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Abstract—This paper presents a generative artificial intelli-
gence approach to probabilistic forecasting of electricity market
signals, such as real-time locational marginal prices and area
control error signals. Inspired by the Wiener-Kallianpur inno-
vation representation of nonparametric time series, we propose
a weak innovation autoencoder architecture and a novel deep
learning algorithm that extracts the canonical independent and
identically distributed innovation sequence of the time series,
from which future time series samples are generated. The validity
of the proposed approach is established by proving that, under
ideal training conditions, the generated samples have the same
conditional probability distribution as that of the ground truth.
Three applications involving highly dynamic and volatile time
series in real-time market operations are considered: (i) locational
marginal price forecasting for self-scheduled resources such
as battery storage participants, (ii) interregional price spread
forecasting for virtual bidders in interchange markets, and (iii)
area control error forecasting for frequency regulations. Numer-
ical studies based on market data from multiple independent
system operators demonstrate the superior performance of the
proposed generative forecaster over leading classical and modern
machine learning techniques under both probabilistic and point
forecasting metrics.

Index Terms—Probabilistic forecasting, electricity price fore-
casting, representation learning, scenario generation, generative
artificial intelligence, bidding strategies for energy and ancillary
service markets, and risk-sensitive market operations.

1. INTRODUCTION

A defining feature of generative artificial intelligence (AI)
is its ability to produce artificial samples that resemble reality.
In particular, generative Al learns the underlying structure of
a phenomenon from examples, from which an arbitrarily large
number of artificial samples having the same properties exhib-
ited in the examples are produced. The success of generative
Al is well documented [[1]].

The classical subject of forecasting has a natural connection
with generative Al through probabilistic forecasting. Given
past observations, probabilistic forecasting aims to obtain the
conditional probability distribution of future time series given
the past observations. Once such a distribution is obtained,
Monte-Carlo samples of the future time series can be gen-
erated. The pre-deep-learning era approaches to probabilistic
forecasting are mostly model-based. By imposing a spe-
cific parametric structure on the conditional distribution, e.g.,
Gaussian distribution with mean and variance as parameters,
probabilistic forecasting becomes estimating parameters of the
probability distribution from past observations using point
estimation or Bayesian techniques. However, such parametric
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approaches cannot adequately capture temporal dependencies
for highly complex time series such as natural language
time series. To this end, generative Al techniques involving
sophisticated neural networks and novel machine learning
methods have achieved remarkable performance in real-world
applications unmatched by conventional methods.

This paper develops a generative probabilistic forecasting
(GPF) solution using a generative Al approach to forecasting
electricity market signals such as locational marginal prices
(LMPs), area control errors (ACEs), and more. In particular,
we develop a multivariate nonparametric forecasting tech-
nique that directly generates future time series samples based
on current and past observations, bypassing computational and
sample complexity challenges of estimating the conditional
probability distribution. Currently, such nonparametric GPF
techniques with provable performance are lacking.

A. Literature Review

The literature on parametric and nonparametric probabilistic
forecasting is vast. See earlier reviews on the subject in [2]], [3],
[4]. Our review will focus on some of the classic and modern
machine learning-based techniques over the last decade. To
this end, we pay particular attention to methods suitable for
forecasting market operational quantities such as LMP and
power flows. Techniques for load and renewable generation
forecasting are not included.

Mainstream probabilistic forecasting techniques are from
parametric or nonparametric families. Parametric forecasting
predicts a parameterized conditional probability distribution of
future time series variables, reducing an infinite-dimensional
inference problem to one of finite-dimensional estimation.
Popular approaches include autoregressive and moving aver-
age models [S], (6], [[Z], 8], [9], Gaussian models [10], Stu-
dent’s r-distribution [[11]], and others [[12]. A classic benchmark
with strong performance is SNARX [4], which we include in
our comparison. While restricting probability distributions to
be parametric results in tractable computations, it comes with
the loss of accuracy from model mismatch.

Nonparametric forecasting has a long history. See [2] for a
review up to 1997. These techniques estimate the underlying
probability distribution or its derived properties (e.g., quantile)
without assuming a parametric form. Classical techniques
[13] face formidable sample and computational complexi-
ties, further magnified when the underlying time series has
arbitrary temporal dependencies. Quantile regression is one
of the most popular techniques for electricity prices. By
estimating multiple quantiles, one obtains a probability mass
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function as an approximation. Over the last decade, modern
machine learning techniques are widely adopted to compute
the conditional quantiles. Examples include Extreme Learning
Machine (ELM) [14]], Recurrent Neural Network (RNN) [15]],
and attention mechanism [16].

Most machine learning-based GPF methods adopt an au-
toencoder architecture from which samples of future time
series are generated. Examples include Variational AutoEn-
coder (VAE) based methods [[17], [18], [19], [20], normalizing
flows [21]], and denoising diffusion probabilistic models [22].
These techniques employ likelihood-based learning, implicitly
assuming independent data segments to compute a likelihood
upper bound. For time series with temporal dependencies, the
independent data assumption is tenuous.

GAN-based GPF methods [23]], [24] have also been pro-
posed. They involve a generator to map past observations and
exogenous IID samples to future time series samples. The
autoencoder is trained by matching generated samples with
historical data. Theoretical guarantees of such techniques to
produce the correct samples are missing.

Since GPF can produce almost any type of point forecasts,
we review a few point forecasters with established reputa-
tions in some applications. Large language model (LLM)-
based techniques have been developed for point forecasting
of time series [23], [26]]. We include transformer-based point
techniques as benchmarks for comparison in Sec. [[V] given
their demonstrated superior performance for natural languages
and other time series. Informer [27] and Pyraformer [28§]
are point forecasting techniques that adopted the popular
transformer model to capture the temporal dependencies. For
their award-winning contributions, we include [27] and [28]]
in our comparative study in this paper.

B. Summary of Contributions

The main contribution of this work is a weak innovation
autoencoder (WIAE) based GPF, abbreviated as WIAE-GPF.
Inspired by the classical Wiener-Kallianpur (strong) innovation
representation of time series [29], WIAE-GPF distinguishes
itself from existing autoencoder-based forecasters by con-
straining the latent process to be an independent and iden-
tical uniformly distributed (IID-uniform) innovation sequence,
which is shown to be Bayesian sufficient for forecasting future
time series. From this structure, we establish the validity of
WIAE-GPF in Theorem [l} showing that samples generated
by WIAE-GPF have the same conditional distribution as the
ground truth under ideal training conditions. Such a theoretical
guarantee is rare for nonparametric GPF methods.

Because practical implementations of WIAE are necessar-
ily finite-dimensional, we establish a structural convergence
property that the conditional distribution of the WIAE-GPF
output converges to that of the conditional distribution of the
time series. These theoretical contributions make the proposed
WIAE forecasting the first approach that achieves asymp-
totic consistency of GPF under idealized learning conditiong].
Sec. [l for details.

*To establish asymptotic optimality, we assume that the Wasserstein-GAN
learning achieves global optimality with infinite training data set.

There have been some but limited applications of generative
Al techniques in power system operations despite their acceler-
ated advances in representing and learning time series models.
Missing in particular are the validation and comparative stud-
ies using real-world market data. We fill this gap by comparing
the WIAE-GPF with leading traditional and machine-learning
algorithms for three applications: real-time LMP forecasting
for energy markets, interregional LMP spread forecasting
for interchange markets, and ACE forecasting for regulation
markets. Such comparisons are essential because these real-
time market signals have characteristics not present in media
signals such as video and natural language time series, where
machine learning techniques have demonstrated success. Both
LMP and ACE are highly dynamic time series with frequent
spikes. Our comparison study offers a compelling case for
WIAE-GPF across multiple performance measures for point
and probabilistic forecasters.

The idea of WIAE-GPF was first presented in a preliminary
version of this work [30], from which the current paper makes
substantial new contributiond]. In particular, the Bayesian
sufficiency theorem in Sec. [II-A] is significantly stronger
than that in [30]. Also new are a theorem (Theorem [l in
Sec. that establishes formally the validity of WIAE-
GPF and a theorem on the structural convergence (Theorem 2]
in Sec. [MI=B). We considered three specific real-time market
applications, two of the three were not considered in [30].
The numerical results for all three applications as well as the
analysis and discussions are all new.

C. Organization and Notations

This paper is organized as follows. Sec. [LI] presents a non-
parametric multivariate model and innovation representations.
Sec. [l develops WIAE-GPF, the proposed GPF algorithm.
Sec.[[V] presents the application of WIAE-GPF in three market
operations and the comparison studies of major forecasting
benchmarks.

The notations used in this paper are standard. Random
variables are in capital letters and their realizations in low-
ercases. We use (X;) to denote a multivariate random time
series, where column vector X, = (Xy;, -, Xy;) is the time
series at time ¢, and (X;,) the ith sub-time series of (X;). In
this paper, X, ., denotes the segment of (X;) from # to 1,
ie, Xy, = (Xy, -, X,). For two random vectors X and
Y, X = Y means the two random variables equal almost
surely, and X < Y means the two equal in distribution. An
IID random sequence with marginal distribution cumulative
distribution F is denoted by X, ~ F. Table [l shows the major
designated symbols used in the paper.

II. INnNOvATION REPRESENTATION LEARNING
A. Strong and Weak Innovation Representations

In 1958, Wiener and Kallianpur proposed an innovation
representation of scalar time series [29]. In the parlance of
modern machine learning, an innovation representation is a

"Based on Turnitin comparison, this paper exhibits less than 15% percent
overall similarity and less than 4% similarity to the preliminary version.



TABLE I: Abbreviations and mathematical notations used
in this paper.

GPF Generative Probabilitic Forecasting.

WIAE  Weak Innovation AutoEncoder.

ACE  Area Control Error.

LLM  Large Language Model.

NMSE Normalized Mean Square Error.

NMAE Normalized Mean Absolut Error.

MASE Mean Absolute Scaled Error.

SMAPE Symmetric Mean Absolute Percentage Error.

CRPS  Continuous Ranked Probability Score.

Cp Coverage Probability.

CPE Coverage Probability Error.

NCW  Normalized Coverage Width.

(X)) The random process of predictive interests.

(V) The innovation sequence.

Uy An IID sequence of uniform distribution.

X) The rescontruction sequence output by WIAE decoder.

\A’y”)) The weak innovation sequence estimated by a m-dimensional WIAE.
}2';”’)) The reconstruction sequence estimated by a m-dimensional WIAE.

(@) A sequence of real numbers indicating the past realizations of (X).

) A sequence of real numbers indicating the past realizations of (V).

G WIAE encoder function.

H WIAE decoder function.

Gy A neural network approximation of G parameterized by 6.

H, A neural network approximation of H parameterized by 7.

D, Innovation discriminator that measures the distance between (V,) and (U,).

D, Reconstruction discriminator that measures the distance between (Xo.+7) and (Xo:, Xs1:7)-

U0, 119 The continuous d-dimensional uniform distribution on [0, 1].

causal autoencoder shown in Fig. [Il with the latent process
(V) being an IID-uniform innovation sequence. In particular,
V, represents the new information (innovation) contained in
X, independent of the past Xo,—; = (X;-1, X;—2,---). Math-
ematically, the innovation representation of the time series is
defined by causal mappings (G, H) and (V,):

V.i=G(X:, X1, ), (1.1)
(V) = U0, 11%, (1.2)
X, =HNV,Vi1,--), (1.3)

(X:) Encoder (Vi) [Decoder (X)
—_

E—
G H

Fig. 1: An autoencoder interpretation of innovation
representations.

The Wiener-Kallianpur’s innovation autoencoder requires
further that the decoder output (X,) reconstructs the input
(X}) (almost surely), i.e., (X,) £ (X,), which makes Wiener-
Kallianpur’s autoencoder a strong innovation Autoencoder.
The perfect causal reconstruction implies that the innovation
sequence (V,) is a sufficient statistic for all decision-making
based on (X;). Therefore, using the IID-uniform (V,) for
decision-making incurs no performance loss.

However, Rosenblatt showed that the Wiener-Kallianpur
(strong) innovation representation does not exist for broad
classes of random processes, including some of the widely
used finite-state Markov chains [31]. Rosenblatt suggested a
weak innovation representation, requiring that the autoencoder
output (X,) matches its input (X,) only in distribution:

(@)

Herein, we call the autoencoder (G, H) for the weak innovation
representation the Weak Innovation Auto Encoder (WIAE).

(X0t Xis147) = (Xouar), V1.

B. Innovation Representation Learning

Beyond the Gaussian and additive Gaussian models, there
is no known algorithm to obtain WIAE, especially when the
underlying time series is nonparametric with an unknown
probability structure. In [32], the authors proposed a GAN-
based learning of the strong innovation representation by
jointly minimizing the Wasserstein distance of the latent pro-
cess from the uniform IID process and the mean squared error
(I, distance) of the autoencoder output as the estimate of the
input. However, strong innovation representation applies only
to a restricted class of time series, and the joint optimization of
autoencoder with mixed Wasserstein and /, distance measures
can be challenging. Finally, learning a scalar innovation repre-
sentation limits the ability to incorporate multiple time series
observations. The WIAE learning proposed below overcomes
these shortcomings.

C. WIAE Learning

We present a deep learning approach to learn a WIAE for
the weak innovation representation defined in (). Shown in
Fig. 2l is the schematic that highlights key components of the
WIAE learning.

W(T:). (V)

Innovations
Discriminator
D,

!

@) "2 uo, 1

(XuXc1)  Encoder  (VeVin) Decoder (XX 1)

Gy H,

WX, (X))

)
T
|
i
Reconstruction

Discriminator

D,

| ]

Fig. 2: Training schematics of WIAE. Dash lines
indicate the flow of training information.

The encoder Gy and decoder H,, are causal convolutional
neural networks parameterized by coefficients 8 and 7, re-
spectively. The weak innovation representation, at its core,
matches the input-output distributions and constrains the latent
process (V;) to be I[ID-uniform. To this end, we introduce two
neural network discriminators, the innovation discriminator
D, and the reconstruction discriminator D,, with parameters
v and w respectively, to enforce (I2) and @). In particular,
the innovation discriminator D, compares the distributions of
(\7,) and (V;), and the reconstruction discriminator D, the
compares joint distributions of Xg...7 and (Xo., X’H Le+7) With
sufficiently large T'. These discriminators produce error signals
to update neural network parameters (6,7, ¥, w). In this work,
we adopt the Wasserstein discriminator proposed in [33] to
compute the Wasserstein distance between distributions.



Because the two discriminators are both based on the
Wasserstein-distance measure, their parameters (6, 77, w, y) can
be obtained via a single optimization:

L := minmax (E[D, ((U,))] = E[D, (V)]

+ AE[Do(Xo4+7)] = EIDWo(Xous Xes1er)D),  (3)

where A is a real number that scales the two Wasserstein
distances. The two parts of the inner maximization loop of
loss function @) regularize (Gy, H,) according to (L2) and
@). It’s evident that minimizing the inner loop with respect to
6 and n is equivalent to enforcing (V,) being IID uniform, and
(Xo:s, Xr+1:t+T) having the same distribution as Xo..7. The
training of the four neural networks is standard. Here we used
the off-the-shelf Adam optimizer.

In a practical implementation of WIAE, finite (input) di-
mensional neural networks are used. The training of a finite-
dimensional WIAE via () must also be implemented by finite
segments of the random processes involved. In Sec. [I[-Bl we
consider the implications of such practical restrictions.

III. WIAE-GPF AND 1TS PROPERTIES

In this section, we introduce WIAE-GPFE. Specifically, given
past observations xo,;, WIAE-GPF produces (arbitrarily many)
samples of X,* that has the conditional distribution of X-.
We present next the structure of WIAE-GPF, the Bayesian
sufficiency of WIAE, and a structure convergence when WIAE
is implemented with finite-dimensional implementations.

A. Structure of WIAE-GPF

The structure of the proposed WIAE-GPF forecaster is
shown in Fig. [3 At time ¢, given the realization of Xy, = =,
and autoencoder (G, H) trained by @), x¢., up to time ¢, the
WIAE encoder G generates the innovation sequence vy;. The
WIAE decoder H maps vy, and independently generated 1ID-
uniform pseudo innovations Vitr = U0,11¢ to produce a
sample X, = &p.

Note that in forecasting X,-, we do not have realizations
for random samples of X,,;,. The salient feature of WIAE-
GPF is to replace samples from the unknown and arbitrarily
distributed X, .~ by realizations of pseudo innovations Vit
known to be IID-uniform. Note that once the autoencoder
is trained, generating random samples with the conditional
distribution of X is trivial.

Vot
Encoder——— > Decoder @+

G |—>H

Uit IIND u[o,11¢

Zo:t

Fig. 3: Forecasting pipeline for WIAE-GPFE.

We now establish the validity of WIAE-GPF by showing
that the WIAE-GPF output X, has the same conditional
distribution as X. This is not obvious because the input of

H includes an exogenous random sequence (V,) and weak
innovation (Vo) that may not be a sufficient statistic.

We first show that the weak innovation sequence is Bayesian
suﬁicienﬂ, which implies that any stochastic decision involv-
ing future time series X, can be made without loss based on
the innovations Vg,. The same result was first presented in
[30] under the more restrictive setting of H being injective.

Lemma 1 (Bayesian Sufficiency of Multivariate Weak In-
novations): Let (X;) be a stationary time series for which
the weak innovation representation exists. Let (V;) be the
weak innovation representation of (X;). Then, for all  and
Xo: = To:,

Pr[ X < z|Xo; = xo;] = Pr [Xr* <zVo; = VO:r] . @

Proof: By the definition of weak innovation representation,

Pr[ X < x| Xo; = xo,] = Pr[Xt* < x| X0 = xo4]

9 PX, < 2IG(Xo) = Gao)] )

=Pr[ X < x|Vo; = voul,
where (a) is from the Markovian structure of the autoen-
coder,i.e., Xo; g \70:, i X'o;,. By definition of Bayesian
statistics [34]], Vo.; = G(Xy.) is a sufficient statistics for X
for all t* > ¢t. O

The validity of WIAE-GPF is shown next.

Theorem 1 (Validity of WIAE-GPF): For all t* > t, the
conditional distribution of the WIAE-GPF output X, given
X0y = xo; is identical to that of X,,7 (given Xy, = Xoy),
ie., ,

Pr[ X, < x[Xo; = To,] = Pr[Xt* < z|Xoy = Tos].  (6)

Proof: By Lemmal(ll
Pr{X, < x| X0, = @os] = Pr[X <@|Vou = voul.  (7)
where Vi, = G(Xy,,) and vy, = G(x(,). Now consider

Xr* = G(VO:t, Vt+l:1‘*)
X = G(VO:t, Vt+l:r*),

where, by definition, (Vo.;, Vi L0 Vs ) are jointly indepen-
dent IID uniform sequences, and Vit = Vis1.. Therefore,

Pr{X, .7 < @[Vos = vo.] = PriXisr < @lVo, = vol. (8)
Combining and (8), we have (@). O

B. Structural Convergence of WIAE-GPF

This section focuses on the practical issue of finite-
dimensional implementations of WIAE and discriminators in
Fig. 2l It is evident that no machine learning technique guar-
antees that a finite-dimensional implementation can extract
weak innovations, even if the amount of historical samples
available is unbounded. Here we present a structural conver-
gence result to show that, under the ideal training conditions

T(X) is Bayesian sufficient for the estimation of a random variable Y if
the posterior distribution of Y given X is the same as the one given 7'(X) [34].



with unbounded training samples and global convergence of
training, the innovations generated from a finite-dimensional
WIAE converge in distribution the the true weak innovations.

The structural convergence analysis assumes that the train-
ing samples are unbounded, and the training algorithm con-
verges to the global minimum. Let Ggfl) be the optimally
trained finite (input) dimensional CNN encoder that takes
time-shifted m consecutive observations X;_,,,1., and produces
the latent process (\A’gm) ) Likewise, let H,(]'Z’) be the optimally
trained m-dimensional CNN decoder that produces the WIAE
output sequence (X' (’”)). Similarly defined are the finite dimen-
sional discriminators that take n consecutive inputs, denoted
by (Dgl),D(y")). In this paper, we choose n = m.

To analyze the asymptotic property of finite (input) dimen-
sional WIAE-GPF, we make the following assumptions:

Al Existence: The random process (X;) has a weak inno-

vation representation defined in - & @), and
there exists a causal WIAE with continuous G and H.
Feasibility: There exists a sequence of finite input
dimension auto-encoder functions (Gg"), H,%m)) that con-
verges uniformly to (G,H) under the mean-squared
distance metric.
Training: The training sample sizes are infinite. The
training algorithm for all finite-dimensional WIAE using
finite-dimensional training samples converges almost
surely to the global optimum.

Theorem 2: Under (A1-A3),

A2

A3

(KXot X 5 (Xou Xi), V1 ©9)

as m goes to infinity.
Proof: See Sec. [Alin the appendix.

C. From GPF to Point and Quantile Forecasting

GPF produces samples of the conditional probability distri-
bution, from which point and quantile forecasts can be easily
computed. Here we outline techniques to compute forecasts
of several popular point and quantile forecasters. To this end,
let {:%ff),k =1,--- ,K} be the set of GPF generated samples
from the probability distribution of the time series at time
t* conditioned on past observations up to time f. For the
simplicity of mathematical expressions, we assume that {ﬁ:ﬁk)}
is sorted in the ascending order.

« Minimum Mean Squared Error (MMSE) Forecast:
The MMSE forecast is the mean of the conditional
distribution. The MMSE forecast £)™** by a GPF is given
by the conditional sample mean

1 &
X _ A (k)
B = LY a0
k=1
o Minimum Mean Absolute Error (MMAE) Forecast:
The MMAE forecast is the median of the conditional
distribution. The MMAE forecast £"*" by a GPF is given
by the conditional sample median

[, if K is odd

S MMAE t
&L =
! {0.5 (&7 + &52D) | if K is even,

o Quantile Forecast: The GPF forecast of g-quantile
A?;qnnanlllc IS glven by:
< uancte _ 2 if gK is an integer
: 0.5 (&P + #{leKI*D),

where [a] indicates the greatest integer not exceeding a.

otherwise,

IV. WIAE-GPF rorR MARKET OPERATIONS

We conducted extensive experiments to compare leading
GPF and point forecasting techniques based on a suite of
performance metrics. This section summarizes our findings
for three market applications where GPF is particularly valu-
able to system operators and market participants: (a) LMP
forecasting for the optimal bidding in NYISO’s 5-minute
real-time energy market, (b) GPF for the interregional LMP
spread for the Coordinated Transaction Scheduling (CTS) [33]
market between NYISO and PJM, and (c) ACE forecasting
for regulation services using PIM’s 15-second ACE data.
Common to these applications is that the forecasted variables
are endogenously determined by the market operations. In
contrast to exogenous variables such as wind/solar generations
and inelastic demands, the LMP and ACE values are the results
of dispatch and commitment optimization, where binding
constraints introduce spikes in dual variables from which
LMPs are computed. They are highly dynamic as shown in
Fig. @
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Fig. 4: Real-time, day-ahead LMPs, and load at Long
Island, and real-time LMP at NYC July 2023.

A. Baseline Methods in Comparison

We compared WIAE-GPF with six leading forecasters based
on their relevance to power system applications and their
established reputations. See Table [[I] for attributes of these
techniques and references. WIAE-GPF is the only nonpara-
metric GPF forecaster. Because there are limited nonpara-
metric GPF techniques, we also included in our comparison
popular machine-learning-based parameterized GPF and point-
forecasting techniques.

We started with SNARX [4]], a classical parametric fore-
casting technique based on an auto-regressive moving-average



TABLE II: Comparison of the baselines.

Algorithm Forecasting Type Time Series Model Forecastor Output ML Models
SNARX [4] Probabilistic Semiparametric AR AR Model Parameters Kernel Estimation
WIAE-GPF Probabilistic Nonparametric Generative CNN + WIAE
TLAE [17] Probabilistic Parametric Generative RNN + VAE
DeepVAR [36] Probabilistic Parametric (AR Model) Model Parameters LSTM
BWGVT [16] Probabilistic Nonparametric Forecasted Quantiles LLM + Quantile Regression
Pyraformer [28] Point Nonparametric Point Estimate LLM
Informer [27] Point Nonparametric Point Estimate LLM

(ARMA) model. An early study showed that SNARX per-
formed the best among a list of parametric techniques [4]]. For
deep-learning techniques, we compared with DeepVAR [36],
a multivariate generalization of the popular DeepAR that has
become a key baseline for time series forecasting in multiple
applications. Temporal Latent AutoEncoder (TLAE) [17] is
an autoencoder-based parametric GPF where the conditional
distribution of the future time series variables is obtained
through a transformed Gaussian random process with mean
and variance as parameters. Once these parameters are es-
timated from observed realizations, Gaussian Monte Carlo
samples are fed into the decoder to generate samples of the
forecasted random variable.

We also included three popular forecasting techniques based
on LLMs. One is the award-winning technique Informer
[27]; the other is Pyraformer [28|] that captures temporal
dependency at multiple granularities@. Pyraformer showed
superior performance over a wide range of LLM-based point
forecasting techniques. Specifically developed for LMP fore-
casting, BWGVT]] [[16] combines quantile regression with a
transformer architecture derived for LLMs.

B. Evaluation Metrics

Comparing probabilistic forecasting methods is difficult due
to the lack of ground truth for the underlying conditional
distribution. However, because a GPF can produce arbitrarily
many Monte Carlo sampleSﬂ, it can be evaluated by all point
forecasting metrics. More importantly, an ideal probabilistic
forecaster that produces the correct conditional distribution
will perform well under any point estimator metric under
regularity conditions. Therefore, evaluating a GPF method
based on a set of point-forecasting techniques is a credible
way to assess its performance.

We used four popular point forecasting and two widely
used probabilistic forecasting metrics. See Appendix for their
definitions. Normalized mean squared error (NMSE) measures
the error associated with the mean of the estimated conditional
probability distribution. Normalized Absolute Error (NMAE)
measures the error associated with the median. Mean absolute
scaled error (MASE) is the ratio of the NMAE of a method
over that of the (naive) persistent predictor that uses the
latest observation available as the forecast. Symmetric mean
absolute percentage error (SMAPE) averages and symmetrizes
the percentage error computed at each time stamp and is less

$Pyraformer is the keynote presentation at The International Conference on
Learning Representations (ICLR) 2022.

'We have named the algorithm by the first letters of authors’ last names

IWe used 1000 Monte-Carlo samples and sample average to obtain point
estimates.

sensible to outliers. The probabilistic forecasting metrics were
the continuous ranked probability score (CRPS) [37], Cover-
age Probability Error (CPE), and Normalized Coverage Width
(NCW). CRPS evaluates the quadratic difference between the
predicted empirical cumulative density function (c.d.f.) with
an indicator c.d.f. based on the ground truth. CPE and NCW
are often used to evaluate prediction intervals. CPE is the
deviation of the coverage probability (CP) from the nominal
confidence level %, whereas NCW represents the width of
the prediction intervals. At similar level of CP, the method
with smaller NCW shows better accuracy in prediction interval
estimation. In this paper, we computed the CPE and NCW of
10%, 50%, and 90% intervals predicted by each probabilistic
method. The mathematical definition of those metrics can be
found in the appendix.

For probabilistic forecasting techniques, we used their con-
ditional means as the point forecasts when evaluated by
NMSE, whereas the conditional median is used for NMAE,
MASE, and sMAPE. For the quantile regression technique,
BWGVT, we use the estimated 0.5-quantile as its point
forecast for all metrics since it’s unclear how to compute
empirical mean from quantiles. When producing interval fore-
casts for GPF methods, we took the empirical quantiles from
the Monte-Carlo forecasts of future values. In particular, the
beta-coverage interval was defined as the S-width interval
symmetric around the sample median.

C. LMP forecasting for Energy Market Participation

For a self-scheduled resource submitting a quantity bid
to the energy market, the ability to forecast future prices is
essential in constructing its bids and offers. With GPF gener-
ating future LMP realizations, the problem of optimal offer/bid
strategies can be formulated as scenario-based stochastic op-
timization [38]. Our experiment was based on a use case of
a merchant storage owner submitting quantity offers and bids
to a deregulated wholesale market, using LMP from NYISO
as the hypothetical price realizations.

The real-time market of NYISO closes sixty minutes ahead
of actual delivery, which means that the forecasting horizon
needs to be longer than 60 minutes. Two experiments were
conducted to produce probabilistic forecasts of 60-minute
ahead LMPs at the Long Island (LONGIL) using (a) the
day-ahead prices and the current and past real-time LMPs
at LONGIL, along with the system load up to the time of
submitting the bid; (b) the neighboring NYC real-time LMP
in addition to the data in (a).

Fig. [ shows the real-time LMP trajectories at both LONGIL
and NYC along with the demand and the day-ahead LMP at
LONGIL. The real-time LMPs at LONGIL and NYC showed



TABLE III: Point evaluation of forecasting results for real-time price forecasting at Long Island. The numbers in the
parentheses were the ranking of the algorithm. The columns under the label of LONGIL are the GPF
performance of the 12-step foresting of the LMP at LONGIL. The columns under LONGIL & NYC are the
performance of LMP forecasting at LONGIL using both LONGIL and NYC observations.

Methods NMSE NMAE MASE sMAPE
LONGIL | LONGIL & NYC | LONGIL | LONGIL & NYC LONGIL LONGIL & NYC | LONGIL | LONGIL & NYC

SNARX [4] (7) 0.9852 (7) 0.5029 (7) 0.9733 (7) 0.7318 (7) 0.7053 (7) 0.4548 (7) 0.4319 (7) 0.4162
WIAE-GPF (1) 0.0585 (2) 0.0487 (1) 0.2074 (1) 0.1186 (1) 0.1503 (1) 0.0737 (1) 0.0839 (1) 0.0316
TLAE [17] (4) 0.2956 (1) 0.0232 (6) 0.4186 (2) 0.1366 (6) 0.3034 (2) 0.0849 (3) 0.2720 (2) 0.3190
DeepVAR [36] (6)0.3919 (6) 0.4060 (5) 0.4088 (6) 0.4097 (5) 0.2963 (6) 0.2546 (5) 0.3629 (3) 0.3703
BWGVT [16] (3) 0.2670 (5) 0.2528 (4) 0.3158 (5) 0.3280 (4) 0.2289 (5) 0.2038 (4) 0.2817 (6) 0.3900
Pyraformer [28] | (5) 0.3128 (3) 0.1382 (2) 0.3074 (3) 0.2556 (2) 0.2228 (3) 0.1588 (2) 0.1059 (4) 0.3765
Informer [27] (2) 0.1912 (4) 0.1829 (3) 0.3147 (4) 0.2830 (3) 0.2281 (4) 0.1759 (6) 0.3761 (5) 0.3827

TABLE IV: Evaluation of probabilistic forecasting results of real-time prices at Long Island. The numbers inside the square

parentheses are the corresponding NCW.

Methods CRPS CPE (90%) [NCW] CPE (50%) [NCW] CPE (10%) [NCW]
TONGIL | LONGIL & NYC TONGIL TONGIL & NYC TONGLIL TONGIL & NYC TONGLIL TONGIL & NYC
SNARX @] | (3) 18.2864 (3) 10.5286 (5) —0.2263 [0.6620] | (5) —0.3779 [0.7990] | (4) —0.2451 [0.5574] | (2) —0.0746 [0.9161] | (3) —0.0641 [0.8145] | (5) 0.1870 [0.8082]
WIAE-GPF | (1) 4.6029 (1) 1.1519 (1) 0.0245 [0.9936] | (1) 0.0157 [0.9958] | (1) 0.0216 [0.9631 (1) 0.0184 [0.8742 (1) 0.0242 [0.9836] | (1) —0.0190 [0.8207
TLAE [17] ) 6.1874 (2) 2.8449 (2) 0.0325 [0.8179] | (&) 0.0592 [0.8176] | (2) 0.0423 [0.6357 (3) 0.1286 [0.7637] | (4) —0.0848 [0.6704] | (4) —0.0834 [0.6516
DecpVAR [36] | (4) 23.1460 @) 22.9343 (4) —0.0575 [0.9738] | (2) —0.0592 [0.8467] | (3) —0.1637 [0.5709] | (4) —0.1488 [0.6614] | (2) —0.0616 [0.5889] | (3) —0.0431 [0.4260
BWGVT [16] | (5) 24.2595 (5) 24.3065 (3) 0.0999 [7.3500] | (3) 0.0829 [3.4864] | (5) 0.4815 [2.7822] | (5) 0.4322 [3.0100] | (5) 0.1034 [7.2325] | (2) 0.0311 [L.1181]
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Fig. 5: Trajectories of the real-time price at LONGIL, and its prediction generated by selective methods.

apparent spatial dependencies, while the dependency between
day-ahead and real-time LMPs at LONGIL. The dependencies
between load and real-time LMP were less obvious. The real-
time LMPs and load were collected every 5 minutes and day-
ahead LMPs every hour. We used the first 25 days for training
and validation, and last 6 days of July for evaluation.

Test results are shown in Table [IIl and [[V] with boldfaced
numbers being the best performance. We observed that WIAE-
GPF performed the best for all cases except for the forecasting
of LONGIL LMP using both LONGIL and NYC data, for
which WIAE-GPF is close second under NMSE. The strong
performance of WIAE-GPF comes from that it aims to match
conditional distribution, with a validity guarantee that ensures
the Monte-Carlo samples generated have the same conditional
distribution as that of the actual time series variable. Overall,
the second-best is TLAE; the VAE-trained RNN autoencoder
achieved noticeable gain by combining data from two lo-
cations, especially for the joint forecasting at LONGIL &
NYC. However, under the probabilistic forecasting measure of
CRPS, TLAE was 50% to 100% higher than that of WIAE-
GPF. Because sampling the correlated Gaussian latent process
is nontrivial, TLAE used a re-parameterization heuristic that
could cause an accumulation of biases.

The three LLM-based forecasters (BWGVT, Pyraformer,
and Informer) performed roughly the same, worse than WIAE-
GPF and TLAE but better than SNARX and DeepVAR. Note

that Pyraformer and Informer are both point forecasters trained
to minimize the mean squared forecasting error. They did not
perform well under NMAE, MASE, and sMAPE. BWGVT
is adapted to be a probabilistic forecaster, although it did not
perform well under the CRPS score. Its quantile prediction
was outlier-sensitive, especially when compared with the GPF
methods that depend on the stochastic latent process. We also
observed that BWGVT predicted larger intervals as shown
by its high NCW for all cases. Consequently, their CPE’s
were always positive, indicating that the prediction intervals it
generated covered more than the nominal percentages. Hence,
both their point estimation results and CRPS were worse than
TLAE and WIAE-GPE.

For the two parametric techniques DeepVAR and SNARX,
being significantly simpler than LLM forecasters, performed
slightly worse. Both techniques did not perform well under
point estimation metrics. Shown by the CPE’s in Table
their prediction interval estimation is also worse than other
probabilistic forecasting methods. Their NCW showed that
they predicted narrow intervals that failed to cover the ma-
jority of the ground truths. The inaccurate semiparametric-AR
model assumption appears to be culpable. Their performance
was influenced by model mismatch, where ARMA models
typically expect smoother trajectories. For the real-time LMP
that exhibits high volatility, these methods were slow catch the




rapid changes, leading to predicting shifted peaks that resulted
in huge forecasting errors. This phenomena were corroborated
by their high sMAPE, indicating higher percentage error at
each time stamp.

It is interesting to observe that using LMPs in neighboring
locations improved the forecasting performance of all methods
except DeepVAR and BWGVT, as shown by the LONGIL and
LONGIL & NYC columns under the DeepVAR and BWGVT
rows in Table [l This implies that these two methods didn’t
account for spatial correlations optimally. We conclude this to
the difficulty of training of transformer and LSTM models.

To gain insights into the performance of WIAE-GPF and
other benchmark techniques, we plotted the ground truth tra-
jectories (black) and trajectory forecasts generated by WIAE-
GPF (red) and a competing algorithm (blue) in Fig. Bl Note
that the spikes were not predicted by any methods. This was
not surprising given the nature of how these spikes were
produced. Aside from these spikes, these figures show clearly
that WIAE-GPF (red) tracked the ground truth (black) the
closest, which was supported by the fact that WIAE-GPF has
the smallest NMAE. We also observed that WIAE-GPF had
the smallest variation, which is supported by the fact that
WIAE-GPF had the smallest NMSE. Furthermore, WIAE-GPF
was the least affected by the price spikes. This was because,
as a GPF method, the Monte-Carlo samples used to produce
the MMSE point estimate were less likely to include extreme
samples. However, for SNARX, as shown in Fig.[3d the spikes
caused significant deviations from the forecasted trajectory.

D. Interregional LMP spread for Interchange Markets

The interchange market aims to improve overall economic
efficiency across ISOs by allowing virtual bidders to arbitrage
price differences at proxy buses of two neighboring ISOs. This
experiment was based on the use case of a virtual bidder
bidding into the CTS market between NYISO and PJM. The
proxy buses of this market were Sandy Point of NYISO and
Neptune of PIM.

The CTS market closes 75 minutes ahead of delivery and
is cleared every 15 minutes. A virtual bidder submits a price-
quantity bid along with the direction of the virtual trade from
the source of the proxy with low LMP to the destination proxy
with high LMP. Once the market is cleared, the settlement
is based on the actual LMP spread between the two proxies
and the cleared quantity. The bidder profits if the virtual trade
direction matches the direction of the real-time LMP spread.
Otherwise, the bidder incurs a loss. Therefore, the ability to
predict the LMP spread direction is especially important.

We performed a 75-minute ahead LMP spread forecasting
using the interface power flow and LMP spread data between
NYISO and PJM at the Neptune proxy, collected in February
2024. The interface power flow samples were collected every
5 minutes, and LMP spread every 15 minutes. We used the
first 24 days for training and validation, and the last 5 days
of February for testing.

We added Prediction Error Rate (PER) as a measure for
the accuracy of the virtual trading direction prediction, given
that the sign of spread is of great importance to profitability.

PER indicates the percentage of forecasts that don’t have the
same direction as the ground truth. For point forecasts, we
compared the signs of the forecasts with the signs of the
ground truth. For probabilistic forecasting, we compared the
direction of the ground truth with that of the minimum error-
probability prediction of the LMP spread, which is the sign
of the conditional median. For GPF, we compare the sample
median with the sign of the ground truth.

TABLE V: Evaluation of forecasting results for spread
forecasting between NYISO and PJM.

Methods NMSE NMAE MASE SMAPE PER
SNARX | (7)) 24531 | (1) 1.3415 | (D) 1.1847 | (7) 0.4958 | (1) 0.6781
WIAE-GPF__| (1) 0.0098 | (1) 0.2738 | (1) 0.2418 | (1) 0.4493 | (D) 0.0606
TLAE [I7] | (5) 0.9592 | (5) 0.9785 | (3) 0.8641 | (4 04785 | (® 0.3692

DecpVAR [36] | (6)1.8986 | (3) 0.7224 | (3) 0.6380 | (5)0.4806 | (3) 0.3505
BWGVT [16] | (3) 0.9053 | ) 0.8525 | ® 0.7529 | (3) 04674 | (2) 0.2313
Pyraformer 28] | (4) 0.9478 | (6) 1.2674 | (6) 1.1193 | (6) 0.4909 | (6) 0.6738
Informer [27]1 | 0.8045 (2) | 04185 (2) | 0.4252 (2) | 04580 2) | 0.5487(5)

TABLE VI: Probabilistic forecasting results of spread
forecasting between NYISO and PJM.

Methods

CRPS

CPE (90%) [NCW]

CPE (50%) [NCW]

CPE (10%) [NCW]

SNARX B | (5) 120.0403 | (5) —0.5443 [5.0419] | (5) —0.2958 [1.4555] | (2) —0.0195 [0.6015]
WIAE-GPF | (1) 40329 | (1) 0.0215 [0.4427] | (2) —0.0274 [0.5255] | (3) 0.0212 [0.1692]
TLAE [I71 | (2) 155195 | (3) —0.0443 [0.7745] | (1) 0.0052 [0.8784] | (5) —0.0933 [0.3133]

DeepAR 6] | (4) 32.8296 | (2) —0.0355 [2.0279] | (3) —0.1480 [1.4739] | (1) —0.0021 [0.4198]

BWGVT [16] | (3) 31.5660 | (4) 0.0989 [5.1788] | (4) 0.1835 [6.0939] | (4) 0.0656 [4.0473]

Seen from Table [V] and WIAE-GPF performed better
than all other techniques in all metrics. TLAE performed
the second-best in CRPS (15.5195) but slightly worse than
BWGVT when evaluated under point estimation metrics. Its
sequential sampling of the latent Gaussian process added to
its numerical instability. BWGVT was the overall second-best
performing probabilistic technique. Its transformer architecture
with enhanced capability of capturing long-term temporal
dependency didn’t offer much gain for the training difficulty
imposed by the increasing number of deep-learning parame-
ters, see Sec. BWGVT also exhibited the tendency to
predict a wide interval covering more than the nominal per-
centage. Point estimation techniques, namely Pyraformer and
Informer, were not competitive when evaluated under point
estimation metrics other than NMSE. Among probabilistic
methods, DeepVAR performed similarly to the LLM methods,
and SNARX had the most difficulties. These (semi) parametric
methods suffered from model mismatch, and were sensitive to
sudden changes, Thus, shifted peaks and valleys were often
witnessed in their predictions.

Same observation can also be made through Fig. [6l WIAE-
GPF has the most stable prediction of interregional LMP
spreads, which is corroborated by its smallest NMSE and
NMAE. Pyraformer also follows the trend of LMP spreads
accurately but with higher variance. The two AR-based para-
metric models, SNARX and DeepVAR exhibited the tendency
to predict shifted spikes and failures to catch the rapid and
dramatic change of LMP spread.

E. Area Control Error Forecasting for Reserve Market Par-
ticipants

ACE is defined as the difference between actual and sched-
uled load-generation imbalance, adjusted by the area frequency
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Fig. 6: Trajectories of the interregional LMP spread between NYISO and PJM, and its prediction generated by

selective methods.

deviation [39]. It is the control signal for frequency regulation,
and its probabilistic forecasting is especially important for the
operator to procure resources and market participants to bid
in the regulation ancillary service market.

In this subsection, we present the simulation results of a
5-minute ahead forecasting of ACE. We utilized the ACE data
from Jan 24th to 26th, collected by PIM. The ACE signal is
measured every 15 seconds and can be quite volatile, as shown
by the trajectory in Fig. [}
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Fig. 7: Trajectory of ACE at PJM, Jan. 24th - 26th,
2023.

TABLE VII: Estimation Results of ACE forecasting for
PIJM. The prediction step is 5-minute ahead.

Methods NMSE NMAE MASE SMAPE
SNARX [M] (6) 1.1922 | (6) 1.1303 | (6) 0.7029 | (6) 0.4605
WIAE-GPF (1) 0.5957 | (1) 0.7555 | (1) 0.4698 | (1) 0.1059
TLAE [17] () 1.1727 | (5) 1.0605 | (5) 0.6595 | (3) 0.2782

DeepVAR [36] | (7) 14431 | (7) 1.1750 | (7) 0.7307 | (5) 0.3952
BWGVT [16] | (3) 0.9562 | (2) 0.9793 | (2) 0.6090 | (4) 0.3168
Pyraformer [28] | (4) 0.9783 | () 0.9948 | (4) 0.6186 | (7) 0.4936
Informer [27] | (2) 0.6006 | (3) 0.9810 | (3) 0.6106 | (2) 0.2247

TABLE VIII: Probabilistic Estimation Results of ACE
forecasting for PJM. The prediction step is

5-minute ahead.

Methods CRPS CPE (90%) [NCW] | CPE (50%) [NCW] | CPE (10%) [NCW]
SNARX | (3) 2.1007 | (3) —0.8260 [1.6759] | (5) —0.4797 [1.6803] | (2) 0.0343 [5.5763]
WIAE-GPF | (1) 0.0081 | (1) —0.0016 [0.9199] | (1) 0.0321 [0.9336] | (1) —0.0132 [0.8885]
TLAE (@) 1.5541 | (4) —0.7857 [0.0004] | (4) —0.4489 [0.0005] | (4) —0.0957 [0.0027]
DeepAR | (3) 1.2947 | (3) —0.3526 [0.5665] | (3) —0.2560 [0.5296] | (3) —0.0521 [0.5434]
BWGVT | (2) 1.2488 | (2) 0.0065 [1.8309] | (2) 0.0754 [2.0385] | (5) 0.0996 [2.4261]

WIAE-GPF achieved better performance than other meth-
ods, with CRPS less than 0.01 and sMAPE less than 11%,
as shown by the WIAE-GPF row. We credited the strong
performance of WIAE-GPF to the simplicity of its latent
process, and its Bayesian sufficiency. BWGVT ranked second
among all methods since the ACE data has few outliers. But
its CRPS at 1.2488 is dramatically larger than that of WIAE-
GPF. Its CPE and NCW for 10% confidence interval prediction
also showed that it cannot accurately predict a narrow interval.
Pyraformer and Informer, trained with NMSE, had better
performance under NMSE but worse under NMAE. With
NMSE over 110%, TLAE had the worst performance among
GPF methods. DeepVAR and SNARX performed worse than
the other forecasting methods, with NMSE and NMAE larger
than 110%, possibly due to model mismatch.

F. Discussion: On using LGM

TABLE IX: Statistics that models long-range dependency
of time series.

Metrics Real Time | Interchange Spread ACE
Hurst Exponent 0.5257 0.5301 0.5351
DFA 0.6053 0.6614 0.8609

The success of LLM-based prediction in natural process-
ing ignited broad interest in adopting LLM models in vari-
ous applications, including electricity price forecasting with
BWGVT, Pyraformer, and Informer. Our experiments showed
that the innovation-based method (WIAE) performed uni-
formly better than the three LLM techniques, except for the
real-time prediction at LONGIL-NYC under NMSE, where
Pyraformer was the best among all forecasters. Note that the
innovation representation used in WIAE can model but not
explicitly long-range dependencies of the random process.
WIAE does not include attention modeling.

As LLM forecasters techniques, Pyraformer, Informer and
BWGVT performed better than the more conventional SNARX
(see Table [ [V [VII). Compared with the more straightfor-
ward deep learning method of DeepAR, LLM-based forecast-
ing did not show clear advantages. The same can be said when
they were compared with TLAE.

To understand if long-range dependencies matter in the
probabilistic forecasting of electricity market signals, we ex-
amined the characteristics of LMP signals using the Hurst



exponent and Detrended Fluctuation Analysis (DFA) as indi-
cators for the long-range dependencies of LMP; both param-
eters had the range [0,1], with deviation from 0.5 indicating
symptoms of long-range dependencies.

Table [[X] shows the estimated Hurst exponent and DFA. The
Hurst Exponent and DFA slope displayed a slight deviation
from 0.5. The English and Korean literature [40], [41] are
known to have long-range dependencies with the Hurst expo-
nents ranging from 0.64 to 0.73. In comparison, the long-term
effect of real-time electricity market signals is minimal.

While further studies are necessary, the use of LLM may
not be suitable for electricity market signals where long-range
dependencies are not evident. Indeed, real-time LMPs are
computed either on an interval-by-interval basis or as part
of short sliding window economic dispatch. Any temporal
coupling is a result of temporal dependencies of demand and
supplies, neither shown to have long-range dependencies. An
unproven hypothesis is that the model complexity of LLM
may offset any benefit it may bring to price forecasting.

V. CONCLUSION

This paper presents WIAE-GPF, a generative Al approach
to probabilistic forecasting of nonparametric time series based
on the innovation representation pioneered by Wiener, Kallian-
pur, and Rosenblatt six decades earlier. Two contributions
stand out. One is that the innovation representation ensures
that WIAE-GPF produces the correct conditional probability
distributions under perfect learning condition assumptions. To
our knowledge, WIAE-GPF is the first nonparametric GPF
technique with such a theoretical guarantee. Second, WIAE-
GPF demonstrated superior performance against traditional
and major machine learning-based probabilistic forecasting
techniques in comprehensive numerical studies using real-
world market data in three market applications.

Somewhat surprisingly that direct implementations of LLM-
based generative Al techniques did not work well. One hy-
pothesis is that the physics of generating LMP and similar
market signals do not have the long memory characteristics
that language models have because of the ways LMPs are
computed, as we demonstrated in [42]. Consequently, any
benefits from LSTM and attention mechanisms may be offset
by complications of the training of significantly more complex
networks. Instead of using blindly LLM-based transformers,
considering how LMPs are generated would be more ap-
propriate. In other words, physics-based generative Al can
potentially achieve significantly better outcomes.

Although WIAE-GPF performed well for electricity mar-
ket signals, the underlying innovation representation as a
canonical representation of time series is a powerful model
for other time series models. The application of innovation
representation to anomaly detection in power systems can be
found in [43]], [44], [45].
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APPENDIX
A. Proof of Theorem

Let (Vﬁm)) and (X',(m) ) denote the latent process and the
reconstruction sequence, under weights 8,, and 7,

V" = GU(X 0 Xt Xi),
X[(m) = His]m)(vh Vl‘*l& Y Vl‘ferl)-

We define the loss of a WIAE pair (Gg, H,) achieved under a
m-dimensional discriminator pairs as

L™(6,7) := max EBIDY” (Urs-ms1)] = BIDY (V1]
+ ABDE (X impze )] = BIDG(Xipszn, Xrerr D).
We first show that L'™(6;,n;) — 0 as m — oo, where
(6:,,1;,) denotes the optimal weights of (GU"”, H,") obtained
by minimizing ().

Following the line of [46], we defined the distance between
two random processes (X;) and (Y;) by the expected {., norm:

d((X),(Y)):=E [SliplXt - Y;I] .

The uniform convergence assumed in assumption A2 is also
defined on metric spaces with distance measure d(-, -). Hence,
by assumption A2, Gg”) — G uniformly, which implies that,
Ve, there exists a M, such that Ym > M, d((Vﬁm)), (V,)) <E€.
Thus, for YF : £°(T) — R, F bounded and continuous,

d(F((V)), F(V{™)) < 6(e).
In other words,
lim E[F((V{")] = ELF((V))],
which fulfills the definition of weak convergence. Therefore,

d
— Virmet,

v(m)

tit—m+1

(10)

due to the fact that convergence in expectation implies con-
vergence in distribution.

Similarly, by the uniform convergence of H,%m) to H, we
have that that Ym > M,

d((X), (H" (V) < e,

where (H,flm)((V,)))) represent the random sequence generated
by passing (V,) through Hj. Thus, for VF : {*(T) - R, F
bounded and continuous,

d (F(X)). (H" (V) < 6(e).

Hence we have (H%m)((V,)))) converges in distribution to
(X,). Since H is continuous and H,(_im) converges uniformly

to H, H%m) is also continuous. Thus, by continuous mapping
theorem,

d —
. - Vt—m+l:t = H,S]m)(ViT,)nH:t

) = H (Vi)
that is, X" = H"’(Vi, -, Vipe1). Therefore,

Kromezs XY S (Xpomizns Xe) £ (Xpomizs Xi). (1)



By ([0)&(@D, L™ (B, 7m) — 0. Since 67, and 7, are the
optimal parameters obtained by minimizing (3) evaluated by
m-dimensional discriminators (Dg"), D;m)),

L@, m,,) = min L™, 1) < L™ B, ) = 0.
1

d

Because L™ (@:,1) — 0 as m — oo, V;:(r@ml -
and (X2, X'r(m YN (X —ms2:15 Xr(f" ) follow directly from
the equivalence of convergence in Wasserstein distance and
convergence in distribution [47]. Since the discriminator
dimensionality also goes to oo, we have (X, X(In)) N
(Xo.1, X+). Further, the conditional distribution of X [(f" §|X0:r =
x, converges in distribution to X | X, = @, follows from
a simple application of the Bayes rule. O

B. Definition of Metrics for Time Series Forecasting
Given the original time series (x;), the forecasts (&,), N the

size of datasets, and T the prediction step, the point estimation

metrics can be calculated through:

% Zil(wt - if?r)2
% Zﬁl z;

% Zi\; 1 |z, — &l
% Zﬁl ||

% Zi\; 1 |z, — &

1 N ’
N_T Zr=T+1 |z — x/—7|
N

NMSE =
NMAE =

>

MASE =

| — &

1
N 2, (] + 1Z)/2°

t=1

SMAPE =

The purpose of adopting multiple metrics is to compre-
hensively evaluate the forecasting performance. NMSE and
NMAE evaluate the overall performance, and MASE reflects
the relative performance to the naive forecaster. Methods with
MASE smaller than 1 outperform the naive forecaster. sSMAPE
is the symmetric counterpart of mean absolute percentage error
(MAPE) that can be both upper bounded and lower bounded.
Since for electricity datasets, the actual values can be very
close to 0, thus nullifies the effectiveness of MAPE, we regard
SMAPE as the better metric.

For probabilistic methods, we further evaluates their CRPS.
CRPS can be computed from

~ 2
( f (Frni@lzo) - Lo, <a) d:n),
R

where I is the indicator function and F r+11:(x|T0,;) the empir-
ical cumulative density function (c.d.f.) of X,.7 conditioned
on Xy, — xo, predicted by probabilistic forecasting methods.
CRPS is equivalent to comparing the empirical conditional
c.d.f. forecasted by probabilistic methods with the indicator
c.df. I3y of the true value x,. It can be viewed as a
generalization of MAE to probabilistic methods.

The coverage probability (CP) of an confidence interval
predictor is the (estimated) probability that the ground truth
falls within the predicted interval. For a T-step prediction of

=
CRPS = ——
N-T &

11

B%-intervals, we denote the upper and lower bound by U, 1+T118
and lA,,+T|,,ﬁ. CP can be computed through

N-T
1
CP('B%) = N-T Z ]:[wHTE[ifHTII,ﬁsUHT\I./S]'

1=

The closer the CP to its nominal value 5%, the more accurate
the prediction is. Thus, the coverage probability error (CPE)
is often adopted for evaluation. CPE measures the deviation
of CP from its nominal value 8%

CPE(3%) = CP(B%) — %.

The value of CPE closer to zero means the prediction interval
estimation is more accurate.

Although CP and CPE are widely adopted for its simplicity,
since they only estimate the unconditional coverage, they do
not measure the accuracy the coverage based on the forecasted
conditional probability distribution. Its limitation was discuss
in [48].

In particular, while a good forecaster produces small CPE
and a forecaster with high CPE must be a poor forecaster, a
forecaster producing small CPE may not be a good forecaster.
To this end, the normalized coverage width (NCW) can be
used as a secondary measure. NCW is defined as

1 N-T

N—TZ

t=1

U TS — lAft+T|t,ﬁ

NCW(B%) = e
Up— Ly

where Uy and Ly are the prediction interval estimated from
the empirical quantile of the testing data. For instance, when
predicting a 90% interval, Ugy is the empirical 0.95-quantile
of the testing set, whereas Lo is the empirical 0.05-quantile
of the testing set. As a result, NCW is the average width of
intervals predicted normalized by the width of the interval
estimated through the empirical marginal distribution of the
testing set. One would expect that, conditional on observations,
one would get a more concentrated prediction interval than the
interval estimated based on unconditional distribution. Hence,
a method with NCW smaller than 1 estimates prediction
interval more accurately than the unconditional estimation.
At similar level of CP, the method with smaller NCW shows
better accuracy in prediction interval estimation.
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