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Abstract

We introduce a novel forecasting model for crop yields that explicitly accounts for
spatio-temporal dependence and the influence of extreme weather and climatic events.
Our approach combines Bayesian Structural Time Series for modeling marginal crop
yields, ensuring a more robust quantification of uncertainty given the typically short
historical records. To capture dynamic dependencies between regions, we develop a time-
varying conditional copula model, where the copula parameter evolves over time as a func-
tion of its previous lag and extreme weather covariates. Unlike traditional approaches that
treat climatic factors as fixed inputs, we incorporate dynamic Generalized Extreme Value
models to characterize extreme weather events, enabling a more accurate reflection of their
impact on crop yields. Furthermore, to ensure scalability for large-scale applications, we
build on the existing Partitioning Around Medoids clustering algorithm and introduce
a novel dissimilarity measure that integrates both spatial and copula-based dependence,
enabling an effective reduction of the dimensionality in the dependence structure.

1 Introduction

Accurate forecasting of crop yields is critical for ensuring food security, guiding agricultural
management, and supporting risk assessment in the insurance industry. These forecasts are
essential not only for optimizing farm-level decision-making but also for developing policies to
address potential food shortages and mitigate economic risks. However, the increasing variabil-
ity and intensity of climatic events, driven by climate change, have added significant complexity
to this task. Unprecedented weather extremes such as droughts, floods, and heatwaves have
profound impacts on agricultural systems, amplifying uncertainty in crop production. Address-
ing this challenge is crucial for achieving several of the United Nations’ Sustainable Develop-
ment Goals (SDGs), laid out in the 2030 Agenda for Sustainable Development (United Nations
[2015]), including SDG 2 (Zero Hunger), SDG 13 (Climate Action), and SDG 12 (Responsible
Consumption and Production).

A key limitation of traditional yield forecasting approaches is that they model crop yields
independently across regions or time periods, ignoring the spatio-temporal dependencies that
are inherent in agricultural systems. The regression-based framework proposed in Schlenker and
Roberts [2009], for example, treats locations independently and may underestimate systemic or
correlated risks across regions. In practice, crop yields in different areas are often influenced by
shared climatic events, such as regional droughts or heatwaves, and by temporal autocorrelation
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driven by persistent environmental or agronomic conditions. Failing to account for these de-
pendencies can lead to inaccurate forecasts and underestimation of systemic risk—particularly
in applications such as insurance pricing or regional risk aggregation.

While some crop yield forecasting methods do incorporate temporal dependence—notably
through ARIMA or related time series models (e.g., Reddy and Sureshbabu [2020])—they
typically assume spatial independence and are not designed to model how yields in different
regions co-evolve under shared climatic influences. Moreover, most existing techniques do not
adequately capture uncertainty from extreme weather events, which are increasingly relevant
under climate change. As highlighted in recent reviews (Lobell et al. [2011], Ray et al. [2015],
Celis et al. [2024]), more flexible and integrated approaches are needed to quantify and forecast
the effects of evolving climate risks on agricultural production.

To overcome these limitations, we develop a novel forecasting framework that integrates
advanced time series modeling, dependence modeling, and clustering techniques. The marginal
distributions of crop yields are modeled using Bayesian Structural Time Series (BSTS), a proba-
bilistic framework that captures trend, seasonality, and meteorological covariates while offering
robust uncertainty quantification. Unlike classical ARIMA or ARIMA-GARCH models, BSTS
is particularly well-suited for datasets with short historical records, a common challenge in agri-
cultural forecasting. Its Bayesian formulation facilitates the incorporation of prior knowledge,
allowing for greater interpretability and adaptability to changing climatic conditions. This
approach provides a more robust alternative to traditional methods, particularly in situations
where data availability is limited. The BSTS framework was introduced by Scott and Varian
[2014] as a flexible alternative to standard time series models, making it especially valuable in
scenarios where uncertainty quantification is critical.

In addition to modeling the marginal distributions, we account for the spatio-temporal de-
pendencies in crop yields by constructing a time-varying conditional copula model. Unlike
traditional copula models that assume static dependence structures, our approach allows the
copula dependence parameter to evolve dynamically as a function of its past values and ex-
treme weather covariates. This flexibility enables the model to capture shifts in dependence
relationships between different regions as climatic conditions change. Copulas, first introduced
by Sklar [1959] and extensively discussed in Nelsen [2006], provide a powerful framework for
modeling dependencies separately from marginal distributions, making them particularly useful
for capturing complex relationships in agricultural data. The use of conditional copulas in time
series settings was pioneered by Patton [2006], who demonstrated how dependence structures
can be made time-varying by linking copula parameters to external covariates.

A key innovation in our framework is the incorporation of dynamic Generalized Extreme
Value (GEV) models to account for the role of extreme climatic events. Instead of treating
climatic variables as fixed inputs, we model their temporal evolution, allowing for a more ac-
curate representation of how extreme weather patterns influence crop yields. This approach
ensures that both the magnitude and persistence of extreme events, such as prolonged droughts
or heavy rainfall, are captured within the forecasting model. The GEV distribution, first in-
troduced by Gumbel [1958] in the context of extreme value theory and further formalized in
Coles [2001], provides a natural framework for modeling extreme climatic risks. By integrating
dynamic GEV outputs as exogenous variables in both the BSTS model and the copula depen-
dence structure, we not only quantify the uncertainty surrounding extreme weather effects but
also enhance the ability to assess climate-related risks.

Another major challenge in modeling crop yields across multiple regions is the high dimen-
sionality of the dependence structure. To address this, we use a clustering approach based
on Partitioning Around Medoids (PAM), which allows us to reduce the dimensionality while
preserving key regional patterns. Clustering regions when working with extreme weather events
is crucial, as demonstrated in the recent work of Boulin et al. [2025], where the authors ap-

2



ply a clustering framework to identify subregions with distinct extremal dependence structures
in compound precipitation and wind speed events. Our clustering framework is based on a
novel dissimilarity measure that combines both spatial and copula-based dependence metrics.
Unlike previous approaches that rely on empirical copulas, such as the one presented in Pala-
cios Rodriguez et al. [2023], we derive our dissimilarity measure from Kendall’s tau, ensuring
greater interpretability and statistical rigor. By grouping regions based on this combined dis-
similarity, we reduce computational complexity while maintaining a meaningful representation
of dependence structures, making our model scalable for large datasets.

In addition to introducing this novel forecasting methodology, we present the full model
fitting and forecasting algorithms required for practical implementation. Beyond theoretical
developments, we provide a detailed algorithmic framework for both estimation and predic-
tion, ensuring that our methodology can be readily applied to real-world data. To facilitate
reproducibility and practical adoption, we have also developed an R package implementing our
methods. This package enables users to easily replicate our results, apply the model to their
own datasets, and extend the methodology as needed.

By combining BSTS for marginal modeling, a time-varying copula for spatio-temporal de-
pendence, dynamic GEV for extreme weather uncertainty, and a PAM-based clustering strategy
for scalability, this paper presents a comprehensive, interpretable, and scalable solution for crop
yield forecasting under evolving climatic risks. The remainder of this paper is structured as
follows. We begin in Section 2 with a review of the relevant literature, focusing on existing
crop yield forecasting methods and dependence modeling techniques. Next, in Section 3, we
describe the dataset used for our analysis, which includes winter wheat yield data from Ontario,
Canada, and the 28 Core Climate Extreme Indices developed by the Expert Team on Climate
Change Detection And Indices. We then introduce our forecasting framework in Sections 4 and
5, detailing the modeling components and the clustering methodology. This is followed by an
empirical application of our model to the Canadian dataset in Section 6, where we demonstrate
its predictive performance and scalability. Finally, Section 7 concludes with a discussion of our
findings and potential avenues for future research.

2 Literature Review

Traditional crop yield prediction models often rely on simplistic statistical methods that fail
to account for the complex interplay between climatic factors, spatial variability, and crop
performance. These models typically assume stationarity and overlook the dynamic nature
of climatic influences, which are increasingly volatile in the context of global climate change.
Recent works, such as that of Feng et al. [2023], highlight the importance of incorporating more
complex climatic factors and spatial variability in crop yield predictive models by providing a
comprehensive review of methodologies assessing the impact of climate change on agricultural
outcomes. Advancements in statistical modeling have sought to address these limitations by
integrating spatio-temporal dependencies and external climate risk factors, providing a more
comprehensive framework for understanding and predicting agricultural productivity. For in-
stance, Boyer et al. [2014] explore the skewness in crop yield distributions and extend existing
models to incorporate skew-normal distributions, emphasizing the need for methods that reflect
the realities of agricultural production. Similarly, Shen [2017] discuss adaptive local parametric
estimation methods that address non-stationarity in crop yield data due to technological and
climatic changes.

Efforts to model spatio-temporal dependence in crop yields have increasingly turned to
advanced statistical frameworks, such as spatial regression models and hierarchical Bayesian
approaches. For example, Verón et al. [2015] demonstrate the importance of spatially explicit
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models in analyzing crop yields in the Pampas region of Argentina, highlighting the significant
impacts of precipitation and temperature variability. Similarly, Rosenzweig et al. [2014] assess
the impacts of climate variability and change on global crop productivity using simulation
models that incorporate spatially explicit climate scenarios and crop growth processes. Kim
et al. [2019] examine the effects of heavy rainfall events on maize yield trends, indicating that
climate variability can lead to ambiguous yield responses. These findings align with those of
Chemere et al. [2018], who employ ARIMAX models to evaluate the influence of climatic factors
on maize yields in Korea. The actuarial literature also underscores the importance of accurate
crop yield modeling, particularly for agricultural insurance. Yield forecasts are essential for
setting fair premium rates and managing risks associated with climate variability. Studies such
as Zhu [2018] and Cheung et al. [2024] incorporate dynamic factors and extreme weather indices
into insurance frameworks, emphasizing the need for statistical models that capture the joint
impacts of climate variability and yield dynamics. However, while these approaches capture
important aspects of crop yield variability, they often fall short in modeling the joint dependence
structure of crop yields across regions or time periods, particularly when extreme events or tail
dependencies are of interest. Addressing this gap requires a more flexible framework capable
of capturing both marginal dynamics and joint dependencies.

One promising solution lies in copula-based methods, which are well-suited to capturing
joint dependence structures. For instance, Salvadori et al. [2014] use copulas to model the
joint distribution of extreme rainfall and river flow, while Alidoost et al. [2019] employ copulas
to investigate the effects of climate extremes on crop yield and price dynamics. Similarly,
Wang et al. [2019] develop a copula-based drought index to assess agricultural drought impacts,
emphasizing the importance of modeling dependencies between climatic factors and crop yields.
While these applications underscore the versatility of copulas, most of these approaches assume
static dependencies, which may not fully reflect the dynamic nature of agricultural systems
under changing climatic and economic conditions.

To address this limitation, conditional time-varying copula models explicitly incorporate
the temporal evolution of dependencies while allowing for external covariates. First introduced
by Patton [2006] in the context of exchange rate modeling, these models have since gained
traction in fields such as environmental sciences and agriculture. For instance, Nasri and
Rémillard [2019] propose a theoretical framework for dynamic copula-based models, focusing
on multivariate financial time series with regime-switching copulas. Despite their potential,
conditional time-varying copulas remain underutilized in agricultural applications. Integrating
these copulas with advanced time series models for the marginals could provide a more holistic
approach to model spatio-temporal dependencies in crop yields.

Incorporating time-series methods into marginal modeling is crucial for capturing the tem-
poral evolution of crop yields. While traditional approaches like ARIMA or ARIMAX have
been widely used, they often fail to adequately quantify uncertainty, particularly when data
are limited. In contrast, Bayesian Structural Time Series models provide a robust alternative.
Since their introduction by Scott and Varian [2014], they have been applied in a wide variety of
fields such as in finance to forecast stock prices (Gunawan and Gunardi [2023]) or in biomed-
ical studies for sensor data analysis (Liu et al. [2021]). These models integrate state-space
structures with Bayesian inference, enabling the decomposition of time series into components
such as trend, seasonality, and covariate effects. Moreover, BSTS models dynamically include
covariates and quantify the uncertainty inherent in agricultural data, making them particularly
well suited for estimating the pseudo-residuals used in conditional copula models.

Building on this foundation, our model focuses specifically on extreme climate events—such
as heavy rainfall, heatwaves, and droughts—as key risk factors influencing crop yields. Rather
than including a wide array of meteorological variables, we show that modeling extremes alone
can sufficiently capture the relevant climatic risks affecting yield variability. To achieve this,
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we use Generalized Extreme Value (GEV) distributions, which are well-suited for character-
izing rare but impactful events. Traditional GEV models assume stationarity, which may not
hold in a changing climate. We instead use dynamic GEV models, which allow parameters
such as location, scale, and shape to evolve over time or with covariates (Gilleland and Katz
[2016]). For instance, Fischer and Knutti [2015] apply dynamic GEV models to investigate the
rising frequency of heatwaves, while Lobell et al. [2011] explore how extreme temperature and
precipitation events affect global crop yields.

By integrating conditional time-varying copulas, BSTS models, and dynamic GEV distri-
butions, we provide in this paper a unified framework for modeling crop yields under climate
risk. Capturing the temporal evolution of marginal distributions, dependence structures, and
external risk factors, our approach addresses key limitations of existing models and offers robust
tools for forecasting agricultural outcomes in the context of climate change.

3 Data

In this section, we present and explore the data that we will use in the remainder of the paper
to build our model and analyze the impacts of extreme climate events on crop yields.

3.1 Crops data

Although our method can be extended to a sparse domain, we focus our analysis on public
data related to crop yields in the Canadian province of Ontario. The province is divided into
five Census Agricultural Regions (CARs), which are defined by Statistics Canada to group
census divisions with similar agricultural characteristics. These regions are commonly used for
statistical reporting and analysis of agricultural trends, as they provide a coherent framework
for comparing agricultural practices and results in different areas within the province.

Each CAR is further subdivided into smaller census divisions that serve as the primary
administrative units for collecting and reporting agricultural data. Census divisions typically
align with county or regional boundaries and provide granular information on agricultural
production, demographics, and land use. The crop yield data used in this study are available
at the level of these census divisions, offering a detailed view of agricultural productivity across
Ontario.

As illustrated in Figure 3, we start by considering Census Agricultural Regions 1 to 4, which
include Southern Ontario, Western Ontario, Central Ontario, and Eastern Ontario. These
regions are located in the southern and southeastern parts of the province, where agriculture
is more prevalent due to favorable climate and soil conditions. This regional focus ensures
that the study remains relevant in areas where agriculture plays a significant role in the local
economy and land use, while also allowing us to take advantage of the availability of detailed
public data on crop yields from these divisions.

More specifically, we collect winter wheat crop yield data, spanning the years 1950 to 2022.
These data were sourced from the official Ontario data portal1, which provides a reliable and
detailed historical record of agricultural production across the province. The dataset includes
annual yield measurements of a large variety of crops, including winter wheat.

Although public data are available for most census divisions in Ontario, the completeness
and quality of the data vary across divisions. In some cases, data for certain years are missing,
limiting their usability for longitudinal analysis. To ensure robustness and consistency in our
study, we focus on twenty-four specific census divisions with complete data records.

1https://data.ontario.ca/
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Figure 1: Census agricultural regions of Ontario.

3.2 Core Climate Extreme Indices

In addition to crop yields data, we collect climatic and weather-related data for each census
division presented in Section 3.1. More specifically, we use the Core Climate Extreme Indices
developed by the Expert Team on Climate Change Detection and Indices (ETCCDI). These
indices are standardized methods to objectively measure and characterize climate change, of-
fering measures that are pivotal for climate change detection. We use them as a framework
to assess the impact of extreme climate conditions on wheat crop yields. Given that our crop
yields data are at the more granular level of the census divisions, the selected extreme climate
indices must be compatible with this geographical resolution. Accordingly, we use data from 28
extreme climate indices provided by ClimateData.ca2, chosen for their accessibility, objectivity,
and applicability. This data portal was launched in June 2019 by the Government of Canada in
an effort to provide projected and historical climate data openly and freely to researchers, pub-
lic health professionals, engineers, planners and anyone who require more detailed information
on climate change. The 28 indices are presented in Table 3 of Appendix A.

Given the limited length of the crop yield time series (1950–2022), including all 28 indices
would result in over-parameterization. To reduce dimensionality, we first assess linear correla-
tion among the indices, which reveals strong collinearity within temperature- and precipitation-
based subgroups (e.g., hot days and tropical nights, or various precipitation duration metrics).
This analysis is visualized in the correlation heatmap in Appendix B (Figure 8). We also ex-
plore tail dependence (Figures 9 and 10) to ensure that selected indices capture relationships in
the extremes—a key aspect for understanding climate risk. Notably, strong upper tail depen-
dence is observed among temperature-based indices, particularly between hot days and mean
temperatures.

Based on both collinearity and tail dependence, we retain five indices that best represent
the main climatic drivers without redundancy:

1. cdd: Maximum number of consecutive dry days, capturing drought risk.

2. rx1day: Annual maximum 1-day precipitation, relevant for assessing the impact of ex-

2https://climatedata.ca/

6



treme rainfall.

3. frost days: Number of frost days, reflecting potential cold stress during the growing
season.

4. tg mean: Mean daily temperature, chosen as a representative of overall thermal condi-
tions.

5. txgt 25: Number of days exceeding 25◦C, reflecting heat stress and linked to other hot
day metrics.

Figure 2 presents time series and scatter plots of these selected indices for the census
divisions of Dufferin (in red) and Wellington (in blue). The plots show upward trends in
temperature-related indices and yield, consistent with warming climate patterns and improved
agricultural productivity, while precipitation indices show no clear trend. Linear relationships
are more pronounced between yield and temperature-related indices than with precipitation-
related ones, supporting the choice of variables retained in the model.

Figure 2: Time series plots and scatter plots of indices.

4 Statistical Model

This section introduces the forecasting framework for crop yields. We begin by presenting the
notation that will be used throughout the section. We then introduce the marginal time series
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models for crop yields data, namely the Bayesian Structural Time Series Models. We then show
how we build the time-varying conditional copula models on the fitted residuals of the BSTS,
and how we incorporate extreme weather effects in the model.

4.1 Notation

We first describe the notation that we will use throughout the description of our model. In
particular, we introduce the following components:

• 𝑌𝑑,𝑡 ∈ R is a continuous random variable that denotes the crop yield in region 𝑑 at time
𝑡, for 𝑑 = 1, . . . , 𝐷 and 𝑡 = 1, . . . , 𝑇 .

• 𝑿𝑡 is a 1 × 𝑀 vector of climatic or meteorological random variables measured at time 𝑡
across all 𝐷 regions.

• 𝒁𝑑,𝑡 is a 1 × 𝑀 vector of climatic or meteorological random variables measured at time 𝑡
in region 𝑑.

As described in Section 3, we use the 28 core climate extreme indices defined by the Expert
Team on Climate Change Detection and Indices (ETCCDI) as variables 𝑿𝑡 and 𝒁𝑑,𝑡 . The risk
factors 𝒁𝑑,𝑡 thereby describe these indices in each region 𝑑, while 𝑿𝑡 measures them across all
𝐷 regions under consideration in our analysis.

4.2 Marginal Time Series Models for Crop Yields

We present here the marginal models employed to fit crop yields in each region, using a time
series framework as outlined in Section 3. While traditional time series models like ARIMAX-
GARCH may seem appealing, we discuss in this section the reasons why they may not be
suitable for crop yield data due to the limited number of observations, a common challenge
compared to typical financial time series. Instead, we propose Bayesian Structural Time Series
models as a more appropriate alternative.

A Bayesian Structural Time Series assumes that the observations of a given time series are
determined by a hidden state that evolves over time according to a Markov process. Bayesian
Structural Time Series models offer a highly flexible framework capable of accommodating a
wide variety of components to suit different data structures and temporal patterns. In this
case, we propose a BSTS model that incorporates a local linear trend, a seasonal component,
an autoregressive (AR) component, and a dynamic regression component, seeking this level of
flexibility to properly account for the specific nature and dependence patterns of crop yield
data. The observation equation is given by

𝑦𝑑,𝑡 = 𝑙𝑑,𝑡 + 𝑠𝑑,𝑡 +
𝑝∑︁
𝑙=1

𝜓𝑑,𝑙𝑒𝑑,𝑡−𝑙 +
𝑀∑︁
𝑚=1

𝛽𝑑,𝑚,𝑡𝑍𝑑,𝑚,𝑡 + 𝜖𝑑,𝑡 , (1)

where 𝜖𝑑,𝑡 ∼ N(0, 𝜎2
𝜖𝑑
). We describe the different components of this equation below.

• The local linear trend is represented by 𝑙𝑑,𝑡 and modeled by a random walk such that

𝑙𝑑,𝑡+1 = 𝑙𝑑,𝑡 + 𝜏𝑑,𝑡 + 𝜈𝑑,𝑡 , 𝜈𝑑,𝑡 ∼ N(0, 𝜎2
𝜈𝑑
),

where 𝑙𝑑,𝑡 stands for the local level of the time series, while 𝜏𝑑,𝑡 represents its slope (or
trend). This trend typically evolves as

𝜏𝑑,𝑡+1 = 𝜏𝑑,𝑡 + 𝜁𝑑,𝑡 , 𝜁𝑑,𝑡 ∼ N(0, 𝜎2
𝜁𝑑
).

These combined terms capture the linear trend in crop yield data, allowing for gradual
change over time.

8



• When applicable, 𝑠𝑑,𝑡 is the seasonal component, accounting for recurring patterns or
seasonal effects. It is computed at each time step as

𝑠𝑑,𝑡 = −
𝑆−1∑︁
𝑖=1

𝑠𝑑,𝑡−𝑖 + 𝜔𝑑,𝑡 , 𝜔𝑑,𝑡 ∼ N(0, 𝜎2
𝜔𝑑
),

where 𝑆 denotes the periodicity observed in the data. Note that if we work with yearly
crop yields, 𝑆 will be equal to 1, thereby removing the seasonal component from our
observation equation.

• The coefficients 𝜓𝑑,𝑙 , for 𝑙 = 1, . . . , 𝑝 capture the effects of previous lags of the residuals.
This auto-regressive component models the serial correlation in the crop yields, once the
trends, seasonality and other components have already been accounted for. This AR(p)
process is defined as

𝑒𝑑,𝑡 =

𝑝∑︁
𝑙=1

𝜓𝑑,𝑙𝑒𝑑,𝑡−𝑙 + 𝜂𝑑,𝑡 , 𝜂𝑑,𝑡 ∼ N(0, 𝜎2
𝜂𝑑
)

By explicitly modeling the dependence structure in the residuals, the AR process ensures
that any temporal correlation remaining after the contributions of trends, seasonality,
and risk factors is effectively removed, leaving the residuals as uncorrelated white noise.

• We can incorporate exogeneous risk factors in the BSTS model by capturing their impact
through the dynamic coefficients 𝜷𝑑,𝑡 . This dynamic regression approach differs from
static regression by allowing the coefficients to evolve over time, thereby adapting to
changing relationships between covariates and the response variable, which is particularly
important in dynamic systems like crop yields influenced by environmental factors. For
𝑑 = 1, . . . , 𝐷, 𝑚 = 1, . . . , 𝑀 and 𝑡 = 1, . . . , 𝑇 , these dynamic regression coefficients are
given by

𝛽𝑑,𝑚,𝑡+1 = 𝛽𝑑,𝑚,𝑡 + 𝜆𝑑,𝑡 , 𝜆𝑑,𝑡 ∼ N(0, 𝜎2
𝜆𝑑
).

• The remaining random fluctuations or unexplained variability in the crop yield data,
not accounted for by the trend, seasonal, auto-regressive or exogenous components, are
captured by the observation noise 𝜖𝑑,𝑡 .

BSTS models offer several advantages over classic time series approaches such as the com-
monly used ARIMAX-GARCH framework. In particular, they are a better choice when dealing
with time series with few data points like the crop yields data described in Section 3. BSTS
models are specifically designed to handle small datasets by incorporating prior information,
which helps stabilize parameter estimation and reduces overfitting. Unlike ARIMAX-GARCH
models that rely heavily on a large number of observations for accurate parameter estima-
tion, BSTS models leverage Bayesian inference to combine prior knowledge with observed data,
resulting in more robust estimates even when the data is sparse.

We write the density function for the BSTS described above as

𝑓 (𝑦𝑑,𝑡 | 𝝍𝑑 , 𝜎𝜖𝑑 , 𝜎𝜈𝑑 , 𝜎𝜁𝑑 , 𝜎𝜔𝑑
, 𝜎𝜂𝑑 , 𝜎𝜆𝑑 ) =

1√︃
2𝜋𝜎2

𝜖𝑑

exp

(
−
𝜖2
𝑑,𝑡

2𝜎2
𝜖𝑑

)
,

where

𝜖𝑑,𝑡 = 𝑦𝑑,𝑡 − 𝑙𝑑,𝑡 − 𝑠𝑑,𝑡 −
𝑝∑︁
𝑙=1

𝜓𝑑,𝑙𝑒𝑑,𝑡−𝑙 −
𝑀∑︁
𝑚=1

𝛽𝑑,𝑚,𝑡𝑍𝑑,𝑚,𝑡 .
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We then assume prior distributions for the model parameters 𝝍𝑑 and 𝝈2
𝑑
= {𝜎2

𝜖𝑑
, 𝜎2

𝜈𝑑
, 𝜎2

𝜁𝑑
, 𝜎2

𝜔𝑑
, 𝜎2

𝜂𝑑
, 𝜎2

𝜆𝑑
}.

We retrieve the posterior distribution by means, for example, of Markov Chain Monte Carlo
simulations:

𝑓BSTS(𝝍𝑑 ,𝝈2
𝑑) ∝

𝑇∏
𝑡=1

𝑓 (𝒚𝑑 | 𝝍𝑑 ,𝝈2
𝑑)𝜋(𝝍𝑑)𝜋(𝝈

2
𝑑),

where 𝜋(𝝈2
𝑑
) = 𝜋(𝜎𝜖𝑑 )𝜋(𝜎𝜈𝑑 )𝜋(𝜎𝜁𝑑 )𝜋(𝜎𝜔𝑑

)𝜋(𝜎𝜂𝑑 )𝜋(𝜎𝜆𝑑 ). The distributions 𝜋(.) are the priors
selected for the different model parameters. The likelihood function of the BSTS models for
the crop fields of each region 𝑑 is defined as

LBSTS(𝝍,𝝈2) =
𝐷∏
𝑑=1

𝑓BSTS(𝝍𝑑 ,𝝈2
𝑑)

∝ 𝑓 (𝒚𝑑 | 𝝍𝑑 ,𝝈2
𝑑)𝜋(𝝍𝑑)𝜋(𝝈

2
𝑑).

(2)

4.3 Time-varying conditional copula

We now describe how we capture the spatio-temporal dependence in crop yield data using a
time-varying conditional copula. We write the conditional joint cumulative distribution function
of the crop yields across all 𝐷 regions as

𝐹 (𝑦1,𝑡 , ..., 𝑦𝐷,𝑡 | 𝑿𝑡) = 𝐶 (𝑢1,𝑡 , . . . , 𝑢𝐷,𝑡 | 𝜃𝑡 (𝑿𝑡)).

In this expression, 𝐶 (.) is the copula used to jointly model the crop yields across all regions.
The terms 𝑢𝑑,𝑡 for 𝑑 = 1, . . . , 𝐷 are pseudo-observations retrieved from the BSTS models fitted
for the crop yields in each region 𝑑. If these marginal models have been correctly fitted, then
the residuals 𝜖𝑑,𝑡 are independent for all 𝑡 = 1, . . . , 𝑇 , implying the independence of the pseudo-
observations as well. The copula parameter, 𝜃𝑡 (𝑿𝑡), is the copula parameter varying with time
and with the vector of risk factors 𝑿𝑡 . The copula parameter varies over time to account
for temporal changes in the dependence structure. To fully capture any temporal dependence
influencing the crop yields, we model 𝜃𝑡 (𝑿𝑡) using the following expression:

𝜃𝑡 (𝑿𝑡) = 𝑔
(
𝜔 + 𝛼𝜃𝑡−1 +

𝑀∑︁
𝑚=1

𝛾𝑘,𝑡𝑋𝑘,𝑡

)
. (3)

This represents the time-varying copula parameter as a function of both its past values and
external covariates. The term 𝜔 denotes the intercept, capturing the baseline level of 𝜃𝑡 . The
coefficient 𝛼 quantifies the influence of the previous lag, 𝜃𝑡−1, reflecting how the dependence
structure evolves over time based on past values. The coefficients 𝜸𝑡 capture the effects of
climatic or meteorological variables on the copula parameter. The function 𝑔(.) ensures that
𝜃𝑡 remains within an appropriate range for the chosen copula family.

The pseudo-likelihood function for the conditional copula model is then given by

Lcopula(𝝎,𝜶, 𝜸) =
𝑇∏
𝑡=1

𝑐(𝑢1,𝑡 , . . . , 𝑢𝐷,𝑡 | 𝜃𝑡 (𝑿𝑡)), (4)

where 𝑐(.) is the copula density function.

10



4.4 Incorporating extreme weather effects

The weather and meteorological variables introduced in Section 3 are included in both Equa-
tion (1) for the marginal models of crop yields and Equation (3) for the time-varying copula
parameter. To incorporate the effects of extreme climate events into our model, a compelling
approach is to analyze these variables using extreme value theory. Specifically, we focus on
modeling the annual maximum values of each variable 𝑡 = 1, . . . , 𝑇 using Generalized Extreme
Value (GEV) distributions. This allows us to effectively capture the impact of extreme events
on both the marginal distributions and the dependence structure of crop yields.

In addition, to account for the time-variation in the covariates and to align with the dynamic
structure used in the BSTS model, we model the location parameter 𝜇𝑡 of the GEV distribution
as an autoregressive process of order 1 (AR(1)). This allows us to capture both short-term
fluctuations and long-term dependencies in the covariates. We thereby work with a dynamic
GEV distribution whose cumulative distribution function for 𝑍𝑑,𝑚 is given by

𝐹𝑍𝑑,𝑚 (𝑧𝑑,𝑚,𝑡 | 𝜇𝑑,𝑚,𝑡 , 𝜎𝑑,𝑚, 𝜉𝑑,𝑚) = exp

{
−

[
1 + 𝜉𝑑,𝑚

𝑧𝑑,𝑚,𝑡 − 𝜇𝑑,𝑚,𝑡
𝜎𝑑,𝑚

]−1/𝜉𝑑,𝑚}
,

where 𝜎𝑑,𝑚 and 𝜉𝑑,𝑚 are, respectively, the scale and shape parameters of risk factor 𝑘 in region
𝑑. We let the location parameter 𝜇𝑑,𝑚,𝑡 be time-varying and model it as

𝜇𝑑,𝑚,𝑡 = 𝜙𝑑,𝑚𝜇𝑑,𝑚,𝑡−1 + 𝜖𝑑,𝑚,𝑡 ,

with 𝜖𝑑,𝑚,𝑡 ∼ N(0, 𝜎2
𝜇𝑑,𝑚

). In this expression, 𝜙𝑑,𝑚 is the autoregrssive coefficient, capturing

the persistence 𝜇𝑑,𝑚,𝑡 over time, and 𝜎2
𝜇𝑑,𝑚

is the variance of the innovations 𝜖𝑑,𝑚,𝑡 , controlling
the magnitude of stochastic variations in 𝜇𝑑,𝑚,𝑡 . The density function associated to this AR(1)
model can be written as

𝑓𝜇𝑑,𝑚 (𝜇𝑑,𝑚,𝑡) =
1

√
2𝜋𝜎𝜇𝑑,𝑚

exp
(
− (𝜇𝑑,𝑚,𝑡 − 𝜙𝑑,𝑚𝜇𝑑,𝑚,𝑡−1)2

2𝜎2
𝜇𝑑,𝑚

)
.

This dynamic specification for 𝜇𝑑,𝑚,𝑡 aligns with the time-series framework of the BSTS
model, which similarly captures temporal evolution in the response variable and its covariates.
By modeling 𝜇𝑑,𝑚,𝑡 as an AR(1) process, we allow the location parameter of the GEV distri-
bution to evolve over time, reflecting the inherent temporal variability in extreme covariate
behavior. This structure introduces persistence in 𝜇𝑑,𝑚,𝑡 while enabling it to adapt to new
observations, making the model more flexible and realistic for time-dependent data.

Note that in this paper, we choose to keep the other GEV parameters, namely 𝜎𝑑,𝑚 and
𝜉𝑑,𝑚, fixed. This choice is motivated by both practical and interpretability considerations. First,
the location parameter governs the central tendency of extremes and is directly influenced by
systematic changes in climatic conditions. Allowing it to vary captures shifts in the level
of extreme events (e.g., increasing maximum temperatures or precipitation). While allowing
the other parameters to vary as well could capture changing variability of extremes, doing so
introduces additional complexity and increases the number of parameters to estimate, which
may not be feasible given our relatively short time series. Such arguments have similarly been
discussed, among others, in the works of Huerta and Sansó [2007] and De Paola et al. [2018].

The probability density function of the GEV is then written as

𝑓𝑍𝑑,𝑚 (𝑧𝑑,𝑚,𝑡 | 𝜇𝑑,𝑚,𝑡 , 𝜎𝑑,𝑚, 𝜉𝑑,𝑚) =
1

𝜎𝑑,𝑚

[
1 + 𝜉𝑑,𝑚

𝑧𝑑,𝑚,𝑡 − 𝜇𝑑,𝑚,𝑡
𝜎𝑑,𝑚

]−1−1/𝜉𝑑,𝑚
× exp

{
−

[
1 + 𝜉𝑑,𝑚

𝑧𝑑,𝑚,𝑡 − 𝜇𝑑,𝑚,𝑡
𝜎𝑑,𝑚

]−1/𝜉𝑑,𝑚}
.

(5)
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The likelihood contribution of the dynamic GEV models in the full model likelihood is given
by

L𝐺𝐸𝑉 (𝝓,𝝈𝝁,𝝈, 𝝃) =
𝑇∏
𝑡=1

𝐷∏
𝑑=1

𝑀∏
𝑘=1

(
1

𝜎𝑑,𝑚

[
1 + 𝜉𝑑,𝑚

𝑧𝑑,𝑚,𝑡 − 𝜇𝑑,𝑚,𝑡
𝜎𝑑,𝑚

]−1−1/𝜉𝑑,𝑚
× exp

{
−

[
1 + 𝜉𝑑,𝑚

𝑧𝑑,𝑚,𝑡 − 𝜇𝑑,𝑚,𝑡
𝜎𝑑,𝑚

]−1/𝜉𝑑,𝑚}
× 1
√
2𝜋𝜎𝜇𝑑,𝑚

exp
(
− (𝜇𝑑,𝑚,𝑡 − 𝜙𝑑,𝑚𝜇𝑑,𝑚,𝑡−1)2

2𝜎2
𝜇𝑑,𝑚

))
.

(6)

4.5 Full model pseudo-likelihood

We now combine the results from Sections 4.2, 4.3 and 4.4 to write the likelihood function of
our full model. The full set of parameters is given by 𝚯 = {𝜶, 𝜸,𝝈𝜃 , 𝝓,𝝈𝝁,𝝈, 𝝃}. We write the
full model pseudo-likelihood by combining the results from Equations (4) and (6) as

Lfull(𝚯) = Lcopula(𝝎,𝜶, 𝜸) × LGEV(𝝓,𝝈𝝁,𝝈, 𝝃)

=

𝑇∏
𝑡=1

{
𝑐(𝑢1,𝑡 , . . . , 𝑢𝐷,𝑡 | 𝜃𝑡 (𝑿𝑡))

𝐷∏
𝑑=1

𝑀∏
𝑘=1

(
𝑓𝑍𝑑,𝑚 (𝑧𝑑,𝑚,𝑡 | 𝜇𝑑,𝑚,𝑡 , 𝜎𝑑,𝑚, 𝜉𝑑,𝑚) 𝑓𝜇𝑑,𝑚 (𝜇𝑑,𝑚,𝑡)

)}
.

(7)
By modeling the time-varying location parameter 𝜇𝑑,𝑚,𝑡 of the GEV distribution as an AR(1)
process, we introduce a dynamic structure that reflects the temporal evolution of extreme
covariates, consistent with the time-varying dependence captured in the copula model through
𝜃𝑡 (𝑿𝑡). This alignment ensures coherence in the framework, as both components incorporate
temporal dependencies and allow the model to jointly account for dynamic changes in marginal
covariates and their influence on the dependence structure over time.

Using GEV also allows to simplify the model and only include the likelihood contribution
of each variable once since we now have for each variable 𝑘, with 𝑚 = 1, . . . , 𝑀 that

𝑋𝑚,𝑡 = max
𝑑=1,...,𝐷

𝑍𝑑,𝑚,𝑡 .

The maximum value of a variable across all 𝐷 regions will always be equal to the maximum
value in one of the regions.

An illustration of our model, using a simple example, is provided in the supplementary
material.

5 Clustering algorithm

In our proposed time-varying conditional copula framework for crop yield forecasting, we model
the spatio-temporal dependence between crop yields across different census divisions while
incorporating the effects of extreme climatic events. However, a significant challenge arises due
to the high-dimensional nature of the copula model when the number of census divisions is
large. A direct implementation of the full copula model across all census divisions would be
computationally expensive and infeasible due to the curse of dimensionality.

To address this scalability issue, we propose the use of a clustering algorithm to group census
divisions with similar dependence structures. Instead of estimating a single high-dimensional
copula, we estimate multiple lower-dimensional copulas within each cluster. This reduces com-
putational complexity while preserving essential dependence structures. Specifically, we adopt a
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Partitioning Around Medoids (PAM) algorithm similar to that proposed by Palacios Rodriguez
et al. [2023]. The PAM algorithm is a robust clustering technique that partitions census division
pairs into homogeneous groups based on a dissimilarity measure. It is particularly well-suited
for our application because it provides robust clustering even when using a non-Euclidean dis-
similarity measure. Unlike K-means, which relies on Euclidean distances and is sensitive to
outliers, PAM minimizes the total dissimilarity within each cluster by selecting representative
observations called medoids. In this paper, we quantify the dissimilarity between two pairs of
census divisions using a combined dissimilarity measure, incorporating both spatial distance
and copula-based dependence similarity.

For each pair of census divisions (𝑖, 𝑗), with 𝑖, 𝑗 = 1, . . . , 𝐷 and 𝑖 ≠ 𝑗 , we estimate the time-

varying copula parameter 𝜃
(𝑖, 𝑗)
𝑡 for each time 𝑡 = 1, . . . , 𝑇 . We then convert these parameters

into Kendall’s tau values, using the known relationship for a given copula family. For example,
for a Clayton copula:

𝜏
(𝑖, 𝑗)
𝑡 =

𝜃
(𝑖, 𝑗)
𝑡

𝜃
(𝑖, 𝑗)
𝑡 + 2

. (8)

The copula-based dependence similarity between two pairs (𝑖, 𝑗) and (𝑘, 𝑙) is computed as
the average absolute difference in their Kendall’s tau values over time:

𝑑
copula
(𝑖, 𝑗),(𝑘,𝑙) =

1

𝑇

𝑇∑︁
𝑡=1

���𝜏(𝑖, 𝑗)𝑡 − 𝜏(𝑘,𝑙)𝑡

��� . (9)

Since the copula dissimilarity is computed for pairs of census divisions, we aggregate it into
a census-level dissimilarity matrix by taking the maximum dissimilarity of all pairs containing
a given census division. This means that for each census division 𝑖, its aggregated dissimilarity
with another division 𝑗 is given by

𝑑
copula
𝑖, 𝑗

= max
(𝑖,𝑘)∈P𝑖 ,( 𝑗 ,𝑙)∈P 𝑗

𝑑
copula
(𝑖, 𝑗),(𝑘,𝑙) ,

where P𝑖 represents the set of all pairs involving census division 𝑖, and P 𝑗 represents the set of all
pairs involving 𝑗 . Using the maximum ensures that census divisions are assigned a dissimilarity
value based on their most distinct relationships, highlighting the strongest dependencies in the
data.

The spatial distance between census divisions 𝑖 and 𝑗 is denoted by 𝑑spatial(𝑖, 𝑗) , where spatial

proximity is computed using the Haversine formula, which measures the great-circle distance
between two census divisions based on their latitude and longitude:

𝑑
spatial
𝑖, 𝑗

= 𝑅 arccos
(
sin𝜓𝑖 sin𝜓𝑖 + cos𝜓𝑖 cos𝜓 𝑗 cos(𝜆𝑖 − 𝜆 𝑗 )

)
,

where 𝑅 denotes the Earth’s radius in km, while 𝜓 and 𝜆 represent, respectively, the latitude
and longitude of census divisions 𝑖 and 𝑗 .

Finally, we define the combined dissimilarity measure as:

𝑑(𝑖, 𝑗) = 𝛽𝑑
spatial
(𝑖, 𝑗) + (1 − 𝛽)𝑑copula(𝑖, 𝑗) , (10)

where 𝛽 ∈ [0, 1] is a weighting parameter that balances the contribution of spatial distance
and copula-based similarity. To determine the optimal value of 𝛽, we run the PAM clustering
for different possible values and evaluate clustering performance using silhouettes scores, that
measure how well-defined the clusters are, and the Dunn index, that measure cluster separation.
In addition, we select the optimal number of clusters using 𝑘−fold cross-validation.
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Algorithm 1: Dissimilarity measure for the PAM Clustering Algorithm

1: Define each possible pair of regions (𝑖, 𝑗), for 𝑖, 𝑗 = 1, . . . , 𝐷 and 𝑖 ≠ 𝑗 . For each pair,
estimate the parameters of the time-varying conditional copula model by optimizing the
pseudo-likelihood function from Equation (7).

2: For each pair of census divisions (𝑖, 𝑗),
1. Use the estimated model parameter to obtain the time-varying copula parameter

𝜃
(𝑖, 𝑗)
𝑡 , as well as the corresponding values of Kendall’s tau, 𝜏

(𝑖, 𝑗)
𝑡 .

2. Calculate the copula-based dissimilarity measure between each pair of census
divisions as

𝑑
copula
(𝑖, 𝑗),(𝑘,𝑙) =

1

𝑇

𝑇∑︁
𝑡=1

���𝜏(𝑖, 𝑗)𝑡 − 𝜏(𝑘,𝑙)𝑡

��� .
3. Obtain the copula-dissimilarity measure at census division-level by taking the

maximum dissimilarity

𝑑
copula
𝑖, 𝑗

= max
(𝑖,𝑘)∈P𝑖 ,( 𝑗 ,𝑙)∈P 𝑗

𝑑
copula
(𝑖, 𝑗),(𝑘,𝑙) .

4. Calculate the spatial distance-based dissimilarity measure using the Haversine
formula:

𝑑
spatial
𝑖, 𝑗

= 𝑅 arccos
(
sin𝜓𝑖 sin𝜓𝑖 + cos𝜓𝑖 cos𝜓 𝑗 cos(𝜆𝑖 − 𝜆 𝑗 )

)
5. Define the combined dissimilarity measure as

𝑑PAM
(𝑖, 𝑗) = 𝛽𝑑

spatial
(𝑖, 𝑗) + (1 − 𝛽)𝑑copula(𝑖, 𝑗) .

3: Define a grid of 𝐵 candidate values 𝛽𝑏, with 𝑏 = 1, . . . , 𝐵 such that 𝛽𝑏 ∈ [0, 1], and select
the number of clusters 𝐾 using a cross-validation method.

4: For each candidate value 𝛽𝑏 in the grid, run the PAM clustering algorithm to define the 𝐾
clusters. Compute the the Dunn Index:

𝐷 (𝛽𝑏) =
min

1≤𝑘,𝑚≤𝐾,𝑘≠𝑚
min

𝑖∈𝐶𝑘 , 𝑗∈𝐶𝑚

𝑑𝑖, 𝑗

max
1≤𝑘≤𝐾

max
𝑖, 𝑗∈𝐶𝑘

𝑑𝑖, 𝑗

5: Select the optimal value of 𝛽 that maximizes the Dunn Index:

𝛽opt = argmax
𝛽𝑏

𝐷 (𝛽𝑏),

such that the final combined dissimilarity measure is given by

𝑑(𝑖, 𝑗) = 𝛽opt𝑑
spatial
(𝑖, 𝑗) + (1 − 𝛽opt)𝑑copula(𝑖, 𝑗) .

6: Run the PAM clustering algorithm using 𝑑PAM
(𝑖, 𝑗) and 𝐾.
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6 Application

We now apply the model described in Section 4 and the PAM clustering algorithm from Section
5 to the Ontario crop yields data from Section 3. We begin this section by describing the
forecasting algorithms used in combination with our model. We then present forecasts using
five covariates, and end compare our results with forecasts using all 28 Core Climate Extreme
Indices as covariates, as well as other forecast settings.

6.1 Forecasting algorithm

Before showing the results of our model on the Ontario data, we present the algorithms used
to generate the crop yields forecasts. Algorithm 2 first describes how we fit the model and
estimate all necessary parameters. We show the full forecasting procedure in Algorithm 3.

Algorithm 2: Model fitting procedure

1: For 𝑘 in 1, ..., 𝐾 where 𝐾 is the total number of clusters used in the PAM clustering
algorithm, fit Bayesian Structural Time Series for crop yields 𝑌𝑘,𝑡 , where 𝑡 = 1, . . . , 𝑇 are
the time periods in the training data, and where 𝑘 represents the medoid of cluster 𝑘.

2: Extract the fitted residuals from each model, 𝜖 (𝑖)
𝑘,𝑡
, with 𝑖 = 1, . . . , 𝑛 − 𝑏 where 𝑛 is the

number of MCMC iterations performed to fit the BSTS, and 𝑏 the length of the burn-in
period.

3: Transform each value of the residuals into pseudo-observations using the assumption that

𝜖
(𝑖)
𝑘,𝑡

∼ N(0, 𝜎2

𝜖
(𝑖)
𝑘

),

where 𝜎2

𝜖
(𝑖)
𝑘

are sampled from the posterior distribution derived with the BSTS. We have

𝑢
(𝑖)
𝑘,𝑡

= 𝐹 (𝜖 (𝑖)
𝑘,𝑡
),

where 𝐹 (.) is the cumulative distribution function of the Normal(0, 𝜎2

𝜖
(𝑖)
𝑘

) distribution.
4: Keep only one value of the pseudo-observation per time 𝑡 by taking the average of the
𝑛 − 𝑏 values derived for each time period in the previous step:

𝑢𝑘,𝑡 =

∑𝑛−𝑏
𝑖=1 𝑢

(𝑖)
𝑘,𝑡

𝑛 − 𝑏 .

5: Using the 𝑇 pseudo-observations obtained in the previous step, optimize the
pseudo-likelihood function given in Equation (7) to obtain all necessary parameter
estimates.

6.2 Forecasts

We first consider the five covariates selected and described in Section 3, namely the annual
maximum number of consecutive days with precipitations below 1 mm (𝑋1), the number of
days with precipitations above 10 mm (𝑋2), the number of frost days (𝑋3), the annual mean
of daily mean temperatures (𝑋4), and the number of days with temperatures exceeding 25◦𝐶
(𝑋5).
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Algorithm 3: Forecasting procedure

1: Fit the model and retrieve all parameter estimates using Algorithm 2.
2: For forecasting periods 𝑡∗ = 𝑇 + 1, . . . , 𝑇∗, where 𝑇 is the total number of periods in the

training data,

1. For risk factor 𝑚 = 1, . . . , 𝑀,

• simulate a new observation 𝜖𝑑,𝑚,𝑡∗ ∼ N(0, 𝜎̂𝜇𝑑,𝑚)
• use 𝜖𝑑,𝑚,𝑡∗ to calculate a new value of the GEV location parameter:

𝜇𝑑,𝑚,𝑡∗ = 𝜙𝑑,𝑚𝜇𝑑,𝑚,𝑡∗−1 + 𝜖𝑑,𝑚,𝑡∗

• simulate a new realisation of the covariate:

𝑧𝑑,𝑚,𝑡∗ = 𝐹
−1
𝑍𝑚,𝑡 (𝑢𝑑,𝑚; 𝜇𝑑,𝑚,𝑡∗ , 𝜎̂𝑑,𝑚, 𝜉𝑑,𝑚), with 𝑢𝑑,𝑚 ∼ U(0, 1).

2. Retrive the new realisation of 𝑋𝑚,𝑡∗ using

𝑥𝑚,𝑡∗ = max
𝑑=1,...,𝐷

𝑧𝑑,𝑚,𝑡∗ .

3. Compute the new value of the copula dependence parameter:

𝜃𝑡∗ (𝒙𝑡∗) = 𝑔
(
𝜔̂ + 𝛼̂𝜃𝑡∗−1 +

𝑀∑︁
𝑚=1

𝛾𝑚𝑥𝑚,𝑡∗
)
.

4. For 𝑑 = 1, . . . , 𝐷, simulate a 1 × (𝑛 − 𝑏) vector of pseudo-observations 𝑢(𝑖)
𝑑,𝑡∗ from the

copula with dependence parameter 𝜃𝑡∗ (𝒙𝑡∗).
5. For each 𝑖 = 1, . . . , 𝑛 − 𝑏, transform 𝑢

(𝑖)
𝑑,𝑡∗ back into residuals using

𝜖
(𝑖)
𝑑,𝑡∗ = 𝐹

−1(𝑢(𝑖)
𝑑,𝑡∗),

where 𝐹−1(.) is the inverse cumulative distribution function of the Normal(0, 𝜎2

𝜖
(𝑖)
𝑑

)
distribution.

6. Combine outputs from the BSTS models with the residuals calculated in the
previous step to obtain the new crop yield forecast in region 𝑑:

𝑦𝑑,𝑡∗ = 𝑙𝑑,𝑡∗ + 𝑠𝑑,𝑡∗ +
𝑝∑︁
𝑖=1

𝜓𝑑,𝑙𝑒𝑑,𝑡∗−𝑙 +
𝑀∑︁
𝑚=1

𝛽𝑑,𝑚,𝑡∗𝑧𝑑,𝑚,𝑡∗ + 𝜖𝑑,𝑡∗ ,

where 𝜖𝑑,𝑡∗ is sampled from the 𝑛 − 𝑏 simulated values 𝜖 (𝑖)
𝑑,𝑡∗ .

3: Repeat step 2 a sufficiently large enough amount of times to obtain a distribution of the
forecasted yields in all 𝐷 regions for time periods 𝑡∗ = 𝑇 + 1, . . . , 𝑇∗.
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We begin by fitting Bayesian Structural Time Series (BSTS) models to the crop yields of
the 24 census divisions considered in this study. For all models, we select the commonly chosen
prior uniform distribution U(−1, 1) for the coefficients of the auto-regressive component 𝜓𝑑,
with 𝑑 = 1, . . . , 24. We select the Inverse-Gamma distributions for the variance parameters, i.e.
𝜎2
𝜖𝑑
, 𝜎2

𝜈𝑑
, 𝜎2

𝜁𝑑
, 𝜎2

𝜂𝑑
and 𝜎2

𝜆𝑑
. We retrieve the posterior distributions for all these estimators by

performing 10,000 MCMC simulations. Note that, since we work with yearly crop yield data,
we do not include any seasonal component in the BSTS models.

We then extract the residuals 𝑢𝑑,𝑡 from these 𝐷 = 24 marginal models. We use them to run
the PAM clustering algorithm, systematically evaluating every possible pair of census divisions
and comparing them based on both their spatial dissimilarity (using the Haversine formula) and
our novel copula-based dissimilarity measure. The optimal number of clusters is determined
to be two, with medoids identified in the census divisions of Dufferin and Wellington (Prince
Edward). The resulting clusters are displayed on the map in Figure 3, with medoids marked
by stars. Cluster 1, centered around Dufferin, is shown in red, while Cluster 2, surrounding
Wellington, is depicted in blue.

These results are not only statistically significant but also geographically meaningful, as
they align closely with the agricultural profile of Ontario. According to the Ontario Ministry
of Agriculture, Food and Rural Affairs (OMAFRA), Ontario’s agriculture is primarily con-
centrated in two distinct regions: the fertile farmland of Southwestern Ontario, considered
prime agricultural area, including the Greater Toronto Area (GTA) and westward, and the
less agriculturally intensive region to the east of Toronto (Government of Ontario [2025]). The
red cluster, which encompasses the Dufferin area and extends west of Toronto, correlates with
Southwestern Ontario’s highly productive agricultural belt, known for its rich soils and high
crop yields. This region supports significant agricultural activities, including the production of
grains, oilseeds, and horticultural crops. Conversely, the blue cluster, located east of Toronto
around Wellington, aligns with a region characterized by lower agricultural density and more
diverse land use, including forests and residential areas.

The fact that the PAM algorithm successfully identified these two distinct agricultural zones
demonstrates its ability to capture complex spatial and dependency structures within the crop
yield data. By integrating spatial information with copula-based measures of dependence, our
method reflects the real-world geographical segmentation of agricultural production in Ontario,
highlighting the algorithm’s robustness and interpretative value in agricultural modeling.

Figure 3: Clusters formed by the PAM algorithm, shown on a map of Ontario.

To evaluate the added value of incorporating dependence structures into the clustering pro-
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cess via the copula-based dissimilarity measure, we compared these results with those obtained
using a more traditional spatial-based only dissimilarity measure. Interestingly, both methods
produced the same two clusters, suggesting that spatial proximity remains a dominant factor in
shaping agricultural similarity across regions. However, we observe a difference in the medoid
selected for the first cluster. While the combined copula and spatial dissimilarity approach
identifies Dufferin as the medoid, the spatial-only method selects Brantford. This shift is in-
tuitive, as Brantford is more centrally located within the cluster from a purely geographical
perspective, reflecting the fact that spatial proximity is the sole driver of similarity in the
spatial-only approach.

Figure 4 displays the boxplots of within-cluster dissimilarities obtained with both ap-
proaches. We observe that the clusters produced using our combined dissimilarity measure
are more cohesive. Specifically, the distribution of within-cluster distances under our approach
shows a reduced variability compared to the spatial-only method. This indicates that, even
though the cluster assignments remain stable, our copula-based dissimilarity matrix leads to
tighter and more internally consistent clusters. It confirms that the inclusion of dependence
dynamics, captured through time-varying copulas, adds meaningful refinement to the clustering
process by ensuring that regions grouped together are not only geographically close but also
exhibit similar patterns in crop yield dependencies over time.

Figure 4: Boxplots of the within-cluster dissimilarities.

With our two clusters, we then optimize the pseudo-likelihood function from Equation (7),
for 𝐷 = 𝐾 = 2 and 𝑀 = 5. The conditional copula parameter is given by

𝜃𝑡 (𝑿𝑡) = 𝑔(𝜔 + 𝛼𝜃𝑡−1 + 𝛾1𝑋1,𝑡 + 𝛾2𝑋2,𝑡 + 𝛾3𝑋3,𝑡 + 𝛾4𝑋4,𝑡 + 𝛾5𝑋5,𝑡),

while the dynamic GEV density functions for 𝑍𝑑,𝑚,𝑡 , with 𝑘 = 1, . . . , 5 are given by Equation
(5), for 𝑑 = 1, 2.

We can then optimize the pseudo-likelihood function from Equation (7). We select the initial
parameter values using the method of moment matching, ensuring that the starting estimates
are consistent with the empirical moments of the data. We use five different copulas to model
the dependence between our crop yields: one elliptical copula, namely the Gaussian copula,
and four Archimedean copulas, the Clayton, Frank, Gumbel and Joe copulas. Table 1 presents
the average mean squared error (AMSE) from each model, computed as

AMSE =
1

2𝑛

𝑛∑︁
𝑖=1

2∑︁
𝑑=1

(𝑦𝑑,𝑖 − 𝑦𝑑,𝑖)2. (11)

The results from Table 1 indicate that the Gumbel copula provides the best fit for modeling
the dependence structure in the data, as it minimizes the Average Mean Squared Error (AMSE).
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Copula AMSE

Gaussian 399.2726
Clayton 378.8733
Frank 365.8299
Gumbel 364.8268
Joe 372.0145

Table 1: Model comparison

This suggest that the dependence is characterized by upper tail and lower tail dependence,
where extreme high and low values in the marginal distributions are more likely to occur
simulateneously. The Gaussian copula shows the highest AMSE of 399.2726, suggesting that
the assumption of linear dependence might not fully capture the complex dependencies present
in the data. This reinforces the need for more flexible dependency structures in agricultural
yield forecasting, especially under the influence of extreme climatic conditions.

Figure 5 shows the results of 1,000 simulations for the crop yields of both census divisions
from 2004 to 2022, using the conditional time-varying Gumbel copula. In both plots, the purple
line represents the average of the simulations, the shaded area shows their 95% confidence
interval and the dotted lines stand for the actual crop yields observed in the validation set.

Figure 5: Crop yields simulations for Dufferin (left) and Wellington (right).

The forecasted crop yields for both Dufferin and Wellington show a strong alignment with
the observed data, demonstrating the effectiveness of the Gumbel copula model in capturing
the dependence structure between census divisions. The forecasts not only track the general
upward trend in crop yields but also adapt well to short-term fluctuations.

The confidence intervals, represented by the shaded purple areas, provide a robust quantifi-
cation of uncertainty. They successfully encompass the full range of observed values, including
both the extreme peaks and troughs in crop yields. This indicates that the model is ap-
propriately capturing the inherent volatility in agricultural production, which can be heavily
influenced by unpredictable climatic conditions.

A noteworthy observation is the broader confidence interval for the Wellington region com-
pared to Dufferin. This suggests a higher uncertainty in crop yield predictions for Wellington,
potentially reflecting greater sensitivity to external risk factors such as climate variability. This
difference in uncertainty levels between the two regions aligns with the known agricultural and
environmental characteristics of Ontario. The Dufferin region, situated in a more agriculturally
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intensive and stable area, exhibits less volatility, whereas Wellington, located towards the less
productive eastern zone, demonstrates more variability in crop yields.

6.2.1 Impact of dependence modeling on crop yield forecasts

We now compare the forecasts obtained with our time-varying conditional copula model to
an approach that assumes independence betwen the regions. More specifically, we replace the
Gumbel copula from the previous section by the independence copula. The comparison between
the forecasts resulting from both approaches is presented in Figure 6.

Figure 6: Comparison of forecasts using the copula-based model (purple) and independence
(grey).

The comparison between the copula-based forecasts (in purple) and the marginal-based
forecasts (in grey) provides valuable insights into the impact of modeling both spatial and
temporal dependence through the time-varying conditional copula approach. For both Dufferin
andWellington, the copula-based forecasts generally follow the observed crop yields more closely
than the marginal-based forecasts, highlighting the added predictive power of accounting for
evolving dependencies over time and between regions.

The confidence intervals associated with the copula-based forecasts are broader, reflecting
the model’s ability to incorporate the uncertainty related to the dependence structure both
across census divisions and over time. This is particularly evident in the Dufferin region, where
the increased variation in crop yields is well captured by the purple shaded area. In contrast,
the marginal-based model, which assumes spatial independence, produces narrower confidence
intervals that may underestimate the true variability of crop yields, especially in the presence
of correlated extreme events.

Another key observation is the difference in the forecasted trajectories. While the marginal-
based forecasts tend to smooth out short-term variations and provide a more linear projection,
the copula-based forecasts exhibit greater flexibility, adapting dynamically to changes in crop
yields influenced by shared climate risks and temporal trends. This adaptability is particularly
beneficial for forecasting scenarios where extreme climatic conditions may create sudden shifts
in agricultural output.

Overall, these plots demonstrate the advantage of using a copula-based approach to better
capture both the trends and the uncertainty in crop yields. By modeling the evolving spatial
and temporal dependencies, the copula-based model enhances the robustness of the forecasts,
offering more reliable predictions that could support agricultural risk management and decision-
making processes.
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6.2.2 Impact of extreme event modeling on crop yield forecasts

In Figure 7, we compare our approach of forecasting crop yields using the time-varying con-
ditional copula model where the climatic covariates are modeled using dynamic Generalized
Extreme Value (GEV) distributions (left panels) to an approach where the covariates are di-
rectly taken as observations without a GEV model (right panels). The dynamic GEV model
allows for a more flexible representation of extreme climatic events by modeling the covariates’
behavior over time, especially their tails and the influence of extreme values. In contrast, using
the raw covariate observations without modeling assumes that the covariate values are perfectly
known and do not account for the uncertainty in their distribution, particularly under extreme
scenarios. This comparison highlights the effect of explicitly modeling extreme weather and
climatic events within our forecasting framework.

Figure 7: Comparison of forecasts using the copula-based model with (left) and without (right)
dynamic GEV for the covariates.

The first observation from the plots is that the forecasts with the GEV models (left panels)
provide wider confidence intervals compared to the forecasts without the GEV models (right
panels). This broader uncertainty band is indicative of the model capturing not only the
expected climatic influences but also the potential variability introduced by extreme weather
events. This is particularly relevant for agricultural forecasting, where extreme events like
droughts or floods can lead to significant deviations in crop yields.

For the Dufferin region, the GEV-based model (top-left panel) achieves a better alignment
with the observed data, especially during periods of high variability. The confidence intervals
encompass most of the observed peaks and troughs in the data, suggesting that the model effec-
tively accounts for the underlying uncertainty and the impact of extreme climatic conditions.
The model without GEV (top-right panel), however, generates narrower confidence intervals
that often miss the extreme variations, potentially underestimating the risk of extreme out-
comes in crop yields.

In the Wellington region, similar patterns are observed. The GEV-based model (bottom-left
panel) shows a more flexible adaptation to observed yield changes, with confidence intervals
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that appropriately reflect the variability in the data. In contrast, the non-GEV model (bottom-
right panel) tends to provide a smoother forecast with narrower confidence bounds, which may
overlook critical variations caused by extreme weather events. For both census divisions, the
non-GEV forecasts also seem to underestimate the observed data on average compared to the
GEV forecats.

Overall, incorporating dynamic GEV models for the covariates within the time-varying
conditional copula framework provides a more robust and cautious forecasting approach. It
captures not only the dependence structure across regions and time but also the potential
impacts of extreme climatic conditions.

6.2.3 Results summary

To summarise the results from the three different forecasting approaches considered in this
section, we calculate for each census division the average mean squared error (AMSE) and the
average mean absolute errors (AMAE) of the forecasts. More specifically, for census divisions
𝑑 with 𝑑 = 1, 2, we use

AMSE𝑑 =
1

𝑁

𝑁∑︁
𝑖=1

(
1

𝑇

𝑇∑︁
𝑡=1

(𝑦𝑑,𝑡 − 𝑦 (𝑛)𝑑,𝑡 )
2

)
AMAE𝑑 =

1

𝑁

𝑁∑︁
𝑛=1

(
1

𝑇

𝑇∑︁
𝑡=1

|𝑦𝑑,𝑡 − 𝑦 (𝑛)𝑑,𝑡 |
)
,

where 𝑁 represents the total number of forecasts simulations performed and 𝑇 is the number
of forecasted periods. We present the results for Dufferin and Wellington in Table 2.

Model
AMAE AMSE

Dufferin Wellington Dufferin Wellington

Gumbel copula with GEV 11.0088 8.0546 163.6467 94.4161
Independence copula with GEV 11.6379 13.5008 187.9113 220.5978
Gumbel copula without GEV 11.8584 16.7879 190.1951 336.6769

Table 2: Average mean absolute errors (AMAE) and average mean squared error (AMSE) of
different models for both census divisions.

Our model combining a Gumbel copula with a Generalized Extreme Value (GEV) frame-
work achieves a strong performance overall, particularly in Wellington, where it records the
lowest AMAE of 8.0546 and lowest AMSE of 94.4161. This indicates that modeling both the
dependence structure between regions through a time-varying conditional copula and account-
ing for extreme climatic events with a GEV distribution contribute significantly to forecast
accuracy. Similar results are observed for the Dufferin census division, although the difference
in performance between the models is less marked.

The Independence copula with GEV performs worse than the Gumbel copula with GEV,
especially in Wellington, where the AMAE is significantly higher. This suggests that assuming
independence between crop yields in different regions is a poor assumption and leads to less
accurate predictions.

The Gumbel copula without GEV is the worst-performing model overall. The AMAE values
are the highest for both Dufferin (11.8584) and Wellington (16.7879), and the AMSE values
are also the worst (190.1951 for Dufferin and 336.6769 for Wellington). This demonstrates that
failing to model extreme climate effects properly leads to larger forecast errors, especially in
squared error terms.
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Since the Gumbel copula without GEV has the highest AMSE, this suggests that it occa-
sionally produces extremely poor forecasts, which drastically increases the squared error. The
Independence copula with GEV also exhibits high AMSE values, indicating that assuming in-
dependence between crop yields can lead to extreme mispredictions when strong dependencies
exist.

7 Conclusion

We present a novel forecasting framework for crop yields that accounts for both spatio-temporal
dependence and the effects of extreme weather events and climate change. Specifically, our
approach integrates a Bayesian methodology for modeling the marginal distributions of crop
yields with a pseudo-likelihood optimization framework for the joint dependence structure.
Marginal crop yields are modeled using Bayesian Structural Time Series (BSTS), which provide
flexibility in capturing trends and covariate effects, perform well in small-sample settings, and
offer robust uncertainty quantification. The dependence structure is then modeled using a time-
varying conditional copula, where the copula parameter dynamically evolves as a function of its
past values and extreme weather covariates. To further improve the representation of extreme
climatic effects, we model the covariates using dynamic Generalized Extreme Value (GEV)
distributions, allowing the framework to incorporate evolving risk factors more effectively.

A key contribution of this work is the development of a new dissimilarity measure for clus-
tering, which significantly improves the scalability of our model. We introduce a combined
dissimilarity measure, which integrates both spatial and copula-based dependence metrics, of-
fering a more informative and flexible criterion for clustering agricultural regions. Using Par-
titioning Around Medoids (PAM) clustering, we demonstrate the efficiency of this approach
by identifying the two most distinct and influential agricultural regions in Ontario, allowing
us to reduce the dimensionality of our dependence structure while retaining the most critical
spatial dependencies. This not only enhances computational efficiency but also facilitates the
application of our model on a larger scale, making it suitable for forecasting across broader
agricultural landscapes.

We apply this framework to winter wheat crop yield data from multiple census divisions in
Ontario, incorporating 28 core climate extreme indices developed by the ETCCDI as weather
covariates. Our analysis evaluates four Archimedean copulas and one elliptical copula. The
results indicate that Archimedean copulas provide a better fit than the Gaussian copula, un-
derscoring the importance of capturing tail dependencies in crop yield data.

To assess the performance of our approach, we compare the copula-based forecasts with
those obtained solely from BSTS models applied to the marginal distributions, without incor-
porating dependence structures or modeling covariates as dynamic GEV distributions. The
results confirm that copula-based forecasts exhibit narrower confidence intervals, indicating a
reduction in forecast uncertainty. This improvement is likely due to the explicit modeling of spa-
tial dependencies and the dynamic evolution of the copula parameter, as well as the enhanced
representation of climate risks through dynamic GEV modeling. However, the magnitude of
the improvement varies across regions, suggesting that further refinements—such as allowing
for more flexible dependence structures—could enhance predictive accuracy.

The comparative evaluation of forecasting errors further reinforces the effectiveness of our
approach. The Gumbel copula with GEV consistently outperforms the alternative models,
achieving the lowest AMAE and AMSE values across all regions. This result highlights the
importance of accounting for both spatial dependence and extreme weather effects, as ignoring
these components leads to higher forecast errors, particularly in squared error terms. The
independence copula with GEV performs worse than the Gumbel copula, emphasizing that
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assuming independence between regions introduces significant forecast bias. Similarly, the
Gumbel copula without GEV exhibits the highest AMSE values, suggesting that failing to model
extreme weather leads to large, infrequent errors that disproportionately affect squared loss
metrics. These findings confirm that jointly modeling spatio-temporal dependencies, extreme
weather risks, and clustering-based dimensionality reduction enhances forecasting accuracy and
reliability.

Future work could explore refinements to the dependence structure by moving beyond a
single Archimedean copula when working in higher dimensions. Since Archimedean copulas
are governed by a single dependence parameter, they may oversimplify complex dependence
patterns across multiple regions, particularly those that are geographically distant. An alter-
native could involve using vine copulas, which allow for pairwise dependence modeling while
still capturing tail dependencies—an important feature in agricultural forecasting. Addition-
ally, further work could incorporate additional covariates, test the model on different crops
or regions, and refine clustering techniques to optimize computational efficiency in large-scale
applications.

Overall, this study introduces a comprehensive, interpretable, and scalable forecasting
framework, integrating Bayesian time series modeling, time-varying conditional copulas, dy-
namic extreme value modeling, and a clustering methodology. By implementing these methods
in an open-source R package, we provide researchers and policymakers with a reproducible and
adaptable tool for improving crop yield forecasts under evolving climate risks. These advance-
ments contribute to more accurate and resilient agricultural forecasting, with direct applications
in food security planning, agricultural risk management, and climate adaptation strategies.

The R package implementing our proposed methodology is publicly available for download on
CRAN, ensuring easy reproducibility and application of our framework. https://cran.r-project.
org/web/packages/STCCGEV/index.html
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A ETCCDI Climate Extreme Indices

Table 3: ETCCDI Climate Extreme Indices

Category Index Name Description

Temperature-Based

TXx Annual maximum of daily maximum temperatures.
TNx Annual maximum of daily minimum temperatures.
TXn Annual minimum of daily maximum temperatures.
TNn Annual minimum of daily minimum temperatures.
SU Number of summer days (days with maximum temperature > 25°C).
TR Number of tropical nights (days with minimum temperature > 20°C).
FD Number of frost days (days with minimum temperature < 0°C).
ID Number of icing days (days with maximum temperature < 0°C).
GSL Growing season length (annual count of days between first span of at

least 6 days with daily mean temperature ¿ 5°C and first span after July
1st of 6 days with daily mean temperature < 5°C).

DTR Daily temperature range (monthly mean difference between daily maxi-
mum and minimum temperature).

TN10p Percentage of days when daily minimum temperature < 10th percentile.
TX10p Percentage of days when daily maximum temperature < 10th percentile.
TN90p Percentage of days when daily minimum temperature > 90th percentile.
TX90p Percentage of days when daily maximum temperature > 90th percentile.
WSDI Warm spell duration index (annual count of days with at least 6 consec-

utive days when daily maximum temperature > 90th percentile).
CSDI Cold spell duration index (annual count of days with at least 6 consecu-

tive days when daily minimum temperature < 10th percentile).

Precipitation-Based

PRCPTOT Annual total precipitation in wet days (days with precipitation ≥ 1mm).
SDII Simple daily intensity index (ratio of annual total precipitation to the

number of wet days).
R10mm Number of heavy precipitation days (days with precipitation ≥ 10mm).
R20mm Number of very heavy precipitation days (days with precipitation ≥

20mm).
Rnnmm Number of days with precipitation ≥ nnmm (user-defined threshold).
RX1day Annual maximum 1-day precipitation.
RX5day Annual maximum consecutive 5-day precipitation.
CDD Consecutive dry days (maximum number of consecutive days with pre-

cipitation < 1mm).
CWD Consecutive wet days (maximum number of consecutive days with pre-

cipitation ≥ 1mm).
R95pTOT Annual total precipitation from very wet days (days with precipitation

> 95th percentile).
R99pTOT Annual total precipitation from extremely wet days (days with precipi-

tation > 99th percentile).

B Correlation and tail-dependence matrices for the Core

Climate Extreme Indices
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Figure 8: Correlation heat map of indices.
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Figure 9: 1% tail dependence of indices.
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Figure 10: Upper and lower tail dependence coefficients.
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C Parameter estimates for the four-dimensional copula

model

Table 4: Estimated parameters for the conditional copula

Copula 𝜔 𝛼 𝛾1 𝛾2 𝛾3 𝛾4 𝛾5

Gaussian 0.8191 0.4949 0.0191 -0.0092 -0.0034 0.0191 0.0122
Clayton 0.8016 0.5029 -0.0015 0.0018 -0.0011 0.0014 -0.0001
Frank 0.8173 0.4834 0.0173 0.4079 0.0173 0.0173 0.0173
Gumbel 0.8096 0.4905 0.0092 -0.0791 0.0034 0.0164 0.0142
Joe 0.8190 0.4908 0.0190 0.0190 0.0190 0.0190 0.0190
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