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Abstract

Neural weather models have shown immense po-
tential as inexpensive and accurate alternatives
to physics-based models. However, most mod-
els trained to perform weather forecasting do not
quantify the uncertainty associated with their fore-
casts. This limits the trust in the model and the
usefulness of the forecasts. In this work we con-
struct and formalise a conformal prediction frame-
work as a post-processing method for estimating
this uncertainty. The method is model-agnostic
and gives calibrated error bounds for all variables,
lead times and spatial locations. No modifica-
tions are required to the model and the computa-
tional cost is negligible compared to model train-
ing. We demonstrate the usefulness of the con-
formal prediction framework on a limited area
neural weather model for the Nordic region. We
further explore the advantages of the framework
for deterministic and probabilistic models.

1. Introduction
Weather and climate models are essential tools for forecast-
ing future changes in temperature, precipitation patterns,
and extreme weather events. However, these models are
characterised with inherent uncertainty arising from the
complexity of the Earth’s climate system and the challenges
in representing all relevant processes and feedbacks (Leut-
becher & Palmer, 2008). By using neural networks for
weather and climate modelling, researchers can leverage
the power of machine learning to capture complex patterns
and relationships in climate data, potentially improving the
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accuracy of predictions.

Our work relies on quantifying the uncertainty associ-
ated with these neural-network-driven weather models by
way of Conformal Prediction (CP). Uncertainty Quantifi-
cation (UQ) is crucial for ensuring that forecasts are trust-
worthy and actionable. By providing robust uncertainty
estimates for neural weather models, we can help decision-
makers understand the range of possible outcomes with
varying levels of confidence in different scenarios. This
information is essential for developing effective weather
management policies and mitigating adverse weather events
(Bodnar et al., 2024).

2. Related Work
Traditionally, within numerical weather forecasting, uncer-
tainty estimates are obtained via ensemble methods (Leut-
becher & Palmer, 2008). These methods generate ensemble
forecasts as samples from the distribution of possible future
atmospheric states. Ensemble forecasting is achieved in
physical models by introducing perturbations to the initial
conditions (Buizza et al., 2008) and to the model parameter-
isations (Palmer et al., 2009). Also neural weather models
largely rely on ensemble methods to provide UQ. These
ensemble are created based on perturbing initial states with
noise (Pathak et al., 2022; Bi et al., 2023; Scher & Messori,
2021), using sets of different neural network parameters
(Graubner et al., 2022) or by training generative models
(Price et al., 2023). Common to all ensemble methods is
that they require rolling out multiple forecasts in order to
produce uncertainty estimate. As an alternative, post-hoc
approaches perform UQ across the model outputs as a post-
processing step (Bülte et al., 2024; Höhlein et al., 2024).
Conformal Prediction as a method of adding post-hoc un-
certainty estimates has gained popularity in the recent past,
finding a range of applications within spatio-temporal mod-
elling (Sun, 2022; Ma et al., 2024; Xu et al., 2023).

3. Conformal Prediction
CP (Shafer & Vovk, 2008) gives an answer to the
following question: Given some arbitrary dataset
(X1, Y1), (X2, Y2), ..., (Xn, Yn), and some machine learn-
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ŝ = |yc − ỹc|

Calibration

q̂ = F−1
ŝ

(
⌈(n+1)(1−α)⌉

n

)
Quantile Estimation

ŷp = ỹp ± q̂

Prediction Sets

Figure 1: Inductive CP Framework over a Deterministic
Model (see RES in Section 3.1.2): (1) Perform calibration
using a non-conformity metric (L1 error residual with ŝ
representing the calibration scores, yc, ỹc the calibration
targets and predictions respectively). (2) Estimate the quan-
tile corresponding to the desired coverage from the CDF
of the non-conformity scores (n represents the calibration
sample size, (1−α) the desired coverage, F−1

ŝ the quantile
function applied over the inverse CDF of non-conformity
scores, q̂ the quantile matching the desired coverage). (3)
Apply the quantile to the model predictions to estimate the
prediction sets (ỹp, the model predictions and q̂ the upper
and lower bars for the predictions).

ing model f̂ trained on this dataset, what is the accuracy
of f̂ at predicting the next true label Yn+1 at query point
Xn+1. Conformal prediction extends the point prediction ŷ
of f̂ to a prediction set Cα, which is guaranteed to contain
the true label Yn+1 with probability 1− α

P(Yn+1 ∈ Cα) ≥ 1− α. (1)

CP is attractive for quantifying errors in machine learning
since the inequality in Equation (1) is guaranteed regardless
of the selected machine learning model and the training
dataset {(Xi, Yi)}ni=1, other than that the samples utilised
for the calibration (estimating model performance) being
exchangeable (a weaker form of i.i.d.).

There have been several variants of CP since its original pro-
posal by Vovk et al. (2005). Inductive conformal prediction
(Papadopoulos, 2008), which we pursue in this work, splits
the training set into a proper training set (the usual training
set for the underlying ML model) and a calibration set, used
to construct the prediction sets C. The inductive CP frame-
work further extended in this paper, follows a three-step
procedure as outlined in Figure 1. It starts with a calibration,
followed by estimation of the quantile from the Cumulative
Distribution Function (CDF) of non-conformity scores and
use the estimated quantile to obtain the prediction sets.

3.1. Conformal Prediction over a Spatio-Temporal
Domain

Neural Weather Models are trained to map the evolution
of spatio-temporal field variables. Starting with an initial
distribution of the field variables across the spatial domain,
the temporal evolution is mapped by the model in an autore-
gressive manner. Each model output, spanning the spatio-

temporal domain of interest, is characterised as one data
point within our framework. Exchangeability is maintained
as each calibration sample is taken across the entire spatio-
temporal domain of the output. Within our framework, we
perform calibration for each cell individually, while pre-
serving the tensorial structure. This allows us to estimate
the marginal coverage for each cell, characterising a spatio-
temporal point with a specific variable of interest. CP is
performed across each spatio-temporal point output by the
model, resulting in upper and lower coverage bands for each
point. Upon calibrating for the error bars cell-wise, for vali-
dation, we average over all to estimate the coverage across
the simulation domain. Within the estimation of the predic-
tion sets, we don’t consider the influence of adjacent field
points and implicitly expect the model to extract that within
the learning process. We find that this approach maintains
exchangeability across the various forecasts, allowing us to
do CP across spatio-temporal data efficiently.

3.1.1. FORMAL DEFINITION

We define a model Y = f̂(X ), that learns to map the evolu-
tion of an initial temporal sequence of spatial fields (X ∈
RTin×Nx×Ny×Nvar ) to a later temporal sequence of spatial
fields (Y ∈ RTout×Nx×Ny×Nvar ). The model inputs and out-
puts are characterised by 4D tensors, where Tin, Tout repre-
sents the temporal dimension of the initial states and forecast
respectively, Nx represents the x-dimension, Ny represents
the y-dimension and Nvar the field dimension (number of
modelled weather variables). The calibration procedure is
defined as q̂ = Ĉ(Y, Y ), utilising the model prediction (Y)
and ground truth (Y ) to estimate the quantile (q̂) associated
with the desired coverage. The operation is executed in
a point-wise manner as each Y, Y, q̂ ∈ RTout×Nx×Ny×Nvar .
The quantile is further utilised (as given in Section 3.1.2)
to obtain the lower (L) and upper error bars (U ) across all
the cells form the prediction set C, where L and U have the
same dimensionality as q̂. At inference for a prediction point
Xn+1 with true label Yn+1, the expectation of coverage i.e.
the prediction set, is guaranteed to satisfy

E
[
(Yn+1 ≥ L) ∧ (Yn+1 ≤ U)

]
≥ 1− α. (2)

Equation (2) is statistically guaranteed to hold for each cell
of the spatio-temporal tensor, provided we provide sufficient
samples and exchangeability is maintained (Vovk, 2012).

3.1.2. NON-CONFORMITY SCORES

A non-conformity score can be described as a measure of the
model’s performance across the calibration dataset. Thus,
the scores are expressed as a function of the trained model,
the calibration inputs and outputs (Angelopoulos & Bates,
2021). Being expressed as the deviation of the model from
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the ground truth, we focus on two methods of estimating
the non-conformity scores:

• Absolute Error Residual (RES): Utilised for de-
terministic models, this method involves using the
absolute error of the model across the labelled cal-
ibration dataset (Lei et al., 2018). The RES non-
conformity score is s(x, y) = |y − f̃(x)|. Upon deriv-
ing the quantile (q̂), the prediction set is obtained as :
{f̃(x)− q̂, f̃(x) + q̂}.

• Standard Deviation (STD): Utilised for probabilis-
tic models, that output a Gaussian predictive distribu-
tion with a mean (µ(x)) and standard deviation (σ(x)).
The non-conformity score, s(x, y) = y−µ(x)

σ(x) , takes in
the uncertainty of the model and conformalises it to
provide validity over the predictive uncertainty. Upon
deriving the quantile (q̂), the prediction set is obtained
as : {µ(x)− q̂σ(x), µ(x) + q̂σ(x)}.

4. Neural Weather Models
A multitude of neural network based approaches have been
successfully applied to weather forecasting (Lam et al.,
2023; Bi et al., 2023; Pathak et al., 2022). Irrespective
of the choice of architecture and training conditions, neural
weather models operate to take in initial states X and map
to a forecast Y . Within the scope of this paper, we focus
on the Hi-LAM model of Oskarsson et al. (2024). Hi-LAM
is a graph-based neural weather prediction model (Keisler,
2022; Lam et al., 2023), where a hierarchical Graph Neural
Network (GNN) is utilized for producing the forecast.

Let Xt denote the full weather state at time step t, including
multiple atmospheric variables modelled for all grid cells
in some discretisation. Examples of such atmospheric vari-
ables are temperature, wind, and solar radiation. The GNN
g in Hi-LAM represents the single time step prediction

Xt+1 = g
(
Xt−1:t, F t+1

)
(3)

where F t+1 are known forcing inputs that should not be
predicted. Equation (3) can be applied iteratively to roll out
a complete forecast of T time steps. The full forecasting
model can thus be viewed as mapping from initial weather
states X = X−1:0 and forcing F 1:T to a forecast Y = X1:T

of shape Tout ×Nx ×Ny ×Nvar. As Hi-LAM is a limited
area model, it produces weather forecasts for a specific sub-
area of the globe. To achieve this, boundary condition along
the edges of the forecasting area are given as forcing inputs.

The Hi-LAM models used in our experiments were trained
on the original dataset of forecasts from the MetCoOp En-
semble Prediction System (MEPS) (Müller et al., 2017).
Forecasts are produced for a limited area covering the
Nordic region. One forecast includes Nvar = 17 variables
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Figure 2: Prediction (top), Ground Truth (middle) and width
of the error bars (bottom) for predicting the temperature 2m
above ground (2t) using Hi-LAM (MSE).

modelled on a Nx × Ny = 238 × 268 grid over T = 19
time steps (up to 57 hour lead time). We refer to Oskarsson
et al. (2024) for further details about the model and data.

We use two versions of Hi-LAM, trained with different loss
functions to build a deterministic and a probabilistic model:

• Hi-LAM (MSE): The exact model from Oskarsson
et al. (2024), trained with a weighted MSE loss. This
model outputs only a single prediction, to be inter-
preted as the mean of the weather state.

• Hi-LAM (NLL): A version of Hi-LAM that outputs
both the mean and standard deviation for each time,
variable and grid cell. This model was trained with a
Negative Log-Likelihood (NLL) loss, assuming a diag-
onal Gaussian predictive distribution (also called uncer-
tainty loss (Chen et al., 2023)). Apart from the change
of loss function, the training setup was unchanged.

We use forecasts from September 2021 as our calibration
dataset and forecasts from September 2022 as test data.
By using the same month for calibration and testing we
minimize the effect of distributional shifts due to seasonal
effects, and can work under the assumption of exchange-
ability. Having access to calibration data from the same
month, collected the previous year, is a reasonable assump-
tion in practical settings. For Hi-LAM (MSE) we compute
non-conformity scores using the RES strategy and for the
probabilistic Hi-LAM (NLL) we use STD scores.
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Figure 3: Width of predictive interval at α = 0.05 for net
shortwave solar radiation flux (nswrs).

4.1. Results

Figure 2 shows the ground truth, predicted forecast and
the conformalised error intervals for temperature 2m above
ground. Considering the autoregressive nature of Hi-LAM,
the error accumulates and grows further in time, which is
accurately captured by the CP framework (refer Figure 4).

We visualise the uncertainty for specific lead times by plot-
ting the width of the error bars for all spatial locations in an
example forecast. Such plots for shortwave solar radiation
are shown in Figure 3 and for geopotential in Figure 4.In
Appendix A we show plots for additional variables, includ-
ing slice plots to help visualise the error bars obtained for
different α values using the CP framework.

Figure 3 highlights an important difference between the
two methods for computing non-conformity scores. As the
shortwave solar radiation is close to 0 during the night, it
is easy for the model to predict. During the day this is far
more challenging, with the solar radiation being filtered
through sparse and dynamic cloud cover. With the RES non-
conformity scores, used for Hi-LAM (MSE) in Figure 3,
the width of the predictive intervals are determined during
calibration, and does not change depending on the forecast
from the model. As a specific lead time can fall both during
day and night, depending on the initialization time, CP will
give large error bars also during the night. This can be
compared to the results for Hi-LAM (NLL) in Figure 3,
using STD non-conformity scores. In this case the bounds
are very tight for lead times during the night (33 h and
57 h). It can also be noted that for Hi-LAM (NLL) at lead
time 15 h we see clear spatial features appearing in the
error bars themselves. This corresponds to higher forecast

15 h 33 h 57 h

0

250

500

750

1000

1250

1500

P
re

d
.

in
te

rv
al

w
id

th
(m

2
/s

2
)

Hi-LAM (MSE)
15 h 33 h 57 h

0

200

400

600

800

1000

1200

1400

P
re

d
.

in
te

rv
al

w
id

th
(m

2
/s

2
)

Hi-LAM (NLL)

Figure 4: Width of predictive interval at α = 0.05 for
geopotential at 500 hPa (z500). Both models here show a
certain spatial pattern, which can be attributed to how the
GNN in Hi-LAM is defined over the forecasting area.

uncertainty in areas of rapid change. The forecast-dependent
patterns for Hi-LAM (NLL) thus have desirable properties,
but this relies on having a model that outputs (potentially
uncalibrated) standard-deviations.

We also evaluate the empirical coverage, the fraction of the
data that lays within the conformalised error bars. From
Equation (2) this should match the chosen value of 1− α.
For 1− α = 90% we get coverage of 91.09% for Hi-LAM
(MSE) and 91.08% for Hi-LAM (NLL). This can be com-
pared to a coverage of 74.62% for bounds computed directly
from the uncalibrated Gaussians output by Hi-LAM (NLL).
In Appendix A we plot the empirical coverage for a range
of values of 1 − α. Overall the STD method applied to
Hi-LAM (NLL) gives tighter bounds than RES for Hi-LAM
(MSE) (0.96 vs 1.13 average width, in standardized units).

5. Discussion
Due to the chaotic nature of the weather system, capturing
uncertainty in weather forecasts has long been an important
consideration both in research and operations. Ensemble
forecasting requires a computational cost proportional to
the number of ensemble members. In contrast, CP offers a
cheap method to immediately quantify forecast uncertainty
for a time, position, and variable of interest, and can be
applied to existing deterministic models. The CP frame-
work does come with several limitations such as marginal
coverage, lack of predictive distribution and the need for
exchangeability. Though extensive work is being done to
overcome these limitations, CP in its current form does pose
significant utility in providing statistically valid error bars.
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Figure 5: Width of predictive interval at α = 0.05 for relative humidity at 2 m above ground (2r).

A. Additional Results
Figures 5 to 8 show examples of predictive intervals at α = 0.05 for additional variables from the models. In figure 9 we
plot the empirical coverage for both models and different values of 1−α. In Figure 10, we show slice plots along the spatial
domain to further highlight the error bars obtained at various coverage levels using the CP framework.
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Figure 6: Width of predictive interval at α = 0.05 for water vapour, integrated over the column above the grid cell (wvint).

15 h 33 h 57 h

0

2

4

6

8

10

12

P
re

d
.

in
te

rv
al

w
id

th
(m

/s
)

Hi-LAM (MSE)
15 h 33 h 57 h

0

5

10

15

20

P
re

d
.

in
te

rv
al

w
id

th
(m

/s
)

Hi-LAM (NLL)

Figure 7: Width of predictive interval at α = 0.05 for u-component of wind vector at model level 65 (u65). Level 65 is the
bottom level modelled in MEPS, and sits at approximately 12.5 m above ground.
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Figure 8: Width of predictive interval at α = 0.05 for u-component of wind vector at model level 65 (v65). Level 65 is the
bottom level modelled in MEPS, and sits at approximately 12.5 m above ground.
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(a) Hi-LAM (MSE)
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Figure 9: Empirical Coverage at different levels of 1− α for Hi-LAM (MSE) and Hi-LAM (NLL).
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(a) Hi-LAM (MSE), α = 0.05

0.0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1.0

X

−0.5

0.0

0.5

1.0

1.5

2.0

va
r

Pred.

Lower

Upper

Actual

(b) Hi-LAM (MSE), α = 0.85
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(c) Hi-LAM (NLL), α = 0.05
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(d) Hi-LAM (NLL), α = 0.85

Figure 10: Slice plots across the x-axis of a temporal prediction of a single variable (u-component of wind). Figures (a) - (d)
depicts the ground truth, prediction, upper and lower bars obtained through the CP framework for the Hi-LAM (MSE) and
Hi-LAM (NLL) for 95 percent coverage (α = 0.05) and 15 percent coverage (α = 0.85).
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