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Abstract

To address the intermittency of renewable energy source (RES) generation, scenario forecasting offers a series of stochastic realiza-
tions for predictive objects with superior flexibility and direct views. Based on a long time-series perspective, this paper explores
uncertainties in the realms of renewable power and deep learning. Then, an uncertainty-aware model is meticulously designed for
renewable scenario forecasting, which leverages an attention mechanism and generative adversarial networks (GANs) to precisely
capture complex spatial-temporal dynamics. To improve the interpretability of uncertain behavior in RES generation, Bayesian deep
learning and adaptive instance normalization (AdaIN) are incorporated to simulate typical patterns and variations. Additionally,
the integration of meteorological information, forecasts, and historical trajectories in the processing layer improves the synergistic
forecasting capability for multiscale periodic regularities. Numerical experiments and case analyses demonstrate that the proposed
approach provides an appropriate interpretation for renewable uncertainty representation, including both aleatoric and epistemic
uncertainties, and shows superior performance over state-of-the-art methods.

Keywords: Renewable scenario forecasting, uncertainties, generative adversarial networks, attention mechanism, Bayesian deep
learning.

1. Introduction

In response to carbon peaking and carbon neutrality initia-
tives and sustainable forms of electricity have attracted atten-
tion from the energy research community [1]. However, the
inherent intermittency of renewable energy source (RES) gen-
eration, e.g., the variability and randomness of wind and photo-
voltaic (PV) power, imposes great uncertainties on power sys-
tem planning, including medium-term unit commitment [2],
adaptive economic dispatch [3], optimal power flow [4], and
distribution-level market clearing [5]. Because of these uncer-
tainties, operators must change the regular modes of conven-
tional grid decision-making and risk assessment. As a depend-
able technique, uncertainty-aware renewable power forecasting
can be used to alleviate the problem of renewable energy cur-
tailment, further exploiting the value of RESs on the generation
and distribution sides of power systems.

Nevertheless, mainstream commercial power companies
only make static point forecasting results based on physical or
statistical calculations publicly available, and these results do
not consider the volatile behavior and uncertain characteristics
that are often found in real-world operations. To address these
issues, power forecasts accommodating uncertainties have been
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extensively emphasized in relevant studies. Given the different
focuses of practical research, uncertainty representation takes
various forms in renewable power forecasting, including risk
indices [6], prediction intervals [7], probability densities [8],
and spatial-temporal scenarios [9]. Thereinto, the risk index
is meant to give expected information on the forecasting er-
ror, prediction intervals cover the upper- and lower-bound levels
of future possible values with a certain confidence degree, and
density forecasts provide the probability density distribution for
the profiles of given periods. However, these three forms all
have inherent defects, including the unintuitive risk index, the
excessive conservatism of the prediction interval, and the high
complexity of the density distribution [10], which limit their
effectiveness in uncertainty-aware systems.

As a discrete alternative to the stochastic process of RES gen-
eration, scenarios are represented as a set of time trajectories
with correlations, which describe the spatial-temporal structure
with a long lead time and provide flexible uncertainty qualifi-
cations for stochastic programming problems [11]. Currently,
the conventional methods of scenario generation are mainly di-
vided into three parts: sampling methods based on distribu-
tion construction [12], reduction methods based on optimiza-
tion [13], and data-driven methods [14]. As a specific mode
of data-driven scenario generation, scenario forecasting to the
methods of conducting probabilistic forecasts for a designated
period (e.g., day-ahead forecasting) by generating a group of
stochastic but predictive scenarios [15] in a nonparametric and
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Table 1: Comparison of Eighteen Existing DGMs-based Scenario Generation Studies

Ref. [14] [15] [16] [17] [18] [19] [20] [21] [22] [23] [24] [25] [26] [27] [28] [29] [30] Ours

Information Type ①② ①② ① ①② ③ ①② ① ①② ①② ①② ①② ① ① ①② ①②⑤ ②④ ①②④ ①②④

Uncertainty-aware ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! !

Hi-Fi % % % % % % % % % % % % ! ! ! ! ! !

Forecastable % ! ! % % % ! ! % % % ! ! ! ! ! ! !

Meteorologic % % % % ! % % % % % % % % % % ! ! !

End-to-End % % % % % % % % % % % ! % % % % % !

Epistemic-aware % % % % % % % % % % % % % % ! % % !

!: demand fulfillment. %: demand unfulfillment. Information Type: information types involved in the methods. Uncertainty-
aware: uncertainty is considered. Hi-Fi: high-fidelity. Forecastable: generated scenarios possess predictive characteristic. Mete-
orologic: meteorological factors are taken into account. End-to-End: scenarios with predictive ability are generated by one step.
Epistemic-aware: epistemic uncertainty is considered. ①: wind power. ②: PV power. ③: solar irradiance. ④: numerical weather
prediction (NWP). ⑤: load.

distribution-free manner; these methods impose higher require-
ments on variable dimensionality, forecast accuracy and pattern
adequacy. To address these challenges, current scenario fore-
casting methods mainly focus on the machine learning (ML)
field, especially by using neural network techniques [31] to fit
the complex shapes of future renewable generation.

Due to the advantages of adaptive generation, nonsupervi-
sion and fast expansion, the newest scenario generation stud-
ies (mostly scenario forecasting studies) have focused on deep
generative models (DGMs), especially generative adversarial
networks (GANs). Along this line, a review of the existing
DGM-based scenario generation research is presented in Table
1, which also shows a forward-looking comparison with this
paper’s work to highlight its superiority. Below, we highlight
some of the issues worth investigating.

First, although existing studies have demonstrated the fair
performance of DGMs in scenario generation, as Table 1 re-
veals, almost none of the DGM-based methods present a sys-
tematic analysis of the determination of renewable uncertain-
ties, or haven’t been focus on the mechanisms and guiding
methods behind the uncertainties. Second, the existing model-
ing paradigm still has great room for improvement in the field of
scenario forecasting. Most of these methods follow a two-stage
procedure, i.e., a generative model is proposed first to construct
mappings from latent variables to sample distributions, while
the fixed model is further guided to generate forecasts by adopt-
ing optimization [27], cluster [28], or auxiliary networks [30].
These complicated procedures make the generated scenario’s
effectiveness overly dependent on the capability of first-stage
models, often leading to inefficient capture of future dynamic
behaviors or deficiency in covering forecasting distributions. In
addition, cascading failure is a nonnegligible problem. Finally,
transformer (an attention-based network) [32] and its variants
[33] have achieved great success in sequence-to-sequence gen-
erative tasks, which also opens up new possibilities for captur-

ing long time-series patterns and spatiotemporal correlations in
scenario forecasting.

In response to the above discussion, a novel scenario fore-
casting model named Scenario GAN (ScenGAN) is proposed
based on GANs and Bayesian theory to explore the feasible
forecasting distribution of renewable power, as shown in Fig. 1.
The major contribution promoted by ScenGAN at the cutting
edge of DGM-based scenario generation, which differs with
previous works presented in Table 1, is summarized in three
parts:

1.1. Handling Uncertainties in Scenario Forecasting

Under the deep Bayesian architecture, a scenario-based prob-
abilistic forecasting method is proposed to make full use of
multiple source information, and overcome the capacity lim-
itations of conventional scenario generation networks, giving
the predictive scenarios the capability of accounting for both
epistemic and aleatoric uncertainty.

1.2. Attention-Intensive Generative Modeling

Given the superiority of transformer in capturing long-
range interactions and generative models in generating real-
istic artifacts, a modified deep generative model incorporat-
ing an attention-based mechanism and adversarial architec-
ture is proposed to capture complex spatial-temporal dependen-
cies, renewable authenticity (multiscale regularities of renew-
able power curves), and the intrinsic coupling characteristics of
multiple meteorological types, outperforming the state-of-the-
art methods in scenario forecasting.

1.3. An End-to-End Scenario Forecasting Model

Although ScenGAN performs complex forecasting, it has a
minimalist end-to-end prediction paradigm, which enables it to
perform well on multiple datasets with similar granularities.
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Figure 1: Overall framework for the task of renewable scenario forecasting.

Moreover, ScenGAN has also been shown to have consider-
able adaptability in day-ahead power system operations, prov-
ing that its simple operation and strong generation capabilities
can provide new solutions for industrial applications.

The remainder of this paper is organized as follows: Section
II introduces the preliminary information. Section III manifests
the ScenGAN scenario forecasting model. Section IV presents
the experimental results. Finally, Section V draws conclusions.

2. Preliminary

2.1. Renewable Uncertainties
Modelers are primarily interested in the flow of uncertainty

from inputting variables to forecasting distributions, which is
also critical in the case of renewable power forecasting that
incorporates inherent intermittency, i.e., renewable uncertain-
ties. First, renewable energy is inherently uncertain. Taking
wind energy as an example, Fig. 2 depicts a simplified diagram
of the wind spectrum, where local peaks indicate significant
changes and fluctuations in wind speed over the correspond-
ing time period. The figure intuitively shows that uncertainties
occur to varying degrees at multiple time scales in the actual
power production process, e.g., short-term responses to atmo-
spheric turbulence effects or long-term climate changes caused
by human activities or macrometeorological factors. Second,
the limitations of forecast methods can also lead to suboptimal
and uncertain results [34]. From the perspective of data-driven
modeling, the intermittent nature of the RES generation process
can be further interpreted in terms of aleatoric uncertainty and
epistemic uncertainty [35].

2.1.1. Aleatoric Uncertainty
In this field, aleatoric uncertainty is conventionally used to

describe the intrinsic noise of renewable power data due to mul-
tiple affective factors, such as climate change, turbulence, and
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Figure 2: Exemplification of wind spectrum depicts typical behavior patterns.

aperiodic human activity. Developing a DGM-based scenario
generation model can be seen as an effective solution, as it ad-
dresses the massive aleatoric uncertainty in the RES generation
process and provides a set of reliable scenarios to fit the possi-
ble forecasting distributions.

2.1.2. Epistemic Uncertainty
The term epistemic uncertainty refers to the uncertainty in

the model architecture due to modeling limitations. In addition
to aleatoric uncertainty, epistemic uncertainty is a pivotal part
of renewable scenario generation that reveals the overall uncer-
tainty degree of the scenarios inferred from a certain forecast-
ing model. For DGMs, epistemic uncertainty is widely found
across possible network structures and parameter settings. It is
important to understand the extent to which the selected model
can accurately forecast power behavior with different informa-
tion (e.g., point forecasts, historical tracks, and weather infor-
mation), as capturing epistemic uncertainty can theoretically re-
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sult in more robust decision-making in situations of insufficient
information or complex patterns.

2.2. Problem Formulation

The main objective is to reveal inherent renewable uncertain-
ties driven by the aforementioned factors and effectively incor-
porate them into renewable scenario forecasting. Denoting the
available informational scalar and historical power values as x̊t

and xt at time node t, we integrate NT -consecutive-step time-
lines before node T as the informational profile x̊T :NT and the
actual profile xT :NT :

x̊T :NT = [x̊T−NT+1, ..., x̊T−1, x̊T ], (1)

xT :NT = [xT−NT+1, ..., xT−1, xT ]. (2)

Accounting for the Nρ-site relationship, profiles can be fur-
ther integrated as two forms of multivariable samples, i.e., in-
formational samples Xinfo

T :NT
and historical samples Xhist

T :NT
:

Xinfo
T :NT
= {[x̊(1)

T :NT
, x̊(2)

T :NT
, ..., x̊(Nρ)

T :NT
]⊺|x̊(i)

T :NT
∈ Xinfo}, (3)

Xhist
T :NT
= {[x(1)

T :NT
, x(2)

T :NT
, ..., x(Nρ)

T :NT
]⊺|x(i)

T :NT
∈ Xhist}, (4)

where Xinfo and Xhist indicate the informational and historical
datasets, respectively.

In practical modeling, Bayesian deep learning extends
vanilla deterministic networks to a posterior inference, where
the model parameters and the corresponding outputs are as-
sumed to be distributions rather than deterministic point values,
resulting in an inference profile that captures both aleatoric and
epistemic uncertainties. In this way, the interpretable part of the
uncertainties is controlled by prior distributions on the network
parameter θ, while the aleatoric part is measured by the noise
of the forecasted outputs X̂T :NT of a deterministic generative
model. Given the input XT :NT = {X

info
T :NT
, Xhist

T :NT
}, the probabil-

ity distribution of X̂Tfor:NT with the lead time node Tfor(Tfor > T )
is:

P(X̂Tfor:NT |XT :NT ,D) =
∫

P(X̂Tfor:NT |XT :NT , θ)P(θ|D)dθ, (5)

where P(θ|D) is the posterior distribution, which represents the
epistemic uncertainty over a given dataset D = {Xhist,Xinfo}.

Ultimately, the task of renewable scenario forecasting for the
time node Tfor can be formulated as a maximum likelihood es-
timation:

{X̂∗Tfor:NT
}Nf Nn =arg max

{X̂Tfor:NT }

N f∏
i=1

Nn∏
j=1

Pi, j(YTfor:NT |XT :NT ,D), (6)

where {X̂∗Tfor:NT
}N f Nn denotes N f × Nn optimal scenarios that de-

scribe N f possible patterns representing epistemic uncertainty,
where each pattern has corresponding uninterpretable noise;
YTfor:NT represents the actual observations.

3. ScenGAN Scenario Forecasting Model

In this section, ScenGAN is proposed for renewable scenario
forecasting, as shown in Fig. 3. First, a data preprocessing
method is described. Second, an encoder-decoder subnetwork
named Forecaster is designed to produce accurate forecasts. Fi-
nally, the framework, uncertainty processing and loss function
of ScenGAN are introduced in detail.

3.1. Renewable Information PreProcessing

For full access to information, the inputs of ScenGAN consist
of three components: the encoder input Xenc

T :NT
, decoder input

Xdec
Tfor:NT

, and discriminator input Xdis
T̂ :NT

, as shown in Fig. 3(a).
Their processing methods are described in this subsection.

3.1.1. Multilevel Embedding for Forecaster Input
In scenario forecasting, the local behavior, diurnal patterns

and long-term seasonality of the RES generation indicate mul-
tilevel inherent correlations [30]. This motivates us to design
time-stamp embedding for RES generation trajectories.

First, a fixed sine-cosine positional embedding PE(·) is used
to extract local orders:

PE(t, i) =

sin(t/10000i/Nm ), i=2k, k∈N
cos(t/10000(i−1)/Nm ), i=2k+1, k∈N

, (7)

where Nm indicates the feature dimension after processing and
i∈{1, 2, ...⌊Nm/2⌋}. As mentioned in Subsection II-B, the histori-
cal sample is denoted as Xhist

T :NT
; the informational sample Xinfo

T :NT

is obtained from the weather records and available point fore-
casts or historical tracks; and the global timestamp includes the
year xy, month xm, day xd, hour xh, minute xmin, and typical
event xeve. A stamp embedding SE(·) is employed to extract the
global context:

SE(t) = Embedding(xy
t , x

m, xd, xh, xmin, xeve), (8)

where Embedding(·) is the symbolic representation of the em-
bedding layer.

In addition, the learnable projection operations are added to
align the feature dimensions, and the inputs Xenc

T :NT
and Xdec

Tfor:NT

are integrated for Forecaster as follows:

Xenc
T :NT
=
[[
u(i)

t +PE(t, i)+SE(t)
]T
t=T−NT+1

]Nm
i=1, (9)

Xdec
Tfor:NT

=
[[
v(i)

t +PE(t, i)+SE(t)
]Tfor
t=Tfor−NT+1

]Nm
i=1, (10)

where u and v are scalars obtained by the projection operation:

[[u]NT ]Nm = LReLU(Xinfo
Tfor:NT

W1 + B1), (11)

[[v]NT ]Nm = LReLU(Xrest
Tfor:NT

W2 + B2), (12)

where, LReLU(·) is the leaky rectifier linear unit activation
function, W• and B• are the weights and bias, and Xrest

Tfor:NT
is

the remaining variable that masks the unknown realizations.
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Figure 3: Perspective drawing of the proposed ScenGAN network for renewable scenario forecasting. Model skeleton (a). Detailed views of three critical modules
in attention-intensive Forecaster subnetwork (b). Mechanism of variational dropout for simulating possible day-ahead profiles (c).

3.1.2. Representations of the Discriminator Input
To control the forecasting authenticity, historical sets Xhist

are applied so that discriminator can mine the inherent patterns:

Xdis
T̂ :NT
= {[x(1)

T̂ :NT
, x(2)

T̂ :NT
, ..., x(Nρ)

T̂ :NT
]⊺|x(i)

T̂ :NT
∈Xhist}. (13)

3.2. Critical Subnetwork Forecaster for Power Forecasting

In the conventional sense, the attention-intensive transformer
follows a nonrecursive encoder-decoder structure and posi-
tional encoding strategy [32], possessing the ability to cap-
ture the temporal dependencies in long time series forecasting
(LTSF) tasks. This is mainly attributed to the parallel input
forms of long sequences and the persistence of local informa-
tion in the self-attention mechanism. Essentially, the canonical
self-attention mechanism acts as a scaled dot-product:

A(Q,K,V) = Softmax(QK⊺/
√

dk)V, (14)

where, queries Q ∈ RlQ×dk , keys K ∈ RlK×dk , and values
V ∈ RlK×dv . lQ and lK denote the lengths, dk and dv denote the
feature dimensions. Furthermore, transformer integrates multi-
head attention to focus on h aspects of the pattern:

MultiHead = Concat(head1, ..., headh)WO, (15)

headi = A(QWQ,KWK,VWV), (16)

where, Concat(·) indicates the concatenation operation and WO,
WQ, WK, and WV are learnable weight matrices.

Nevertheless, problems such as inefficient inference and
complex architecture limit the forecasting effect of the vanilla
transformer. Inspired by the long tail structure of attention, a
modified subnetwork Forecaster is designed to handle the LTSF
task.

3.2.1. ProbSparse Attention Modules
Empirically, the self-attention feature map in transformer has

a long-tail distribution; i.e., a few dot-product pairs dominate in
constructing attention, while others contribute little to the fore-
casting results. Therefore, it is ideal to focus only on the crucial
parts and discard inefficient results. A query’s sparsity mea-
surement SM(qi,K) is formulated to extract noteworthy com-
ponents:

SM(qi,K) = max
j

{
qik⊺

j /
√

dk

}
−(1/lK)

lK∑
j=1

(
qik⊺

j /
√

dk

)
, (17)

where k j is the j-th row of K. In practice, K̂ with U rows is
randomly selected to compute SM(qi, K̂). Then, this measure-
ment is sorted to extract the Top-u as sparse queries Q̂, and the
self-attention operation is reformulated as follows:

Â(Q,K,V) = Softmax(Q̂K⊺/
√

dk)V. (18)

Compared with full self-attention, ProbSparse self-attention
improves the computing efficiency without losing any crucial
information, and the query abandonment of low scores avoids
giving excessive attention to irregular mutations, guiding the
model to focus on the overall trend and decisive changes. More-
over, the random sampling strategy leads to query diversity, en-
suring that each head can focus on different renewable charac-
teristics, e.g., various forms of ramp events.

3.2.2. Other Improvements
To improve the attention efficiency of spatial-temporal fea-

tures in multivariate conditions, some other techniques are em-
ployed to support ProbSparse attention, including attention dis-
tilling in the encoder, generative inference in the decoder, and
a spatial-aware convolutional module in the output block, as
shown in Fig. 3(a).
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3.3. ScenGAN for End-to-End Scenario Forecasting
Similar to the vanilla GAN framework, ScenGAN consists of

two competing components: Forecaster F (an alternative to the
generator) and a discriminator D. According to the adversarial
idea [36], F :Z → X tries to produce forecasts that approx-
imate the actual observations, while D : X → [0, 1] tries to
discriminate the actual and generated samples. On the other
hand, what makes F different from a normal generator is that
F is anchored to a specified forecasting distribution rather than
the whole historical overview, and the latent variable z ∼ Z no
longer plays a leading role in mapping output patterns but only
represents detailed random noise. This redesign is motivated by
the fact that, the characteristics of end-to-end scenario forecast-
ing require ScenGAN to be directly forecastable, which means
that the generated scenarios should converge to the vicinity of
the ground-truth and maintain diversity simultaneously in a sin-
gle feedforward output.

3.3.1. Capturing Uncertainties
To address these issues, Monte Carlo (MC) dropout and

adaptive instance normalization (AdaIN) are adopted to capture
renewable uncertainties.

[Variational Inference]: According to Formula (5), the pos-
terior distribution P(θ|D) that represents epistemic uncertainty
is actually intractable in complex networks such as ScenGAN.
As an alternative, an explicit variational distribution P(θ|W) pa-
rameterized by fixed parameters W guarantees that the optimal
distribution P′(θ|W) can characterize P(θ|D) well by minimiz-
ing the Kullback-Leibler (KL) divergence:

KL(P(θ|W)∥P(θ|D)) =
∫

P(θ|W) log
P(θ|W)
P(θ|D)

dθ. (19)

To avoid directly calculating the intractable posterior, it is
deduced by applying the Bayes formula as follows:

KL(P(θ|W)∥P(θ|D)) = log(P(D)) +KL(P(θ|W)∥P(θ))

−

∫
P(θ|W) log P(D|θ)dθ,

(20)

where
∫

P(θ|W) log P(D|θ)dθ represents the expectation of
P(D|θ) for θ∼P(θ|W), which is known as the data-based likeli-
hood term;KL(P(θ|W)∥P(θ)) is known as the complexity term,
determined by the prior distribution; and log(P(D)) is known as
the irrelevant evidence term. In short, the objective of varia-
tional inference is viewed as a trade-off between the likelihood
expectation and the prior–posterior differences [37].

[MC Dropout]: Essentially, MC dropout is a Bayesian theo-
retical tool that expresses epistemic uncertainty through the per-
manent opening of the dropout layer. To confirm prior beliefs,
the MC dropout-connection for network-oriented parameters is
incorporated into the encoder block. The random dropout in
the encoder perturbs the input intelligently in the feature map
space, which leads to potential feature changes and is further
propagated through the decoder network. A prior distribution
q(θF ) on a randomly-zeroed matrix Ω is employed to approxi-
mate the posterior distribution P(θ|D):

θF = {Wfi
F
,Wdr

F
⊙Ω} ∼ q(θF ), (21)

Ω = {ωi}, ω ∼ Bernoulli(pdropout), (22)

where Wfi
F

and Wdr
F

indicate fixed weights and dropout-involved
weights in Forecaster.

Next, a brief analysis of MC dropout effectiveness is given.
Applying the dropout operation in networks is mathematically
equivalent to a variational approximation of the Gaussian pro-
cess [38], which can be described as follows:

LGP-MC ∝ ξ

N∑
n=1

∥Yi,Tfor:NT −X̂i,Tfor:NT ∥
2
2 + Ξpdropout∥W∥

2
2, (23)

where LGP-MC represents the Formula (20) in the Gaussian pro-
cess condition with N MC samples and ξ and Ξ denote the
constant and varying coefficients, respectively. Therefore,
Bayesian approximation can be implemented by using dropout
without inferring any additional parameters in ScenGAN.

Given the input samples Xenc
T :NT

, Xdec
Tfor:NT

, and the latent variable
z in the inference stage, the network with dropout pdropout is fed
forward N f times to obtain the MC samples {X̂θ1 , X̂θ2 , ..., X̂θN f

}.
Then, the epistemic uncertainty can be approximated by the
sample variance V̂ar(·) as:

V̂ar(FθF(X
enc, Xdec))=

1
N f

N f∑
n=1

∥X̂θn−X̄∥1, (24)

where X̄ is the average tracks of the MC samples.
[AdaIN]: Considering the possible forms of aleatoric uncer-

tainty, the latent variable z is inserted into the feed-forward net-
work (FFN) of the decoder in a style-based manner[39] as un-
interpretable noise for each positional residual, as shown in Fig
3(b); this learnable mapping process is intended to avoid the
distributional assumption of stochastic uncertainty. After Nn

feed forward procedures with stochastic variable z, the sample
variance of the deterministic model is computed as:

Ṽar(Fz(Xenc, Xdec)) =
1

Nn

Nn∑
n=1

∥X̂zn−X̄∥1. (25)

3.3.2. Loss Function
As discussed in Subsection II-B, scenario forecasting is

viewed as a multimode synthesis process—i.e., it generates
multiple scenarios with similar dominant trends—but is differ-
ent in terms of local characteristics or changes guided by two
uncertainties. To infer comprehensive outcomes with limited
information, the accuracy and variety of forecasting scenarios
are weighed by using a combination of several loss objectives
under the adversarial strategy.

[Variety Loss]: First, a variety loss term is introduced to en-
courage Forecaster to generate diverse scenarios covering epis-
temic uncertainty. For each iteration, N f outputs are randomly
sampled through the repeated forward-propagation procedures,
and the optimal output in the sense of the Euclidean norm is
chosen to participate in the optimization procedure:

Lva
F
= min

N f
∥YTfor:NT −X̂

θN f

Tfor:NT
∥22, (26)
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where YTfor:NT represents ground truth. The method of specify-
ing the optimal sample is matched with Bayesian inference to
cover the output space of future scenarios.

[Auxiliary Loss]: Then, an auxiliary loss term that decays
during the training iteration procedure is added to maintain the
inchoate forecasting distribution calibration as follows:

Lau
F
= e−ϵnEθ∼Θ,

z∼Z

[∥∥∥YTfor:NT−Fθ(X
enc
T :NT
, Xdec

Tfor:NT
, z)
∥∥∥2

2

]
, (27)

where e−ϵn is the exponential decay term with index ϵ and n
indicates the current order of iterations.

[Adversarial Loss]: As a kind of generator, Forecaster F ’s
optimization also involves an adversarial strategy, which con-
siders the outputs of the discriminator D, and identifies the re-
newable authenticity of the generated forecasts:

Lad
F
= Eθ∼Θ,

z∼Z

[
−D(Fθ(Xenc

T :NT
, Xdec

Tfor:NT
, z))
]
. (28)

Overall, the Forecaster loss can be summarized as follows:

LF = λvaL
va
F
+ λauL

au
F
+ λadL

ad
F
+ σ̃(Nn), (29)

where λva, λau and λad indicate the contribution coefficients, and
σ̃(Nn) = 1

Nn

∑Nn
n=1∥YTfor:NT − X̂zn

Tfor:NT
∥22 acts as a remedy term to

address noise.
[Hinge Loss]: For discriminator, a hinge loss LD designed

for criteria construction is implemented with a gradient penalty,
which helps stabilize the optimization procedure of the discrim-
inator and improve the authenticity of the scenarios:

L+D = Eθ∼Θ,
z∼Z

[
max(0, 1 +D(Fθ(Xenc

T :NT
, Xdec

Tfor:NT
, z)))
]
, (30)

L−D = EXdis
T̂ :NT
∼Xhist

[
max(0, 1 −D(Xdis

T̂ :NT
))
]
, (31)

LD = L
+
D +L

−
D + λgpEXdis

T̂ :NT
∼Xhist

[
∥∇θD(Xdis

T̂ :NT
)∥2
]
, (32)

where λgp is the coefficient of R1 regularization term [40]. The
training procedure of ScenGAN using these designed losses is
shown in Algorithm 1.

4. Case Studies

In this section, the datasets and model configurations are
first described, and the forecasting results are subsequently pre-
sented. Then, ablation studies and contrastive analysis are eval-
uated on different evaluation metrics. Finally, stochastic op-
timization for unit commitment is performed to test the day-
ahead scenario effectiveness.

4.1. Data Specification and Model Setting
To comprehensively verify the feasibility of applications,

ScenGAN is trained on three data sources. In the first case,
we select historical power records published by Elia Group
[41], a Belgian transmission system operator, as a regional
aggregation-level data source. In addition, the meteorolog-
ical datasets, which were obtained from the Wunderground
Database [42] and processed by the nearest interpolation, are
employed as independent meteorological input sources in the
first case to further increase the dimension of information. For
comparison, the second case focuses on multivariable power
sequences provided by the National Renewable Energy Labora-
tory (NREL) [43]. In the third case, we use datasets from GEF-
Com2014 [44] that are freely accessible for reproducible stud-
ies to train models and conduct experiments on the stochastic

Algorithm 1 : Proposed ScenGAN for Uncertainty-aware Renewable Scenario Forecasting
Require: Number of epoch Nep=5000, learning rate α=0.0008, batch size b=32, number of discriminator iterations per Forecaster iteration nd=2, numbers of

forward propagation per Forecaster iteration Nf=8 and Nn=2.
Require: Initial weights {θF , θD} for ScenGAN.
1: for epoch nep=0, 1, ...,Nep−1 do
2: for nd iterations do
3: Sample historical data: {Xhist

i }
b
i=1 ∼ Xhist

4: Sample informational data: {Xinfo
i }bi=1∼Xinfo

5: Fetch a batch of input samples according to formula (9) (10) (13):
{Xenc

i,T :NT
}bi=1, {Xdec

i,Tfor :NT
}bi=1, {Xdis

i,T̂ :NT
}bi=1

6: Sample latent variable: {zi}
m
i=1 ∼ Z

7: Compute LD according to formula (30)
8: θD ← θD − α · AdamOptimizer(∇θDLD, θD)
9: end for

10: Sample historical data:{Xhist
i }

b
i=1 ∼ Xhist

11: Sample informational data: {Xinfo
i }bi=1∼Xinfo

12: Fetch a batch of input samples according to formula (9) (10):
{Xenc

i,T :NT
}bi=1, {Xdec

i,Tfor :NT
}bi=1

13: for Monte Carlo iteration n = 0, 1, ...,N f −1 do
14: Obtain θF ,n according to formula (21)
15: Generate a batch of sequences: {X̂θni,Tfor :NT

}bi=1
16: end for
17: for Monte Carlo iteration n = 0, 1, ...,Nn−1 do
18: Sample latent variable: {zi,n}

m
i=1 ∼ Z

19: Generate a batch of sequences: {X̂zn
i,Tfor :NT

}bi=1
20: end for
21: Compute LF according to formula (29)
22: θF ← θF − α · AdamOptimizer(∇θF LF , θF )
23: end for
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optimization of the day-ahead unit commitment model. More
details about these datasets can be found in Table 2. To facilitate
interpretation, the power values of the three cases are normal-
ized according to the installed capacities of their electric fields.

In each case, a standard division ratio of 4:1:1 is adopted
for constructing the training set, validation set and testing set.
Considering the task complexity and computational efficiency,
a random search method is implemented for adjusting the hy-
perparameters (except the fixed NT , ÑT and Nm), during which
the parameter set tuning path is controlled by the accuracy score
obtained on the validation set. The tuning results are given in
Table 3. For comparison, 10 benchmarks, including 1 modi-
fied ARIMA method, 6 DGM-based scenario generation mod-
els, and 3 sequence-based networks, are deployed in the evalu-
ation as follows:

• SLARIMA [45]: Seasonal ARIMA model with a limiter.

• DeepAR [46]: LSTM-based probabilistic model.

• DCGAN-SO [15]: Deep convolutional GAN model.

• StyleGAN-SO: Modified version of [15] in a style-based
manner.

• SeqGAN-LSTM [25]: Sequence GAN model.

• ProGAN-MO [26]: Progressive growing GAN model.

• StyleGAN2-SE [30]: Modified style-based GAN model.

• MLSTM: 4-layer multiLSTM model.

• Transformer [32]: Sequence-to-Sequence attention-based
model.

• Informer [33]: Variant version of the transformer model.

All computations were deployed on a cloud server running
the Ubuntu 16.04.7 LTS operating system with 48 Intel Xeon
E5-2650 v4 CPUs, 10 PH402 SKU 200 GPUs and a total of
188 GB RAM. The model was implemented using Python 3.7.7
with TensorFlow 2.1.0 and Keras 2.3.1. The testing simulation
was constructed with GurobiPy 9.5.0.

4.2. Case A: Interpretability Description
First, we describe how ScenGAN performs forecasts with the

attention mechanism and explain the representations of uncer-
tainties. For case A, we organize the informational sample into
a matrix combining multiscale point forecasts and meteorolog-
ical time series:

Xinfo
A = [x̊for1, x̊for2, x̊for3, c̊t, c̊d, c̊h, c̊w, c̊p]⊺, (33)

c̊• = concat(chist
T :ÑT
, cnwp

Tfor:NT−ÑT
), (34)

where {x̊for1, x̊for2, x̊for3
} represents the point forecasts in the

range of a week to a day ahead; {c̊t, c̊d, c̊h, c̊w, c̊p
} indicates

weather information sequences, including temperature (t), dew
point (d), humidity (h), wind speed (w), and pressure (p); and
{chist, cnwp} represents historical observations and day-ahead
NWP.

4.2.1. Uncertainty Representation
We represent renewable uncertainties in a “hierarchical” way

by using the Bayesian deep model to describe possible patterns
inferred by MC dropout and incorporating latent variables to
express random mutations. We show these two levels of un-
certainty in Fig. 4 and Fig. 5, respectively. In Fig. 4, different
pattern outputs controlled by model parameters are used to infer
the trends of renewable development trajectories while retain-
ing certain local diversity and randomness. In addition, model
parameter randomization can improve the coverage ability of
the ground truth for renewable power forecasting. In Fig. 5,
scenarios in the same pattern inherit the overall curve trend,
power generation level and local description from the model,
providing a diversity scheme with only subtle variations. This
can be seen as a promising property for renewable scenario
forecasting, as the proposed model is able to analyze and cap-
ture epistemic uncertainty and disentangle renewable uncertain-
ties at different time-varying levels.

4.2.2. Mechanism of Temporal Attention
To provide persuasive insights, Fig. 6 shows the scenario

forecasting results tested from Jan. 30 to Feb. 1, 2022 and the
Softmax scores given by the last cross-attention layer of Fore-
caster’s decoder block. It can be seen that, even under condi-
tions where multiscale point forecasts are inaccurate, single-
forward ScenGAN is able to generate power behaviors that
are relatively consistent with real observations, largely due to
the capture of complex patterns by attention modules. In Fig.
6(b), the Softmax score gives higher weights to fast-ramp, high-
peak and local-fluctuation segments, further indicating that the
trained network can accurately grasp the key information for
the future.

4.3. Case B: Comparison and Ablation Experiments
Based on the NREL dataset, comparison and ablation exper-

iments are designed to verify the improvement of ScenGAN in
renewable scenario forecasting and the effectiveness of the em-
ployed modules. For fairness, all models are trained in the same
data conditions; the informational input of ScenGAN is defined
as Xinfo

B = [x(1), x(2), ..., x(Nρ)]⊺, where x(•) represents the histor-
ical tracks of Washington area sites, and Nρ takes the value 30
(PV) and 20 (Wind), respectively.

4.3.1. Comparison
To verify the superiority of the proposed method, day-ahead

forecast is performed for wind power on May 22nd, 2013, and
for PV power on Dec. 31st, 2006, based on the aforementioned
10 trained models and ScenGAN. Fig. 7(a) exhibits the vi-
sual inspection results of the forecasts and the corresponding
time-series autocorrelation with varied time lags. For the prob-
abilistic forecasting models, we utilize the average curves in the
comparison process. Compared with those of the other models,
the expected forecast inferred by ScenGAN accords best with
the actual power behavior in terms of trends and time-domain
correlations, which is largely due to its grasp of the multilevel
temporal structure, especially the local patterns, in the forecast-
ing process. Then, we incorporate renewable uncertainties and
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Table 2: Details of the Evaluated Data Sets

Case A Case B Case C

Data Source Elia, Wunderground NREL GEFCom2014

Description
Regional wind & PV, 20 wind farms, Regional wind & PV,

meteorology, 30 PV plants meteorology
multiscale forecasts

Location Offshore Belgium WA., USA Australia

Resolution 15 minutes 5 minutes 60 minutes

Effective Wind: 2020/2/1—2022/2/28 Wind: 2007/1/1—2013/12/31 Wind: 2012/1/1—2012/10/1
Period PV: 2020/3/31—2022/7/31 PV: 2006/1/1—2006/12/31 PV: 2012/4/1—2013/5/1

Lead Time Day-ahead, Day-ahead, Week-ahead,
96 nodes 288 nodes 168 nodes

Xhist Overall historical power tracks

Xinfo
Point forecast, Historical power NWP

NWP

Table 3: Results of Parameter Tuning

Notation Parameter Description Value (A/B/C)

NT Number of whole length 192 / 576 / 288
ÑT Number of lagging length 96 / 288/ 120
Nm Number of feature dimension 100 / 100 / 100
Ne Number of distilling modules 2 / 2 / 2
N f Number of feature patterns 8 / 8 / 8
Nn Number of latent variable sampling 2 / 2 / 2
h Number of attention heads 8 / 8 / 8

pdropout Ratio of MC dropout 0.2 / 0.2 / 0.2
ϵ Index of decay term 0.05 / 0.05 / 0.05
λgp Coefficient of R1 regularization 3.0 / 2.0 / 3.0

[λva, λau, λad] Coefficients of Forecaster loss [0.5, 0.5, 1.0]

investigate the forecasting performance comparison among the
various models through the distribution of the root-mean-square
error (RMSE). In this process, ScenGAN is separated into two
parts that represent certain and uncertain parameters, as shown
in Fig. 7(b). The RMSE distribution diagrams show that the
RMSE distributions from the LSARIMA to the ScenGAN mod-
els present a progressive downward trend, which is attributed to
ScenGAN’s consideration of forecasting authenticity and pat-
tern diversity. In addition, although ScenGAN with uncertain
parameters has a greater uncertainty degree than deterministic
ScenGAN, uncertain ScenGAN can infer more accurate pat-
terns, and its overall performance is more reliable.

Furthermore, randomly chosen 30-consecutive-days (Nd=30)
forecasts are performed to quantitatively assess the determin-
istic and probabilistic qualities of the methods, where the sce-
nario forecasting models participate in the assessment for 100
generated scenarios (Ns=100).

Given the actual observations and forecasted results, two de-
terministic statistical metrics, average RMSE (RMSE) and a de-
fined score (Sscore) proposed in [47] are calculated to assess the
average performance of the different benchmarks. To evaluate
the performance of renewable probabilistic forecasting meth-
ods, six well-known metrics are applied in this case to measure
the consistency, variability, and tightness of the estimated distri-
butions, which are pinball score (PS), Brier score (BS) [26], en-
ergy score (ES), Winkler score (WS) [48], average continuous
ranked probability score (CRPS), and CRPS skill score (SSCRPS).
Thereinto, CRPS proposed in this study is expressed as the dif-
ference between the forecasted and the persistent distributions,
and SSCRPS compares the results with the official NWP-based
point forecasts to determine the degree of improvement of each
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Figure 4: Performance of wind scenario forecsting before (a) (b) and after (c) (d) epistemic uncertainty awareness.
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Figure 5: Impact of latent variables on PV scenario generation

benchmark intuitively:

CRPS =
1

288Nd

Nd∑
i=1

288∑
t=0

∫ 1

0
(F̂i,t(ŷ) − 1(ŷ ≥ yi,t))dŷ, (35)

SSCRPS = 1−CRPS/MAEpf, (36)

where F̂(·) represents the cumulative distribution function, and
MAEpf is the mean absolute error of the provided point fore-
casts. According to the results summarized in Table 4, with
the best scores in bold, the single-forward ScenGAN and nor-
mal ScenGAN outperform the others on the deterministic and
probabilistic metrics, respectively, because the deterministic
ScenGAN’s output is more in line with the most likely char-
acteristics of RES generation, while the uncertain ScenGAN
is more focused on diversifying expression. It is worth noting
that StyleGAN2-SE also achieves competitive scores on both
aspects, largely due to its style-based scenario generation mode
and efficient forecasting networks.

4.3.2. Ablation Experiment
To verify the rationality of the various modules and tech-

niques mentioned in this study, ablation experiments are de-
signed to track the changes in sharpness, reliability and spatial-
temporal correlation characteristics. In addition to the above

two models, six ScenGAN counterparts are designed in this
process: i) Forecaster: employ Forecaster with MSE loss
naively. ii) Forecaster∗: remove the Probparse attention and
distilling modules from Forecaster. iii) Forecaster‡ : remove
the multilevel embedding from Forecaster. iv) ScenGAN‡:
employ ScenGAN, but remove its multilevel embedding. v)
ScenGANmsd: remove the mini-batch standard deviation mod-
ule from ScenGAN. vi) ScenGAN♦: remove the spatial-based
convolution module from ScenGAN. In addition, the transpar-
ent exploration process for the parameter pdropout demonstrates
its impact on forecasting effectiveness. Note that, a modified
variogram score Vk

score is employed to capture spatial correla-
tions:

Vk
score =

Nρ∑
i=1

Nρ∑
j=1

∣∣∣∥Y (i)−Y ( j)∥k −
1
Ns

Ns∑
n=1

∥Ŷ (i)
n −Ŷ ( j)

n ∥k

∣∣∣, (37)

where Y and Ŷ denote the actual sequence and scenario at a
certain power site. In addition, the average proportion devia-
tion (APD) proposed by [34] is extended to the reliability mea-
sure of renewable scenario forecasting, as shown in Table 5.
According to the statistical results, the removal of the Prob-
parse self-attention modules and temporal embedding decreases
forecasting quality, demonstrating the effectiveness and ratio-
nality of the designed temporal embedding technique and at-
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Figure 6: Inside view of scenario forecasting results for days from Jan 30th to Feb 1st, 2022. Wind scenarios (no MC Dropout) (a). Softmax scores in the last
cross-attention module trained on Elia (b).

tention structure. The GAN-based architecture and mini-batch
standard deviation strategy improve the capacity of uncertainty
description, making the pattern expression more diverse. The
measurement results of spatial correlation also demonstrate the
improvement of spatial perception by the spatial-based convo-
lution module in the multivariate condition. In addition, the
proposed method exhibits acceptable forecasting performance
under different dropout probabilities, indicating competitive ro-
bustness under erratic environments.

4.4. Case C: Scenario-Based Scheduling Analysis

To synthetically demonstrate the cost-based effectiveness of
our forecast model, a simulation of scenario-based, day-ahead,
and week-rolling unit commitment is implemented on the mod-
ified IEEE three-area RTS-96 system provided in [49]. This test
system incorporates 96 thermal units, 73 nodes, 51 loads, 107
lines, 10 wind farms, and 15 PV plants, where and the renew-
able scenarios are derived from the normalized observations
and forecasts on the source GEFCom 2014. To simulate the
actual power forecasting process, the training input for Scen-
GAN in this case relies on meteorological information, which
is formulated as Xinfo

C = [c̊1, c̊2, ...]⊺, where {c̊1, c̊2, ...} indicates
weather information time-series.

After forecasting, the fragments of generated scenarios are
performed as inputs to execute a two-stage stochastic program-
ming model, obtaining the day-ahead on/off status decisions of
thermal units and the expected cost. Once the day-ahead unit
commitment decisions are determined and fixed, real-time eco-
nomic dispatch is performed according to the observed power
paths to compute the actual cost. To examine the overall pic-
ture of the scenario, the above process rolls on a daily ba-

sis and is performed with a week period. Obviously, the dif-
ference between the expected and actual costs intuitively de-
scribes the forecasting quality. Concretely, the total capacities
of adopted thermal units, PV plants, and wind farms are 10215
MW, 4050 MW, and 1250 MW respectively, and we set the
penalties of load shedding and renewable curtailment as 1000
$/MWh and 40 $/MWh. To focus on renewable scenario as-
sessment, the uncertainty of the load is ignored. Fig. 8 illus-
trates the day-ahead generation results for real-time schedul-
ing under different numbers of scenarios. The overall deci-
sion exhibits an acceptable utilization of RES generation, and
with the increase in the number of scenarios, the consideration
of nonschedulable resources improves, further optimizing the
economics of day-ahead decision-making. Moreover, several
GAN-based scenario generation models are also used in the
decision-making process for comparison, as shown in Fig. 9.
In the diagram, ScenGAN’s scenario exhibits optimal perfor-
mance on both load shedding and renewable curtailment, and
its expected cost is also closest to the actual cost. This is mainly
because compared with the benchmarks, ScenGAN pays more
attention to the accuracy of the local features, which confirms a
reliable scenario set.

To compare the scheduling performance under out-of-sample
conditions, a set of 500 MC realizations, 60% of which are out-
side the forecasting distribution, are independently and iden-
tically sampled from the historical paths for scheduling. Ta-
ble 6 exhibits the comparison results in the scheduling stage.
The decisions made in ScenGAN’s scenario appear to be more
robust in the face of contingencies, yielding the fewest viola-
tions and least cost variation. The main reason is the consid-
eration of epistemic uncertainty, which enhances the general-
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Ṽ
ar

V
1 sc

or
e

V
2 sc

or
e

Fo
re

ca
st

er
∗

0.
14

41
6.

47
-

0.
04

74
11

.6
91

1
1.

64
23

0.
07

75
11

.2
6

-
0.

03
52

6.
47

03
0.

91
93

Fo
re

ca
st

er
‡

0.
15

72
7.

53
-

0.
06

05
10

.7
48

9
1.

34
45

0.
08

18
18

.9
1

-
0.

04
14

6.
01

94
0.

82
41

Fo
re

ca
st

er
0.

09
76

4.
98

-
0.

04
17

10
.0

88
6

1.
00

83
0.

06
49

4.
62

-
0.

04
33

5.
33

81
0.

71
09

Sc
en

G
A

N
†

0.
08

05
1.

89
-

0.
14

15
9.

48
31

0.
81

63
0.

04
38

4.
37

-
0.

10
41

5.
06

33
0.

62
49

Sc
en

G
A

N
‡

0.
12

80
5.

30
0.

10
25

0.
04

83
9.

74
39

0.
90

64
0.

07
56

9.
37

0.
04

53
0.

05
90

5.
22

15
0.

65
51

Sc
en

G
A

N
m

sd
0.

08
99

3.
41

0.
06

39
0.

07
81

8.
90

30
0.

79
38

0.
05

01
4.

79
0.

03
81

0.
06

58
4.

74
85

0.
48

31
Sc

en
G

A
N

♦
0.

08
70

2.
95

0.
08

11
0.

06
27

10
.4

83
2

1.
25

30
0.

05
22

5.
24

0.
04

54
0.

05
12

6.
21

26
0.

87
46

Sc
en

G
A

N

p d
ro

po
ut
=

0.
50

0.
11

05
1.

77
0.

09
01

0.
05

35
9.

03
97

0.
81

47
0.

06
62

4.
88

0.
05

63
0.

04
89

4.
99

08
0.

41
76

p d
ro

po
ut
=

0.
40

0.
09

94
1.

35
0.

07
92

0.
06

42
8.

72
32

0.
72

27
0.

05
63

4.
13

0.
04

45
0.

05
28

4.
44

37
0.

32
38

p d
ro

po
ut
=

0.
30

0.
09

18
1.

06
0.

06
48

0.
07

10
8.

18
55

0.
57

36
0.

04
84

3.
89

0.
03

21
0.

06
62

4.
00

58
0.

23
09

p d
ro

po
ut
=

0.
20

0.
08

51
0.

82
0.

04
45

0.
07

43
7.

56
87

0.
34

67
0.

04
59

3.
70

0.
02

09
0.

07
08

3.
51

23
0.

14
09

p d
ro

po
ut
=

0.
05

0.
08

42
1.

25
0.

03
72

0.
09

06
8.

29
65

0.
60

16
0.

04
51

4.
24

0.
01

26
0.

08
21

3.
92

03
0.

19
24

Fo
re

ca
st

er
∗
:a

ca
no

ni
ca

la
tte

nt
io

n
ve

rs
io

n
of

Fo
re

ca
st

er
.F

or
ec

as
te

r‡
:r

em
ov

e
m

ul
til

ev
el

em
be

dd
in

g
in

Fo
re

ca
st

er
.S

ce
nG

A
N
‡
:r

em
ov

e
m

ul
til

ev
el

em
be

dd
in

g
in

Sc
en

G
A

N
.

Sc
en

G
A

N
m

sd
:r

em
ov

e
th

e
m

in
i-

ba
tc

h
st

an
da

rd
de

vi
at

io
n

m
od

ul
e.

Sc
en

G
A

N
♦

:r
em

ov
e

th
e

sp
at

ia
l-

ba
se

d
co

nv
ol

ut
io

n
m

od
ul

e.

13



0 4 8 9 6 1 4 4 1 9 2 2 4 0 2 8 8
0 . 0

0 . 1

0 . 2

0 . 3

0 . 4

0 . 5

0 . 6

0 . 7

0 4 8 9 6 1 4 4 1 9 2 2 4 0 2 8 8
0 . 0
0 . 1
0 . 2
0 . 3
0 . 4
0 . 5
0 . 6
0 . 7
0 . 8
0 . 9
1 . 0
1 . 1

0 8 1 6 2 4 3 2 4 0
0 . 1
0 . 2
0 . 3
0 . 4
0 . 5
0 . 6
0 . 7
0 . 8
0 . 9
1 . 0

0 8 1 6 2 4 3 2 4 0
0 . 0
0 . 1
0 . 2
0 . 3
0 . 4
0 . 5
0 . 6
0 . 7
0 . 8
0 . 9
1 . 0

0 . 0 4 3
0 . 0 5 4
0 . 0 5 6

0 . 0 9 4
0 . 1 0 3
0 . 1 0 7

0 . 1 2 4
0 . 1 4 7
0 . 1 5 8

0 . 1 7 5
0 . 2 7 2

0 . 4 1 3

0 . 0 3 5
0 . 0 3 1

0 . 0 4 2
0 . 0 4 8

0 . 0 6 6
0 . 0 9 2

0 . 0 4 9
0 . 0 8 2

0 . 1 1 4
0 . 0 8 5

0 . 0 7 4
0 . 1 2 4

T i m e  H o r i z o n  ( 5  m i n s )

P V

T i m e  H o r i z o n  ( 5  m i n s )
 S L A R I M A   D e e p A R   D C G A N - S O   S t y l e G A N - S O   S e q G A N - L S T M  ( 4 8 )   M L S T M  ( 4 8 )  
 T r a n s f o r m e r   I n f o r m e r   P r o G A N - M O  S t y l e G A N 2 - S E  S c e n G A N  ( P r o p o s e d )   G r o u n d  T r u t h

No
rm

aliz
ed 

Po
we

r V
alu

e

W i n d

Au
toc

orr
ela

tio
n

S c e n G A N  ( M u l t i p l e )

S t y l e G A N 2 - S E

S t y l e G A N - S O

S e q G A N - L S T M  ( 4 8 )

T r a n s f o r m e r

D e e p A R

S c e n G A N  ( S i n g l e )

P r o G A N - M O

I n f o r m e r

D C G A N - S O

L S T M  ( 4 8 )

L S A R I M A

0 . 0 0 0 . 1 0 0 . 2 0 0 . 3 0 0 . 4 0 0 . 5 0 0 . 6 0 0 . 7 0
R M S E  ( N o r m a l i z e d )

Me
tho

d

A v e r a g e  R M S E  S c o r e    
U p p e r  a n d  L o w e r  B o u n d

W i n d( a ) ( b )

0 . 0 0 0 . 0 5 0 . 1 0 0 . 1 5 0 . 2 0 0 . 2 5 0 . 3 0
R M S E  ( N o r m a l i z e d )

P V

 S L A R I M A   D e e p A R   D C G A N - S O   S t y l e G A N - S O   S e q G A N - L S T M  ( 4 8 )  M L S T M  ( 4 8 )
 T r a n s f o r m e r   I n f o r m e r   P r o G A N - M O   S t y l e G A N 2 - S E   S c e n G A N  ( P r o p o s e d )   G r o u n d  T r u t h

L a g s  ( 5  m i n s )

W i n d

L a g s  ( 5  m i n s )

P V

P r o p o s e d  S c e n a r i o
P r o p o s e d  S c e n a r i o

0 . 0 0 . 1 0 . 2 0 . 3 0 . 4 0 . 5 0 . 60
1 0
2 0
3 0
4 0
5 0
6 0
7 0
8 0
9 0

1 0 0

 S L A R I M A  D e e p A R  D C G A N - S O  S e q G A N - L S T M  ( 4 8 )  S t y l e G A N - S O
 P r o G A N - M O  S t y l e G A N 2 - S E  S c e n G A N  ( S i n g l e )  S c e n G A N  ( M u l t i p l e )  G r o u n d  T r u t h

Cu
mu

lati
ve 

Dis
trib

uti
on 

(%
)

R M S E  ( N o r m a l i z e d ) R M S E  ( N o r m a l i z e d )

W i n d

0 . 0 0 0 . 0 5 0 . 1 0 0 . 1 5 0 . 2 0 0 . 2 5

L S A R I M A
D e e p A R

D C G A N - S O
S e q G A N - L S T M  

S t y l e G A N - S O
P r o G A N - M O

S t y l e G A N 2 - S E
S c e n G A N ( S )

S c e n G A N ( M )
P e r s i s t e n c e

M e t h o
d

P V

Figure 7: Comparison of day-ahead forecasts using various models for wind power of May 22nd, 2013 and PV power of Dec. 31st, 2006. Forecasted trajectories
and autocorrelation diagrams (a). RMSE interval and cumulative distribution diagrams of forecasts generated by various models (b).
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Figure 8: Real-time power generation results of fixed day-ahead unit commitment decisions under different number of scenarios.

ization performance and diversified representations for the pro-
posed model.

5. Conclusion

Focusing on the problem of large-scale uncertainties in RES
generation, an uncertainty-aware scenario forecasting frame-
work using a Bayesian deep generative model is proposed in
this study. To capture epistemic and aleatoric uncertainties
simultaneously, MC dropout and AdaIN are employed to in-
crease the ability to cover the forecasting distribution. Based
on the GAN architecture, an attention-intensive network gener-
ating high-fidelity scenarios based on multisource available in-
formation is designed to infer diverse time-series patterns. An
analysis of three publicly available cases demonstrates that the
proposed model surpasses the capacity limits of deterministic
deep models and achieves outstanding performance in reliabil-
ity and sharpness for renewable scenario forecasting. Follow-
up work will continue to study the potential of DGMs and
Bayesian theory in power systems and apply them to other chal-
lenging contexts, such as integrated forecasts considering PV-
wind-load correlations and DGM-based decision-making. In
addition, lightweight high-speed generation is also one of the
critical technical issues.
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