
(AG)
t+k,i(ỹt+k|t,yt+k)− ct+k(ŷt+k,i|t, yt+k,i)

]]+
end for

also convex. Therefore, the Lagrangian function L(θ,µ) is convex in ỹt+k|t, enabling the use of

the stochastic gradient descent algorithm to update θ (Shalev-Shwartz and Ben-David, 2014). Us-

ing a batch of samples {ŷt+k|t, zt,yt+k}t∈Tb where Tb represents the set of indices, we write the

Lagrangian of batch samples as

L(b)(θ,µ) = −
m∑
i

log

 1

|Tb|
∑
t∈Tb

[
ct+k(ŷt+k,i|t, yt+k,i)− c

(AG)
t+k,i(ỹt+k|t,yt+k)

]
+

m∑
i

µi

 1

|Tb|
∑
t∈Tb

[
c
(AG)
t+k,i(ỹt+k|t,yt+k)− ct+k(ŷt+k,i|t, yt+k,i)

]+

,

(30)

where |Tb| represents the cardinality of Tb. Denoting the parameter estimates at the η iteration as

µη and θη, the iterative learning procedure is summarized in Algorithm 1.

4. Simulations

In this section, we present several illustrative examples to validate the proposed approach using

data from the Wind Toolkit2. Specifically, we have collected hourly datasets from four nearby wind

farms, with capacities of 1.7496 MW, 2.9646 MW, 3.3777 MW, and 2.5272 MW, covering the period

from 2007 to 2008. In particular, we follow the framework of Muñoz et al. (2023), which examines

an hourly online forward market followed by a balancing market with a dual-price settlement

mechanism. The lead time, k, for both the base forecast and forecast reconciliation process is

set to 1. The dataset is split into two segments: the first 80% is used for model training, while

the remaining 20% is reserved for out-of-sample forecasting validation. In the following, we will

2https://www.nrel.gov/grid/wind-toolkit.html
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introduce the setup and present the simulation results.

4.1. Experimental Setups

In our simulation studies, we investigate a simplified scenario where πFt+k is fixed at 25 e/MWh,

ψ+
t+k is set to 12 e/MWh, and ψ−

t+k is maintained at 4 e/MWh. This simplified setup is used to

gain insight into the behavior of the proposed method, with a more practical case study deferred

to Section 5. In this context, the optimal offering strategy is to use the 0.75 quantile of the wind

power distributions. Specifically, this represents the independent optimal offering strategy for each

WPP and the PM. Consistent with the recommendation of Bremnes (2004), the optimal offers

can be constructed using quantile regression. Moreover, since point forecasts—typically derived

through mean regression—remain prevalent in real-world applications, we employ both mean and

quantiles as base forecasts. A description of the cases is provided below.

Case 1: Forecasts at both the aggregate and leaf levels are communicated as means, derived from

mean regression models.

Case 2: Base forecasts for both the aggregate and leaf levels are communicated as quantiles,

derived from quantile regression models.

In this study, we evaluate various offering strategies, which include both independent and

aggregate offering using reconciliation. The offering strategies under consideration are described as

follows: (1) Independent offering: Each WPP submits offers based on their individual forecasts

(i.e., the base forecasts). Thus, neither reconciliation nor the involvement of a PM is considered. We

also include 3 aggregate offering strategies, in which the reconciled aggregate forecasts are used by

the PM for offering. Concretely, the considered reconciliation approaches are described as follows.

(2) Bottom-up reconciliation: The base forecasts at the leaf level are retained unchanged and

then aggregated to generate the overall forecast. (3) Quality-oriented reconciliation: The base

forecasts are reconciled within a learning-based model (17), where the loss function is defined as the

mean squared error. (4) Value-oriented reconciliation: The base forecasts are reconciled using

the learning-based model (17), with the training procedure outlined in Section 3. Particularly,

the quality-based reconciliation is excluded in Case 2 because minimizing the total mean squared

errors is irrelevant when the base forecasts are communicated as quantiles.
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It is important to note that all of the previously discussed aggregate offering strategies employ

the proportional allocation rule and set γi as γ
ge
i , as outlined in Section 3.2. For both quality-

oriented and value-oriented reconciliation models, we include the lagged wind power generation

at both the leaf and aggregate levels as contextual features. To evaluate the performance of the

offering strategies across a set of samples {(ŷt+k|t, zt,yt+k)}t∈Ttest , we compute the average profit

(AP) for each WPP over the test set. Specifically, for independent offering, using ρt+k defined by

(2), the average profit for WPP i is given by

APi =
1

|Ttest|
∑
t∈Ttest

ρt+k(ŷt+k,i|t, yt+k,i).

In contrast, for portfolio-based aggregate offering, using ρ
(AG)
t+k,i from (16), the average profit for

WPP i is given by

APi =
1

|Ttest|
∑
t∈Ttest

ρ
(AG)
t+k,i(ỹt+k|t,yt+k).

4.2. Case 1

We investigate the range of weights in the allocation rule, which vary between 0 and 1, and

present the average profit for each WPP across various models in Figure 2. Overall, the profit for

each WPP increases as w rises. We have confirmed that the unit balancing cost condition (23)

holds in this simulation. As expected by Proposition 3.2, the function c
(AG)
t+k,i(ỹt+k|t,yt+k) decreases

monotonically with increasing w, which explains the observed monotonic increase in profits with

respect to w. Specifically, within the frameworks of both BU reconciliation and quality-oriented

reconciliation, profits are directly proportional to w. Notably, the quality-oriented reconciliation

training is independent of w, and similarly, BU reconciliation does not require training. Thus, the

balancing cost terms in (22) remain unaffected by changes in w, leading to a linear relationship.

Additionally, nearly every model results in higher profits for all WPPs, except in the case of

quality-focused forecast reconciliation when w equals 0 or 0.1. Given that the reconciled forecasts

at the bottom level remain unchanged in the BU reconciliation framework, it can be inferred that

the profits exceed those from independent offers when condition (23) is satisfied. Comparing the

profits from BU reconciliation to those from quality-oriented reconciliation reveals that quality-

based reconciliation generally yields higher profits, except for WPP 4. This outcome is attributed
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Figure 2: Average profit for each wind power producer across different models in Case 1

to the ability of quality-oriented reconciliation to reduce the overall mean squared errors more

effectively than BU reconciliation, as supported by existing research (Van Erven and Cugliari,

2015). However, the profits for WPP 4 suggest that quality-oriented reconciliation might lead

to an unfair allocation of costs. Specifically, the value-oriented forecast reconciliation generates

greater profits compared to other models because its loss function in the reconciliation process

aligns with balancing costs.

4.3. Case 2

We then analyze the average profit of each WPP when base forecasts are communicated as

quantiles. The analysis considers varying the weight w in the allocation rule from 0 to 1, with

the results shown in Figure 3. Similar to Case 1, the average profits for each WPP increase as w

rises, although there are a few exceptions under the value-oriented forecast reconciliation approach.

Provided that the unit balancing cost condition (23) is satisfied, the profits from BU reconciliation
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Figure 3: Average profit for each wind power producer across different models in Case 2

consistently exceed those from independent offering. For the proposed approach, WPP 4 is an

exception when w = 0.1, primarily due to the challenges in model training at lower values of w.

In fact, the base forecast profits in this case are substantial, suggesting that the agreement set

during bargaining is minimal, which in turn complicates the training process. With more training

samples, it is expected to attain estimated parameters within the agreement set. Nevertheless,

the profits from the value-oriented forecast reconciliation approach tend to exceed those from BU

reconciliation, owing to the information gain discussed in Section 3.2.2.

We compare the average profits resulting from the proposed value-oriented forecast reconcil-

iation approach in two scenarios: when the base forecasts are either mean forecasts or quantile

forecasts. The results are presented in Figure 4, where the ‘m’ and ‘q’ in the legend indicate that

the base forecasts are mean or quantile. The analysis shows that, when the base forecasts are mean

forecasts, the profits generated by the proposed method exceed those of the alternative approach,

even though profits under independent offering remain lower. Notably, when w is either 0.9 or 1.0,
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Figure 4: Average profits for each wind power producer in cases where base forecasts are either mean or quantile
forecasts

the profits obtained with the proposed method are almost identical in both scenarios. This finding

reinforces the earlier discussion by suggesting that the agreement set becomes more restrictive

when base forecasts are quantile forecasts, thereby complicating model training for smaller values

of w. In contrast, this implies that wind power producers need only to provide their mean forecasts

to the PM, which reduces their need to analyze the electricity markets.

5. Real-world Case Study

Similar to Section 4, we also have an hourly forward market followed by a balancing market

with a dual-price settlement mechanism. However, unlike the simulation studies, we obtain two

years of hourly price data from the Danish TSO data portal3. The hourly penalties are calcu-

lated using the day-ahead spot and regulation prices, as specified in Section (2). We consider the

3https://www.energidataservice.dk/
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Table 1: Average profits for each wind power producer under different models [e/hour]

Models WPP 1 WPP 2 WPP 3 WPP 4

Independent offering 15.69 28.05 33.54 23.35
BU reconciliation 15.81 28.25 33.71 23.43

Quality-oriented reconciliation 15.83 28.27 33.71 23.45
Value-oriented reconciliation 15.92 28.45 33.95 23.62

four models described in Section 4. As noted in the previous section, the mean forecasts suffice

as the base forecasts; therefore, we define the base forecasts as the mean forecasts. Specifically,

the quality-oriented reconciliation model incorporates lagged wind power generation values as con-

textual features. While for the value-oriented reconciliation model, we include lagged penalties

ψ+
t−h, · · · , ψ

+
t , ψ

−
t−h, · · · , ψ

−
t besides wind power generation values as contextual features. In par-

ticular, the weight w in the allocation rule is set to 0.9.

We present the average profits for each wind power producer in Table 1. The portfolio-based

models generate higher average profits compared to independent offering, aligning with the findings

from simulation studies. Specifically, BU reconciliation and quality-oriented reconciliation exhibit

similar performance, although the latter provides more accurate forecasts. As a result, the profit

increase is primarily attributed to participation in aggregate offering. This supports our argument

that quality-oriented reconciliation may not be the most effective approach for evaluating forecast

accuracy. As expected, value-oriented reconciliation yields the highest average profits for each wind

power producer, as it facilitates the development of a profitable trading strategy.

6. Conclusions

Although value is considered a critical factor in evaluating forecasts, alongside quality (Murphy,

1993), it has been largely overlooked in the forecast reconciliation literature. Generally, forecast

reconciliation can be viewed as an information pool, where a group of agents pools their information

to make collective decisions. We emphasize the importance of integrating forecast value into

the reconciliation process, demonstrating that quality-oriented approaches may fail to produce

decisions that are fair and acceptable to all agents. This issue becomes particularly pronounced

when agents with heterogeneous loss functions are involved, as quality-oriented reconciliation may

lead to individual revenue losses, which in turn can cause potential conflicts. Consequently, we
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propose a value-oriented forecast reconciliation approach based on the Nash bargaining framework.

Specifically, we frame the problem as a learning-based reconciliation problem, where parameters

are estimated using a primal-dual algorithm.

We demonstrate the effectiveness of the proposed approach through an aggregated wind energy

trading problem, where profits are distributed among wind power producers according to a weighted

allocation rule. We introduce the concept of consensus on information, distinguishing it from

the well-established concept of consensus on allocations. Specifically, we design simulations and

case studies that consider an hourly forward market and a balancing market with a dual-price

mechanism, utilizing market data from Denmark and wind power data from the Wind Toolkit.

The results show that, under specific conditions, the proposed method ensures that the profits

achieved through the portfolio-based approach consistently outperform those obtained through

independent offering. This gain results from both information pooling and cooperative trading.

Notably, the findings suggest that, in terms of subsequent decision-making value, quality-focused

forecast reconciliation may not be the optimal choice.

However, we note that the allocation rule used in this study does not lie within the core of

the cooperative trading game. Future investigations should aim to identify efficient allocation

rules within the core. Although this paper focuses on point forecast reconciliation, the proposed

method can be readily adjusted for information pooling in group decision-making processes. Similar

algorithms could also be designed for reconciling probabilistic forecasts and combining forecasts.

Another promising avenue for future research is to apply the fairness concept to value-oriented

forecasting in a broader context.

Appendix

Proof of Theorem 3.1

Proof. Using the definition of balancing cost,

ct+k(ỹt+k,sum|t, yt+k,sum) = ψ+
t+k

[
yt+k,sum − ỹt+k,sum|t

]+
+ ψ−

t+k

[
ỹt+k,sum|t − yt+k,sum

]+
≤ ψ+

t+k

m∑
i=1

[
yt+k,i − ỹt+k,i|t

]+
+ ψ−

t+k

m∑
i=1

[
ỹt+k,i|t − yt+k,i

]+
=

m∑
i=1

ct+k(ỹt+k,i|t, yt+k,i).
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where the inequality results from the sub-additivity property of [x]+ for any x ∈ R.

Proof of Proposition 3.1

Proof. Using the definition of c
(AG)
t+k,i(ỹt+k|t,yt+k) and γ

pc
i , we have

c
(AG)
t+k,i(ỹt+k|t,yt+k) = (1− w)ct+k(ỹt+k,i|t, yt+k,i) + w

ct+k(ỹt+k,i|t, yt+k,i)ct+k(ỹt+k,sum|t, yt+k,sum)∑m
i=1 ct+k(ỹt+k,i|t, yt+k,i)

≤ (1− w)ct+k(ỹt+k,i|t, yt+k,i) + wct+k(ỹt+k,i|t, yt+k,i) = ct+k(ỹt+k,i|t, yt+k,i),

where the inequality results from Theorem 3.1.
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