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A B S T R A C T
Time series forecasting is crucial for applications like resource scheduling
and risk management, where multi-step predictions provide a comprehensive
view of future trends. Uncertainty Quantification (UQ) is a mainstream
approach for addressing forecasting uncertainties, with Conformal Prediction
(CP) gaining attention due to its model-agnostic nature and statistical guar-
antees. However, most variants of CP are designed for single-step predictions
and face challenges in multi-step scenarios, such as reliance on real-time data
and limited scalability. This highlights the need for CP methods specifically
tailored to multi-step forecasting. We propose the Dual-Splitting Conformal
Prediction (DSCP) method, a novel CP approach designed to capture inherent
dependencies within time-series data for multi-step forecasting. Experimen-
tal results on real-world datasets from four different domains demonstrate
that the proposed DSCP significantly outperforms existing CP variants in
terms of the Winkler Score, achieving a performance improvement of up to
23.59% compared to state-of-the-art methods. Furthermore, we deployed the
DSCP approach for renewable energy generation and IT load forecasting in
power management of a real-world trajectory-based application, achieving
an 11.25% reduction in carbon emissions through predictive optimization of
data center operations and controls.

1. Introduction
Time series forecasting plays a crucial role in numerous real-world applications, ranging

from resource scheduling and risk management to strategic planning. In these domains, accurate
predictions are essential for making informed decisions. Time series forecasting methods are
broadly categorized into single-step and multi-step predictions. Many real-world scenarios rely
on long-term predictions, leading to an increase in the use of multi-step forecasting [1, 2]. A
growing body of literature has demonstrated that multi-step predictions can provide valuable
insights into future trends, particularly in complicated cases like resource scheduling [3, 4, 5], risk
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management [6, 7], and strategy creation [8, 9]. Therefore, advancements in time series forecasting
techniques that focus on multi-step predictions align better with practical application requirements.

In this context, Uncertainty Quantification (UQ) [10] has emerged as a critical tool for
addressing the inherent uncertainties in time series forecasting. In recent years, UQ has been
widely applied in various time series forecasting-related domains, including system control opti-
mization [11]. By quantifying potential risks, UQ provides reliable information that facilitates the
formulation of robust control policies in complex systems. Moreover, it enhances data presentation
and result interpretation, offering decision-makers deeper insights into model reliability. As a
consequence, UQ has established itself as a vital component in optimization and decision-making
processes. Numerous studies have demonstrated the effectiveness of UQ in fields such as load
forecasting [12, 13, 14], financial applications [15, 16], renewable energy forecasting [17, 18, 19],
and medical applications [20, 21, 22].

Among UQ methods, we choose Conformal Prediction (CP) [23] as the approach for quantify-
ing uncertainty in multi-step time series forecasting. CP stands out due to its unique advantages:
it provides statistically guaranteed coverage, is model-agnostic, and is non-parametric [24].
Compared to Bayesian methods [25], Monte Carlo methods, and deep learning approaches, CP
offers higher computational efficiency. Additionally, CP is more interpretable than deep learning
methods, fuzzy theory, and Gaussian process regression. Furthermore, CP adapts better to complex
data patterns and model structures compared to interval analysis, fuzzy theory, and Bayesian
methods. These characteristics make CP a transparent, practical, and robust choice for uncertainty
quantification in multi-step time series forecasting.

Since CP and most CP variants are primarily designed for uncertainty quantification in single-
step time series forecasting, modifications are needed to adapt them to multi-step forecasting
scenarios. Despite being initially developed for non-time-series forecasting, CP has gained in-
creasing attention in time series forecasting in recent years due to its flexibility and statistical
guarantees. To address the challenges posed by sequential dependencies, several improved vari-
ants of CP have been proposed, including methods for updating error sets [26, 27], modifying
hyperparameters [28, 29, 30, 31, 32], customizing predictive models [33, 34], and categorizing
data [35, 36, 37]. However, these improved methods are mainly applicable to single-step prediction
uncertainty quantification and cannot be effectively applied to real-world scenarios requiring multi-
step prediction uncertainty measurement. Specifically, existing methods face two main challenges:
• They usually rely on real data acquired in real time to measure single-step prediction uncertainty,

which prevents them from effectively measuring multi-step prediction uncertainty through
recursive calls.

• These methods are designed to focus primarily on single-step prediction outputs, and their
architectures are not well-suited for multi-step prediction tasks.

As a result, CP variants are difficult to be used in multi-step prediction to meet practical needs.
In this paper, we propose Dual-Splitting Conformal Prediction (DSCP), a dedicated approach

for multi-step time-series forecasting. The core idea of DSCP is to separately treat error information
obtained from different conditions. This separation prevents interference between errors originating
from distinct distributions, thereby improving the accuracy and reliability of uncertainty quantifi-
cation in multi-step predictions. We compare it with improved variants of CP adapted for multi-step
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forecasting to enable a fair comparison with DSCP. Our contributions can be summarized in the
following three points:
1. We propose the DSCP approach for measuring uncertainty in multi-step time-series forecasting.

The core innovation of DSCP lies in its dual-dimensional split of the error set, which separates
error information with different distributions, enabling more accurate uncertainty quantification.

2. We made appropriate modifications to the improved variants of CP to enable a performance
comparison of uncertainty measurement with DSCP on multi-step time series data. These
modifications were made while preserving the core operations of those methods. The results
show that DSCP outperforms the improved variants of CP, achieving an average performance
improvement of 11.08% and a maximum improvement of 23.59%.

3. We apply DSCP to a real-world trajectory based application in system optimization. Experi-
mental results demonstrate that, in a simulated data center application environment, the DSCP
method achieved an average 8.05% reduction in carbon emissions compared with the baseline,
with the best-case scenario showing a 11.25% reduction in carbon emissions.
The remainder of this paper is organized as follows. Section 2 reviews related work on improved

variants of CP for time series forecasting. Section 3 introduces the DSCP approach and its
core methodology. Section 4 presents the experimental setup and comparative results. Section 5
demonstrates DSCP’s practical application in data center energy management. Section 6 concludes
the paper and discusses future work.

2. Related Work
This section provides an overview of the improved CP variants used in time series forecasting.

We categorize the improved CP variants into four main approaches, with a detailed explanation
of the core improvement strategies underlying each category. Additionally, the final part of this
chapter summarizes the limitations of these methods.
2.1. Overview of CP

CP is a powerful UQ framework that provides reliable prediction intervals for point predictions.
Point predictions, generated by models such as regression, machine learning, or neural networks,
yield single-valued forecasts at each time step. CP is model-agnostic, meaning it can be applied to
any predictive model regardless of its internal structure.

CP constructs prediction intervals that guarantee a specified probability of containing the
true values. This makes CP particularly useful for uncertainty quantification in complex models
like deep learning, where traditional methods often rely on restrictive assumptions about data
distribution. CP offers a more flexible and transparent approach by leveraging error sets derived
from model predictions.
2.2. Application of CP in Time Series

While CP has been successfully applied in domains like classification and regression, its
application to time-series forecasting introduces additional complexities. Time-series data exhibit
temporal dependencies that make uncertainty quantification more challenging. Specifically, when
working with sequential data, the dependencies between consecutive observations need to be
carefully considered to ensure the prediction intervals remain accurate and reliable.
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Figure 1: The workflow of CP in time-series forecasting, illustrating the preparation of error sets  from
calibration data and the construction of prediction intervals �̂�𝑖 for test data using quantiles of 𝜉.

Despite these challenges, recent advancements have led to the application of CP to time-
series forecasting. Researchers have recognized the potential of CP for time-series data and have
developed approaches to adapt its workflow to handle the inherent complexities of sequential
predictions. These adaptations aim to address temporal dependencies and enhance the accuracy
of uncertainty quantification in time-series forecasting.

The CP workflow in time-series is illustrated in Fig. 1. In the preparation stage 1, the input data
𝑋 from the calibration set is first fed into the point predictor to generate the prediction results 𝑌pre.The point predictor can be any predictive model that has been trained to provide point prediction
results. Subsequently, 𝑌pre are compared with the true results 𝑌true in the calibration set and passed
into the -Builder to calculate the error term 𝜉 with Eq. (1):
𝜉 = |𝑌true − 𝑌pre| . (1)
All 𝜉 values are then assembled into the error set  , which serves as the basis for constructing the
prediction intervals.

In the use stage 2, the input data 𝑋𝑖 from the test set is fed into the point predictor to generate
prediction 𝑌𝑖pre . Then 𝑌𝑖pre is provide to the -User, which constructs a prediction interval �̂�𝑖 for the
𝑌𝑖pre . The -User determines the upper and lower bounds of the prediction interval by selecting the
𝜉 value at the 𝛼∕2 quantile as the lower error value and the (1 − 𝛼∕2) quantile as the upper error
value from  . By adding these error values to 𝑌𝑖pre , it calculates the lower and upper bounds of the
�̂�𝑖. Here, 𝛼 ∈ [0, 1] determines that the model has 1 − 𝛼 probability of the �̂�𝑖 covering the 𝑌𝑖𝑡𝑟𝑢𝑒 .The parameter 𝛼 is a user-defined hyperparameter, set based on practical requirements, and directly
controls the trade-off between reliability and interval width.

When applied directly to time series data, CP faces certain challenges. Time series data typically
exhibit significant autocorrelation and dynamic change characteristics, which CP fails to fully
consider. This may lead to insufficient coverage or excessively wide prediction intervals.

Yu et al.: Preprint submitted to Applied Soft Computing Page 4 of 28



To address these issues, researchers have proposed a variety of improved CP variants for time
series data. These methods enhance the adaptability of CP to time series data through a number of
measures. The main improvement directions and structures of these improved methods are briefly
summarized in the following section.
2.3. Improved CP for Time Series

In recent years, numerous studies have focused on enhancing CP to better suit the quantification
of uncertainty in time series data. These methods can be broadly classified into four categories:
Dynamically Updating Error Set:

Compared to CP, EnbPI [26] adds an updating stage 3, where the real-time 𝜉 is updated into  by
passing the true value 𝑌𝑖true from the test set into the Error Set Updater along with the corresponding
�̂�𝑖. Such a dynamically updated  over time enables EnbPI to better adapt to the characteristics of
time series data. Fig. 2 illustrates the simplified workflow of this category method.

NexCP [27] adapts to the characteristics of the time series data by weighting the 𝜉, considering
recently acquired 𝜉 as more informative. This approach approximates the effect of updating the
error set, thus categorizing NexCP within this category of improved methods.

Figure 2: The workflow of CP with dynamically updated error set  includes a dynamic update stage
where real-time errors 𝜉 are added to  using test set values 𝑌𝑖true

, thereby enhancing adaptability to
time-series data.

Dynamic Adjustments to 𝛼:
The core idea of this improvement method is to introduce an 𝛼-Updater in the updating stage,

which dynamically adjusts 𝛼 using 𝛼𝑡+1 = 𝛼𝑡+𝛾(𝛼−𝑒𝑟𝑟𝑡). Here, 𝛾 > 0 is a fixed step size parameter,
and 𝑒𝑟𝑟𝑡 = 1 if 𝑌𝑡 ∉ �̂�𝑡(𝛼𝑡); otherwise, 𝑒𝑟𝑟𝑡 = 0.

Fig. 3 illustrates a simplified framework of this category, where the forecast intervals are
dynamically adjusted based on recent prediction performance, helping to capture changes in
the distribution of time-series data. This category includes several methods, such as ACI [28],
CHR [29], MVP [30], TQA [31], and PID [32].
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Figure 3: The workflow of CP with dynamic 𝛼 adjustment, where the 𝛼-Updater modifies the confidence
level 𝛼 based on recent prediction errors 𝑒𝑟𝑟𝑡, enabling adaptive prediction intervals for time-series data.

Figure 4: The workflow of CP with introduce QR, where the point predictor is replaced by a QR predictor
to generate preliminary bounds �̂� ′ , which are then used to construct the final prediction intervals �̂�𝑖.

Introduces Quantile Regression:
This type of improved method replaces the point predictor in CP with a quantile regression

(QR) [33] predictor, which constructs a preliminary �̂� ′ by predicting the (1−𝛼∕2) and 𝛼∕2 quantile
values of the dataset to be predicted as its lower and upper bounds. Unlike CP, this method replaces
𝑌pre and 𝑌𝑖pre with the upper and lower bounds in �̂� ′ , which are then passed into the -Builder and
-User for subsequent operations to obtain the final �̂�𝑖. Fig. 4. illustrates the simplified workflow
of this category method, which includes approaches such as SPCI [34] and CQR [38].
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Table 1
Comparative analysis of model capabilities for time series forecasting, evaluating suitability for data
scenarios such as variance fluctuation and small sample size, along with key features including black
box compatibility and multi-step forecasting. DSCP is highlighted for its unique multi-step forecasting
capability.

Comparative Analysis of Model Capabilities
Dynamically Updating

Error Set

Dynamic

Adjustments 𝛼
Introduces QR

Horizontal Slice

Error Set
DSCP

Data Scenarios
Variance Fluctuation � � � � �

Small Sample Size � � × × ×

Model Features

Black Box � � × � �

None Additional Model � � × × �

Enable Update � � × � �

Multi-step Forecasting ✗ ✗ ✗ ✗ ✓

Horizontally Split Error Set:
The main idea of this improved method is to introduce an -selector in use stage 2. It compares

the temporal features of 𝑌𝑖pre and all 𝜉 in  , selectively extracts a subset of errors  ′, that is most
relevant to the current 𝑌𝑖pre . The -User then uses the  ′ instead of the  to construct �̂�𝑖. By
dynamically extracting the  ′ most relevant to the current moment from  , the method can better
adapt to changes in the distribution of time series data.

Fig. 5. illustrates the simplified workflow of this category method, which includes approaches
such as CF-RNN [35], CopulaCPTs [36] and HopCPT [37].

Figure 5: The workflow of CP methods with horizontally split error sets, where an -selector dynamically
extracts a subset  ′ based on temporal features of 𝑌𝑖pre , enabling adaptive prediction intervals �̂�𝑖 for
time-series data.

Table 1 summarizes the data scenarios suitable for each improved CP variants and highlights
their key features, including the DSCP introduced in this paper. The table evaluates methods based
Yu et al.: Preprint submitted to Applied Soft Computing Page 7 of 28



on their compatibility with data scenarios such as variance fluctuation and small sample size, as
well as key features like black box compatibility and multi-step forecasting capability. Notably,
DSCP stands out for its unique ability to handle multi-step forecasting, addressing the limitations
of other methods in this context. This capability is particularly relevant to the issues discussed in
this paper, where multi-step forecasting is essential for applications like resource scheduling and
risk management.
2.4. Limitations of CP in Time Series Forecasting

Although these four types of improved CP variants have optimized CP for time series forecast-
ing, they still exhibit notable limitations in their design and practical application, particularly in
handling complex data distributions and dynamic uncertainty variations:
• Mixed Use of 𝜉 Across Data Subsets: Datasets often consist of several data subsets with

different data distributions. And most improved CP variants have used error term 𝜉 from different
data subsets together.

• Failure to Address Uncertainty Variations Within Time Windows: Most improved CP
variants fail to account for the varying uncertainties across different time steps within a
prediction, as they treat the entire prediction as a single window. In our approach, a window is
defined as a collection of time steps where 𝜉 values are shared collectively. While some improved
CP variants [35, 35, 37] attempt to address this issue by treating each time step as a single
window, they ignore the potential consistency in uncertainty distributions between adjacent time
steps. This approach unnecessarily reduces the amount of statistical data within each window,
potentially degrading the performance of CP as a statistical method.

3. Dual-Splitting Conformal Prediction
To address the aforementioned limitations, we propose DSCP, a cohesive approach for reliable

multi-step time-series forecasting. The overall workflow of DSCP, illustrated in Figure 6, is
divided into three stages: calibration, deployment, and updating. In the calibration stage, the model
processes the calibration set to construct error sets  . In the deployment stage, it assigns new
prediction �̂�𝑖 to clusters and constructs prediction intervals �̂� . In the updating stage, the model
computes the error 𝜉 by comparing the predicted value �̂�𝑖 with the real result𝐾𝑖, and then uses this
error 𝜉 to refine the  . This three-stage workflow enables DSCP to handle multi-step forecasting
effectively.

We begin by defining key concepts, including datasets, error terms 𝜉, and prediction intervals
�̂� . Next, we present the motivation behind DSCP, focusing on vertical and horizontal classification
strategies to improve the accuracy of uncertainty quantification. Finally, we describe how to
effectively address the challenges outlined in the previous section and integrate these measures
into the development of the DSCP framework.
3.1. Definitions

Dataset and point predictor: In this study, we use three separate datasets: training set,
calibration set, and testing set, which are mutually exclusive. The training set is utilized to train
the point prediction model 𝑓 . The calibration set is used to get error terms 𝜉 and error set  . The
test set is reserved for evaluating the performance of CP.
Yu et al.: Preprint submitted to Applied Soft Computing Page 8 of 28



Figure 6: Workflow of the DSCP, divided into three stages: calibration, deployment, and update. In the
calibration stage, the -Builder module first vertically splits the calibration set of historical predictions
𝐾1∶𝑚 using a self-clustering unit to obtain partitioned by class. Then, within each class, it performs
horizontal splitting on the intra-class 𝜉-obtainer information to dynamically partition 𝜉 across time steps.
The processed results, after class-wise partitioning and dynamic merging of time steps, are stored in
the ̃-Logger. In the deployment stage, the �̂�𝑖 Classifier assigns new input data �̂�𝑖 to the appropriate
cluster. Then, the -Selector retrieves information from the ̃-Logger to construct prediction intervals
for the prediction �̂�𝑖 based on the clustering results. In the updating stage, the �̂�𝑖 is compared with
actual data 𝐾𝑖 to update the 𝜉-obtainer.

The dataset includes 𝑋 = [𝑥1, 𝑥2,… , 𝑥𝑡], where each 𝑥𝑡 = [𝜃1, 𝜃2,… , 𝜃𝑛] represents the 𝑛
features at time 𝑡. The corresponding target values are 𝑌 = [𝑦1, 𝑦2,… , 𝑦𝑡], where 𝑦𝑡 denotes the
observed value at time 𝑡. For prediction, the input data is constructed as𝑍𝑡 = [𝑥𝑡−𝑎, 𝑥𝑡−𝑎+1,… , 𝑥𝑡] ∈
ℝ𝑎×𝑛, where 𝑎 is the size of the input window. The model 𝑓 receives the input𝑍𝑡 and then produces
the output for the next 𝑏 time steps, denoted as 𝐾𝑡 = [�̂�𝑡+1, �̂�𝑡+2,… , �̂�𝑡+𝑏].

Error Terms, Error Set: We define the error term 𝜉𝑡 as the difference between true value 𝑦𝑡and predicted value �̂�𝑡:
𝜉𝑡 = 𝑦𝑡 − �̂�𝑡 . (2)
The  = {𝜉1, 𝜉2,… , 𝜉𝑡} consists of all 𝜉𝑡 values derived from the calibration set, serving as the
basis for CP to estimate uncertainty.

CP and its variations [26, 27, 28, 30, 31, 32, 35, 36, 38] use Eq. (1) to calculate 𝜉𝑡, but they
treat both overestimations 𝜉𝑜𝑣𝑒𝑟 and underestimations 𝜉𝑢𝑛𝑑𝑒𝑟 as absolute values, thereby preventing
their distinction. As a result, these two different types of uncertainty are mixed together, which
can negatively affect the construction of the �̂�𝑖, ultimately reducing the accuracy of �̂�𝑖. As
Yu et al.: Preprint submitted to Applied Soft Computing Page 9 of 28



illustrated in Fig. 9(b), the 𝜉 in the central region primarily represent 𝜉𝑢𝑛𝑑𝑒𝑟, while those at both
ends predominantly correspond to 𝜉𝑜𝑣𝑒𝑟.To address this issue, the DSCP method introduces Eq. (2) as a replacement for Eq. (1),
enabling the distinction between 𝜉𝑜𝑣𝑒𝑟 and 𝜉𝑢𝑛𝑑𝑒𝑟 by assigning positive and negative values to them,
respectively. This approach facilitates the construction of asymmetric upper and lower bounds,
effectively handling both 𝜉𝑜𝑣𝑒𝑟 and 𝜉𝑢𝑛𝑑𝑒𝑟.

CP’s Objective and Prediction Interval: CP’s objective is to ensure that the prediction interval
�̂�𝛼
𝑡 (𝐾𝑡) contains the true values 𝑌𝑡 = [𝑦𝑡+1∶𝑡+𝑏] with a probability of at least (1 − 𝛼), where (1 − 𝛼)

is the confidence level of the interval. This is expressed as: Pr{𝑌𝑡 ∈ �̂�𝛼
𝑡 (𝐾𝑡)} ≥ 1 − 𝛼.

To achieve this, we construct the prediction interval �̂�𝛼
𝑡 (𝐾𝑡) for the 𝑏-step predictions 𝐾𝑡 of 𝑓 ,

which provides upper and lower bounds. The interval is defined as:

�̂�𝛼
𝑡 (𝐾𝑡) =

{

{�̂�𝑡+1,… , �̂�𝑡+𝑏} +𝑄1−𝛼∕2(),
{�̂�𝑡+1,… , �̂�𝑡+𝑏} +𝑄𝛼∕2(),

(3)

where𝑄1−𝛼∕2() and𝑄𝛼∕2() are the values corresponding to the (1−𝛼∕2)-th and (𝛼∕2)-th quantiles
of  , respectively. The interval [𝑄𝛼∕2(), 𝑄1−𝛼∕2()] contains (1 − 𝛼) of the values in  .
3.2. Motivation

The core idea of DSCP is to extract error term 𝜉 from historical predictions {𝐾𝑡}𝑚𝑡=1 that are
similar to new prediction �̂�𝑖, and then use these 𝜉 to construct the �̂�𝑖 for �̂�𝑖. This approach ensures
that only relevant 𝜉 are used for �̂�𝑖, excluding unrelated 𝜉. To achieve this, the classification is
conducted along two dimensions, as below:

Vertical Classification groups the {𝐾𝑡}𝑚𝑡=1 into 𝑘 classes based on their temporal trends and
amplitude magnitudes. This approach is motivated by the observation that different predictions
𝐾𝑡 often exhibit distinct patterns due to variations in underlying conditions. For example, a 𝐾𝑡generated under one set of conditions may exhibit a specific trend and magnitude, whereas another
𝐾𝑡 under different conditions may display entirely different behavior. These condition-dependent
variations result in distinct uncertainties embedded within {𝐾𝑡}𝑚𝑡=1.By categorizing 𝐾𝑡 based on their trends and magnitudes, we group {𝐾𝑡}𝑚𝑡=1 with similar
underlying conditions and uncertainties. This ensures that the constructed �̂�𝑖 are based on consistent
𝜉𝑡, leading to more reliable uncertainty quantification. Various methods can be employed for vertical
classification, such as k-Nearest Neighbors [39], Dynamic Time Warping [40], Hidden Markov
Models [41], Convolutional Neural Networks [42], and Long Short-Term Memory Networks [43].
In this work, we employ the k-means approach [44] to group {𝐾𝑡}𝑚𝑡=1 into distinct categories.

Horizontal Classification groups time steps within a category 𝐾𝑡 into several windows
based on their 𝜉 distributions. Even within a single category of 𝐾𝑡, the 𝜉 distributions can
vary significantly across different time steps due to temporal dependencies and dynamic data
characteristics. For instance, a time step in the morning may exhibit a different 𝜉 distribution
compared to a time step in the night, even if both belong to the same category of 𝐾𝑡.To address this variability, we partition the time steps within each category into multiple
windows, ensuring that the 𝜉 distributions within each window are consistent. The 𝜉 collected at a
specific time step is only shared within its corresponding window, preventing the mixing of error
terms from different 𝜉 distributions. This ensures that the constructed �̂�𝑖 are accurate and reliable.
Yu et al.: Preprint submitted to Applied Soft Computing Page 10 of 28



In summary, motivated by these two observations, the core idea of DSCP is to perform dual-
dimensional classification of error terms 𝜉𝑡. Vertical classification groups historical predictions
{𝐾𝑡}𝑚𝑡=1 based on their temporal trends and amplitude magnitudes, capturing the underlying patterns
in the data, while horizontal classification partitions time steps within each category based on their
𝜉 distributions, ensuring that each partition reflects consistent uncertainty patterns. This approach
ensures that the constructed �̂�𝑖 are based on consistent, contextually relevant, and statistically
robust error information, significantly improving the accuracy, reliability, and interpretability of
uncertainty quantification in multi-step time series forecasting.

merge

Historical Predictions

Classify Adaptive
Merge

cluster 1

cluster 2

cluster k

p

K-S test

merge

p

K-S testK-S test

p

cluster 2

cluster 1

cluster k

p > 

p < 

p >
split
p < 

p 

split

merge
p > 

p < 
split

Figure 7: The figure illustrates the two-stage process of DSCP during its calibration phase. In the first
stage, historical predictions {𝐾𝑡}𝑚𝑡=1 are grouped into clusters 1 to 𝑘 using a suitable classification method.
Predictions within the same cluster are assigned the same color. In the second stage, the K-S test is
used to evaluate the similarity of 𝜉 distributions between adjacent time steps within each cluster. If the
p-value exceeds a predefined threshold Θ, the time steps are merged into the same window. Otherwise,
they are divided into different windows. Here, Θ is a user-defined hyperparameter that balances the
trade-off between the amount of data sampled within the window and the degree of consistency in the
𝜉 distribution. Time steps within the same window are assigned the same color, while different windows
within the same cluster are represented by shades of the same color family.

3.3. Workflow
To address the challenges of time-varying uncertainties and diverse scenarios in time series

data, DSCP employs a two-stage process: clustering historical predictions and adaptively
merging time steps, as illustrated in Figure 7. These two stages are performed during the
preparation phase on the calibration set, and the resulting classification is later used in the testing
phase to select appropriate 𝜉 subsets for constructing confidence intervals �̂�𝑖 for new prediction �̂�𝑖.First, historical predictions {𝐾𝑡}𝑚𝑡=1 are grouped into clusters based on their similarity using a
suitable classification method. In this work, we adopt k-means approach [44] to ensure that𝐾𝑡 with
similar trends and magnitudes are grouped together. This step results in 𝑘 clusters of {𝐾𝑡}𝑚𝑡=1, each
representing a distinct group of 𝐾𝑡 with shared characteristics. In Figure 7, predictions within the
same cluster are assigned the same color, visually distinguishing them from predictions in other
clusters. By clustering the {𝐾𝑡}𝑚𝑡=1, we can effectively handle diverse scenarios in the data and
ensure that subsequent error analysis is conducted within consistent groups.
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Next, the Kolmogorov-Smirnov (K-S) test [45] is utilized to evaluate the similarity of 𝜉
distributions between adjacent time steps in a cluster. The K-S test produces a p-value that quantifies
the consistency of 𝜉 distributions between two adjacent time steps, providing a statistical measure
of their similarity. If the p-value exceeds a predefined threshold Θ, the time steps are merged into
the same window. Otherwise, they are divided into different windows. In Figure 7, time steps within
the same window are assigned the same color, while different windows within the same cluster are
represented by shades of the same color family.

Figure 8: Schematic representation of the mixing phenomenon in probability density functions. The
x-axis represents the probability distribution values, the z-axis denotes Probability Density indicating the
likelihood of these values, and the y-axis represents Time showing the temporal dimension. This figure
illustrates how merging data subsets with time-varying variances may create the illusion of a dataset
with constant overall variance.

Clustering Prediction Results Based on Similarity
Datasets frequently comprise multiple subsets with diverse data distributions. As illustrated in

Fig. 8, time-varying data distribution is hidden behind the seemingly stationary overall distribution.
For instance, in solar energy datasets, data distributions vary significantly between sunny, cloudy,
and rainy days. These varying conditions result in distinct data distribution characteristics. If the
dataset subsets are not properly partitioned, the error term 𝜉 across different subsets may interfere
with each other, thereby weakening the accuracy and effectiveness of CP.
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To address this issue, DSCP employs a self-clustering method 𝜓 to classify {𝐾𝑡}𝑚𝑡=1 into 𝑘
clusters, defind as:
𝐺𝐾1

,… , 𝐺𝐾𝑚 ← 𝜓({𝐾𝑡}𝑚𝑡=1, 𝑁) (4)
where𝐺𝐾𝑡 represents the cluster assigned to𝐾𝑡, with values from 1 to 𝑘. The self-clustering method
𝜓 employs the k-means algorithm [46], testing different values of 𝑘 from 1 to the maximum number
𝑁 . It then evaluates all 𝑁 clustering results using silhouette scores [47]. The silhouette score is
used to measure the quality of the clustering result, with higher scores indicating better clustering.
The clustering result with the highest silhouette score is selected as the final output 𝐺𝐾1

,… , 𝐺𝐾𝑚 .
When a prediction �̂�𝑖 is obtained from the test set, we calculate the similarity scores

𝑒1, 𝑒2,… , 𝑒𝑚 between �̂�𝑖 and the historical predictions {𝐾𝑡}𝑚𝑡=1 using the soft-DTW method [48],
as illustrated by the �̂�𝑖 Classifier in Figure 6. These similarity scores are sorted in descending
order, and the largest 𝑠 values are selected, where 𝑠 is the size of the smallest cluster. The indices
corresponding to these 𝑠 values are stored in the set I, and the corresponding historical predictions
𝐾𝑡 are referred to as the selected 𝐾𝑡.Next, we determine the cluster assignment 𝐺�̂�𝑖 for �̂�𝑖 by analyzing the clusters of the selected
𝐾𝑡. Specifically, we calculate the frequency of each cluster index 𝑥 among the clusters of the
selected 𝐾𝑡 and assign �̂�𝑖 to the cluster index 𝑥 with the highest frequency.

To construct the error subset  ′
𝑖 , we collect all error terms 𝜉𝑡 from the 𝐾𝑡 that belong to the

cluster 𝐺�̂�𝑖 . Specifically,  ′
𝑖 is defined as: ′

𝑖 =
⋃

𝑡∈𝑇�̂�𝑖
{𝜉𝑡,1, 𝜉𝑡,2,… , 𝜉𝑡,𝑏}, where 𝑇�̂�𝑖 is the set of

indices 𝑡 for which𝐺𝐾𝑡 = 𝐺�̂�𝑖 . Here, 𝑡 refers to the index of𝐾𝑡 in the historical predictions {𝐾𝑡}𝑚𝑡=1,and the subscript 1, 2,… , 𝑏 indicates the time steps within the prediction window of size 𝑏 for each
𝐾𝑡. The error terms 𝜉𝑡,1, 𝜉𝑡,2,… , 𝜉𝑡,𝑏 are obtained from these time steps. The subset  ′

𝑖 is then used
to construct the prediction interval �̂�𝑖 for �̂�𝑖, as depicted in the -Selector of Figure 6.
Adaptive Merging Prediction Errors Across Time Steps

In a piece of data 𝐾𝑡 that spans multiple time steps, uncertainties often vary significantly. For
instance, in a solar energy dataset, the uncertainty differs between nighttime and daytime data. At
night, solar energy generation exhibits almost no uncertainty, while during the day, the uncertainty
is considerably higher. If time steps with varying uncertainties are not segmented, the differing 𝜉
distributions may interfere with each other, thereby compromising the accuracy and effectiveness
of �̂� .

To address this issue, we propose a solution that groups time steps with similar 𝜉 distributions
into separate windows. Formally, this solution is represented by a function that takes a similarity
threshold Θ and a sequence of error subsets  ′

(1),… ,  ′
(𝑏) as input, and outputs merged error subsets:

{̃(1),… , ̃(𝑏)} = (Θ, { ′
(1),… ,  ′

(𝑏)}), (5)
where { ′

(1),… ,  ′
(𝑏)} are the initial error subsets at each time step, assumed to be independent.

The function  dynamically merges these subsets based on the similarity of their 𝜉 distributions.
For example, if the first five time steps have similar distributions, their merged subsets ̃(1),… , ̃(5)
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Figure 9: Confidence interval performance across scenarios. The top red region shows Stationary Mean
Distribution; the bottom blue region shows Non-Stationary Mean Distribution. The figure highlights CP
performance changes with variance stability, mean behavior, and prediction quality.

will be identical. This ensures that time steps with consistent 𝜉 distributions are grouped together,
thereby preventing interference between dissimilar distributions.

The core of this solution is a dynamic merging process that iteratively evaluates and merges
adjacent time steps based on their 𝜉 distribution similarity. This approach achieves the desired
segmentation while preserving sufficient data within each window for robust statistical analysis.

Criterion for Merging: To implement this dynamic merging process, we establish a merging
criterion based on ensuring consistent 𝜉 distributions within each window. This consistency is
crucial because it directly impacts the performance of �̂� . To illustrate this, consider the scenarios
depicted in Fig. 9. The figure compares the performance of �̂� under different conditions, focusing
on two main scenarios: stationary mean distribution (top red region) and non-stationary mean
distribution (bottom blue region). Within each scenario, we further analyze three cases based on
data variance stability and prediction quality:
1. Constant data variance with stable prediction quality (subfigures a and d): In these cases, �̂�

performs well, producing narrow and accurate confidence intervals.
2. Constant data variance with unstable prediction quality (subfigures b and e): In these cases, �̂�

tends to produce excessively wide confidence intervals, often covering regions without data.
3. Time-varying data variance with stable prediction quality (subfigures c and f): Here, �̂� also

underperforms, as the varying variance leads to inconsistent 𝜉 distributions.
The case of time-varying data variance with unstable prediction quality is not explicitly

analyzed in Fig. 9. This is because both conditions, time-varying variance and unstable prediction
quality, individually lead to suboptimal performance of �̂� , as demonstrated in subfigures (b), (e),
Yu et al.: Preprint submitted to Applied Soft Computing Page 14 of 28



(c), and (f). Combining these two conditions would further exacerbate the issues, resulting in
confidence intervals that are both excessively wide and inconsistent. Therefore, this scenario is
omitted from the analysis, as it does not provide additional insights beyond the already observed
limitations.

From these observations, we conclude that stable prediction quality and constant data vari-
ance are critical for achieving reliable �̂� . These two factors can be unified into a single criterion: the
𝜉 distributions within a window must remain consistent. This consistency is quantitatively defined
as the probability that the 𝜉 distributions at all time steps within the window are drawn from the
same distribution exceeding a threshold Θ. By ensuring this consistency, we simultaneously satisfy
the conditions for stable prediction quality and constant data variance, leading to reliable �̂� .
Algorithm 1 Adaptive Error Set Merging 

1: Input: similarity threshold Θ; each-step error sets  ′
(1),… ,  ′

(𝑏)
2: Output: merged error subsets ̃(1),… , ̃(𝑏)
3: Initialize 𝑗 = 1, 𝑚 = 1
4: while 𝑗 < 𝑏 − 1 do
5: 𝑝𝑗,𝑗+1 = 𝐾𝑆( ′

(𝑗), 
′
(𝑗+1))

6: if 𝑝𝑗,𝑗+1 > Θ then
7: Merge  ′

(𝑗+1) ←  ′
(𝑗) ∪  ′

(𝑗+1)
8: Increment 𝑗 ← 𝑗 + 1
9: if 𝑗 = 𝑏 then

10: for 𝑖 = 𝑚 to 𝑗 do
11: Save merged error subset ̃(𝑖) ←  ′

(𝑗)
12: end for
13: end if
14: else
15: for 𝑖 = 𝑚 to 𝑗 do
16: Save merged error subset ̃(𝑖) ←  ′

(𝑗)
17: end for
18: Increment 𝑗 ← 𝑗 + 1
19: Update index 𝑚← 𝑗
20: if 𝑗 = 𝑏 then
21: Save merged error subset ̃(𝑏) ←  ′

(𝑗)
22: end if
23: end if
24: end while
25: Return: merged error subsets ̃(1),… , ̃(𝑏)

Based on the merging criterion, we introduce the Adaptive Error Set Merging method,
represented by the function . This method processes the error subsets  ′

(1),… ,  ′
(𝑏), evaluates the

similarity between  ′
(𝑗) and  ′

(𝑗+1) at neighboring time steps using the Kolmogorov-Smirnov (KS)
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test [45], and dynamically merges them to obtain the merged error subsets ̃(1),… , ̃(𝑏). The KS test
compares the empirical cumulative distribution functions of the two sets and generates a 𝑝-value
𝑝𝑗,𝑗+1, which quantifies the probability that  ′

(𝑗) and  ′
(𝑗+1) are drawn from the same distribution. If

𝑝𝑗,𝑗+1 > Θ, the two sets are merged, indicating their distributions are statistically similar. Otherwise,
they are divided into different windows, as shown in the Time-Step Merging Unit of Figure 6. The
complete  process is detailed in Algorithm 1.

The Dual-Splitting Conformal Prediction algorithm, as outlined in Algorithm 2, begins by
clustering historical predictions using k-means to group similar trends, corresponding to the
clustering step where {�̂�𝑖}𝑚𝑖=1 are assigned to clusters 𝐺�̂�1

,… , 𝐺�̂�𝑚 . Next, error terms 𝜉𝑖,𝑗 are
extracted for each time step, aligning with the algorithm’s computation of 𝜉𝑖,𝑗 = [𝐾𝑖 − �̂�𝑖][𝑗 − 1].
These errors are adaptively merged within clusters using the Kolmogorov-Smirnov test to group
time steps with consistent 𝜉 distributions, matching the  process in the algorithm. Finally, for
new predictions, confidence intervals are constructed using quantiles of the merged error sets from
the assigned cluster, corresponding to the interval construction step where �̂�𝛼

𝜏 is derived from
̃𝛽,(1),… , ̃𝛽,(𝑏). This structured approach ensures robust uncertainty quantification across diverse
time series scenarios.
4. Experiment

In this section, comparative experiments are conducted on four types of time series datasets
using different improved variants of CP for forecasting with multi-step CP methods. This section
describes the datasets, models, benchmarks, and evaluation metrics used in the comparative anal-
ysis. The experimental results highlight DSCP’s performance relative to other baseline methods.
4.1. Setup

Datasets. We use datasets from four different domains: (1) Solar radiation data from the
National Solar Radiation Database (NSRDB) in the United States [49]. (2) An air quality dataset
from Beijing [50] consisting of 12 time series from different monitoring stations over a 4-year
period. This dataset includes two prediction targets, PM10 and PM2.5 concentrations, with a
focus on PM10 data for our experiments. (3) Sap flow measurements from the Sapfluxnet data
project [51]. Due to high heterogeneity in the length of individual measurement series, we use a
subset of 24 time series, each containing 15,000 to 20,000 data points with varying sampling rates.
(4) Spatial Dynamic Wind Power Forecasting dataset provided by the Baidu KDD Cup 2022 [52].
This dataset includes records collected from the Supervisory Control and Data Acquisition system
of a wind farm, which consists of 134 wind turbines. The data are sampled every 10 minutes,
covering a period of 245 days, with a total of 4,727,520 records.

Prediction Models. We employ the Long Short-Term Memory (LSTM) model [53] as the
prediction model in the experiment. A global LSTM model was trained on all time series within
the dataset, following the standards of state-of-the-art deep learning models (e.g., Oreshkin [54];
Salinas [55]; Smyl [56]). The global LSTM model was implemented with PyTorch [57].

Benchmarking Approaches. We compare DSCP with different improved variants of CP,
including: CP, HopCPT, EnbPI, ACI, CFRNN, CopulaCPTS, and CQR. Notably, among these
methods, only the CQR method exclusively employs a QR predictive model for constructing
confidence intervals, whereas the remaining baseline methods and DSCP rely on the same LSTM
model.
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Algorithm 2 Dual-Splitting Conformal Prediction (DSCP)
1: Input: A trained point model 𝑓 producing 𝑏-step forecasts, calibration dataset {𝑍𝑖, 𝐾𝑖}𝑚𝑖=1,maximum number of categories 𝑁 , target error rate 𝛼, similarity threshold Θ, test set input
𝑍𝜏 = 𝑥𝜏−𝑎∶𝜏

2: Output: �̂�𝛼
𝜏 for 𝑍𝜏

3: % Cluster Predictions
4: {�̂�𝑖}𝑚𝑖=1 ← 𝑓 ({𝑍𝑖}𝑚𝑖=1)
5: 𝐺�̂�1

,… , 𝐺�̂�𝑚 ← 𝜓({�̂�𝑖}𝑚𝑖=1, 𝑁)
6: % Obtain 𝜉
7: for 𝑖 = 1 to 𝑚 do
8: for 𝑗 = 1 to 𝑏 do
9: 𝜉𝑖,𝑗 = [𝐾𝑖 − �̂�𝑖][𝑗 − 1]

10: end for
11: end for
12: % Build Initial Error Set
13: for 𝑖 = 1 to 𝑚 do
14: for 𝑗 = 1 to 𝑏 do
15:  ′

𝑖 ←
⋃

𝑡∈𝑇𝐾𝑖
{𝜉𝑡,𝑗}

16: end for
17: end for
18: % Merge Similar Error Sets for Each Cluster
19: for 𝑖 = 1 to 𝑚 do
20: ̃𝑖,(1),… , ̃𝑖,(𝑏) ← (Θ, { ′

𝑖,(1),… ,  ′
𝑖,(𝑏)})

21: end for
22: % Get Confidence Interval 𝐶𝛼

23: For the new input 𝑍𝜏
24: �̂�𝜏 ← 𝑓 (𝑍𝜏) = �̂�𝜏+1∶𝜏+𝑏
25: 𝑅𝜏 = argsort

(

sof t_dtw(�̂�𝜏 , {𝐾𝑖}𝑚𝑖=1)
)

26: 𝐺�̂�𝜏 = majority
(

𝐺𝐾𝑙 ∣ 𝑙 ∈ 𝑅𝜏[1 ∶ 𝑠]
)

27: for 𝑖 = 1 to 𝑚 do
28: if 𝐺�̂�𝜏 = 𝐺𝐾𝑖 then
29: 𝛽 ← 𝑖
30: end if
31: end for
32: �̂�𝛼

𝜏,𝑢𝑝𝑝𝑒𝑟(𝑍𝜏) = {�̂�𝜏+1,… , �̂�𝜏+𝑏} +𝑄1−𝛼∕2(�̃�𝛽)
33: �̂�𝛼

𝜏,𝑙𝑜𝑤𝑒𝑟(𝑍𝜏) = {�̂�𝜏+1,… , �̂�𝜏+𝑏} +𝑄𝛼∕2(�̃�𝛽)
34: return �̂�𝛼

𝜏 (𝑍𝜏)
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Table 2
Comparison of ΔCov (%), PI-Width, and WS* metrics across models at three confidence levels for
various datasets.

Dataset Methods 95% confidence 90% confidence 85% confidence

ΔCov PI-Width WS* ΔCov PI-Width WS* ΔCov PI-Width WS*

Solar Power

DSCP* -0.32 65.81 95.14 0.54 50.39 75.98 1.08 40.83 65.27
HopCPT 1.07 88.36 124.52 2.29 59.19 92.77 3.23 43.84 76.11
CP 0.86 106.92 155.52 1.76 70.62 116.44 2.58 50.50 94.66
EnbPI 0.31 100.61 154.92 0.81 65.14 115.84 1.15 45.60 94.09
ACI 0.41 94.17 138.43 0.75 62.98 106.06 1.01 46.21 87.93
CFRNN 1.00 101.31 141.18 1.92 68.93 107.78 2.78 51.46 89.19
Copula 0.28 95.03 140.89 0.75 64.16 107.62 1.17 47.33 88.99
CQR 0.61 122.82 130.76 4.19 92.38 97.79 7.48 82.11 86.48

Spaflux

DSCP* -4.32 3134.99 5038.21 0.21 3041.41 4071.30 1.62 2584.69 3546.99
HopCPT -0.60 6425.99 7672.50 0.37 5291.87 6393.16 1.27 4446.24 5538.19
CP -1.80 4586.51 6193.88 -2.02 3645.61 5171.40 -2.37 3026.83 4573.66
EnbPI -1.14 4662.08 6167.98 -1.26 3684.29 5149.67 -1.47 3064.06 4557.65
ACI -0.27 4757.69 6062.33 -0.38 3717.05 5116.65 -0.37 3084.23 4540.87
CFRNN -3.59 4224.16 5925.54 -3.95 3448.70 4959.42 -4.09 2937.18 4398.94
Copula -1.95 4310.13 5653.39 -2.20 3508.43 4814.13 -2.34 2986.85 4307.84
CQR -2.04 6377.04 8371.76 -7.11 3512.01 6332.31 -7.44 3038.27 5371.05

Air10

DSCP* -0.48 156.98 274.19 -0.57 115.20 203.75 -0.68 94.42 171.18
HopCPT -1.42 157.01 299.63 -1.88 111.77 220.05 -2.21 89.77 182.60
CP -2.08 147.37 300.56 -3.29 105.45 221.86 -4.07 84.20 183.99
EnbPI -1.36 156.89 301.23 -1.94 111.81 221.85 -2.30 89.54 183.91
ACI -0.55 168.71 293.08 -0.87 118.93 218.14 -1.08 94.39 181.90
CFRNN -2.57 143.57 302.18 -3.75 103.74 221.79 -4.42 83.37 183.59
Copula -1.50 154.85 299.40 -2.04 111.09 220.47 -2.32 89.31 182.76
CQR -0.48 227.18 337.85 -0.57 151.75 241.21 -1.34 112.64 192.65

Wind Power

DSCP* -0.06 30.14 43.06 0.08 22.52 33.89 0.10 18.28 29.07
HopCPT -0.34 30.56 45.69 -0.34 22.34 35.70 -0.34 17.72 30.66
CP -0.68 30.24 47.05 -1.07 21.78 36.95 -1.39 17.15 31.37
EnbPI -0.48 30.58 46.82 -0.68 22.10 36.78 -0.85 17.44 31.25
ACI -0.03 31.80 46.78 -0.04 22.98 36.81 -0.04 18.13 31.30
CFRNN -0.69 29.90 46.31 -1.10 21.66 36.49 -1.44 17.09 31.06
Copula -0.49 30.25 46.01 -0.70 22.01 36.29 -0.88 17.40 30.91
CQR -6.01 36.68 58.83 -4.46 26.27 39.94 -2.64 23.59 34.36

It is important to note that the compared methods were initially developed for uncertainty
quantification in single-step forecasting. In this study, we focus on the problem of uncertainty
quantification in multi-step forecasting. Therefore, to enable comparison with DSCP in a multi-
step forecasting context, we adapt these methods to handle multi-step uncertainty quantification
while preserving their core procedures. This adaptation allows us to evaluate the performance of
DSCP against these adapted methods within the multi-step forecasting framework.

Evaluation metrics. To evaluate the performance of the methods, we employ three key metrics:
ΔCov, PI-Width, and the Winkler Score (WS*). (1) ΔCov measures the deviation of the empirical
coverage from the target confidence level, where smaller values indicate better performance. (2) PI-
Width quantifies the average width of the prediction intervals, with smaller values being preferred.
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Table 3
The following table presents the results of a quantitative analysis of the difference in Winkler scores
between the DSCP and the most effective method in each dataset.

95% confidence 90% confidence 85% confidence

Dataset
DSCP
WS*

Sota
WS*

Performance
Gain

DSCP
WS*

Sota
WS*

Performance
Gain

DSCP
WS*

Sota
WS*

Performance
Gain

Solar Power 95.14 124.52 ↑ 23.59% 75.98 92.77 ↑ 18.10% 65.27 76.11 ↑ 14.24%

Spaflux 5038.21 5653.39 ↑ 10.88% 4071.30 4814.13 ↑ 15.43% 3546.99 4307.84 ↑ 17.66%

Air10 275.62 293.08 ↑ 5.96% 205.01 218.14 ↑ 6.02% 172.24 181.90 ↑ 5.31%

Wind Power 43.06 45.69 ↑ 5.76% 33.89 35.70 ↑ 5.07% 29.07 30.66 ↑ 5.19%

(3) WS* combines both coverage and interval width into a single measure, where lower values
indicate higher accuracy and precision. The specific calculation of WS* is detailed in [37].
4.2. Improved Interval Accuracy: Experimental Analysis of DSCP’s Classification Strategies

Table 2 compares the performance of various methods in constructing prediction intervals
across multiple datasets at 95%, 90%, and 85% confidence levels. DSCP achieves the best WS*
across all datasets and confidence levels. The prediction intervals of the DSCP method, represented
by the blue region in Fig. 10, are narrower and more accurate compared to other methods. This
advantage enables DSCP to better capture the fluctuations of the true values, as demonstrated
consistently across multiple datasets, including Solar Power, Sapflux, Air10, and Wind Power.
Table 3 further demonstrates DSCP’s performance gains, with WS* improvements exceeding 20%
in some cases.

Asymmetric Error Handling: By obtaining 𝜉 from (2), DSCP effectively distinguishes
between 𝜉𝑜𝑣𝑒𝑟 and 𝜉𝑢𝑛𝑑𝑒𝑟 errors, capturing the error distribution characteristics of point model 𝑓 more
accurately. This separation allows DSCP to generate asymmetric prediction intervals �̂�𝑖 that better
reflect the true data distribution. For example, in the Wind Power dataset, DSCP generates �̂�𝑖 with
noticeably narrower upper bounds �̂� (𝑈 )

𝑖 compared to other methods. Specifically, the distance from
�̂�𝑖 to �̂� (𝑈 )

𝑖 is smaller for DSCP, reflecting the point predictor’s tendency to overestimate true values.
This asymmetry in �̂�𝑖 improves both the sharpness and reliability of the intervals. In contrast, most
other methods produce symmetric �̂�𝑖 with equal widths, often resulting in overly wide bounds that
fail to capture specific error characteristics, such as overestimation or underestimation tendencies.

Magnitude and Trend Classification: DSCP classifies �̂�𝑖 based on magnitude and trend,
preventing the mixing of 𝜉 from different types of �̂�𝑖. This classification ensures that error
terms are applied only to predictions with similar characteristics, improving the accuracy of the
constructed intervals. For example, in the Solar Power dataset, where prediction magnitudes vary
significantly, DSCP ensures that larger 𝜉𝑢𝑛𝑑𝑒𝑟 from high-magnitude �̂�𝑖 are not incorrectly applied
to low-magnitude �̂�𝑖. Without this classification, 𝜉 from high-magnitude predictions could lead
to overly wide intervals for low-magnitude �̂�𝑖, while 𝜉 from low-magnitude predictions could
unnecessarily narrow intervals for high-magnitude �̂�𝑖. By applying errors only to appropriate �̂�𝑖,
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Figure 10: Comparison of confidence intervals generated by DSCP and other methods across four
datasets at a confidence level of 𝛼 = 0.05, demonstrating DSCP’s ability to produce narrower and more
accurate prediction intervals in varying data scenarios.
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DSCP improves interval �̂� accuracy and avoids misalignment between error terms and prediction
characteristics.

Dynamic Error Subset Merging: DSCP dynamically merges error subsets  ′
(1),… ,  ′

(𝑏) based
on time steps, ensuring that error subsets with similar uncertainty distributions are grouped
together. This merging process is particularly beneficial for datasets with periodic characteristics,
where uncertainty varies over time. For instance, in the Solar Power dataset, uncertainty differs
significantly between day and night. Without dynamic merging, error term 𝜉𝑖 from different time
steps could be mixed, leading to inaccurate �̂�𝑖. For example, 𝜉𝑖 during the day, where uncertainty
is higher, might be used to construct �̂�𝑖 for nighttime predictions, resulting in overly wide intervals
for night and vice versa. By dynamically merging error subsets, DSCP ensures that each time step’s
merged error subset ̃(𝑖) contains only similar uncertainty distributions, improving the accuracy and
reliability of �̂�𝑖.
4.3. Robustness to Data Periodicity: Sensitivity Analysis on Prediction Time Steps

To further evaluate DSCP’s robustness to data periodicity, we conducted a sensitivity analysis
by varying the prediction time steps. Fig. 11 compares the performance of DSCP and other CP
methods across different prediction steps. DSCP maintains consistent performance regardless of
data periodicity, with particularly strong results in the Solar dataset. In contrast, other methods show
notable performance degradation when prediction steps do not align with the data periodicity. This
is particularly important because the periodicity of time-series data is often difficult to determine
or may be unstable in real-world applications. DSCP’s ability to adapt to varying prediction steps
without relying on precise periodicity information makes it a more reliable choice for multi-step
forecasting tasks.

Figure 11: Comparison of DSCP and other CP methods across different prediction steps, demonstrating
DSCP’s robustness to varying prediction steps without reliance on data periodicity.
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In summary, these multi-steps experimental results show that the DSCP method is capable of
constructing prediction intervals more accurately through error sign differentiation, classification
of prediction results, and dynamic merging on time steps. This not only makes DSCP more flexible
in dealing with different uncertainty distributions, but also improves its ability to adapt to cyclical
changes in data, thus showing significant advantages in multi-step time series forecasting tasks.

5. Case Study
The case study simulates energy optimization in a data center using predictive control methods.

As illustrated in Fig. 12, the workflow integrates four main components: data sources, a prediction
module, an optimization solver, and a cloud simulator. Data sources provide real-time workload
and renewable energy data, which are processed by the prediction module to generate multi-
step prediction intervals using DSCP. The optimization solver uses these predictions to compute
scheduling strategies, while the cloud simulator evaluates the system’s energy consumption and
performance under these strategies. This simulation approach demonstrates the energy optimization
capability of the current strategy and therefore enables a quantitative comparison of the perfor-
mance improvements achieved by the DSCP.

Figure 12: Workflow of the energy optimization case study, showing data flow from sources to the
prediction module, optimization solver, and cloud simulator. Multi-step prediction intervals generated by
DSCP guide task scheduling, which is evaluated for energy consumption and performance.

5.1. Optimization Problem & Method
The core optimization problem is to minimize carbon emissions by aligning task scheduling

with renewable energy availability within a predicted time window of size 𝑛. At the beginning of
the 𝜏-th time step, the optimization is formulated as:

minimize
𝑊 𝐷
𝜏 ,…,𝑊 𝐷

𝜏+𝑛,𝑊
𝐷
𝑑𝑒𝑙𝑦

𝜏+𝑛
∑

𝑘=𝜏
𝜑𝑘 ⋅ 𝑃𝑘 ⋅ 𝛾

𝑘−𝜏 +𝐷 ⋅ 𝛾𝑛, (6)
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where the subscript 𝑘 denotes the value at time step 𝑘, 𝜑𝑘 = max
(

𝑊 𝐷
𝑘 +𝑊 𝐿

𝑘 −𝑊 ∗𝑅𝑒
𝑘 , 0

)

represents the additional brown energy (non-renewable energy, e.g., fossil fuels) required to meet
the load demand, with𝑊 𝐷

𝑘 as the load allocated,𝑊 𝐿
𝑘 the load already running,𝑊 ∗𝑅𝑒

𝑘 the predicted
available renewable energy, 𝑃𝑘 the brown energy price, and 𝛾𝑘−𝜏 a time decay factor assigning
higher weights to near-term costs due to lower uncertainty. The term𝐷 = 𝑊 𝐷

𝑑𝑒𝑙𝑦 ⋅𝑃𝑚𝑎𝑥 captures the
cost of delaying tasks beyond the planning window, where𝑊 𝐷

𝑑𝑒𝑙𝑦 represents the load delayed to the
next optimization window, and 𝑃𝑚𝑎𝑥 denotes the highest brown energy price, penalizing excessive
delays. The optimization is subject to the constraint:
𝜏+𝑛
∑

𝑘=𝜏
𝑊 𝐷

𝑘 +𝑊 𝐷
𝑑𝑒𝑙𝑦 =

𝜏+𝑛
∑

𝑘=𝜏
𝑊 ∗𝐿𝑜𝑎𝑑

𝑘 +𝑊 𝐷𝑒𝑙𝑦
𝜏 , (7)

which ensures that the total allocated load matches the total predicted workload 𝑊 ∗𝐿𝑜𝑎𝑑
𝑘 and the

load 𝑊 𝐷𝑒𝑙𝑦
𝜏 carried over from the previous optimization window, maintaining system balance and

avoiding resource overcommitment.
By incorporating confidence intervals, scheduling strategies become more flexible, enabling

dynamic balancing of efficiency and robustness based on predicted uncertainty levels. To achieve
this, DSCP replaces the point predictions 𝑊 ∗𝑅𝑒

𝑘 and 𝑊 ∗𝐿𝑜𝑎𝑑
𝑘 in the optimization problem with

multi-step prediction intervals for workload and renewable energy, providing richer information
than single-step predictions. These intervals include the range of possible outcomes and their
probabilities at each time step, enabling the solver to evaluate risks and trade-offs more effectively.
For instance, wider intervals indicating higher uncertainty prompt conservative strategies, such
as allocating backup resources to avoid excessive task backlog. Conversely, narrower intervals
indicating lower uncertainty support aggressive optimization, such as maximizing renewable
energy use while reasonably deferring tasks, thereby reducing carbon emissions.
5.2. Results

We tested DSCP under different confidence levels (𝛼 = 0.05, 0.1, 0.15, 0.2) and compared its
performance with a baseline scenario without conformal prediction (None CP). The results, shown
in Fig. 13, illustrate DSCP’s impact on carbon emissions(kg) under two scheduling strategies: First
Fit (FF) and Round Robin (RR). DSCP consistently reduces carbon emissions across all confidence
levels, achieving an average reduction of approximately 8.05% relative to the baseline. The most
significant improvement is observed under the FF strategy, where emissions decrease by up to
11.25% at 𝛼 = 0.1. These results highlight DSCP’s effectiveness in enhancing energy efficiency
and reducing environmental impact.

In conclusion, DSCP’s integration of uncertainty information offers a robust approach to
adaptive decision-making in complex systems. This capability demonstrates its potential for
enabling efficient resource allocation and supporting sustainable operational strategies.

6. Conclusion and Future Work
In conclusion, we propose the DSCP, which utilizes vertical clustering and horizontal merging

to construct error sets for accurate uncertainty quantification in multi-step time series forecasting.
Compared to existing baselines, DSCP achieves a maximum performance improvement of 23.59%.
Moreover, we integrate DSCP into data center energy management case, helping the original First
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Figure 13: Comparison of carbon emissions under First Fit and Round Robin scheduling strategies
with DSCP at different confidence levels (𝛼 = 0.05, 0.1, 0.15, 0.2). The results demonstrate DSCP’s
effectiveness in reducing emissions and improving renewable energy utilization, with RR showing a
stronger dependence on confidence level compared to FF.

Fit scheduling strategy reduce carbon emissions by up to 11.25%, demonstrating its practical value
in real-world applications.

Future work will focus on three key directions. First, we aim to enhance the vertical clustering
and horizontal merging processes by incorporating more advanced machine learning models, which
can capture finer-grained temporal patterns and further improve DSCP’s performance. Second, we
will explore whether uncertainty information can be transferred across related prediction tasks,
potentially enabling DSCP to leverage knowledge from one domain to improve performance in
another. Finally, we plan to optimize DSCP for large-scale datasets and distributed computing
environments, significantly enhancing its scalability and making it suitable for broader real-world
applications. These efforts will further bridge the gap between theoretical innovation and practical
impact, advancing the field of uncertainty-aware forecasting.
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