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Abstract
Despite the significance of probabilistic time-series forecasting models, their evaluation metrics often
involve intractable integrations. The most widely used metric, the continuous ranked probability score
(CRPS), is a strictly proper scoring function; however, its computation requires approximation. We found
that popular CRPS estimators—specifically, the quantile-based estimator implemented in the widely used
GluonTS library and the probability-weighted moment approximation—both exhibit inherent estimation
biases. These biases lead to crude approximations, resulting in improper rankings of forecasting model per-
formance when CRPS values are close. To address this issue, we introduced a kernel quadrature approach
that leverages an unbiased CRPS estimator and employs cubature construction for scalable computation.
Empirically, our approach consistently outperforms the two widely used CRPS estimators.

1 Introduction

Time-series forecasting plays a central role in various
applications, including finance (jae Kim, 2003; Sezer
et al., 2020), healthcare (Bui et al., 2018; Morid et al.,
2023), and renewable energy (Wang et al., 2019; Dumas
et al., 2022; Adachi et al., 2023). Perfect prediction is
inherently unattainable due to the difficulty of forecast-
ing the future. Consequently, probabilistic modeling is
often employed—not only to improve point prediction
accuracy but also to capture the predictive distribution.

A wide range of probabilistic models has been proposed,
including ARIMA (Box and Jenkins, 1970), Gaussian
processes (GPs; Roberts et al. (2013)), and deep learning-
based models (Dumas et al., 2022; Oskarsson et al.,
2024). The key question is how to properly evaluate
the accuracy of predictive distribution inference, rather
than relying solely on point prediction metrics such as
mean squared error. Since the observed value at time
t is an instantiation of an underlying random variable,
the goal is to match the true generative distribution
rather than overfitting to the observed test point.

Thus, researchers have long sought better metrics for
probabilistic forecasting (Matheson and Winkler, 1976;
Hersbach, 2000), and there is now a consensus that the
desired scoring rule should be strictly proper (Gneiting
and Raftery, 2007). This condition ensures that the
expected score is minimized when the predicted distri-
bution matches the true generative distribution. Sev-
eral strictly proper scoring rules exist, such as the Brier
score (Brier, 1950), but the Continuous Ranked Prob-
ability Score (CRPS; Matheson and Winkler (1976))
has gained particular popularity in the modern machine
learning community (Alexandrov et al., 2020; Kollovieh
et al., 2024; Tóth et al., 2024). CRPS has a closed-form
solution for commonly used parametric distributions,
such as Gaussian and logistic distributions, making it
especially suitable for evaluating GP models.

However, deep learning models typically do not rely on
classical parametric distributions, necessitating the ap-
proximation of CRPS via sampling from the predictive
distribution. The current sampling-based approach re-
lies on a grid search over the quantile space, but we iden-
tify issues in its estimation bias. In particular, while we
expect sample-based estimators to exhibit asymptotic
convergence behavior, we demonstrate that a persistent
bias exists between the true CRPS and its approxima-
tion—one that remains even with an infinite number of
samples.

To address this, we propose kernel quadrature as a prin-
cipled approach to improving finite-sample estimators.
We show that our method converges to the true CRPS
faster than popular CRPS estimators while remaining
free from estimation bias. Although any unbiased es-
timator can correct this bias, our kernel quadrature
method further reduces the quadratic complexity to lin-
ear.

2 Problem setting

Let x0:L = (x0, · · · ,xL) ∈ Seq(Rd) be an input time-
series and y0:L = (y0, · · · ,yL) ∈ Seq(R) be a univariate
output time series1. We assume a latent variable models
of the form pθ(y0:L) =

∫
pθ(y0:L,x0:L)dx, where y0:L ∼

p(y0:L) represents the true underlying distribution. We
define the training dataset as D0:L = (x0:L,y0:L) and
the test dataset as DL+1:L+T = (xL+1:L+T ,yL+1:L+T ),
where L and T denote the training and test sizes, re-
spectively.

We consider a set of candidate autoregressive models
of the form, f (i)(x) = pθ(y | x,D0:L), where different
models f (i) and f (j) are not merely distinguished by pa-
rameterization θ but belong to entirely different func-

1We can extend the multi-variate output via multi-
output GPs. We desribe only the univariate case for sim-
plicity.

1

ar
X

iv
:2

50
3.

06
07

9v
1 

 [
st

at
.M

L
] 

 8
 M

ar
 2

02
5



standard deviation σ

m
ea

n 
ab

so
lu

te
 e

rr
or

 |y
 - 
μ|

Figure 1: The exact CRPS for given Gaussian parameters.

tion classes (e.g., Gaussian processes and diffusion mod-
els). Our goal is to identify the most plausible model

given a collection of datasets {D(k)
0:Lk+Tk

}Kk=1.

At test time, for each dataset D(k), we have access
only to the test input sequence xLk+1:Lk+Tk

, where the

dataset size |D(k)| = Lk + Tk varies across datasets.
Given a probabilistic prediction f (i)(xl) and the hidden
ground truth yl at the l-th timestep, we evaluate the
performance of the i-th model using the CRPS metric:

CRPS(F, yl) :=

∫ ∞

−∞
(F (y′)− 1y′<y)

2
dy′, (1)

where F (y) is the cumulative density function (CDF)
of the probability distribution of y, and 1y′<y is an
indicator function that returns 1 if the condition y′ < y
is satisfied and 0 otherwise.

It is common to use the sample average of CRPS as
the scoring rule: S(f (i) | D(k), rj) = 1/Tk−Lk

∑Tk

l=Lk

CRPS(F (k), yl), where rj ∈ R is the j-th random seed
for computation, sampled uniformly. To assess the ef-
fect of random seeds, we further iterate this scoring pro-
cedure by re-training the model f (i) with different ran-
dom seeds rj . The final evaluation metrics reported in
the paper are the sample mean: S = Erj∼U(R)[S(f

(i) |
D(k), ri)] and the variance: Vrj∼U(R)[S(f

(i) | D(k), ri)].

The performance ranking of the proposed model f (i) is
primarily based on the expectation S.

Thus, the goal of this task is to minimize the following
integral approximation error:

min

∣∣∣∣∣Erj∼U(R)[S(f
(i) | D(k), ri)]− Eri∼U(R)[Ŝ(f

(i) | D(k), ri)]

∣∣∣∣∣,
where Ŝ represents the approximated sample-average
CRPS2.

2.1 Known results and approximation

Exact CRPS with Gaussian CRPS has a closed-
form solution for a univariate Gaussian predictive distri-
bution, where yl ∼ N (ml, σ

2
l ) at the l-th timestep (see

Eq. (5) in Gneiting et al. (2005)). Let zl := yl−ml/σl be

2GP has a closed-form CRPS, making this error zero.
However, for a fair comparison with deep learning models,
it is common to evaluate GP using an approximated CRPS
obtained via sampling.

the standardized output, then we have:

CRPS(F, yl) = σl

[
zl(2Φ(zl)− 1) + 2ϕ(zl)−

1√
π

]
,

(2)

where Φ(·) and ϕ(·) denote the CDF and probability
density function (PDF) of the standard normal distri-
bution N (0, 1), respectively. This closed-form expres-
sion offers us to directly compute the exact CRPS for
GP models. Similarly, closed-form solutions are avail-
able for most parametric distributions (see Appendix B
in Taillardat et al. (2016) for a complete list)3.

Eq.(2) provides an intuitive understanding of CRPS.
Since the variance σl is a multiplicative factor in all
terms, a smaller predictive variance leads to a lower
CRPS. Additionally, the expression inside the brackets
is convex with respect to the standardized output zl, at-
taining its minimum at zl = 0. This implies that a lower
mean absolute error, |yl −ml|, results in a better score.
Fig.1 illustrates this intuition. Thus, CRPS serves as
a reasonable scoring rule for evaluating both predictive
accuracy and the tightness of predictive variance.

Approximating CRPS with quantile loss. Exact
computation of CRPS is not always feasible for all pre-
dictive models. In particular, deep learning-based prob-
abilistic forecasting models, such as diffusion models,
do not have closed-form predictive distributions. As a
result, CRPS must be estimated from i.i.d. function
samples.

There are two common approaches for sample-based
CRPS approximation. The most widely used method
is based on the quantile loss reformulation:

CRPS(F, yl) :=

∫ 1

0

2Λκ(F
−1(κ), yl)dκ, (3)

where F−1 is the quantile function (also known as the
inverse cumulative distribution function), and Λκ(q, y) =
(κ−1y<q)(y− q) represents the pinball loss for a given
quantile level κ. To approximate the quantile function,
we use the empirical CDF, also known as the empirical
distribution function (Dekking et al., 2006).

The estimation procedure consists of two steps: First,
we draw M i.i.d. function samples at the test input

time series, fl = {f (i)
m (xl)}Mm=1, and then estimate the

empirical CDF, F̂ (y) = 1/M
∑M

m=1 1f
(i)
m (xl)≤y

. Next,

we discretize the quantile levels κℓ ∈ K using a finite
set, K = (κ1, ..., κQ) = (1/2Q, ..., 2Q−1/2Q). Using this
discretization, we approximate the CRPS in Eq. (1) as:

ĈRPS(F̂ , yl) =
1

Q

∑
κℓ∈K

2Λκℓ
(F̂−1(κℓ), yl). (4)

Due to the high computational cost of deep learning
models, the sample sizes for all approximation steps
are limited (Kollovieh et al., 2024; Tóth et al., 2024).
For the empirical CDF, the number of function sam-
ples is typically set to M = 100, and the quantile

3The closed-form CDF is limited to univariate distribu-
tions. Thus, multivariate time series require approximation.
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Figure 2: Illustrative example: (a) Ackley function fitted by
a GP with its function samples and the analytical CRPS com-
puted using Eq.(2), (b) slice-wise CRPS estimation error for the
quantile-based estimator (Eq.(3)) and the probability-weighted
moment (PWM) estimator (Eq. (5)).

levels are uniformly discretized into nine points, K =
(0.1, 0.2, 0.3, 0.4, 0.5, 0.6, 0.7, 0.8, 0.9). Additionally, due
to the computational burden of retraining deep learning
models, the number of random seeds is typically limited
to three, i.e., |R| = 3.

Approximating the CRPS with the PWM. An-
other widely used approximation is the probability-
weighted moment (PWM; Taillardat et al. (2016)):

CRPS(F, yl)

=Ey∼P(f |xl)[|y − yl|]︸ ︷︷ ︸
error term

+Ey∼P(f |xl)[y]︸ ︷︷ ︸
mean term

− 2Ey∼P(f |xl)[yF (y)]︸ ︷︷ ︸
CDF term

.

(5)

The advantage of this approach is that it simplifies
CRPS estimation into a straightforward Monte Carlo
(MC) integration. For a Gaussian predictive distribu-
tion, each term has a closed-form expression:

lim
M→∞

Ey∼P(f |xl)[|y − yl|] = σl[zl(2Φ(zl)− 1) + 2ϕ(zl)],

lim
M→∞

Ey∼P(f |xl)[y] = µl,

lim
M→∞

Ey∼P(f |xl)[yF (y)] =
1

2

(
µl +

σl√
π

)
.

(6)
We can confirm that in the infinite sample limit, this
approximation converges to Eq. (2).

3 Pitfalls of CRPS approximation

3.1 Quantile or PWM?

Given the two approximation methods, a natural ques-
tion arises: which one should we use for evaluating time-
series models? Due to the popularity of the GluonTS li-
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Figure 3: Convergence rate analysis (mean ± 1 standard de-
viation over 10 random seeds). (a) While the PWM estimator
converges with respect to the sample size M , the quantile-
based estimator does not. (b) The quantile-based estimator
exhibits convergence with respect to the number of quantile
grids Q, but it plateaus around Q = 100.

brary (Alexandrov et al., 2020), the quantile-based esti-
mator has dominated recent publications on probabilis-
tic forecasting. However, we argue that this approach
falls into hidden pitfalls. To illustrate these pitfalls,
we first analyze a toy example to understand the typ-
ical behavior of CRPS approximation and identify the
sources of evaluation bias.

Fig. 2 explains the set up: we use the Ackley function
as the test function (Ackley, 1987) and a GP time-series
model as the forecasting model. For simplicity, we ran-
domly sample nine points from the domain and fit a GP
model to these data points. We then draw M function
samples over T = 200 test points. Since the GP predic-
tive distribution is Gaussian, we compute the analytical
CRPS using Eq. (2) (see Fig. 2(a)). Next, we com-
pare the two approximation methods—quantile-based
and PWM estimators—based on M samples. Fig. 2(b)
shows the estimation error across the domain. Notably,
the error of the quantile-based estimator closely follows
the shape of the analytical CRPS, whereas the error of
the PWM estimator roughly follows the predictive mean
of the GP model. Ideally, an unbiased estimator should
exhibit no systematic pattern over time. This result
suggests that both the quantile and PWM estimators
introduce estimation bias.

The bias issue becomes more evident when we exam-
ine the convergence rate with respect to the sample
size M in Fig. 3(a). While the PWM estimator ex-
hibits asymptotic convergence, the quantile-based esti-
mator plateaus, indicating clear estimation bias. Inter-
estingly, in the small sample size regime (M < 1, 000),

3
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Figure 4: The decomposition of PWM estimation errors. CDF
term dominates other two terms in the small sample regime.

the quantile-based estimator shows lower errors, but
this advantage disappears at larger sample sizes.

This leads to the first pitfall: spurious supremacy of
quantile-based estimator. This phenomenon misguides
the community into adopting the current de facto stan-
dard setting (quantile estimator with M = 100 and
Q = 9). Under this setting, the quantile method ap-
pears superior because its error is lower. Additionally,
its stability under varying sample sizes reinforces the
misconception that M = 100 is sufficiently large and
that further sampling is unnecessary given the compu-
tational cost.

However, this plateau occurs because the default quan-
tile grid size, Q = 9, is too coarse. Fig. 3 (b) confirms
that increasing the quantile grid size Q leads to asymp-
totic convergence. Nevertheless, the error stagnates at
around Q = 100 for M = 1000. This limitation is
a well-known issue in binning estimators, where an ir-
reducible estimation bias remains even in the infinite
sample limit. Consequently, the quantile estimator re-
quires a balance between grid size Q and sample size
M .

From a computational perspective, the quantile estima-
tor has complexity O(QM logM), whereas the PWM
estimator has a lower complexity of O(M logM). Thus,
achieving convergence with the quantile estimator is
more computationally expensive. Ideally, we should
prefer the simpler PWM estimator.

3.2 Why is PWM worse in small samples?

The key question is why the PWM estimator performs
worse in the small sample size regime. The empirical
convergence rate in Fig. 3(a) is approximately O(1/M),
which is faster than the well-known Monte Carlo (MC)
integration rate of O(1/

√
M). This is unexpected be-

cause the second term of the PWM estimator in Eq. 5)
is a pure MC integral, implying a convergence rate of
O(1/

√
M). Consequently, the overall convergence rate of

PWM should be limited by this slowest component.

A possible explanation is that a certain bottleneck term
in Eq.(5), which has a better convergence rate but a

large constant, slows down the overall convergence. Fig.4
decomposes the convergence rate of each error term us-
ing the closed-form expressions in Eq. (6). The analysis
reveals that the CDF term is the dominant source of
error—it follows a faster O(1/M) rate but with a large
constant—while the other two terms approximately fol-
low the slower O(1/

√
M) rate but with a smaller con-

stant.

This leads to the second pitfall: the hidden bottleneck of
the PWM estimator. Unlike the first pitfall, this issue
is more subtle and requires a step-by-step examination.
First, consider the CDF term in Eq. (5). It is a non-
linear functional of the estimated CDF F̂ , making it
a type of plug-in estimator. As previously discussed,
we typically approximate the CDF using the empirical
CDF, which has a well-known asymptotic convergence
rate for i.i.d. samples:

F̂ (y)− ϵ ≤ F (y) ≤ F̂ (y) + ϵ, where ϵ =

√
ln 2/α

2M
, (7)

with at least probability 1−α. This phenomenon is well
known as the Dvoretzky–Kiefer–Wolfowitz (DKW) in-
equality (Dvoretzky et al., 1956), which states that the
convergence rate of the empirical CDF is also O(1/

√
M).

However, this contradicts our observation in Fig. 4.

This discrepancy can be explained by plug-in bias, a
common issue where the convergence rate of a plug-
in estimator for a nonlinear functional introduces an
asymptotic bias term that is independent of the finite-
sample estimation error. Even though the empirical
CDF weakly converges to the true CDF, the nonlinear-
ity in the CRPS functional causes the expectation of
the plug-in estimator to deviate from the true CRPS
by a constant bias term. Therefore, to fully leverage
the PWM estimator, we need to correct for this bias.

3.3 The source of plug-in bias

Recall that the empirical CDF is defined as: F̂ (yi) =
1
M

∑M
j=1 1yj≤yi

. For simplicity, we denote the CDF

term in Eq.(5) as E[C(F̂ )] and the corresponding an-
alytical solution as C(F ) from Eq.(6). We have:

E[C(F̂ )] =
1

M

M∑
i=1

yiF̂ (xi),

=
1

M2

M∑
i=1

M∑
j=1

yi1yj≤yi
,

=
1

M2

∑
i,j=[M ]

h(yi, yj),

=
1

M2

NE[h(yi, yi)]︸ ︷︷ ︸
diagonal

+N(N − 1)E[h(yi, yi)]︸ ︷︷ ︸
off-diagonal

 ,

where h(yi, yj) = yi1yj≤yi
. We then have:

E[h(yi, yi)] = E[y1y≤y] = E[y] = µl,

E[h(yi, yi)] = E[yi1yi≥yj
] = C(F ).
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Table 1: (Copied from Tóth et al. (2024) Table 1): Forecasting results on eight benchmark datasets ranked by CRPS. The best
and second best models have been shown as bold and underlined, respectively.

method Solar Electricity Traffic Exchange M4 UberTLC KDDCup Wikipedia

Seasonal Näıve 0.512 ± 0.000 0.069 ± 0.000 0.221 ± 0.000 0.011 ± 0.000 0.048 ± 0.000 0.299 ± 0.000 0.561 ± 0.000 0.410 ± 0.000
ARIMA 0.545 ± 0.006 - - 0.008 ± 0.000 0.044 ± 0.001 0.284 ± 0.001 0.547 ± 0.004 -
ETS 0.611 ± 0.040 0.072 ± 0.004 0.433 ± 0.050 0.008 ± 0.000 0.042 ± 0.001 0.422 ± 0.001 0.753 ± 0.008 0.715 ± 0.002
Linear 0.569 ± 0.021 0.088 ± 0.008 0.179 ± 0.003 0.011 ± 0.001 0.039 ± 0.001 0.360 ± 0.023 0.513 ± 0.011 1.624 ± 1.114

DeepAR 0.389 ± 0.001 0.054 ± 0.000 0.099 ± 0.001 0.011 ± 0.003 0.052 ± 0.006 0.161 ± 0.002 0.414 ± 0.027 0.231 ± 0.008
MQ-CNN 0.790 ± 0.063 0.067 ± 0.001 - 0.019 ± 0.006 0.046 ± 0.003 0.436 ± 0.020 0.516 ± 0.012 0.220 ± 0.001
DeepState 0.379 ± 0.002 0.075 ± 0.004 0.146 ± 0.018 0.011 ± 0.001 0.041 ± 0.002 0.288 ± 0.087 - 0.318 ± 0.019
Transformer 0.419 ± 0.008 0.076 ± 0.018 0.102 ± 0.002 0.010 ± 0.000 0.040 ± 0.014 0.192 ± 0.004 0.411 ± 0.021 0.214 ± 0.001
TSDiff 0.358 ± 0.020 0.050 ± 0.002 0.094 ± 0.003 0.013 ± 0.002 0.039 ± 0.006 0.172 ± 0.008 0.754 ± 0.007 0.218 ± 0.010

SVGP 0.341 ± 0.001 0.104 ± 0.037 - 0.011 ± 0.001 0.048 ± 0.001 0.326 ± 0.043 0.323 ± 0.007 -
DKLGP 0.780 ± 0.269 0.207 ± 0.128 - 0.014 ± 0.004 0.047 ± 0.004 0.279 ± 0.068 0.318 ± 0.010 -

RS3GP 0.377 ± 0.004 0.057± 0.001 0.165± 0.001 0.012± 0.001 0.038 ± 0.003 0.354± 0.016 0.297 ± 0.007 0.310± 0.012
VRS3GP 0.366± 0.003 0.056 ± 0.001 0.160± 0.002 0.011 ± 0.001 0.035 ± 0.001 0.347± 0.009 0.291 ± 0.015 0.295± 0.005

Thus, we observe that the off-diagonal term corresponds
to the true value C(F ), yet the estimator C(F̂ ) unneces-
sarily includes an additional diagonal term. Using these
identities, we obtain:

plug-in bias := E[C(F̂ )]− C(F ) =
1

M
(µl − C(F )) .

This explains our observations. In Fig. 2(b), we see a
µl-dependent bias term, while in Fig. 4, the CDF term
exhibits an O(1/M) convergence rate. These artifacts
arise solely due to the inclusion of the diagonal term.

3.4 Why does this error matter?

These errors are significant because they are on the
same order of magnitude as the differences between
forecasting models. As an example, we reference the
experimental results from Table 1 in Tóth et al. (2024),
which uses CRPS as implemented in the GluonTS li-
brary (quantile-based estimator with M = 100 and
Q = 9). The reported differences between models are
roughly in the range of 10−1 to 10−3, while the CRPS
approximation errors at the default setting are on the
order of 10−1 to 10−2. In other words, crude CRPS
approximations can lead to incorrect rankings of fore-
casting model performance.

To be clear, this issue is not specific to Tóth et al.
(2024), but is rather a persistent problem within the
time-series forecasting community. Since the default
setting in GluonTS has become the de facto standard
for benchmarking time-series forecasting models, it has
been widely adopted in various studies. In fact, Tóth
et al. (2024) introduces a novel GP model using sig-
nature kernels, achieving performance comparable to
deep learning models while offering significantly faster
training times. Since their model produces Gaussian
predictive distributions, it allows for analytical CRPS
computation. Their use of the quantile-based CRPS es-
timator was intended purely for baseline comparisons.

Summary. The pitfalls are summarised as follows:

Pitfall 1: Spurious supremacy of quantile-
based estimator. Under the default set-
tings, the quantile-based approach appears
superior. However, its convergence behav-
ior is a complex function of both the sam-
ple size M and the number of quantile
grids Q. It is also computationally more
expensive than the PWM estimator.

Pitfall 2: Plug-in bias of PWM estimator.
A näıve MC integration introduces plug-
in bias in the CDF term estimation due to
the nonlinear nature of the functional.

Due to these errors, the current evaluation methods for
time-series forecasting models may not accurately re-
flect their true performance rankings. Therefore, it is
necessary to correct the plug-in bias in the PWM esti-
mator to achieve faster and more reliable convergence.

4 Method: kernel quadrature

Now, we introduce our approach, kernel quadrature,
which provides an unbiased estimator for the PWM-
based CRPS.

4.1 Unbiased PWM estimator

We introduce the following unbiased estimator:

h̃(yi, yi) :=
1

2

(
yi1yi>yj

+ yj1yj>yi

)
. (8)

Note that we use yj > yi rather than yj ≥ yi, which
naturally ensures zero diagonal elements. As a result,
we obtain the unbiased estimator E[h̃(yi, yi)] = C(F ).

Recall that y = l is the observed value. The simplest
way to utilize this unbiased estimator is through Monte
Carlo (MC) integration:

ĈRPS =Ey∼P(f |xi)[|y − yl|] + Ey∼P(f |xi)[y]

− 2Ey,y′∼P(f |xi)[h̃(y, y
′)]

(9)

5



4.2 Relationship with Kernel quadrature

Kernel quadrature approximates the integral of a func-
tion that lies in a reproducing kernel Hilbert space (RKHS):

Z =

∫
Y
g(y)dµ(y) ≈

M∑
i=1

wig(xi), (10)

where g ∈ Hk is a function in the RKHS Hk associated
with the kernel k.

We can interpret the unbiased PWM estimator as a
kernel quadrature method by introducing the following
kernel:

k(yi, yj | yl) := k̃(yi, yj | yl) + ξδyi,yj
,

where k̃(yi, yj | yl) := G(yi, yj | yl)− 2h̃(yi, yj),

G(yi, yj | yl) := g̃(yi | yl) + g̃(yj | yl),

g̃(yi | yl) :=
1

2
(|yi − yl|+ yi) ,

(11)

where ξ is a regularization parameter ensuring that k
remains positive definite, as the eigenvalues of h̃(x, y)
can take negative values. The term δyi,yj represents
the Kronecker delta function. We set ξ = min{λmin, 0},
where λmin is the smallest eigenvalue of the Gram ma-
trix k̃(X,X). We increase ξ until k(x, y) get empirically
symmetric and positive definite, making it a valid kernel
function associated with an RKHS.

With this formulation, we can rewrite the unbiased PWM
estimator as:

ĈRPS :=

∫
Y
z(y)dµ(y)− ξ

M
, (12)

where z(y) :=
∫
Y k(y, y′)dµ(y′) represents the kernel

mean embedding (KME) of the probability measure µ.
Since KME is known to lie in Hk (Kanagawa et al.,
2018), we can interpret the first term as a kernel quadra-
ture problem.

Since only function samples are accessible, the natural
choice for the measure µ(y) is the empirical approxima-

tion: µ(y) ≈ µ̃(y) = 1
M

∑M
i=1 δyi

, where δyi
denotes the

point mass at yi. Under this approximation, the empir-
ical kernel mean embedding (KME) becomes: z(y) ≈
z̃(y) =

∫
Y k(y, y′)dµ̃(y′) = 1

M

∑M
i=1 k(y, yi). Thus, the

MC integration approach described in Section 4.1 can
be interpreted as a kernel quadrature method with an
empirical measure approximation.

4.3 Scalable estimator

One remaining challenge is scalability. The empirical
measure approach requires O(M2) complexity for both
memory and computation, making it impractical for
large M , as it can lead to memory overload and slow
computation.

To mitigate this issue, we employ the kernel cubature
approach, which compresses the large set of M un-
weighted data points into a smaller set of m weighted
samples such that:

1

M

M∑
i=1

z(yi) ≈
m∑
i=1

wiz(yi), (13)

while ensuring that the approximation error remains
minimal. This task can be formulated as minimizing
the worst-case error (WCE):

WCEHk
(µ̃, ν) := sup

∥z∥Hk
≤1

∣∣∣∣∫
R
z(y)dµ̃(y)−

∫
R
z(y)dν(y)

∣∣∣∣ ,
(14)

where µ̃ = 1
M

∑M
i=1 δyi

represents the empirical measure
with δyi

being a point mass at yi, and ν = 1
m

∑m
i=1 wiδyi

is the compressed measure with m ≪ M .

This formulation is guided by Tchakaloff’s theorem
(Tchakaloff, 1957), which provides insights into cubature-
based compression:

Theorem 4.1 (Tchakaloff’s theorem). Let x1, · · · , xn

be n samples, w1, · · · , wn ≥ 0 be (positive) weights such
that

∑n
i=1 wi = 1, {xj}Nj=1 = µ(x) be a discrete measure

with N > n, φ := (φ1, · · · , φM )⊤ be a M -dimensional,
integrable, and vector-valued function with M ≤ N +1,
and ∫

X
φ(x)dµ(x) =

n∑
i=1

wiφ(xi). (15)

Notably, this is equality, implying that compression can
be performed without introducing approximation er-
rors, provided that the assumptions hold. The only
distinction in our case is that the function z(y) is not
vector-valued.

To address this, Hayakawa et al. (2022) introduced the
Nyström method, which approximates the kernel as a
vector-valued function via eigendecomposition of the
Gram matrix, followed by a cubature construction algo-
rithm using recombination. For further methodological
details, see Hayakawa et al. (2022); Adachi et al. (2022).

Since this approach relies on cubature, the only source
of error comes from the Nyström approximation. The
Nyström method exploits the spectral decay of the Gram
matrix, meaning that if the kernel is smooth, the decay
is rapid and the error bound remains tight. Empiri-
cally, we found that our kernel decays sufficiently fast
for large M . This scalable approach remains optional,
as using all samples does not introduce additional error.
Therefore, it is only necessary when M is too large to
handle computationally.

5 Related work

Probabilistic time-series forecasting There is a
vast array of probabilistic time-series forecasting mod-
els, making it impossible to list them all. In classi-
cal statistical approaches, commonly used models in-
clude seasonal näıve, ARIMA, ETS, and linear (ridge)
regression (Hyndman, 2018). For deep learning mod-
els, key representatives for each architecture include:
DeepAR (Salinas et al., 2020), based on recurrent neu-
ral networks (RNNs), MQ-CNN (Wen et al., 2017),
based on convolutional neural networks (CNNs), Deep-
State (Rangapuram et al., 2018), based on state-space
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Figure 5: The kernel quadrature (KernQuad) method achieves unbiased estimation. (a) KernQuad outperforms the two widely
used alternatives across all sample sizes M . (b) KernQuad eliminates bias across time slices. (c) The previously biased CDF term
is now at the same level as the other two terms.

models, Transformer-based models (Vaswani et al., 2017),
leveraging self-attention, and TSDiff (Kollovieh et al.,
2024), a diffusion-based model, which is considered the
current state-of-the-art.

For GPmodels, commonly tested methods include: Sparse
Variational GP (SVGP) (Hensman et al., 2013), Deep
Kernel Learning GPs (Wilson et al., 2016), and VRS3GP
(Tóth et al., 2024), a recent model using signature ker-
nels, which has demonstrated state-of-the-art perfor-
mance within the GP framework and achieves compa-
rable accuracy to TSDiff, while requiring significantly
shorter training times.

Metric for time-series Candille and Talagrand (2005);
Ferro et al. (2008); Gneiting and Raftery (2007) demon-
strated that the CRPS estimator is inherently sensitive
to both bias and variance, as CRPS generalizes the ab-
solute error. To overcome, various methods have been
proposed to mitigate this bias. For example, Müller
et al. (2005) addressed bias in a CRPS-based skill mea-
sure, the ranked probability skill score, within the spe-
cific context of ensemble prediction. Similarly, Ferro
(2014) introduced a bias correction factor to improve
the fairness of CRPS for ensemble forecasts, account-
ing for finite ensemble sizes. Zamo and Naveau (2018)
further reviewed CRPS estimators derived from limited
sample information, providing practical guidelines for
selecting the optimal estimator based on the type of
random variable. Unlike these post-processing correc-
tions aimed at reducing bias in CRPS estimators, our
study takes a different approach by constructing an un-
biased estimator for CRPS using kernel quadrature.

Kernel quadrature There are several kernel quadra-
ture algorithms, including herding/optimization (Chen
et al., 2010; Huszár and Duvenaud, 2012), random sam-
pling (Bach, 2017), determinantal point processes (DPP;
Belhadji et al. (2019), recombination (Hayakawa et al.,
2022), and kernel Stein discrepancy (Chen et al., 2018).
While any of these methods can be applied to our prob-
lem, their primary focus is on selecting quadrature nodes,
rather than debiasing the integrand or improving ro-
bustness.

Table 2: Comparison of four CRPS estimators on the high-
frequency multi-sinusoidal test dataset across three forecasting
models. The quantile estimator incorrectly ranks SRV3 as per-
forming worse than RFF-GP on this dataset. The actual values
should be scaled by ×10−3.

method SVGP RFFGP VRS3GP

closed-form 8.1401 ± 0.9767 2.424 ± 0.0081 2.419 ± 0.0094
quantile 9.0332 ± 1.1105 2.701± 0.0240 2.702 ± 0.0254
PWM 8.2144 ± 1.0066 2.409± 0.0326 2.397 ± 0.0468
KernQuad 8.1110 ± 0.9264 2.424± 0.0147 2.422 ± 0.0090

6 Results

6.1 Experimental setup

We implemented our code using PyTorch (Paszke et al.,
2019) and GPyTorch (Gardner et al., 2018) for model-
ing Gaussian processes (GPs). The implementation of
scalable kernel quadrature is based on SOBER (Adachi
et al., 2024a), but our method is not limited to this
library.

All experiments were averaged over 100 repeats for the
Ackley function and 3 repeats for the multi-sinusoidal
wave datasets, each with different random seeds. The
experiments were conducted on a MacBook Pro (2019),
2.4 GHz 8-Core Intel Core i9, 64 GB 2667 MHz DDR4.

6.2 Unbiased estimator

We confirmed that the bias issues identified in Section 3
have been resolved using our kernel quadrature (Kern-
Quad) approach. Fig. 5 clearly demonstrates that Kern-
Quad achieves unbiased estimation. The previously ob-
served bias over time slices has disappeared, leaving
only location-independent noise. Additionally, the CDF
term, which was previously the primary bottleneck, is
no longer a limiting factor, as it now exhibits the same
convergence rate as the other error terms. These results
clearly indicate that our kernel quadrature approach is
unbiased and consistently outperforms the two existing
baselines.

7



101 102 103 104

Sample size M

100

10-1

10-2

10-3

10-4

10-5

| C
R

PS
 - 

C
R

PS
 | 

PWM

Quantile

KernQuad

SVGP

100

10-1

10-2

10-3

10-4

10-5

| C
R

PS
 - 

C
R

PS
 | 

101 102 103 104

Sample size M

RFF-GP VRS3-GP

100

10-1

10-2

10-3

10-4

10-5

| C
R

PS
 - 

C
R

PS
 | 

101 102 103 104

Sample size M
100

10-1

10-2

10-3

10-4

10-5

| C
R

PS
 - 

C
R

PS
 | 

101 102 103 104

Sample size M

100

10-1

10-2

10-3

10-4

10-5

| C
R

PS
 - 

C
R

PS
 | 

101 102 103 104

Sample size M
100

10-1

10-2

10-3

10-4

10-5

| C
R

PS
 - 

C
R

PS
 | 

101 102 103 104

Sample size M

Lo
w

 fr
eq

ue
nc

ie
s

H
ig

h 
fr

eq
ue

nc
ie

s

Figure 6: he kernel quadrature method consistently outperforms the quantile-based and PWM estimators across three forecasting
models and two test datasets.

6.3 Time-series forecasting models

We further evaluate the performance of the kernel quadra-
ture approach across various time-series forecasting mod-
els. Among the available models, we select SVGP (Hens-
man et al., 2013), random Fourier feature GP (RFF-GP;
), and variational recurrent sparse spectrum signature
GP (VRS3GP; Tóth et al. (2024)) for comparison. The
primary reason for choosing these models is that GP-
based methods allow for the computation of true CRPS,
enabling us to directly assess estimation errors. No-
tably, VRS3GP has demonstrated state-of-the-art per-
formance in time-series forecasting tasks, as shown in
Table 1, making this a practically relevant setting.

To analyze performance dependencies, we test on syn-
thetic time-series data generated from multi-sinusoidal
waves with four weighted components of different fre-
quencies but no phase shift. We prepare two sets of syn-
thetic test functions: (a) Low-frequency waves [0.1, 1, 2, 5],
and (b) High-frequency waves [1, 5, 10, 20] for the L =
800 training and T = 100 test time steps. By defini-
tion, learning high-frequency components is easier than
low-frequency ones, as the latter appear less frequently.
Thus, the low-frequency dataset is more challenging,
making it easier to distinguish model performance dif-
ferences. Conversely, the high-frequency dataset is eas-
ier for most models, making it harder to differentiate
model performance, and thus CRPS estimation accu-
racy becomes more critical. To ensure robustness, we
repeat model training three times with different ran-
dom seeds. Consequently, even the closed-form CRPS
estimator is computed as a MC integration over three
samples.

Fig. 6 presents the convergence rates across three fore-
casting models and two datasets. The trends remain
consistent across all datasets and models: Our kernel
quadrature method consistently outperforms the two

other CRPS estimators. The quantile-based estima-
tor, which is the current default approach, performs the
worst. The estimation error from the quantile estimator
leads to incorrect model rankings. Table 2 further high-
lights this issue, showing that the quantile estimator
erroneously ranks RFF-GP as outperforming VRS3GP.
While the difference between the two models falls within
the standard deviation, making this specific instance de-
tectable by closely examining error bars, it serves as a
clear counterexample where the quantile-based CRPS
estimator can misrank models. This further motivates
the use of our kernel quadrature estimator instead.

Although this issue is identifiable in GP-based forecast-
ing models, where we can numerically verify CRPS ap-
proximation errors, the same verification is not possible
for deep learning models. As seen in Table 1, the stan-
dard deviations of deep learning models are typically
larger than those of GP-based methods, and their vari-
ability is unpredictable, as different methods exhibit the
largest standard deviation on different datasets. Thus,
we argue that fixing this issue with our kernel quadra-
ture approach is essential for ensuring more reliable
model performance comparisons.

7 Conclusion

We first identify the pitfalls of the two existing CRPS
estimator, namely the quantile-based and PWM esti-
mators. The quantile estimator, which is the current
default in GluonTS (Alexandrov et al., 2020), exhibits
a consistent bias that cannot be eliminated by increas-
ing the sample size. The PWM estimator suffers from
plug-in bias, which weakly converges to the true CRPS
in the infinite sample limit. However, this bias remains
the bottleneck in its estimation process. To address the
pitfalls, we propose a unbiased kernel quadrature esti-
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mator. Our proposed unbiased estimator consistently
achieves lower estimation errors across all sample sizes,
three datasets, and three forecasting models. Moreover,
we demonstrated that the quantile estimator can lead to
incorrect model rankings on certain datasets, whereas
our kernel quadrature estimator preserves the correct
rankings. This highlights the importance of minimizing
approximation errors in time-series forecasting model
evaluation, and we strongly recommend adopting our
kernel quadrature estimator for more reliable assess-
ments.

Similar CDF-based estimators exist for other proba-
bilistic metrics, such as the energy score (Fahy, 1994),
calibration score (Futami and Fujisawa, 2024), confor-
mal prediction (Snell and Griffiths, 2025), and spectral
risk measure (Pandey et al., 2021). We anticipate that
our approach can be extended to these metrics, enabling
more reliable and unbiased estimation in broader appli-
cations. Recent techniques from probabilistic numerics,
such as those proposed by Wenger et al. (2020); Adachi
et al. (2024b), also present promising directions for fur-
ther extension.
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