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Intraday Power Trading for Imbalance Markets: An
Adaptive Risk-Averse Strategy using Mixture

Models
Robin Bruneel, Mathijs Schuurmans, Panagiotis Patrinos

Abstract—Efficient markets are characterised by profit-driven
participants continuously refining their positions towards the
latest insights. Margins for profit generation are generally small,
shaping a difficult landscape for automated trading strategies.
This paper introduces a novel, fully-automated cross-border
intraday (XBID) trading strategy tailored for single-price im-
balance energy markets. This strategy relies on a strategically
devised mixture model to predict future system imbalance
prices, which, upon benchmarking against several state-of-the-
art models, outperforms its counterparts across every metric.
However, these models were fit to a finite amount of training data
typically causing them to perform worse on unseen data when
compared to their training set. To address this issue, a coherent
risk measure is added to the cost function to take additional
uncertainties in the prediction model into account. This paper
introduces a methodology to select the tuning parameter of
this risk measure adaptively by continuously quantifying the
model accuracy on a window of recently observed data. The
performance of this strategy is validated with a simulation on the
Belgian energy market using real-time market data. The adaptive
tuning approach enables the strategy to achieve higher absolute
profits with a reduced number of trades.

Index Terms—Balancing markets, Electricity trading, Mixture
models, Risk management, Stochastic optimization

I. INTRODUCTION

THE single-price imbalance settlement scheme is a pric-
ing scheme specifically designed to incentivize market

participants who actively contribute to balancing the grid and
penalize those who fail to do so [1]. In a single-price imbal-
ance market, a single system imbalance price is settled at fixed
time intervals depending on the sign of the system imbalance
volume (e.g. every 15 minutes in Belgium). Specifically, a
negative system imbalance volume denotes a national energy
shortage, requiring the activation of upregulation reserves,
resulting in an elevated price. Conversely, a positive system
imbalance volume signifies an energy surplus, necessitating
the activation of downregulation reserves, leading to a di-
minished price. Because of balancing incentives by balance-
responsible parties, the system imbalance price continuously
alternates between the two regulation prices. An example of
this behaviour has been visualized in Fig. 1. By consuming
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Fig. 1. System imbalance price and volume in Belgium on May 26 2023.
Depending on the sign of the system imbalance volume, the system imbalance
price continuously alternates between the upregulation and downregulation
price. Data obtained from the Belgian transmission system operator ELIA.

additional energy when the imbalance price is low and by
producing additional energy when the imbalance price is high,
balance-responsible parties not only make profits, but also aid
in balancing the national energy grid.
The ability to predict future imbalance prices is a power-
ful decision making tool in short-term energy markets. On
the cross-border intraday energy market, known as XBID,
energy is freely traded between balance-responsible parties.
By anticipating potential energy shortages or surpluses in
the national balancing market, energy may be strategically
imported or exported on the cross-border market for profit.
This paper delineates an automated trading strategy based on
this principle. The strategy compromises two main steps: (i)
modelling future system imbalance prices, and (ii) converting
these predictions into profitable positions on the intraday
energy market. The cross-border intraday energy market closes
exactly one hour prior to delivery. Therefore, the designed
model needs to provide accurate predictions of the system
imbalance price at least one hour ahead.
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A. Related Work

1) Modelling future system imbalance prices: The main dif-
ficulty in modelling the system imbalance price resides in its
inherent alternating behaviour. The prices exhibit a bimodal
distribution, which often fails to be captured by traditional
predictive models. In the literature, two methodologies to
predict system imbalance prices can be distinguished: (i)
those that model the balancing state implicitly, and (ii) those
that model it explicitly. Implicitly modelling the balancing
state involves employing a single model to predict balancing
prices, and in doing so, assumes that the typical alternating
behaviour is automatically discovered by the model [2]–[4].
Conversely, explicitly modelling the balancing state entails the
use of multiple models to predict balancing prices. Typically,
one model predicts the probability of arriving in a future
balancing state, while separate models compute the prices
for each balancing state, thereby reducing the overall model
complexity.
A popular approach to explicitly model the balancing state
are regime-switching Markov models [5]–[8]. Future balancing
states are modelled as a Markov chain, and a distinct price is
forecasted for each balancing state. Despite its popularity, a
straightforward implementation of regime-switching Markov
models in this study reveals two notable issues: (i) static state
transition probability matrices are used, independent of other
external inputs which might be relevant, and (ii) this method
is not suited for longer prediction horizons since the state
probabilities converge to a steady-state solution.
Instead of using Markov chains, Koch et al. propose a logistic
regression model directly predicting the probability of a future
balancing state [9]. This alternative approach mitigates the
need to model all intermediate balancing states, rendering
it particularly useful for longer prediction horizons. Unlike
the static state transition probability matrices, the logistic
regression model can easily incorporate other relevant external
inputs.
2) Risk-Averse Trading Strategy: Given that the distribution
of future prices was exactly known, one could simply select a
trading strategy that maximizes the expected future return. In
practice, however, these distributions are estimated based on
models that were fit to a finite amount of training data, and
are therefore subject to some amount of error. When applied
naively, this typically leads to larger trading losses. A popular
approach for taking this model distributional uncertainty –
also known as ambiguity – into account, is to replace the
expectation by a coherent risk measure [10]. Based on the
choice of risk measure, larger realizations of the cost will
be penalized more, resulting in more risk-sensitive behavior.
Furthermore, coherent risk measures can be interpreted as
robust counterparts to the expectation. Instead of minimizing
the cost over the predicted distribution, the addition of the risk
measure can be viewed as a minimization over a specific set of
distributions, known as the ambiguity set [10, Thm. 6.4]. As
a result, this approach robustifies the trading strategy against
misestimations of the predicted cost distribution.
Risk-averse optimization is a decision making tool that has
been used in power systems before [11]–[14]. Typically, the

tuning parameters are selected in an offline fashion. Bottiau
et al. pointed out that using a machine learning model to
dynamically adjust the tuning parameters of the risk measure
resulted in better performance when applied to very-short-
term energy markets [15]. With online learning, the machine
learning model is able to adaptively learn the model mismatch.

B. Contribution

In this paper, a fully-automated cross-border energy trading
strategy for single-price imbalance markets is proposed. The
main focus lies on adaptively quantifying and taking into ac-
count the ambiguity in the price prediction model using recent
observations. The contributions of this paper are summarized
as:

• A novel probabilistic mixture price model for single-
price imbalance markets. The performance of this mixture
model is benchmarked against several other state-of-the-
art models.

• A risk-averse trading strategy to reduce the number of
trades in uncertain scenarios. The tuning parameters are
optimized in an online fashion based on a window of
recently observed data.

The trading strategy is validated with a simulation on the
Belgian electricity market using real-time market data.

Notation

Let IR (IR+) denote the (nonnegative) reals. We denote the
n-dimensional probability simplex as ∆n = {p ∈ IRn

+ |∑n
i=1 pi = 1}. We introduce the shorthand [n] = {1, . . . , n}

to denote the n smallest positive natural numbers. We denote
the positive part of x by [x]+ = max{x, 0}.

II. A MIXTURE IMBALANCE PRICE MODEL

To properly quantify the trading risks and profits, we are
interested in predicting the probability density function (pdf)
of future system imbalance prices. As mentioned in the intro-
duction, the imbalance price continuously alternates between
the regulation prices. Due to this fluctuating behaviour, the
future system imbalance price is bimodally distributed. We
explicitly take this bimodality into account by modelling the
pdf of the imbalance price as a mixture distribution [16]. In
this context, the pdf f : Ξ→ [0, 1] is said to be a mixture of
a finite set of component densities fi( · ;θi) with parameters
θi, i ∈ [d]. A mixture distribution can be written in the form

f(ξ) =

d∑
i=1

γifi(ξ;θi) (1)

where γ ∈ ∆d is a vector of nonnegative mixture weights that
sum to one. A popular choice for the component densities is
the normal distribution N (µi, σi) with θi = (µi, σi). Mixture
models are often used when samples are observed from a
mixture distribution without knowing from which component
distribution they originate. The components are considered
latent variables and, in that case, specialized algorithms, such
as Expectation-Maximization are used to jointly estimate the
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component weights γi and the parameters θi of the distribu-
tions, i ∈ [d]. Fortunately, in our application, this difficulty
does not arise, as it will be straightforward to infer the active
component for each observed data point.
Indeed, in the context of this work, the component densities
describe the two regulation price distributions (cf. sec. II-B).
The upregulation price, alternatively known as the marginal
incremental price (MIP), corresponds to the cost of activating
additional reserves. Similarly, the downregulation price, also
referred to as the marginal decremental price (MDP), repre-
sents the cost associated with reducing production. Depending
on the sign of the system imbalance volume, the system
imbalance price equals one of the two. In this scenario,
the sign of the system imbalance volume is an exogenous
variable indicating from which regulation price distribution the
imbalance price originates. Thus, the active component density
can be directly inferred from the data, negating the need for
the formalism of latent variable models.
Using Bayes’ theorem, the probability density function of the
system imbalance price fSI

t (p) at time t can be expressed as:

fSI

t (p) = πt · fMDP

t (p) + (1− πt) · fMIP

t (p) (2)

with
πt = IP(st > 0)

fMDP

t (p) = fSI

t (p | st > 0)

fMIP

t (p) = fSI

t (p | st ≤ 0)

(3)

where st ∈ St = IR is a random variable representing the
future system imbalance volume, and fSI

t ( · | E) denotes
the conditional pdf of the price pt at time t, given event
E. Thus, πt is the probability to obtain a positive system
imbalance volume, fMDP

t is the conditional probability density
function of the system imbalance price given a positive system
imbalance volume, and fMIP

t the conditional probability den-
sity function of the system imbalance price given a negative
system imbalance volume. To model future system imbalance
price distributions, we may choose to model these components
separately to reduce the overall complexity of the problem.
A visual representation of this mixture distribution is given
in Fig. 2. It is important to note that the mixture weight
and distributions are time-dependent (e.g. higher probability
on energy shortage and more expensive prices during peak
hours), yet, only one system imbalance price pt is observed
at each timestep t. That is, we only observe a single sample
from the distribution fSI

t (p), making it practically impossible
to estimate the probability density function directly. To address
this issue, we assume that the time dependence is introduced
through measurable inputs xt ∈ IRnx . With this assumption,
we can parametrize the mixture distribution as time-invariant
functions with parameters θπ , θMDP and θMIP:

πt = π(xt,θπ)

fMDP

t (p) = fMDP(p;xt,θMDP)

fMIP

t (p) = fMIP(p;xt,θMIP).

These time-invariant models can be estimated with statistical
methods. In the upcoming sections, we elaborate on the choice
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Fig. 2. A sketch of the probability density function of future system imbalance
prices. Using a mixture model, we can relieve the model from having to
predict this bimodal distribution directly. Instead, we predict the regulation
price distributions fMDP

t (p) and fMIP
t (p) separately, and combine these using

the mixture weight πt to obtain a prediction of the future system imbalance
price distribution.

of these models. The mixture weight is predicted using a logis-
tic regression model, while the regulation price distributions
are predicted using multiple quantile regressions.

A. Mixture Weight Model

The mixture weight in Eq. (2), denoted by πt = IP(st > 0),
represents the probability of a positive system imbalance oc-
curring at timestep t. Various approaches have been proposed
for the problem of estimating the probability of such a binary
event [17]. Among these approaches is logistic regression, a
statistical method used to predict the probability of an event.
The simplicity of this model renders it very robust against
overfitting at the cost of having linear decision boundaries.
Theoretically, this model also requires the log odds of an event
to be a linear combination of the input variables [18]. Despite
this condition usually not being satisfied, logistic regression
still yields meaningful results in practice. Formally, the logistic
regression model is a sigmoid layer applied to a linear model:

π(xt,θπ) = σ(w⊤xt + w0) =
exp(w⊤xt + w0)

1 + exp(w⊤xt + w0)
(4)

where the weights θπ = (w0,w) ∈ IRnx+1 are optimized with
maximum-likelihood estimation. This model directly outputs
the probability that the event occurs.

B. Regulation Price Model

The regulation price models should output the probability
density functions of the regulation prices. To predict these den-
sity functions, two classes of models can be used: parametric
and non-parametric models. Parametric models are trained to
output the parameters of a predefined family of distributions
(e.g., the mean and variance of a normal distribution). These
models are particularly useful if the distribution type is known
beforehand. When this is not the case, non-parametric models
are typically preferable. These models predict multiple quan-
tiles of an output variable to build a discrete approximation
of the cumulative density function (cdf). By differentiating
the approximated cdf, the probability density function is
obtained. Since (i) there is no obvious choice for a parametric
family of distributions that describes the distribution of the
regulation price; and (ii) the random variable is scalar, so a fine
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discretization of its support is computationally feasible, non-
parametric models are used in this paper. Before formulating
the parametric form of the price model, we briefly describe
the energy reserves, a relevant input signal to determine the
regulation price distribution.
1) Energy reserves: To compensate for energy shortages
or surpluses, transmission system operators (TSOs) activate
reserves. For example, in Belgium, two types of reserves
(R2 and R3) can be activated. R2 reserves can be activated
almost instantly, but are limited in volume. R3 reserves, while
slower to activate, are larger in volume. The prices to activate
a certain amount of these reserves at time t are known
and can be viewed as a mapping ot from reserve volumes
to prices (cf. §II-B2). We propose to predict the regulation
prices by internally modelling the activated volumes of each
reserve type based on available measurements zt. Using the
aforementioned price mapping, the corresponding price of the
reserves can be calculated.
2) Regulation price model: For each reserve type r ∈ R =
{R2,R3}, we discretize the range of reserve volumes vr ∈
Vr =

{
v
(1)
r , . . . , v

(nr)
r

}
and use the available data to estimate

a discrete probability distribution

w(zt) =
(
wr,v(zt)

)
v∈Vr,r∈R

∈ ∆nR2+nR3 , (5)

as a function of the observed input values zt. Here, wr,v(zt)
represents the probability that the imbalance price is deter-
mined by the price of a given volume v ∈ Vr of reserve r,
given the observation zt. Using the price mappings ot,r : Vr →
IR, r ∈ R at time t, we then predict the expected price for the
activation of the reserves as

g(zt,ot) = ⟨w(zt),ot⟩, (6)

where ot is a vector containing the (known) prices for acti-
vating a volume of v ∈ Vr of reserve r at time t:

ot =
(
ot,r(v)

)
v∈Vr,r∈R

∈ IRnR2+nR3

The probability vector wt in Eq. (5) is modelled using multi-
nomial logistic regression (i.e., a softmax layer). Multinomial
logistic regression is an extension of binary logistic regression
to predict the probabilities of multiple outcomes [19]. The
structure of the proposed regulation price model has been
visually depicted in Fig. 3. An intuitive example of how this
model works is also given in Table I.
The model proposed in Eq. (6) is used to predict a distribution
of regulation prices by applying quantile regression. For each
quantile, a model is trained to learn the composition of
the reserves for that quantile. For example, more expensive
quantiles require a model that gives more weight to expensive
reserves. In this context, the choice of an appropriate loss
function is crucial. Quantiles of the regulation price can be
forecasted by minimizing the quantile loss or pinball loss [20].
For each quantile τ ∈ [0, 1], a different loss Lτ exists, given
by:

Lτ (e) =

{
τe if e ≥ 0

(τ − 1)e if e < 0
(7)

By training models for a wide variety of quantiles, a stepwise
approximation of the cdf of the regulation price is obtained. In

......

Fig. 3. A visual representation of the price model. Using a multinomial
logistic regression model (or softmax layer), the probabilities w(zt) that
the price equals the price of each reserve activation type are predicted. This
probability vector is then multiplied with the order book prices ot to obtain
a prediction of the regulation price g(zt,ot).

TABLE I
EXAMPLE OF THE UPREGULATION PRICE MODEL

Reserve
Type r

Reserve
Volume vr ∈ Vr

w(zt) ot ⟨w(zt),ot⟩

R2 1MW 40% C120

C154

R2 50MW 20% C140
R2 100MW 10% C160
R3 1MW 15% C200
R3 50MW 10% C210
R3 100MW 5% C220

reality, it is possible that this estimated cumulative distribution
is not a monotone increasing function. In that case, quantiles
are sorted to satisfy this constraint.

C. Combined Mixture Model

After predicting the mixture weight and regulation price dis-
tributions, they are combined using Eq. (2) to obtain a proba-
bilistic forecast of the system imbalance price. If the balancing
market were to have more than two possible balancing states,
the mixture weight model can be extended to multinomial
logistic regression to predict the probability of arriving in
each separate balancing state. A similar mixture distribution
can then be constructed after predicting the regulation price
distribution for each balancing state.

III. TRADING STRATEGY

Energy markets, analogously to stock markets, allow traders
to take both long and short positions. A long position involves
buying energy on the intraday market and selling it back to the
imbalance market. This strategy is profitable if the expected
difference between the imbalance price and intraday price is
positive. Conversely, a short position involves selling energy
in the intraday market and buying it back in the imbalance
market, being profitable if the price difference is negative.
In this section, we describe a trading strategy that selects
long/short positions based on the predicted imbalance price.
In practice, prediction models yield lower performance on
unseen test sets when compared to their training set. As a
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result, naively trusting the model is strongly discouraged. To
address this problem, we incorporate a coherent risk measure
into the profit function to obtain a risk-aware trading strategy.
This risk measure helps to capture the uncertainties inherent
in the prediction model, ensuring that the trading strategy
remains robust to potential model errors. In this section, we
begin by formally defining the risk-averse trading strategy and
thereafter, introduce a methodology for optimizing the risk
tuning parameters adaptively.

A. Risk-Averse Trading Strategy

The ultimate goal of the trading strategy is to find the trade
position on the energy market that maximizes the expected
profit, or equivalently, the position that minimizes the expected
loss. To ease the notation of the risk measures, we continue
with minimization problems. The loss Zp,t(u) for a long
strategy with position size u ∈ U ⊂ IR+ and delivery time t
may be expressed as:

Zp,t(u) = (qt − p)u, p ∈ Pt

where the random variable p ∈ Pt denotes the future system
imbalance price and qt denotes the (known) intraday price.
The optimal position u∗

t that minimizes this expected loss then
equals

u∗
t = argmin

u∈U
Ep[Zp,t(u)], (8)

where the expectation is taken with respect to the random
variable p. While qt is known exactly, the true distribution of
the future imbalance price p is not. Using the estimated pdf
fSI
t , given in Eq. (2), we may replace the expectation in Eq.

(8) by an approximation

u∗
t ≈ argmin

u∈U
Ep∼fSI

t
[Zp,t(u)]

However, using this methodology, the strategy ignores the fact
that the price distribution was replaced by a prediction. This
may lead to unexpected returns of the strategy when the pre-
dicted prices deviate a lot from the true distribution. Instead,
we introduce risk-awareness by replacing the expectation with
a coherent risk measure ρα:

u∗
ρα,t = argmin

u∈U
ρα[Zp,t(u)] (9)

The tuning parameter α controls the level of risk aversion,
allowing the trader to balance the desire for higher profits with
the need to mitigate risk. An interesting property of coherent
risk measures is that they can be viewed as a worst-case
expected value over a specific set of distributions, known as the
ambiguity set [10, Thm. 6.4]. That is, instead of minimizing
the expected loss over a single profit distribution fSI

t , we
optimize over a set of possible similar distributions At

u∗
ρα,t = argmin

u∈U
max
f∈At

Ep∼f [Zp,t(u)]

By taking the worst-case realization of the expected loss in the
ambiguity set At, the trading strategy is made robust against
all realizations within this set. The size of the ambiguity set
At varies with the choice of α. A larger ambiguity set leads
to a more conservative trading strategy that is less sensitive

to potential model errors, while a smaller ambiguity set leads
to a more aggressive trading strategy being more vulnerable
to these errors. In this paper, we discuss two commonly used
coherent risk measures, namely conditional value at risk and
entropic value at risk [21], [22].
The conditional value-at-risk (CVaR), also known as the
expected shortfall, equals the expected loss in the worst α
cases. CVaR may also be expressed as a convex optimization
problem:

CVaR1−α(Z) =

{
esssup Z if α = 0

infs
{
s+ 1

αE [Z − s]+
}

otherwise
(10)

where α ∈ [0, 1]. For CVaR, this problem can be solved
analytically to obtain the average loss in the worst α cases. By
considering only the worst cases, a higher weight is given to
the losses making the trading strategy more risk sensitive. This
risk measure converges to the expectation (risk-seeking) when
α→ 1. Conversely, when α→ 0, this risk measure converges
to the maximum value of Z or the largest loss (risk-averse).
The entropic value-at-risk (EVaR) is defined as

EVaR1−α(Z) =

esssup Z if α = 0

inf
s>0

{
1
s ln

(
E[esZ ]

α

)}
otherwise

(11)

Similar to CVaR, EVaR also interpolates between the expec-
tation and the maximum value as α decreases from 1 to 0. An
interesting property of coherent risk measures is their positive
homogeneity [22], i.e.,

ρα[aZ] = a ρα[Z], ∀a ∈ IR+.

Using this identity, Eq. (9) can be reformulated as

u∗
ρα,t = argmin

u∈U
ρα[Zp,t(u)]

= argmin
u∈U

ρα[(qt − p)u]

= argmin
u∈U

ρα[qt − p]u

=

{
umax if ρα[qt − p] ≤ 0

0 if ρα[qt − p] > 0

(12)

where umax is the largest value in U ⊂ IR+. The robust trading
strategy will always take either the maximum position or no
position at all. We only have to evaluate ρα[qt− p] which can
be done efficiently using definitions (10) and (11). A similar
derivation can be made to create a robust short strategy.

B. Adaptive Risk Parameters

Risk measures introduce a tradeoff between maximizing po-
tential profits and minimizing associated risks. For CVaR and
EVaR, this tradeoff is determined by the tuning parameter
α. In very risk-averse scenarios (e.g., safety in autonomous
driving [23]), a low, constant α is usually chosen to have
high robustness. However, in trading, this would lead to very
conservative behaviour where the strategy does not take any
positions at all. Instead, we may afford to take larger risks
at times when we are more confident about our predictions.
To this end, we present a methodology for tuning the risk
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parameter α based on a window of previous trades. Concretely,
we choose the next αt+1 as the value that would have resulted
in the smallest absolute loss (in hindsight) over the last N
trades:

αt+1 = argmin
α

1

N

N−1∑
i=0

(qt−i − pt−i)u
∗
ρα,t−i (13)

where pt equals the actual system imbalance price at time
t, qt the intraday long price and u∗

ρα,t the risk-averse action
that would have been chosen at time t according to Eq. (9)
with risk measure ρα. Using this methodology, the trading
strategy will converge to a more risk-averse choice for α
when it has consistently generated losses over the past N time
steps. Conversely, a more risk-seeking α will be chosen when
consistent profits were made.
It is possible to solve problem (13) exactly using the closed-
form expression in Eq. (12). Because the value of u∗

ρα,t can
only take one of two values (either umax or 0), the function
α 7→ u∗

ρα,t is piecewise constant. The cost function in Eq. (13),
being a linear combination of piecewise constant functions,
is therefore also piecewise constant. Thus, to minimize this
function, it suffices to enumerate over its N breakpoints.
From this point on, we assume that α 7→ ρα(Z) is monotone
decreasing for all Z. This is true for both CVaR and EVaR,
but also for many other parametric coherent risk measures.
Analyzing Eq. (12), under this assumption, we can distinguish
the following special edge cases (which are easy to check):

(i) ρ0[qt − p] ≤ 0. Then, ρα[qt − p] ≤ 0 (and therefore,
u∗
ρα,t = umax) for all α ∈ [0, 1].

(ii) ρ1[qt − p] > 0. Then, ρα[qt − p] > 0 (and therefore,
u∗
ρα,t = 0) for all α ∈ [0, 1].

The terms in (13) corresponding to these cases, contribute a
constant value of (qt−i − pt−i)umax, or 0, respectively, and
do not affect the minimizer. Therefore, they can be safely
excluded from further consideration.
If neither (i) nor (ii) holds, then ρα[qt−p] has a zero-crossing
for some α ∈ (0, 1], which can be computed as1

αb
t = min

α∈(0,1]
{α | ρα[qt − p] ≤ 0}. (14)

In that case, we may reformulate Eq. (12) as

u∗
ρα,t = H(α− αb

t)umax, (15)

where H(x) equals the heaviside step function:

H(x) =

{
1 if x ≥ 0

0 if x < 0.

Thus, substituting (15) into (13), we obtain

αt+1 = argmin
α

umax

N

∑
k∈Tt

(qk − pk) ·H(α− αb
k), (16)

where Tt ⊆ {t−N +1, . . . , t} is the index set containing the
time steps where (i) and (ii) do not apply. Problem (16) is
solved exactly by evaluating the cost at the breakpoints αb

k,
k ∈ Tt, and selecting αt+1 corresponding to the smallest value.

1This problem is guaranteed to be feasible since α = 1 satisfies the
constraint due to the exclusion of case (ii).

Algorithm 1: Risk parameter update
Input: Previous set of valid timesteps: Tt−1,

Previous breakpoints: (αb
k)k∈Tt−1 ,

Intraday prices: (qt−i)i∈{0,...,N−1},
Actual imbalance prices: (pt−i)i∈{0,...,N−1}

Output: αt+1 satisfying eq. (13)

1 Tt ← Tt−1 \ {t−N} // Truncate to horizon length
2 if esssup [qt − p] > 0 and E[qt − p] ≤ 0 // Not (i) or (ii)
3 then
4 αb

t ← minα∈(0,1]{α | ρα[qt − p] ≤ 0} // Solve (14)
(cf. Alg. 2)

5 Tt ← Tt ∪ {t}
6 Compute permutation σ : Tt → Tt s.t. (αb

σ(k))k∈Tt
is

sorted from low to high.
7 s← 0 // Running sum in (16)
8 v ← 0 // Cost values at the breakpoints αb

t , t ∈ Tt

9 for k ∈ Tt do
10 s← s+ (qσ(k) − pσ(k))umax

11 vσ(k) ← s
12 t∗ ← argmin

t∈Tt

vt

13 αt+1 ← αb
t∗

In a naive implementation, solving Eq. (13) requires the
solution of |Tt| ≤ N small-scale problems of the form (14).
However, by the receding horizon nature of the problem, Tt

can be updated recursively from Tt−1 by removing t − N
and adding t if case (i) and (ii) do not hold. Similarly, the
breakpoints αb

k for k ∈ Tt−1 (computed at time t − 1) can
be stored so that, at worst, only a single breakpoint αb

t needs
to be computed at every subsequent time step t. The overall
procedure is summarized in Algorithm 1. Note here that the
sorting on line 6 can also be performed incrementally, using
the sorted values from the previous time steps.
The most computationally demanding step in Algorithm 1 is
solving (14) on line 4. In principle, any scalar root-finding al-
gorithm could be used for this step. However, a more efficient
scheme can be obtained by specializing to the risk measures
CVaR and EVaR. We discuss both cases individually.

Proposition III.1. For ρα = CVaRα, (14) is equivalent to

αb
t = min

τ>0
Ep∼fSI

t
[τ(qt − p) + 1]+ . (17)

Proof. Using definition (10), problem (14) may be written as

αb
t = min

α∈(0,1],s
α (18a)

s.t. s+
1

α
Ep∼fSI

t
[qt − p− s]+ ≤ 0. (18b)

Reordering terms, inequality (18b) is reformulated as:

αb
t = min

α∈(0,1],s
α

s.t. Ep∼fSI
t
[qt − p− s]+ ≤ −αs,

(19)
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Algorithm 2: Breakpoint αb
t for CVaR

Input: Predicted distribution: fSI
t ,

Intraday price: qt,
Predicted quantiles of fSI

t : (pt,i)i∈{1,...,nq}
Output: αb

t satisfying (17)

1 Sort (pt,i)i∈{1,...,nq} from low to high
2 v ← 0 // Running sum for the slope
3 for i ∈ {1, . . . , nq} do
4 v ← v + fSI

t (pt,i)(qt − pt,i)
5 if v ≤ 0 then
6 τ ← 1/(pt,i − qt)
7 B ← i
8 break
9 αb

t ←
∑B

i=1 f
SI
t (pt,i)(τ(qt − pt,i) + 1)

The left-hand side of the inequality is always nonnegative and
therefore, any feasible value of s (which is guaranteed to exist)
is necessarily nonpositive. Moreover, by the exclusion of (i),

ρ0[qt − p] = esssup [qt − p] > 0,

and therefore, E[qt − p − s]+
(s≤0)

≥ E[qt − p]+ > 0. (It is
a sum of nonnegative terms, of which at least one is strictly
positive.) Thus, any feasible s must be strictly negative. Using
that τ [x]+ = [τx]+, for all x ∈ IR and τ ≥ 0, we can divide
both sides of the inequality in (19) by τ = −s−1 > 0, to
obtain (17).

Note that in practice, (17) is computed as

αb
t = min

τ>0

nq∑
i=1

fSI

t (pt,i)[τ(qt − pt,i) + 1]+

with pt,i, i ∈ [nq] the quantiles of the forecasted discrete
distribution with corresponding densities fSI

t (p). This cost
function is piecewise affine, continuous and convex. To find
the solution to this problem, we simply calculate the value of
τ for which the slope of the piecewise linear segment changes
signs. The slope of this scalar function is given by

nq∑
i=1

fSI

t (pt,i)

{
qt − pt,i if pt,i − qt ≤ 1

τ

0 if pt,i − qt >
1
τ

(20a)

=
∑

i∈J(τ)

fSI

t (pt,i)(qt − pt,i) (20b)

where J(τ) = {i | pt,i − qt ≤ τ−1}. Finding the segment
where the slope changes signs can be done efficiently by
sorting the prices and gradually increasing the size of J(τ).
After plugging the obtained value of τ back in the original
equation, we find αb

t . Algorithm 2 summarizes this procedure.

Proposition III.2. For ρα = EVaRα, (14) is equivalent to

αb
t = min

s>0
Ep∼fSI

t

[
es(qt−p)

]
. (21)

Proof. Analogous to CVaR, we substitute the definition of
EVaR (11) into (14) to obtain

αb
t = min

α∈(0,1],s>0
α (22a)

s.t.
1

s
ln

(
Ep∼fSI

t
[es(qt−p)]

α

)
≤ 0 (22b)

By rearranging some variables, the inequality constraint is
rewritten as

αb
t = min

α∈(0,1],s>0
α (23a)

s.t. Ep∼fSI
t

[
es(qt−p)

]
≤ α, (23b)

which is equivalent to (21).

Writing (21) more explicitly in terms of the discretized quan-
tiles (pt,i)i∈nq

, we obtain

αb
t = min

s>0

nq∑
i=1

fSI

t (pt,i)e
s(qt−pt,i).

This is a scalar convex optimization problem which can be
rapidly solved to global optimality.

IV. CASE STUDY

In this section, the predictions generated by the previously
developed mixture model are used to simulate trading positions
on the Belgian electricity market. The strategy is designed
to take quarter-hourly positions on the Belgian cross-border
intraday energy market (XBID) five minutes before the market
closes, which is exactly one hour before delivery. To simulate
these positions, real-time order books are used from the
Nordpool energy exchange and trades are made with a constant
volume of 1MW. The impact of this trading volume on the
imbalance market is expected to be minimal.

A. Statistical Model

To model the Belgian imbalance price, we employ the pro-
posed mixture model. This involves training one mixture
weight and two regulation price models. In this case study,
the mixture weight model utilizes historical system imbalance
volumes and the quarter hour of day (one-hot encoded into
96 binary variables) as input features. The model is trained to
output one if the system imbalance price equals the downregu-
lation price and zero if it equals the upregulation price. For the
regulation price model, we have to choose the inputs zt and
fixed sets of reserve volumes VR2 and VR3. In our experiments,
the fixed sets of reserve volumes are

VR2 = {1MW, 50MW, 100MW, 150MW, 200MW}
VR3 = {1MW, 100MW, 200MW, 300MW, 500MW,

700MW}

We choose the output of the mixture weight model as the input
feature (zt)t∈IN of the regulation price model (cf. §II-B2).
This value summarizes the market and is strongly related with
the amount of reserves that will be activated. For instance,
if the probability of an energy shortage is very large, then
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Fig. 4. The predicted distributions fMDP and fMIP on 2023-05-26 18:30
(visualized using kernel density estimation). Both distributions are skewed,
they have a low probability to obtain extreme prices when there is a large
shortage/surplus of energy.
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Fig. 5. The predicted system imbalance price distribution fSI on 2023-
06-26 18:30 (visualized using kernel density estimation). Because of a
high probability on energy shortage, the distribution has higher density for
upregulation prices.

there is also a high probability that this shortage will be large.
We trained 100 different regulation price models to predict
100 evenly distributed quantiles of the regulation price. The
training set spans from June 1, 2021 to April 1, 2023. Testing
is performed from April 1, 2023 to October 1, 2023. All the
inputs to train this model are obtained from the website of
ELIA, the Belgian TSO.
An example of the forecasted regulation price distributions is
given in Fig. 4. By weighting the density functions with the
mixture weight, a prediction of the system imbalance price
distribution is obtained. This has been visualized in Fig. 5.

B. Probabilistic Model Benchmark

To evaluate the performance of the previously proposed price
model, it is benchmarked against several implicit imbalance
price models (cf. §I-A1). These models are designed to pre-
dict the system imbalance price directly (without explicitly
modeling the bimodality of the distribution) and in doing
so, assume that the model implicitly learns to predict the
(latent) balancing state. The training set and inputs are the
same as in the previous section (previous system imbalance
volumes, quarter of the day as one-hot input and the order book
prices of the fixed set of reserve volumes ot). Each implicit
model is trained to output 100 evenly distributed quantiles.
Three different probabilistic non-parametric implicit models
are presented: (1) linear quantile regression, (2) artificial neural
networks (ANN) with one hidden layer, and (3) random forest
quantile regression.

1) Linear Model: The linear quantile regression model is
the most simple quantile regression model. The output
is a linear combination of the input variables. Quantiles
are predicted by minimizing the quantile loss as proposed

TABLE II
LOSSES OF DIFFERENT MODELS ON THE TEST SET. THE MIXTURE MODEL

OUTPERFORMS THE OTHER MODELS ON EVERY METRIC

Model RMSE Pinball Std CRPS

Mixture Model 139.41 83.51 93.73 66.43
Linear 142.61 99.85 116.29 67.85
ANN 142.93 120.04 169.68 71.75

Random Forest 144.59 110.54 135.53 70.40

in Eq. (7). By training separate models for the different
quantiles of the system imbalance price, an estimation of
its probability density function is obtained.

2) ANN: Neural network quantile regression models extend
traditional linear quantile regression models by replacing
the internal model with a neural network. Unlike the
linear counterpart, neural network quantile regression
can handle complex, nonlinear relationships. To prevent
the model from overfitting, one hidden layer with three
hidden neurons was chosen. The neurons use the tanh
activation function.

3) Random Forest: Random forests are a popular ensem-
ble learning method for regression and classification.
By combining a multitude of decision trees, random
forests are able to handle nonlinearity and complex
interactions between variables. Meinshausen generalized
random forests to not only forecast the mean of an output
variable, but also forecast conditional quantiles [24]. This
generalization is also used in this paper.

Typically, probabilistic forecasts are evaluated on their relia-
bility and sharpness [25]. Reliable models predict quantiles
that are statistically correct with their observations, while
the sharpness refers to the concentration of the predictive
distributions. More concentrated distributions signify a higher
certainty of the model. In this paper, the reliability of the
model is assessed by calculating the average pinball loss on the
test set. The sharpness is evaluated by calculating the average
standard deviation (Std) of the predicted distribution. A lower
standard deviation indicates denser prediction intervals. The
continuous ranked probability score (CRPS) [26] is a widely
used metric that assesses both sharpness and reliability of
distributions with a single score. It measures the error between
the predicted cdf and the true cdf. Consequently, a lower CRPS
equals a better probabilistic forecast. We also calculate the
root mean square error (RMSE) between the expected value
(or mean) of the forecasted distribution and the true observed
system imbalance price.
The metrics, calculated on the unseen test set from April
1, 2023 to October 1, 2023, are listed in Table II. The
mixture model outperforms the other models on every metric,
achieving both a higher sharpness and reliability on the test set.
A comparison of the forecasted distributions at one timestep is
visualized in Fig. 6. The probabilistic forecasts during a whole
day are depicted in Fig. 7.
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Fig. 6. Predicted system imbalance price probability density function of
the different models on 2023-06-26 18:30 (visualized using kernel density
estimation). The mixture model has higher densities and makes a better
distinction between upregulation and downregulation prices.

C. Risk-Averse Trading Strategy

In this section, the adaptive risk-averse trading strategy is
simulated on the Belgian electricity market. In the simulation,
a window of 100 previous trades is used to calibrate the tuning
parameters. The first month of the test set will be used to
calibrate the adaptive trading strategy. After calibrating for a
month, the trading strategy is tested from May 2023 to October
2023. This strategy is allowed to take both long and short
positions on the energy market and a separate value for αt is
tracked for both position types.
To calculate the optimal αt, we use the approach as proposed
in §III-B. A visualization of the historically simulated profits
over a window of recent trades in function of α is shown in
Fig. 8. The next αt+1 is chosen as the value corresponding
to the maximum of this piecewise constant function (this is
equivalent to the minimum loss as desired in §III-B). The
performances of the different strategies on the test set are
visualized in Table III. The adaptive trading strategies clearly
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Fig. 7. Forecasted distributions on May 26 2023. The alternating behaviour of
the system imbalance price (black line) is clearly visible. Because the mixture
model knows that there can be no prices between the lowest upregulation price
and highest downregulation price, the probability to obtain such a price is zero.
The other models cannot take this constraint into account.

outperform their static counterparts. With only a fraction of the
trades, they are able to generate larger profits. Dynamically
choosing risk parameters generates the opportunity to trade
aggressively when we have high confidence in the model and
trade more prudently when the model is not performing so
well. After testing the two risk measures, the adaptive trading
strategy seems relatively robust against the choice of the risk
measure. A histogram of the chosen values for αt is depicted
in Fig. 9. The accumulated profits as visualized in Fig. 10 are
consistently increasing.

V. CONCLUSION

The bimodally distributed system imbalance price is chal-
lenging to predict. To address this issue, we employ a novel
probabilistic mixture model to predict this price. This reduces
the overall complexity of the model and makes it more
robust against overfitting. When compared to several state-of-
the-art models, the proposed mixture model outperforms its
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TABLE III
PERFORMANCE OF THE TRADING STRATEGY ON THE TEST SET USING DIFFERENT RISK MEASURES

Risk Measure Risk parameter α Profit [C] Trades [MW] Profit Per Trade [C/MW]

Expectation 15384 10404 1.47

CVAR

0.95 16546 8116 2.03
0.9 13762 6205 2.21
0.8 12134 3728 3.25

Adaptive 18561 5570 3.33

EVAR

0.995 15560 8119 1.91
0.98 13427 6061 2.21
0.95 13416 3983 3.37

Adaptive 18559 5414 3.42
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Fig. 8. The historically simulated profits that the trading strategy would have
made over the past 100 trading periods for different values of α on 2023-06-26
18:30. For both strategies, the naive approach (α = 1) results in suboptimal
returns.

counterparts across every metric.
Despite its strong performance, the finite amount of training
data makes the model vulnerable to additional prediction errors
on unseen data. In efficient markets, even small prediction
errors have a large influence on the performance of a trading
strategy. By adding a coherent risk measure to the profit
function of the trading strategy, distributional uncertainty is
taken into account. The parameters of this risk measure are
adaptively optimized using a window of recently observed
data. After validating this strategy on the Belgian energy
market, the adaptive trading strategy results in larger absolute
profits with only a fraction of the trades.
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