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Abstract

Accurate predictions of electricity demands are necessary for managing op-
erations in a small aggregation load setting like a Microgrid. Due to low
aggregation, the electricity demands can be highly stochastic and point es-
timates would lead to inflated errors. Interval estimation in this scenario,
would provide a range of values within which the future values might lie and
helps quantify the errors around the point estimates. This paper introduces
a residual bootstrap algorithm to generate interval estimates of day-ahead
electricity demand. A machine learning algorithm is used to obtain the point
estimates of electricity demand and respective residuals on the training set.
The obtained residuals are stored in memory and the memory is further par-
titioned. Days with similar demand patterns are grouped in clusters using an
unsupervised learning algorithm and these clusters are used to partition the
memory. The point estimates for test day are used to find the closest cluster
of similar days and the residuals are bootstrapped from the chosen cluster.
This algorithm is evaluated on the real electricity demand data from EULR
(End Use Load Research) and is compared to other bootstrapping methods
for varying confidence intervals.

Keywords: Time Series, Load Forecasting, Confidence Intervals, Machine
Learning, Residual Errors.

Preprint submitted to IJF September 6, 2023

ar
X

iv
:2

30
9.

01
33

6v
1 

 [
cs

.L
G

] 
 4

 S
ep

 2
02

3



Nomenclature

Notations

J Set of training days, viz. J={1, 2,. . . , 365}

j Index of the days in training set j∈J

J ′ Set of test days, viz. J’={1, 2,. . . , 90}

j′ Index of the days in test set j ’∈J’

I Set of 15-minute time interval in a day, viz. I={1, 2,. . . , 96}

i Index of the 15-minute time interval in a day i ∈ I

Xj
i Vector of input variables for ML model at time i and day j

yji (ŷji ) Observed (predicted) electricity demand at the time i and day j

yj Vector of observed demand for the jth day y
j = (yj1, y

j
2, y

j
3, . . . , y

j
96)

zji Observed residual error of the ML model zji = yji − ŷji

zj Vector of residual errors for the jth day zj = (zj1, z
j
2, z

j
3, . . . , z

j
96)

ẑj
′

i Estimate of residual error zj
′

i

|I|, |J |, |J ′| Cardinality of set I, J , and J ′ respectively

E Memory set of training residuals E = {z1, . . . , z365}

N Number of bootstrap replicates

Abbreviations

ACF Auto-Correlation Function

ANN Artificial Neural Networks

CBB Cluster-based Block Bootstrapping

EULR End Use Load Research

GBR Gradient Boosting Regression
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ISO Independent System Operators

LGBM Light Gradient Boosting Machine

LR Linear Regression

MAE Mean Absolute Error

MAPE Mean Absolute Percentage Error

ML Machine Learning

MSE Mean Squared Error

PACF Partial Auto-Correlation Function

R2 R Squared Error

RMSE Root Mean Squared Error

RMSLE Root Mean Squared Logarithm Error

WSS Within-cluster Sum of Squares

1. Introduction

The past few decades have led to the emergence of deregulated electricity
markets resulting in Independent System Operators (ISO) allowing partici-
pants to buy and sell electricity in the market. The ISOs, such as the New
England ISO and Electric Reliability Council of Texas (ERCOT), conduct
market settlement of prices for electricity for supply and demand mainly at
two-time levels called day-ahead followed by real-time markets. Consumers of
electricity such as local residential microgrids defined as a group of intercon-
nected loads with distributed energy generation, are envisioned to participate
in the day-ahead markets to avoid the volatility of electricity prices in real-
time markets. In order to do so, the microgrids require accurate day-ahead
forecasts of electricity demands for the next 24-32 hours. However, there
are difficulties associated with multi-horizon load forecasting, especially in
residential microgrids due to lower load aggregation. The effect of low ag-
gregation is represented in Figure 1 where the average electricity demand of
10 houses is compared with the 150 houses.
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Figure 1: Stochasticity of electricity demand in the EULR dataset Northwest Energy
Efficiency Alliance (2020) due to varying levels of aggregation.

Additionally, the pattern of electricity demand in the residential sector
is non-stationary and periodic over daily, weekly, and annual cycles which
makes the forecasting of electricity demand a difficult problem. This, along
with locally distributed energy generation from solar photovoltaic and wind
turbines, low aggregation of consumption units, and newer loads like Elec-
tric Vehicles leads to high volatility as the random noise from these sources is
superimposed on the daily demand curve. The microgrids, however, offer ad-
vantages such as improved reliability and resiliency by providing backup dur-
ing grid outages, increased renewable energy use, cost savings, and consumer-
side control. Accurate prediction of energy demand and generation is neces-
sary to reduce demand costs and meet the energy demands in microgrids.

The forecasting requirements of microgrids can broadly range from days,
hours, or real-time (short-term) for optimizing energy generation and distri-
bution to several months (long-term) for scheduling maintenance, capacity
planning, and policy formulation. Short-term prediction of one-day-ahead
demand is defined as the process of forecasting the expected electricity de-
mand of the microgrid over a short time horizon, in the case of this research,
the next day. Short-term point forecasts of electricity demands have been
traditionally used and extensively researched (Fildes et al. (1997), Lago et al.
(2021)) and are an essential tool to plan generation schedules for electricity
in the day-ahead energy markets. The application of short-term forecasting
thus is to identify the demand cycle, accounting for the random noise while
considering consistent noise deviations for the following day.

Traditionally, point forecasting the expected electricity demand has dom-
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inated literature (Harvey et al. (1993); Espinoza et al. (2005); Clements et al.
(2016); Hippert et al. (2001)). But in the case of microgrids, electricity de-
mand is extremely volatile, much due to the renewable energy generation
and low aggregation of demand loads. The point estimates cannot repre-
sent the entire information accurately as a result of the noise and stochastic
nature of demands. Thus forecasting prediction intervals are preferred over
point forecasts as they provide the range of possible outcomes for demand
(Li et al. (2017)) rather than predicting the volatile demand. The estimate of
prediction intervals along with point forecasts becomes an important tool for
cost-saving policies and decision-making for power system operations (Hong
and Fan (2016)) as decisions can be made for many future scenarios. In the
context of robust optimization, accurate demand interval predictions can be
useful to form uncertainty sets. Robust reconfiguration of microgrids with
an accurate prediction of intervals can lead to better solution strategies (Lee
et al. (2015)).

Machine Learning (ML) models have been growing in popularity for fore-
casting point and interval prediction of electric load (Mori and Kobayashi
(1996); Ahmad et al. (2014); Kong et al. (2019); Zhang et al. (2013); Mocanu
et al. (2016)) with a major emphasis on Linear Regression (LR) and Artificial
Neural Networks (ANN) . We will use the residuals obtained by ML models to
form prediction intervals by bootstrapping residuals, but before doing so we
will consider the problem associated with direct bootstrapping. An impor-
tant assumption in ML models is that the model errors are independent and
identically distributed (IID) implying that the residuals have no trends and
are not connected to each other in any way. Bootstrap re-sampling developed
by Efron (1979) is a procedure to generate a sampling distribution by repeat-
edly taking random samples from the known sample, with replacement. The
methods available for bootstrapping depend on whether the input data for
the method is an independent random variable or a time series (Hrdle et al.
(2003)). As seen later in the section 4 there is an auto-correlation present in
the residual series of electricity demand, block bootstrap is used instead of
the normal bootstrap. Instead of single sample points, contiguous sections of
time series are selected at random and joined together, maintaining the struc-
tural dependence or auto-correlations of the residuals required by time-series
bootstrap methods. A similar approach is shown in Bergmeir et al. (2016)
where the moving block bootstrap developed by Mignani and Rosa (1995) is
used to sample from the residual series. LOESS (Locally Estimated Scatter-
plot Smoothing) developed by Cleveland et al. (1990) is used to obtain the
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residuals by applying seasonal-trend decomposition to the observations.
Recently, tree-based ensemble models were one of the top performers in

the M5 and Global Energy Forecasting (GEFCom) competition and are one
of the leading models used on Kaggle (Bojer and Meldgaard (2021)). The
performance of ensemble models on time-series data in the mentioned com-
petitions is a major drive to test these models for forecasting in this research.
While the recent results of ensemble models show potential, forecasting based
on Linear Regression and Artificial Neural Networks have been used vastly.
We train the tree ensemble point forecast models of Light Gradient Boost-
ing Machine (LGBM) and Gradient Boosting Regression (GBR) as well as
Linear Regression (LR) with exogenous variables.

Assuming that the future residuals of time series will be like the past, i.e,
stationary residuals, the future residual errors can be sampled multiple times
from the ones seen in the past to simulate an entire set of future values for
time series (Stine (1985), Clements and Kim (2007), Pan and Politis (2016)).
However, we shall see that the residuals of the electricity demand obtained
by ML models are non-stationary, as the ML model has a higher residual
error during the months of high electricity demand and is lower residual
values otherwise. We observe that the residuals of days with similar elec-
tricity demand patterns are similar, thus the paper proposes a cluster-based
method to tackle the problem of non-stationarity. The proposed procedure
is to cluster the residuals of the day with similar demand patterns together.
The residual errors of the days within each cluster in the memory appear
to have a near-constant variance. A similarity score can be assigned to the
point estimates of the day-ahead demand and all the clusters and the resid-
uals can be bootstrapped from the cluster with the best similarity score.
The proposed method, called cluster-based block bootstrap, solves the two
problems associated with non-IID structure and non-stationarity with block
bootstrapping and clustering respectively.

With that motivation, the objective of this paper is two-fold; first is to
develop a non-parametric bootstrap algorithm to generate prediction inter-
vals of day-ahead electricity demand with high confidence based on a point
estimate ML model, and second is to reduce the computation time required
by the proposed algorithm compared to the bootstrap aggregating models.

The paper proceeds with the introduction of the electricity demand data
in Section 2, problem definition, and the results of point estimates are de-
scribed in Section 3 and Section 4. We propose the Cluster Block Bootstrap
algorithm in Section 5. The results of the proposed algorithms are com-
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pared to other bootstrapping algorithms in Section 6. We show that the
proposed algorithm achieves the performance of the baseline algorithm with
a considerable decrease in computation time.

2. Data

ML models have the limitation of needing large amounts of data for ac-
curate prediction. Large-scale electric load data collection projects like res-
idential End Use Load Research (EULR) by Northwest Energy Efficiency
Alliance (Northwest Energy Efficiency Alliance (2020)) and Pecan Street
Austin (Pecan Street Inc. Dataport) have provided the spatial and temporal
granularity to work with the ML models requiring vast amounts of training
data. EULR data on electricity demand was collected at 1-minute intervals
from 400 homes across the Northwestern region of the states of Washington,
Oregon, Montana, and Idaho. The information about temperature, humidity,
and other atmospheric conditions is provided in the EULR data.

It is worthwhile to describe the EULR project before we go into the de-
tails of the model. The EULR project is a regional study designed to gather
accurate electricity demand profiles that could help us in understanding con-
temporary electricity end-use patterns. While the project collects data for
every minute interval, it has provided public access to the 15-minute interval
data of electricity demand in residential and commercial units for research
purposes. Each of the units is called sites, with each site recognized by its
unique id. Since the inception of the project in 2020, data has been collected
from around 400 such sites, including solar-powered sites.

The data provided in EULR consists of electricity drawn by the residential
site’s main supply line as well as at some of the major electrical appliances.
The sites with solar generation are labeled as such and can be filtered out
from the dataset. For such sites, data on net electricity consumed by the
main supply line is provided. Thus the time series of electricity demand
and solar generation cannot be separated for sites with solar generation.
As a result, in this paper, we train our models on the electricity demand
registered at the site’s main supply line without any solar power generation.
Compared to all the states mentioned earlier, the data for the highest number
of residential sites were recorded in Washington state. The number of units
from Washington for which data were continuously collected from the year
2020 to 2022 is 50. This is still considerably low and thus creates a scenario
where prediction for fewer households is needed as in a small Microgrid.

7



Figure 2 shows the one-day moving average (96 intervals of 15 minutes) for
the aggregate electricity demand of these 50 sites. The effects of annual
seasonality can be seen as there is a downward trend in demand from the
month of March to May and an upward trend from October to January. We
describe the ML models in Section 3 for which data from the year 2021 is
used as a training sample and the data from the first quarter of 2022 is used
for testing. The train-test split will remain the same in all of the following
sections. We begin defining the problem setup and show the results of ML
point estimates in the following section.

Figure 2: One-day moving average of aggregate electricity demand for 50 sites in Wash-
ington

3. Problem Definition

The objective of this study is to accurately forecast the prediction interval
of the one-day-ahead aggregate electricity demand of the 50 residential sites.
The interval prediction model in this research is based on residuals obtained
from point estimates of the ML model’s forecast. This section explains the
inputs to the ML model and compares the results of the point estimates of
the implemented ML models. Furthermore, Section 4 formalizes the results
of the point estimates discussed here and presents the necessary elements
required for interval prediction.

Recall from Section 2 that the data from the year 2021 is used as the
training data. Each day in the training set is represented by j where j ∈
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J = {1, 2, . . . , 365} . Further, the daily aggregated demand can be divided
into 96 intervals represented by i such that i ∈ I = {1, 2 . . . , 96} with
i = 1 representing time 00 : 00 : 00, sequentially increasing in intervals of 15
minutes until 23 : 45 : 00. The training data for time series can be considered
as labeled data of the form (Xj

i , y
j
i ), where X

j
i is the input vector comprising

of the lags and exogenous variables and yji is the observed demand for the
ith interval on a jth day. The input lag and exogenous variables for the ML
model are selected as follows.

3.1. Input Variable Selection

The plot of the Partial Auto-Correlation Function (PACF) is used by
auto-regressive models to measure the correlation between the observed val-
ues of time-series (Elsaraiti et al. (2021)), in our case, the electricity demand
of yji to yji−k for different values of k. The PACF for electricity demand
data on the training set is plotted on the right-hand side of Figure 3 which
shows the dependence of the demand yji on yji−1 and yji−2 values. It should
be noted that since we are making a multi-horizon prediction for a one-day
ahead period, the lag values or the observed data during the i− 1 and i− 2,
for i > 1 wouldn’t be available for ith interval prediction. However, the Auto-
correlation function (ACF) in the left-hand side of Figure 3 suggests that the
electricity demand during the interval i is correlated with the demand seen
during the same interval of the previous day. Thus, using these observations
from the PACF and ACF plots, observed values of yj−1

i−1 and yj−1
i−2 can serve as

a naive estimate for the two lag input variables for the prediction of demand
in interval i.

We shall now look at the input exogenous variables used by the ML model.
The calendar effects of a quarterly period of a year and holidays including
weekends and national holidays are shown to affect electricity demand (Son
et al. (2022), U.S. Energy Information Administration). Also, the depen-
dence of the electricity demand on temperature is seen in Figure 4 where
more electricity is required at lower temperatures indicating the use of space
heating units and at higher temperatures as a result of using space cooling
units in residential sites. The temperature for any interval for a given day
is the day-ahead predicted temperature from the nearest NOAA (National
Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration) station. Thus, quarterly effects,
holidays, and temperature predictions are considered as the input exogenous
variables to the ML model.
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Figure 3: ACF plot (left) and PACF plot (right) of electricity demand

Considering lag and exogenous variables, the input vector Xj
i for jth day

and ith interval is thus defined as follows.

Xj
i = (xj

i1, xj
i2, xj

i3, xj
i4, xj

i5)

where,

xj
i1 = yj−1

i−1 naive estimate for input lag variable of yji−1,

xj
i2 = yj−1

i−2 naive estimate for input lag variable of yji−2,

xj
i3 = predicted temperature in Fahrenheit,

xj
i4 =


0 Jan-Mar

1 Apr-Jun

2 Jul-Sep

3 Oct-Dec,

xj
i5 =

{
1 Holidays and Weekends (Saturday and Sunday)

0 other days.

We consider the ML model of the form ŷti = f̂(Xj
i ), where f̂ is a real-

valued function approximated by ML models. The usual assumption on
the residual errors of such a model here denoted by zji = yji − ŷji is that
they are IID. As can be seen in Figure 5, the residuals are centered around
0 and the variance of the residuals is higher in the months of January to
March, decreases until July, and again increases from August to December.
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Figure 4: Temperature vs Electricity Demand

This residual pattern follows the electricity demand with higher variance
during the days of higher electricity demand and vice versa, representing
non-stationarity.

3.2. Point Estimate Metrics

The point estimates on the testing set are generated by an expanding
window technique on the training set. The current test day observations are
added to the training set and a new training model is obtained for the next
test day predictions. The moving window proceeds by first predicting the
day ahead demand and then adding the labeled data Xj′

i of the day j′ to the
training set, where j′ ∈ J ′ = {1, 2, . . . , 90} denotes the label of test days.

The model errors of the training and testing data are shown in Table 1.
The absolute deviations from the observed demand are highest for GBR on
test data compared to LR and LGBM. The lower error metrics on the LGBM
model denote better point estimates on the test set.

ML models are susceptible to over-fitting on the training set resulting in
the lower error on the training set and higher errors on the test set. If the
training errors are directly bootstrapped for the interval estimation of the
test day, the intervals would be narrow due to the over-fitting problem. We
overcome this problem by replacing the errors of the training set with the
errors on the test set sequentially, which is further described in Section 5.
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Figure 5: Residual errors of GBR on the training set with moving average of observed
demand

4. Interval Estimation

The proposed model of the construction of prediction intervals or inter-
val estimation of the electricity demand involves the use of residual errors
obtained by the ML models seen in the previous section. We define and for-
malize the need for residual blocks and the memory clusters in this section
that will be used for bootstrapping.

Scores
LR GBR LGBM

Train Test Train Test Train Test
MAE 1.3458 1.6712 1.6169 1.7674 1.2116 1.5947
MSE 3.0945 4.5004 4.1095 5.1656 2.5399 4.0726
RSME 1.7591 2.1214 2.0272 2.2728 1.5937 2.0181
MAPE 15.27% 14.39% 18.05% 15.71% 13.69% 13.64%
R2 0.7452 0.5301 0.3334 0.5231 0.7976 0.5521
RMSLE 0.1709 0.1662 0.2114 0.1736 0.1541 0.1602

Table 1: Model performance for point forecasts
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4.1. Residual Block

There are several methods to obtain the prediction intervals so that the
future value of electricity demand could lie within the interval with a rel-
atively high probability. We adopt a non-parametric approach where the
residual errors are re-sampled in order to build the prediction intervals. We
begin by building up notation for the residual errors. The observed forecast
error on the training data for the ML model is given as follows

zji = yji − ŷji ∀i ∈ I , j ∈ J (1)

where yji is the observed demand and ŷji is the predicted demand by the ML
models. We define a memory set E such that the elements are a tuple of the
jth day errors, thus for the training set we can define E as

E = {(z11 , z12 , ...., z196), . . . , (z
j
1, z

j
2, ...., z

j
96), . . . , (z

365
1 , z3652 , ...., z36596 )}. (2)

Then the residual errors for test data are given by

zj
′

i = yj
′

i − ŷj
′

i ∀i ∈ I , j′ ∈ J ′

yj
′

i = ŷj
′

i + zj
′

i . (3)

The prediction interval for yj
′

i can be built by bootstrapping for zj
′

i from

the residual error set E, such that yj
′

i = ŷj
′

i + ẑj
′

i if the errors are identi-
cally distributed. Thus, we shall first discuss the case of the traditional IID
bootstrap method. This method considers that the future errors of the test
set are similar to the past errors so that ẑj

′

i can be approximated with the
bootstrapped values of the residual errors from the training set zji . Thus
the residuals could be randomly selected with replacement from the memory
set of the training residual errors E, N times, where N is some large valued
integer. Suppose N = 1000, and (z∗(1), z

∗
(2), . . . , z

∗
(1000))

j′

i is the ordered set of
the bootstrapped residuals for day j′ and interval i randomly selected from
memory E with replacement, then the 5th and the 95th percentile values of
the prediction interval are represented by z∗(50) and z∗(950), respectively.

However, the ACF and PACF plots of the residual series ẑji presented
in Figure 6 indicate the existence of correlation among the residuals. As a
result of this, the IID bootstrap cannot be applied to the dependent data of
residual electricity demand. Also, there are variations in the magnitude of
the residuals on the training set as seen in Figure 5 indicating that the errors
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Figure 6: ACF plot (left) and PACF plot (right) of residuals of ML model

are not identical. The inadequacy of the IID bootstrap method for dependent
series is described in Singh (1981). Instead of re-sampling a single observation
of residuals at a time, non-overlapping contiguous blocks of residuals can be
re-sampled. As a result, the structural dependence of the residuals can be
preserved. Thus the residual of the electricity demand isn’t randomly selected
from the memory E and in order to account for the correlations among the
errors, non-overlapping blocks of fixed length are drawn from the observed
residual set and then joined. A day is divided into 96 intervals of 15 minutes,
where n = 96 which can be split into b consecutive blocks of equal length l.
We define the residual vector and the splitting rule as follows

zj = (zj1, zj2, zj3, . . . , z
j
n) ∀ j ∈ J, (4)

zj = (Bj
1, . . . , B

j
b), (5)

such that Bk = (z(k−1)l+1, . . . , zkl), k = (1, . . ., b),

where the residual errors on the training data for jth day are given as a vector
zj, and the elements of this vector are calculated using Equation (1).

The accuracy of the block bootstrap is sensitive to the size of the blocks.
As suggested in Politis and White (2006), the empirical block length of n1/3

would be a good guess for the block length l.

4.2. Clustering

The demand levels affect residual errors in a way where the errors are
higher for higher levels of demand patterns and low for lower demands. Thus,
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instead of random block bootstrapping from the set E on j′th day, we boot-
strap from a cluster of similar days. The idea here is to group together the
days from the training set with similar demand levels in a cluster and then
block bootstrap from the cluster representative of the test day. Such clusters
can be created by measuring the similarity between different days and can be
achieved by various unsupervised learning methods. A common unsupervised
learning algorithm for creating labeled clusters is called k-means clustering
(Hartigan and Wong (1979)).

Then the k-means clustering algorithm takes the number of clusters (Nc)
and the set of observed vectors to clusters. It then returns a set of centroids,
one for each of the Nc clusters where the observation vector is classified with
the cluster number (Ci) or centroid index of the centroid closest to it. The
k-means clustering algorithm tries to minimize the within-cluster sum-of-
squares (WSS) between each observation vector and its dominating centroid.
The minimization is achieved by iterative reclassification of the set of vectors
into new clusters and recalculating the centroids. Since there is no prior
knowledge about the value of Nc, we will heuristically choose Nc by using
the elbow method as shown in Figure 7. Suppose the day’s demand with n
intervals of the electricity demand for the jth day is represented by the vector
yj, such that:

yj = (yj1, yj2, yj3, . . . , y
j
n) ∀j ∈ J (6)

then the WSS (WSS) is given as follows:

WSS =
Nc∑
k=1

∑
yj∈Ck

d(yj, ȳCk
) (7)

where,

Nc = number of clusters,

Ck = index of a cluster,

d(.) = distance metric between two vectors,

ȳCk
= center of the centroid Ck.

The k-means clustering algorithm can be run for multiple values of Nc

and the minimized WSS is calculated for each so as to determine the smallest
Nc beyond which the WSS doesn’t decrease much with the increase in Nc.
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Figure 7: Elbow Plot for the optimal number of clusters

The elbow method suggests that the value of WSS doesn’t decrease much
after Nc = 4. While block bootstrapping considers the temporal correlations
between the observed errors, dividing each day’s demand vectors into clusters
of similar days results in almost constant variance on the model residual
errors within the clusters.

4.3. Performance Metrics

The Cluster-based Block Bootstrapping (CBB) method, proposed in the
next section makes use of the residual blocks and clustering to output the
estimated distribution of the forecast for a given time. Our interest is in
finding the quantile values during the time interval i within which the values
of electricity demand might lie with a probability 100(1− α)% which is the
size of the confidence interval where 0 ≤ α ≤ 1. We will assume a symmetric
interval for simplicity where the upper quantile of demand value at (α/2) is
defined by uj

α,i and the lower quantile at (1 − α/2) is determined by ljα,i for
the time interval i and day j.

In order to compare different algorithms for interval estimation at con-
fidence level 100(1 − α)% we use the Winkler Score (WS(α)) and Cover-
age Probability (CP (α)) which are defined as follows. Proposed by Winkler
(1972), WS(α) is used to evaluate the prediction interval for time series. For
observed data yji during the ith time interval, jth day and α confidence level
WS(α)ji is described by Hyndman et al. (2021) as,
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WS(α)ji =


uj
α,i − ljα,i +

1
α
(ljα,i − yji ) if yji < ljα,i,

uj
α,i − ljα,i if ljα,i ≤ yji ≤ uj

α,i,

uj
α,i − ljα,i +

1
α
(yji − uj

α,i) if yji > uj
α,i.

For the jth day, the values of WSj
α,i are averaged over all i ∈ I, and the

final WSα for the test set is obtained by averaging over all the day indices
j ∈ J as

WS(α) =
1

|J |
∑
j∈J

∑
i∈I

WSj
α,i

|I|
.

The WS(α)ji assumes the length of the prediction interval when the ob-
served value of electricity demand yji during time i falls with the prediction
interval. If the observed value falls outside then the penalty is proportional
to the length denoting how far yji is outside the prediction interval. The
WS score for the one-day time series is the average of CP (α) explained in
Hyndman et al. (2002) is a measure of the proportion of times the observed
values of electricity demand yji lie inside the prediction interval [ljα,i, u

j
α,i] and

is defined as,

CP (α) =
1

|J |
∑
j∈J

∑
i∈I

1[ljα,i≤yji≤uj
α,i]

|I|

where, 1[ljα,i≤yji≤uj
α,i]

= 1 when [lα,i ≤ yji ≤ uα,i]

= 0 otherwise.

A wide prediction interval would lead to high CP values leading to con-
servative prediction, WS values would penalize the wide intervals. Thus a
balance is to be maintained between both scores to get better prediction
results.

5. Cluster Block Bootstrap Algorithm (CBB)

In the previous section, we saw the methods to bootstrap residual blocks
and to create clusters of similar days. In this section, we will combine these
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two methods together to generate the prediction intervals for one-day ahead
forecasts. In the first step, we shall form the clusters of the index of similar
days using the k-means clustering algorithm on the demand pattern yj for
j ∈ J . As defined in Section 4.2, the number of clusters denoted by Nc has to
be initialized for the k-means clustering algorithm to work, and through the
elbow method, the total number of clusters, Nc is set at 4. The label of each
cluster represented by Ck has a centroid at ȳCk

where k ∈ 1, . . . , 4. We repre-
sent the index of days clustered together in the kth cluster as {(1), . . . , (|Ck|)},
where |Ck| denotes the size of the kth cluster and {(1), . . . , (|Ck|)} are the
clustered training data days partitioned off training set labeled I such that
{(1), . . . , (|Ck|)} ∈ I.

The next step is to train the ML model f̂ using the training data (Xj
i , y

j
i )

and get the residual errors zji on the training set j. These training errors
are stored in the memory set E defined in Equation (2). The memory set
of residuals E is then partitioned to form the cluster memory set Mk, where
Mk is selected according to the days indexed in cluster Ck. Thus for every
cluster label Ck ∈ {(1), . . . , (|Ck|)} we get Mk = {z(1), . . . , z(|Ck|)}. Using
Equation (4) the set Mk can be denoted in terms of residual blocks

Mk = {(B(1)
1 , . . . , B

(1)
b ), (B

(2)
1 , . . . , B

(2)
b ), . . . , (B

(|Ck|)
1 , . . . , B

(|Ck|)
b )}

where number of blocks, b = 16, and length of residual vector n = 96 such
that n = b× l as defined in Section 4.1.

The model f̂ , the clustered residual sets Mk and the centroid of the
clusters ¯yCk

for k ∈ (1, . . . , Nc) are now ready to evaluate the point estimates

and construct the prediction intervals. The ML model f̂ , is used to get the
point estimates ŷj

′
for test day j′ for j′ ∈ J ′, i.e., the first quarter of the

year 2022. The closeness of yj
′
which is a vector of size 96, is evaluated with

every cluster’s centroid using the distance metric d(yj
′
, ȳCk

) and the closest
kth residual cluster memory Mk is selected to bootstrap the block residuals
for the j′th test day.

The test day is also divided into 16 non-overlapping blocks of size 6, and
for the ith interval block of the test day, we bootstrap N = 1000 times,
residual blocks B

(n)
i from the selected cluster Mk randomizing on n such that

n ∈ (1, . . . , |Ck|) and repeat this process for each i ∈ (1, . . . , 16). Then for
the ith time interval block we can get N bootstrap residual block samples and
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build Bi = (B∗
1 , . . . , B

∗
N)i

1. The sets B1, . . . ,B16 are then joined sequentially
to form the prediction interval for the test day.

Due to the over-fitting issues seen in Section 3.2, the residuals boot-
strapped from the training set alone results in narrow prediction intervals.
The memory of the clustering algorithm can be made adaptive in a way where
the training errors are replaced by the errors of the ML model on the test
set. Thus we don’t use the static cluster residual set Mk from the training
data but we keep updating it with the newest residual errors on the observed
day in the test data and use the updated Mk to bootstrap for the next day.
The update scheme for an observed day j′ linked to the cluster is done by
selecting the jth day in the training set such that j′ = j. Then replace and
update zj = zj

′
in the cluster and recalculate the clusters and their centroids

in the interval with a specific update frequency.

6. Results

In this section, we will compare the results of the CBB algorithm for
constructing the prediction intervals with other bootstrapping methods like
the bootstrap aggregating algorithm and block bootstrap without clustering.
The experiments are carried out using the ML models for point estimation
mentioned in Section 3. The performance of various combinations of boot-
strap methods and ML models is discussed as follows. For ease of notation,
we will use WS and CP instead of WS(α) and CP (α) respectively in the
following sections.

6.1. Bootstrap Aggregating

The performance of the CBB algorithm is compared against the boot-
strap aggregating algorithm, also called bagging. For bootstrap aggregating,
multiple replicates or simulated copies of the training data (Xj

i , y
j
i ) are made

and an ML model is fitted to each. The first step of this process is to fit the
ML model on the original training data and then obtain the residual set E
without clusters following a similar procedure to CBB. Then the blocks of
residuals are bootstrapped from the training memory E and the original ob-
served demand yji is perturbed to make new copies of yj∗i . Thus, a simulated
version of the training set (Xj

i , y
j∗
i ) is obtained. This process is replicated

1The star notation on x* indicates that x* isn’t the real data set but the randomized,
re-sampled or bootstrapped version of x
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N times and the ML model is trained on these N simulated training sets.
For every trained model, a trajectory of future electricity demand forecast is
obtained on the test set and thus N trajectories are obtained. In this paper,
we use N = 1000 and the details of the performance of this algorithm for
LR, GBR, and LGBM ML models are discussed further.

ML Model Metrics
(1-α)100% Training

time (sec)85 90 95 99

LR
WS 7.52 8.608 10.266 13.394

498.715
CP 0.785 0.848 0.917 0.974

GBR
WS 7.549 8.431 9.711 12.018

529.148
CP 0.791 0.848 0.905 0.96

LGBM
WS 7.811 8.921 10.64 13.739

1092.882
CP 0.815 0.887 0.951 0.986

Table 2: Model performance for Bootstrap Aggregating

Table 2 represents performance of bootstrap aggregate model on the test
data. WS for the GBR model is the lowest compared to LR and LGBM
which shows that the intervals for GBR are narrower. Ideally, the value of
CP should be as close as possible to the interval size 100(1 − α)%. The
best CP values are attained by the LGBM model as the values are much
closer to the size of the confidence intervals. A good model would be one
for which the value of WS is lower simultaneously with higher CP values.
A high WS with a relatively higher CP value is caused due to conservative
estimates of upper and lower confidence levels. On the other hand, lower
WS values with low CP scores suggest a higher magnitude of violations of
observed data beyond the confidence limits. Another important point to
note is the computation time required for the interval prediction. Bootstrap
aggregating models are computationally expensive due to model training on
multiple simulated training sets. A new synthetic training set is simulated
and an ML model is trained on this set to generate a new trajectory of
forecasted values of electricity demand.

6.2. Block Bootstrap

The results of the Block Bootstrap algorithm without clustering are dis-
cussed in this section. We will simply refer to it as the Block Bootstrap
algorithm. The prediction intervals are constructed similarly to CBB algo-
rithm, i.e., by bootstrapping the non-overlapping residuals block but without
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clustering the similar days. This will help us understand the effect of clus-
tering done by the CBB algorithm by only using the block bootstrapping
scheme.

ML Model Metrics
(1-α)100% Training

time (sec)85 90 95 99

LR
WS 8.529 9.531 11.229 16.007

15.73
CP 0.741 0.807 0.885 0.959

GBR
WS 7.973 8.735 10.005 12.453

34.95
CP 0.804 0.861 0.922 0.981

LGBM
WS 7.887 8.754 10.113 13.2

23.42
CP 0.741 0.806 0.888 0.969

Table 3: Model performance for Block Bootstrap

The performance of Block Bootstrap is shown in Table 3. We see that
the GBR model achieves better performance on both the WS and CP val-
ues compared to the LR and LGBM models (except for WS value for 85%
confidence interval size). The GBR Block Bootstrap models also have bet-
ter CP values compared to the GBR Bootstrap Aggregate algorithm with a
significant reduction in computation time.

6.3. CBB algorithm

The performance of the CBB algorithm proposed in Section 5 is shown
in Table 4. The WS values for the LGBM model are consistently lower
as compared to the LR and GBR models but the CP values are not high
enough. The best CP values are attained by the GBR model followed by
LR with only a slight trade-off on the WS values compared to LGBM. The
CBB algorithm gains computation time over the block bootstrap method
due to the clustering process but outputs a better prediction interval. The
computation time when compared to the bootstrap aggregating method is
still considerably lower. Figure 8 shows the one-day moving average of the
demand prediction at 90% confidence interval and observed demand for the
test set.

Until now we have just compared the performance of the ML models
within each of the bootstrap algorithms. We will now compare the perfor-
mance across all the bootstrapping algorithms based on the WS and CP
scores they achieve with the ML models, which will help us to analyze the
effect of clustering.
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ML Model Metrics
(1-α)100% Training

time (sec)85 90 95 99

LR
WS 8.259 9.127 10.518 14.92

106.231
CP 0.81 0.864 0.928 0.972

GBR
WS 8.387 9.266 10.73 12.657

143.75
CP 0.839 0.89 0.949 0.987

LGBM
WS 8.059 8.93 10.345 12.5

112.626
CP 0.777 0.838 0.91 0.983

Table 4: Model performance for CBB algorithm

6.4. Comparative analysis

The comparison of the bootstrapping algorithms with different combina-
tions of the ML models according to the confidence interval sizes is shown in
Figure 9. For each confidence interval size (1−α)100%, the values of CP (α)
are plotted against WS(α).

In the plot for 85% CI, the rightmost point represents the highest CP
value attained by CBB built on the GBR model. The block bootstrap model
based on LR has the second-best CP value but a better WS than the CBB
GBR model. Identical results are seen in the 90% interval, but the LR block
bootstrap model almost achieves the CP of CBB GBR algorithm with a
smaller WS. However, the LR block bootstrap model slightly outperforms
the GBR CBB algorithm for 95% CI. The GBR CBB algorithm has the best
CP for the 99% interval with a lower WS value. The higher CP values for
the CBB algorithm based on GBR show the effect of bootstrapping from
clusters of similar days.

LBGM with bootstrap aggregating has the lowest CP and highest WS
values for all the confidence intervals indicating higher penalties due to the
narrow prediction interval size. The analysis suggests that the CBB algo-
rithm achieves higher coverage than the other algorithms especially when
GBR is used as a point estimate ML model.

7. Conclusion

The proposed CBB algorithm uses point forecasts of the ML model to
build prediction intervals based on residuals of the ML model. The interval
prediction CBB algorithm based on the ML point estimates has better CP
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Figure 8: Moving Average of 90% Prediction interval on test data

compared to bootstrap aggregating and block bootstrap methods with a rel-
atively lower WS value, especially for GBR. The CBB algorithm uses the
concept of similar days according to which the pattern of electricity demand
doesn’t deviate much from historical usage and errors of the ML model for
similar days would be similar. These residual errors then can be clustered
together and the prediction interval of the test day is built by bootstrapping
residuals from the cluster closest to point forecast of the test day according
to some distance metric. Introducing clustering of similar days leads to bet-
ter CP for every confidence interval with comparable WS when compared
to just block bootstrap without clustering. The CBB algorithm builds upon
the lesser time taken by the just block bootstrapping and competes with the
bootstrap aggregation.

In comparison, the error metrics of the CBB algorithm are better than
bootstrap aggregating algorithm, beating it on the CP scores when GBR
is used as an ML model. The major highlight is reduction in computation
time required by the CBB algorithm when compared to bootstrap aggregat-
ing. The experiment is carried out on residential sites of the EULR data in
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Figure 9: CP vs WS plots of (a) 85% , (b) 90% ,(c) 95% and (d) 99% confidence intervals
for combinations of ML models and interval estimation algorithm
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Washington state and shows the effectiveness of using bootstrapping methods
to generate prediction intervals.

8. Future Work

In this work, we have used a k-means clustering algorithm to group to-
gether similar days of electricity demand. The residual estimates to construct
the interval for the prediction day are bootstrapped from the closest cluster
to the point estimates of the prediction day. While we see that this method
leads to better coverage probabilities for most of the confidence levels, addi-
tional features could be used to generate the clusters on the basis of exogenous
variables. Clustering algorithms like density-based clustering or fuzzy clus-
tering could capture more complex patterns in the data. Furthermore, the
method of measuring the distance from clusters’ centroids before prediction
could lead to anomaly detection. The main aspect of using tree-based en-
semble models in this research was the success of these models in time-series
forecasting. Similarly, recent work on temporal fusion transformers by Lim
et al. (2021) has been proven to work on a variety of real-world datasets and
could be used to obtain better point estimates on multi-horizon forecasting.
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