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Abstract

Real-world time-series data often exhibit non-stationarity, in-
cluding changing trends, irregular seasonality, and residuals.
In terms of changing trends, recently proposed multi-layer
perceptron (MLP)-based models have shown excellent per-
formance owing to their computational efficiency and ability
to capture long-term dependency. However, the linear nature
of MLP architectures poses limitations when applied to chan-
nels with diverse distributions, resulting in local variations
such as seasonal patterns and residual components being ig-
nored. However, convolutional neural networks (CNNs) can
effectively incorporate these variations. To resolve the lim-
itations of MLP, we propose combining them with CNNs.
The overall trend is modeled using an MLP to consider
long-term dependencies. The CNN uses diverse kernels to
model fine-grained local patterns in conjunction with MLP
trend predictions. To focus on modeling local variation, we
propose IConv, a novel convolutional architecture that pro-
cesses the temporal dependency channel independently and
considers the inter-channel relationship through distinct lay-
ers. Independent channel processing enables the modeling
of diverse local temporal dependencies and the adoption of
a large kernel size. Distinct inter-channel considerations re-
duce computational cost. The proposed model is evaluated
through extensive experiments on time-series datasets. The
results reveal the superiority of the proposed method for
multivariate time-series forecasting. The code is available at
https://github.com/qkfxhqrkrrl/IConv.

Introduction
While deep learning has demonstrated remarkable success
in multivariate time-series forecasting (MTSF) across appli-
cations such as weather forecasting (Wu et al. 2023b), fi-
nance (Kim et al. 2025), and sensors (Park et al. 2023), real-
world time-series data often exhibit non-stationarity, pre-
senting complex challenges such as dynamic trends, irreg-
ular seasonality, and persistent residuals. To effectively ad-
dress these complexities, long-term dependencies need to be
modeled to capture trends, while concurrently capturing lo-
cal variation such as seasonal and local temporal fluctua-
tion. The capabilities of multi-layer perceptron (MLP) and
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Figure 1: MLP’s failure mode on a synthetic dataset with
identical global trends but different local variations.

transformer-based models are well-established for model-
ing long-term dependencies. Specifically, MLP-based mod-
els have gained traction in recent years owing to their com-
putational efficiency and state-of-the-art prediction perfor-
mance (Huang et al. 2024). However, the linear nature of
MLP poses a limitation when applied to channels with di-
verse distributions (Ma et al. 2024). These models easily
overfit to the trend while disregarding local variation, such as
shifting seasonality and residuals, as shown in Figure 1. The
decomposition of local variation in the image suggests the
model is overfitted to a specific channel’s local variations.
Consequently, MLP-based models exhibit a reduced capac-
ity to capture local fluctuation across the number of chan-
nels, thereby decreasing their robustness for nonstationary
data. This highlights the need for mechanisms that can cap-
ture diverse temporal patterns, which is the core advantage
of convolutional neural networks (CNNs).

CNNs have demonstrated considerable efficacy in captur-
ing temporal patterns within time-series forecasting, partic-
ularly showcasing robustness to strong seasonality and other
short-term fluctuations (Bai, Kolter, and Koltun 2018; Liu,
Ji, and Wang 2020). However, a key limitation of conven-
tional CNNs lies in their constrained receptive field, which
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restricts effectively modeling long-range dependencies be-
cause they struggle to integrate relevant information beyond
their defined kernel sizes (Casolaro et al. 2023). While in-
creasing the kernel size might conceptually address this lim-
itation, it leads directly to a substantial increase in com-
putational burden, scaling proportionally with both kernel
size and the number of channels. Despite recent advances in
CNN-based models that investigate alternative solutions for
enhanced efficiency, they generally require more computa-
tion than their MLP-based counterparts. Building on these
insights, we propose a novel framework that synergistically
combines an MLP with a CNN. In this framework, the MLP
predicts the overall macroscopic trends from the input time
series. The CNN then models local variations based on the
trend predictions made by the MLP. This synergistic com-
bination allows the MLP to robustly capture global depen-
dencies, whereas the CNN effectively models the diverse lo-
cal temporal patterns that MLPs often miss. Furthermore, to
enhance both the efficiency and capacity of the CNN com-
ponent for capturing the fine-grained local dynamics, we in-
troduced a novel CNN architecture (IConv). IConv decou-
ples the mechanisms of conventional CNN and comprises
two key components: a channel independent patcher (CIP)
and an inter-channel mixer (ICM). The CIP uses a channel-
independent convolution to extract rich local temporal fea-
tures from each channel. This design considerably reduces
the computational requirements, even when using large ker-
nel sizes, and enables the capture of diverse channel-specific
representations. The ICM then applies efficient convolu-
tional operations to the extracted channel-independent infor-
mation, capturing crucial inter-channel relationships with-
out incurring the substantial computational overhead typi-
cally associated with standard multi-channel convolutions.
The main contributions of the proposed method are summa-
rized as:
• The combination of MLP and CNN synergistically com-

plements the limitations of each, and contributes to en-
hancing robustness to non-stationary data.

• IConv, a specialized convolutional architecture that de-
composes standard operations into distinct temporal and
inter-channel processes, is introduced. This separation
improves computational efficiency substantially and en-
ables larger kernels to be used for richer feature extrac-
tion.

• The proposed IConv-based framework achieves state-of-
the-art performance across several MTSF benchmarks.

Related Work
MTSF Methodologies
Early deep learning approaches such as recurrent neural net-
works struggled with modeling long-term dependencies due
to gradient vanishing problems (Pascanu, Mikolov, and Ben-
gio 2013). Transformers and recent MLP-based models have
addressed these long-term dependency challenges by corre-
lating entire input sequences (Liu et al. 2024; Wu et al. 2021;
Zeng et al. 2023). However, their global correlation mech-
anisms often overlook fine-grained local details and strug-
gle to adapt to diverse distributional characteristics across

channels, making them vulnerable to non-stationarity (Ma
et al. 2024). Although methods such as instance normaliza-
tion (Kim et al. 2021) and stationary correction (Ma et al.
2024) partially address non-stationarity, they focus primar-
ily on global trend shifts rather than nuanced local varia-
tions. To address this limitation, we utilize CNNs for their
proficiency in capturing local temporal patterns and sea-
sonal components by translation-invariant filters (Liu, Ji, and
Wang 2020). The research further highlights the capacity of
MLP and CNN models to complement each other, generat-
ing synergistic effects.

CNN in MTSF
Conventional one-dimensional convolution considers cor-
relation between channels and temporal dependency con-
currently (Luo and Wang 2024; Wu et al. 2023a). How-
ever, such an approach increases the computational bur-
den significantly when the number channel increases. Con-
sequently, conventional CNNs struggle to model high-
dimensional MTSF data effectively without incurring an ex-
cessive computational burden. Despite recent CNN architec-
tures using feedforward networks (Luo and Wang 2024) or
multi-scaling (Wang et al. 2023) to decrease the computa-
tional load, their resource requirements still exceed those
of transformer- and MLP-based architectures. Conversely,
the proposed model considers the long-term dependency via
the MLP, thus eliminating the need to allocate resources
to enlarge the receptive field. Given the MLP’s focus on
global trends, it becomes essential for the CNN compo-
nent to capture diverse local patterns of individual channels
to enhance robustness against the local fluctuations preva-
lent in non-stationary data (Wang and Wu 2024). Recent
research indicates that channel-independent MTSF models
have demonstrated superior robustness compared to their
channel-dependent counterparts, yielding improved predic-
tive accuracy (Han, Ye, and Zhan 2024). Based on these find-
ings, IConv utilized channel independent convolution to ex-
tract more diverse local variation and enhance the robustness
of prediction. Furthermore, to compensate for the limitations
of channel-independent operations that do not take into ac-
count the correlation between channels, we employ 1 × 1
convolution, the efficacy of which has been established in
CV domains (Howard et al. 2017).

Methodology
The MTSF forecasts a future sequence of length L based
on the multivariate input sequence Xin of length T . The in-
put can be expressed as Xin = [X(1), X(2), . . . , X(C)] ∈
RC×T , where X

(c)
in = [x

(c)
1 , x

(c)
2 , . . . , x

(c)
T ] ∈ RT repre-

sents row vectors of the c-th channel with length T . The
model outputs Ŷ = [Ŷ (1), Ŷ (2), . . . , Ŷ (C)] ∈ RC×L, where
Y (c) = [x̂

(c)
T+1, x̂

(c)
T+2, . . . , x̂

(c)
T+L] ∈ RL is the prediction

of the step L future sequence for the c-th channel and
Y ∈ RC×L is the corresponding ground truth future se-
quence of every channel. Specifically, for the c-th channel,
it is Y (c) = [x

(c)
T+1, x

(c)
T+2, . . . , x

(c)
T+L] ∈ RL. The objective

of the training is to minimize the gap between the model’s



predicted output Ŷ and the ground truth future sequence Y
measured by a loss function. A description of the operations
in the IConv block is provided with a visualization of the
process in Figure 2. Each component of the figure is ex-
plained in this section.

Trend Prediction
Before the input is predicted into a future sequence, Xin

is encoded using the MLP, which transforms the T -length
sequence into dmodel-dimensional representation, and then
projects it back to a T -length representation across every
channel. This process is denoted as

Enc(Xin) = ReLU(Xin ×Wp + bp)×Wr + br

Xenc = Xin + Enc(Xin)
(1)

where Xenc ∈ RC×T is the final output of MLP model.
The layer that projects to a higher dimension is parameter-
ized by Wp ∈ RT×dmodel and bp ∈ Rdmodel , and dmodel is
an adjustable hyperparameter. Parameters Wr ∈ Rdmodel×T

and br ∈ RT denote weight and bias of the dimensionality
reduction layer, respectively. The output of the encoder is
added to the input as a residual, giving Xenc. Consequently,
it is regressed to a future sequence by a single linear layer,
and can be denoted as

Ỹ = Xenc ×Wreg + breg (2)

where Ỹ ∈ RC×L is the overall trend computed by the trend
prediction layer. The function is parameterized by Wreg ∈
RT×L and breg ∈ RL, which project the input sequence into
an output sequence.

Channel Independent Patch Compressor
The CIP comprises two main components: CIP compres-
sor (CIPC) and CIP expander (CIPE). The CIPC identifies
local temporal dependencies and extracts diverse represen-
tations of inputs through channel-independent convolution.
The CIPE predicts the local variation through transposed
convolution by upsampling the sequential dimension of the
hidden states that were compressed by CIPC. The CIPC ex-
tracts M representations from each channel through a con-
volution kernel K(c,m)

cp ∈ RP , where (c,m) is the index of
the m-th kernel for the c-th channel and P is the patch size.
The kernel strides each time by S; therefore the sequence
length after convolution is N = (L− P )/S + 1, given that
the predicted sequence length L and patch size P are com-
pletely divisible by stride size S and no padding is applied.
CIPC can be expressed as

H(c,m) = ReLU(Conv1D(Norm(Ỹ (c))))
K

(c,m)
cp

(3)

where H ∈ RC·M×N is the output of CIPC and
H(c,m) ∈ RN is a row vector of outputs com-
puted by convolution kernels K

(c,m)
cp based on Ỹ (c).

The Norm(·) is a batch normalization deployed for the
experiments. Each channel is assigned with K

(c)
cp =

[K
(c,1)
cp ,K

(c,2)
cp , . . . ,K

(c,M)
cp ] and their computational results

are H(c) = [H(c,1), H(c,2), . . . ,H(c,M)]. We extract the key
features by ReLU instead of pooling to further enhance the
efficiency. Owing to the channel-independent design of the
CIPC, the convolutional layer’s parameter size is reduced to
K ∈ RC×M×P , where M is an integer typically < 10. In
contrast, conventional convolutional layers often use kernels
of size K ∈ RC×Z×P , where the hidden dimension Z can
range up to 64. This significant reduction in parameter count
contributes to greater efficiency, enabling the use of larger
kernel sizes.

Inter-Channel Mixer
To address the constraint of channel independence disre-
garding the inter-channel correlation, we apply a 1× 1 con-
volution layer, which references the values of other com-
pressed representations across every channel. However, a 1D
convolution layer with a kernel size of 1 can be replaced by
matrix multiplication along the channel axis. Although the
two operations are analogous, using matrix multiplication
results in a significant reduction in computation time. To ex-
tract the key features from the diverse local temporal repre-
sentations, ICM first reduces the dimensionality of H to C,
and then expands it back to C ·M . The ICM operation can
be formalized as:

H̄ = ReLU(H ×Wcr + bcr) (4)

Ĥ = ReLU(H̄ ×Wce + bce) + Ĥ (5)

where H̄ ∈ RC×N is a compressed mixed representation
and Ĥ ∈ RC·M×N is an output of the ICM layer. The pa-
rameters for the channel reducing layer are Wcr ∈ RC×C·M

and bcr ∈ RC , while expansion layers are Wce ∈ R(C ·
M × C) and bce ∈ R(C · M). The residual connection of
H is applied to the output of the expansion layer, preserving
the compressed representation and adding extracted infor-
mation. While each linear layer in the ICM can be replaced
by a 1D convolution layer, the results differ slightly owing
to different implementation. This is investigated further in
the analysis section.

Channel Independent Patcher Expander
The compressed representation following CIPC and ICM
comprises embedded hidden states. These states have con-
sidered the temporal patterns and interrelationships across
varied representations. We upsampled these hidden states
along the time axis through a transposed convolution to pre-
dict the local variation. This process is:

V (c)
p = TrConv1D(H̄(c))

K
(c)
ep

(6)

where K
(c)
ep ∈ R(M × P ) represents a kernel of trans-

posed convolution for the c-th channel. The input of CIPE
H̄(c) = [H̄(c, 1), H̄(c,2), . . . , H̄(c,M)] ∈ RM×N is a set of
M row vectors for the c-th channel. These sets of hidden
states are considered together using transposed convolution.
The output of CIPE is V ∈ RC×L and its row vector for
the c-th channel satisfies V (c) ∈ RL. This output V is mul-
tiplied by variance of Ỹ and added to the prediction of the



Figure 2: Overall architecture of IConv: (a) CIPC; (b) ICM; (c) CIPE

overall trend Ỹ that was predicted by MLP. This process can
be formulated as:

Ŷ = Ỹ + V × V ar(Ỹ ) (7)

where Ŷ ∈ RC×L is the final prediction made by IConv
and V ar(Ỹ ) ∈ RC×1 is the variance of each channel along
the time axis. The variance is multiplied to local variation
prediction V to consider the distributional aspects of each
channel, which was lost by the batch normalization in equa-
tion (3). As assumed in the CIPC, if the stride and kernel
sizes are divisible, the output sequence length matches the
original sequence length L. The entire process, incorporat-
ing CIPC, ICM, and CIPE, can be repeated multiple times
by setting the kernel size, stride size, and multiplier for the
channel dimensions, as shown in Figure 2. As training pro-
gresses, the V values are adjusted to fill the gap that MLPs
cannot predict by themselves, and naturally predict the local
variation residing in the time-series data.

Normalization and Objective Function
For preprocessing the dataset, we used reversible instance
normalization to mitigate the distribution shift between the
training and test datasets. The mean and variance of each
channel were stored and used to normalize the input se-
quence. Denormalization was then applied to the prediction
sequence using the stored mean and variance. For the train-
ing objectives, we set L1 as the loss for its insensitivity to
outliers. It is denoted as

Loss =
1

C

C∑
c=1

|Y (c) − Y (c)| (8)

Experiments
Datasets
We evaluated five large-scale real-world time-series datasets
for MTSF. (1) Electricity consuming load (ECL) (Wu et al.
2021) data comprise hourly electricity consumption with
321 variables; (2) Electricity transformer temperature

(ETT) (Wu et al. 2021) includes 7 variables resampled us-
ing two criteria: hourly sampled data are ETTh1, ETTh2 and
ETTm1, and ETTm2 are sampled every 15 min; (3) Solar
energy (Lai et al. 2018) cite includes 137 variables sampled
every 10 mins; (4) Traffic (Wu et al. 2021) data describes the
occupancy rates of lanes using 862 variables; (5) Weather
(Wu et al. 2021) includes 21 variables collected every 10
min from a weather station. For all datasets, we divided the
data into training, validation, and testing sets in chronolog-
ical order. The ETT dataset used a 6:2:2 ratio, whereas the
remaining datasets were split in a 7:1:2 ratio.

Experimental Setups
All experiments were conducted in a Google Colab cloud-
computing environment using an Nvidia L4 GPU for train-
ing. The models were trained for 10 epochs, using the Adam
optimizer, with early stopping patience of 3 epochs. To en-
sure a fair comparison of the convergence rates, a uniform
learning rate of 0.001 was initially applied to all models and
adjusted via a scheduler after each epoch. Baseline mod-
els were selected from state-of-the-art architectures widely
used in the MTSF domain. These models can be catego-
rized as: (1) Transformer-based models: iTransformer (Liu
et al. 2024), PatchTST (Nie et al. 2023); (2) Linear-based
models: TimeMixer++ (Wang et al. 2025), Amplifier (Fei
et al. 2025), DLinear (Zeng et al. 2023); and (3) CNN-based
models: ModernTCN (Luo and Wang 2024), TimesNet (Wu
et al. 2023a). After each epoch, the models were evaluated
on the validation set using the mean absolute error (MAE).
Upon completion of training, the model weights correspond-
ing to the lowest validation loss were loaded and then eval-
uated on the test dataset using both the mean squared error
(MSE) and MAE metrics.

Model Configuration
The MLP encoder architecture, specifically the number of
layers and hidden dimension size, varies by the dataset size
and characteristics of them. For local variation prediction,
three IConv layers were used, each with a uniform stride



Models IConv TimeMixer++ Amplifier ModernTCN iTransformer PatchTST TimesNet DLinear
(Ours) (2025) (2025) (2024) (2024) (2023) (2023) (2023)

Metric MSE MAE MSE MAE MSE MAE MSE MAE MSE MAE MSE MAE MSE MAE MSE MAE

E
C

L

96 0.140 0.229 0.164 0.252 0.154 0.243 0.153 0.250 0.154 0.240 0.185 0.258 0.167 0.265 0.199 0.270
192 0.156 0.243 0.180 0.266 0.172 0.259 0.167 0.263 0.167 0.252 0.188 0.264 0.184 0.279 0.197 0.273
336 0.167 0.257 0.193 0.277 0.176 0.263 0.176 0.273 0.182 0.268 0.203 0.279 0.213 0.306 0.209 0.288
720 0.194 0.281 0.224 0.300 0.210 0.293 0.200 0.292 0.211 0.293 0.244 0.312 0.241 0.322 0.245 0.320

E
T

T
h1

96 0.377 0.384 0.397 0.398 0.385 0.387 0.395 0.395 0.390 0.399 0.384 0.390 0.399 0.407 0.380 0.387
192 0.438 0.417 0.451 0.429 0.442 0.421 0.462 0.436 0.438 0.429 0.443 0.422 0.455 0.440 0.430 0.418
336 0.485 0.440 0.494 0.447 0.397 0.448 0.521 0.464 0.485 0.452 0.485 0.443 0.516 0.479 0.473 0.444
720 0.489 0.460 0.498 0.471 0.529 0.480 0.553 0.508 0.498 0.478 0.492 0.465 0.534 0.495 0.491 0.488

E
T

T
h2

96 0.290 0.332 0.295 0.338 0.285 0.332 0.280 0.335 0.293 0.339 0.281 0.329 0.315 0.355 0.293 0.344
192 0.359 0.379 0.371 0.386 0.362 0.382 0.373 0.387 0.377 0.392 0.360 0.379 0.383 0.397 0.377 0.396
336 0.407 0.415 0.422 0.426 0.415 0.420 0.407 0.418 0.438 0.433 0.404 0.415 0.447 0.434 0.449 0.451
720 0.410 0.431 0.430 0.441 0.427 0.439 0.413 0.435 0.438 0.447 0.412 0.431 0.422 0.436 0.610 0.548

E
T

T
m

1 96 0.304 0.332 0.315 0.343 0.316 0.342 0.342 0.377 0.315 0.345 0.312 0.338 0.394 0.389 0.332 0.351
192 0.357 0.361 0.363 0.369 0.369 0.367 0.373 0.396 0.366 0.370 0.361 0.365 0.452 0.426 0.376 0.374
336 0.391 0.384 0.386 0.391 0.401 0.390 0.420 0.422 0.405 0.395 0.395 0.389 0.471 0.439 0.406 0.395
720 0.457 0.423 0.459 0.432 0.472 0.430 0.472 0.430 0.463 0.445 0.471 0.433 0.458 0.427 0.538 0.476

E
T

T
m

2 96 0.168 0.246 0.175 0.251 0.171 0.249 0.169 0.250 0.174 0.251 0.177 0.253 0.187 0.261 0.183 0.257
192 0.228 0.288 0.245 0.298 0.234 0.292 0.240 0.299 0.243 0.298 0.242 0.296 0.260 0.307 0.245 0.302
336 0.288 0.326 0.296 0.332 0.300 0.334 0.296 0.337 0.305 0.337 0.302 0.337 0.322 0.346 0.307 0.348
720 0.397 0.390 0.440 0.418 0.391 0.389 0.453 0.424 0.403 0.394 0.404 0.395 0.431 0.407 0.413 0.419

So
la

r

96 0.194 0.209 0.184 0.207 0.185 0.208 0.206 0.233 0.200 0.209 0.219 0.230 0.230 0.227 0.286 0.294
192 0.237 0.232 0.231 0.236 0.234 0.235 0.241 0.252 0.236 0.233 0.249 0.249 0.271 0.252 0.318 0.313
336 0.259 0.245 0.261 0.255 0.244 0.243 0.264 0.265 0.253 0.248 0.274 0.263 0.305 0.281 0.363 0.327
720 0.262 0.248 0.263 0.256 0.257 0.249 0.267 0.266 0.257 0.246 0.278 0.263 0.308 0.277 0.374 0.322

Tr
af

fic

96 0.459 0.263 0.461 0.263 0.447 0.283 0.456 0.289 0.408 0.268 0.499 0.291 0.622 0.312 0.671 0.366
192 0.466 0.271 0.474 0.272 0.457 0.285 0.460 0.286 0.430 0.276 0.496 0.291 0.642 0.319 0.625 0.343
336 0.479 0.274 0.474 0.279 0.471 0.292 0.475 0.292 0.446 0.281 0.512 0.297 0.652 0.326 0.629 0.345
720 0.517 0.293 0.547 0.299 0.506 0.314 0.511 0.311 0.481 0.300 0.558 0.323 0.698 0.349 0.660 0.365

W
ea

th
er 96 0.152 0.189 0.162 0.197 0.153 0.190 0.152 0.194 0.210 0.240 0.173 0.205 0.162 0.204 0.208 0.232

192 0.201 0.236 0.211 0.243 0.205 0.240 0.204 0.242 0.264 0.286 0.219 0.247 0.215 0.252 0.245 0.267
336 0.258 0.280 0.269 0.286 0.267 0.286 0.263 0.289 0.310 0.320 0.275 0.287 0.295 0.306 0.288 0.307
720 0.338 0.332 0.352 0.341 0.344 0.338 0.344 0.342 0.377 0.362 0.353 0.338 0.386 0.369 0.347 0.358

Table 1: MTSF forecasting results evaluated by MSE and MAE. The input window was set to 96 and the prediction length
varied by 96, 192, 336, 720. The best results are highlighted in bold, and the second best are underlined.

but with distinct kernel sizes. The kernel sizes were progres-
sively reduced as the IConv layers became shallower, start-
ing with larger kernels in the first layer to capture extensive
temporal dependencies and then decreasing them to extract
more specific patterns. The combination of kernel sizes is
determined by the multiplication of the smallest size; for ex-
ample, if the smallest kernel is 4, the kernel size is set to
P = [12, 8, 4]. Stride sizes were chosen based on the time
interval of the dataset. For example, in the case of the dataset
sampled every 15 minutes, the stride size was set to 4; con-
versely, a stride of 3 was applied to the dataset sampled every
10 minutes.

Result and Analysis
Table 1 presents a quantitative evaluation of the proposed
IConv method in comparison with existing baseline models.
Our IConv consistently outperforms these baselines across

several datasets and prediction sequence settings, achieving
45 first-place out of 64 evaluations and rankings second-
place in 9 cases. This demonstrates the superior performance
of IConv in MTSF. The effectiveness of our model was fur-
ther validated by visual inspection of the prediction results,
as shown in Figure 3. The prediction at the top most is the
result of the regression layer. The MLP layer outputs merely
follow a recurring macroscopic pattern, missing these cru-
cial local variations. The predictions on the left side, marked
by red lines, each represent the output of three IConv layer
with each kernel size of P = [24, 16, 8] with stride size
S = 4. The forecasts of each layer reduce the distance be-
tween the MLP outputs and the ground truth, as depicted in
the right-hand graphs of the figure. Within the highlighted
regions, IConv significantly reduced prediction errors by ef-
fectively modeling local temporal patterns. These findings
strongly support our core proposition that IConv is highly



Figure 3: Model results on ECL dataset. Top: Output of re-
gression layer: Input – Blue, future – Green, predictions -
Orange; Left: Local variation predictions; Right; Outputs

effective for modeling fined-grained local temporal patterns
within non-stationary time-series data.

Receptive Field Analysis
To further validate the contribution of IConv in capturing
local variations, we visualized its receptive field, presented
in Figure 4. Receptive fields are generally used in convo-
lutional models to assess the propagation of information
through deeper layers, thus they are not directly related to
prediction accuracy, and the values of heatmaps might not
be a suitable metric for evaluating the input utilization of
MLP-based models. However, the comparison with IConvs
and MLP help to identify the role of IConv’s within our
MLP-CNN framework. Following the methodology of (Kim
et al. 2023), we sampled 50 instances of inputs each with
96 timesteps from the ECL dataset. We then computed the
gradients of the values at the 48th predicted time step with
respect to the input values; the heatmap values reflects each
input value’s contribution to prediction of middle of the out-
put sequence. The IConv model’s capacity to manage lo-
calized temporal relationships is indicated by the more dis-
persed heatmap values relative to the MLP model’s heatmap.
While MLP reference single timesteps on a 24-hour cy-
cle, IConv leverages contextual information beyond single
timestep. Furthermore, there are distinct difference exists in
receptive field of ModernTCN and IConv. Within IConv’s
receptive field, there is significant periodicity and it accounts
for long-term dependency by referencing both the initial and
final input indices. In contrast, ModernTCN’s gradient val-
ues are concentrated in the middle area, and the impact di-
minishes as it extends to the sides.

Ablation Study
An ablation study was conducted to quantify the individual
contributions of each component within the proposed model.
We defined the following variants: W/O IConv is a simple

Figure 4: Visualization of receptive field from IConv, MLP
and ModernTCN on ECL dataset

MLP model with RevIN. W/O ICM is an MLP in addi-
tion with CIP. CIP parameters, such as stride size and kernel
size, matched those used in baseline comparisons. The input
length was set to 96, and the future sequence was 96, 192,
336, 720. Table 2 presents the results of the study. The re-
duced values of the MSE and MAE with added components
indicate their respective substantial contributionsIn partic-
ular, the addition of ICM leads to further improvements,
demonstrating the importance of modeling inter-variable in-
teractions.

Model W/O IConv W/O ICM IConv

Metric MSE MAE MSE MAE MSE MAE

So
la

r

96 0.236 0.246 0.221 0.228 0.194 0.209
192 0.286 0.273 0.259 0.249 0.237 0.232
336 0.317 0.290 0.287 0.264 0.259 0.245
720 0.318 0.289 0.290 0.265 0.262 0.248

E
C

L

96 0.200 0.276 0.166 0.250 0.140 0.230
192 0.205 0.284 0.180 0.261 0.156 0.245
336 0.219 0.298 0.193 0.275 0.167 0.258
720 0.259 0.329 0.233 0.308 0.194 0.281

Tr
af

fic

96 0.529 0.336 0.509 0.305 0.459 0.263
192 0.526 0.336 0.506 0.302 0.466 0.271
336 0.540 0.340 0.516 0.305 0.479 0.274
720 0.572 0.575 0.550 0.322 0.517 0.293

Table 2: Results of ablation study of each component on So-
lar Energy, ECL, and Traffic datasets

Comparison of Convolution and Linear layer
We validated the replacement of the 1× 1 convolution layer
with a linear layer through comparative experiments, as il-
lustrated in Figure 5. The weights of each layer were ini-
tialized by N(0, 0.01). Despite implementation differences,
both models produced similar outputs. While the convo-
lutional layer demonstrated reduced processing time for
smaller datasets, the linear layer’s processing time starts out-
perform the convolutional layer as the number of variables
increased. For the traffic dataset, the linear layer performed
45% faster than the convolutional layer.



Figure 5: Model efficiency comparison between convolu-
tional and linear layers

Efficiency Analysis
A comparative analysis of the model’s computational effi-
ciency, considering training speed and memory consump-
tion, is presented in Figure 6. Training speed was quantified
by calculating the mean inference time. The necessary mem-
ory is calculated based on the model’s parameter size. The
figure indicates that IConv achieved substantial memory re-
ductions compared to other convolution-based MTSF mod-
els across datasets with both large and small variable counts.
In large variable datasets, a considerable reduction in com-
putation time is observed, outperforming transformer-based
models.

Figure 6: Comparison of computation time and prediction
performance between convolution and linear layers

Conclusion
This paper introduced a novel hybrid MLP-CNN model
for time series forecasting, addressing limitations of exist-
ing MLP-based approaches. Our model effectively captures
long-term dependencies using MLPs and local variations via

a specialized convolutional network, IConv. By decoupling
temporal and inter-channel processing, we significantly im-
proved efficiency and predictive accuracy, achieving state-
of-the-art performance on multiple datasets while reducing
computational costs compared to existing convolution-based
models. Moreover, the visualization of prediction and recep-
tive field has allowed us to validate the hypothesis concern-
ing the efficacy of IConv in discerning local temporal pat-
terns.

Appendix
1 Experimentation Details

1.1 Datasets
We evaluated IConv’s performance on six real-world
datasets for a comparative analysis. A detailed description
of each dataset is provided below: (1) ECL (Electricity Con-
suming Load): This dataset (Wu et al. 2021) contains hourly
electricity consumption data for 321 clients. (2) ETT (Elec-
tricity Transformer Temperature): From July 2016 to July
2018, this dataset (Wu et al. 2021) records seven factors
related to electricity transformers. It is divided into four
subsets: ETTh1 and ETTh2 (hourly data), and ETTm1 and
ETTm2 (15-minute data). (3) Solar-Energy: This dataset
(Lai et al. 2018) records solar power production from 137
photovoltaic (PV) plants in 2006, with measurements taken
every 10 minutes. (4) Traffic: The traffic dataset (Wu et al.
2021) contains hourly road occupancy rates from 862 sen-
sors on San Francisco Bay area freeways, collected from
January 2015 to December 2016. (5) Weather: The weather
dataset (Wu et al. 2021) includes 21 meteorological fac-
tors collected every 10 minutes throughout 2020 from the
Weather Station of the Max Planck Biogeochemistry Insti-
tute. A summary of these datasets is presented in Table 3.

Model Dim Dataset size
(Train, Val, Test) Freq

ECL 321 (18317, 2633, 5261) Hourly
ETTm 7 (34465, 11521, 11521) 15 mins
ETTh 7 (8545, 2881, 2881) Hourly

Solar Energy 127 (36601, 5161, 10417) 10 mins
Traffic 862 (12185, 1757, 3509) Hourly

Weather 21 (36792, 5271, 10540) 10 mins

Table 3: Summary of dataset

1.2 Model Architecture
While the main paper presents the core equations and figures
for a single IConv layer, this appendix provides a more de-
tailed explanation of the overall model architecture, which
consists of multiple IConv layers. The model employs a
sequential structure where three IConv operations are per-
formed subsequently. The detailed order of each operation
is explained through Algorithm 1. This design allows the



model to extract progressively finer details from the over-
all trend Ỹ . In our experiments, we maintained consistent
stride and multiplier values across all IConv layers, such that
M1 = M2 = M3 and S1 = S2 = S3. The patch sizes, how-
ever, were configured to decrease sequentially, satisfying the
condition P1 > P2 > P3. The detailed setting related with
kernel size and stride size is explained in next subsection.

Algorithm 1: MLP-IConv Architecture

Input: Xin ∈ RC×T

Parameters:
P = [P1, P2, P3]
S = [S1, S2, S3]
M = [M1,M2,M3]

Output: Ŷ ∈ RC×L

1: Xenc = Enc(Xin)

2: Ỹ = Reg(Xenc)
3: for i = 0 to len(P ) do
4: H = CIPC(Ỹ , P [i], S[i],M [i])

5: Ĥ = ICM(H)

6: V = CIPE(Ĥ, P [i], S[i],M [i])

7: Ỹ = Ỹ + V ar(Ỹ )× V
8: end for
9: Ŷ = Ỹ

10: return Ŷ

1.3 Hyperparameter Sensitivity

To explore the impact of different configurations, we tested
various combinations of kernel and stride sizes. For our ex-
periments, we restricted the stride sizes to either 3 or 4.
To help the model better capture the underlying patterns of
the datasets, we matched the stride size to the time inter-
val of the dataset. For instance, the solar energy dataset,
which is sampled every 10 minutes, uses a stride size of
3 to analyze hourly temporal patterns (10 minutes×3=30
minutes). Following this rule, we explored the best kernel
sizes from 36,24,12, 18,12,6, and 12,6,3 for the solar en-
ergy dataset. Similarly, for the ECL and Traffic da-tasets,
we experimented with kernel sizes from 36,24,12, 24,16,8,
and 12,8,4 with a stride size of 4. The results of these ex-
periments are summarized in Tables 3 and 4, with a visual
comparison provided in Figure 7. Our findings suggest that
a larger multiplier generally improves the model’s predic-
tive accuracy by enabling the extraction of a more diverse
representation. In contrast, a larger kernel size does not con-
sistently lead to better performance. The optimal kernel size
appears to vary significantly depending on the dataset’s spe-
cific characteristics and the desired prediction length. This
indicates a potential performance boost when the data ex-
hibits evident periodicity, as the model can better exploit
these patterns.

2 Features of IConv
2.1 Receptive Field
To analyze the receptive field of our IConv model, we
adopted the methodology of Luo and Wang (2024). We ran-
domly sampled 50 data instances from the validation set
and computed their outputs, denoted as Ŷ ∈ R50×C×L.
To represent the relationship between the input and output
timesteps, we averaged the batch-wise and channel-wise di-
mensions of the prediction sequence’s midpoint. This is ex-
pressed by the following equations:

F =
1

C

1

50

C∑
c=1

50∑
i=1

Ŷ [i, L/2, c] (9)

XG =
1

C

1

50

C∑
c=1

50∑
i=1

Xin[i, :, c] (10)

Next, we calculated the gradient of F with respect to each
averaged input timestep, represented as:

G =
∂F

∂X
(t)
G

(11)

The computed gradient values were then normalized to
the range [0,1] using min-max scaling. These results are vi-
sualized as a heatmap in Figure 4 of the main paper. In this
appendix, heatmaps for datasets other than ECL are pre-
sented in Figure 8. As shown in Figure 8(c), the receptive
field for the Traffic dataset mirrors that of the ECL dataset,
indicating that the model utilizes contextual information sur-
rounding the individual timestep. For the weather dataset,
represented in Figure 8(a), the receptive field is visibly ex-
tended compared to traditional MLP models. The visualiza-
tion of the receptive field clearly demonstrates IConv’s ef-
ficacy in modeling local temporal patterns from the input
sequence. However, this approach does not fully explain the
relationship between the input sequence and the predicted
output sequence in MLP models. For a more comprehensive
understanding of which timesteps are referenced for predic-
tion, a visualization of the model’s weight matrix is a more
suitable approach.

2.2 Weight Matrix
While receptive field visualization provides insight into how
IConv processes the input sequence, a weight matrix visu-
alization offers a deeper understanding of its contribution to
the predicted output. To validate IConv’s efficacy, we have
visualized the weight matrices of from three models: regres-
sion layer of IConv (Wreg), a standard MLP, and the trend
component of DLinear. The results are presented in Figure 9.
The values along the main diagonal of these matrices reflect
the models’ ability to capture evident periodicity and overall
trends within the time-series data. In the weight matrix of
weather and solar energy datasets, depicted in Figures 9(c1)
and 9(d1), the diagonal line is notably more pronounced
than in both the MLP and DLinear matrices. Additionally,
the IConv weight matrix demonstrates a more restrained and
less probabilistic distribution of values in the non-diagonal



Kernel size set {12,6,3} {18,12,6} {36,24,12}
Multiplier 3 4 6 8 3 4 6 8 3 4 6 8

So
la

r

96 0.212 0.212 0.213 0.212 0.213 0.210 0.208 0.209 0.210 0.209 0.209 0.206
192 0.233 0.235 0.232 0.229 0.232 0.230 0.235 0.229 0.240 0.235 0.233 0.231
336 0.248 0.252 0.248 0.245 0.245 0.245 0.248 0.246 0.257 0.248 0.250 0.247
720 0.251 0.251 0.250 0.250 0.247 0.250 0.251 0.249 0.255 0.247 0.250 0.250

Table 4: Hyperparameter sensitivity results on the ECL and traffic datasets with stride size 4 measured by MAE

Kernel size set {12,8,4} {24,16,8} {36,24,12}
Multiplier 3 4 6 8 3 4 6 8 3 4 6 8

E
C

L

96 0.234 0.232 0.230 0.229 0.233 0.232 0.231 0.230 0.234 0.233 0.232 0.230
192 0.246 0.246 0.244 0.243 0.247 0.246 0.244 0.245 0.248 0.248 0.246 0.246
336 0.261 0.260 0.257 0.257 0.260 0.259 0.258 0.258 0.261 0.260 0.259 0.257
720 0.284 0.283 0.282 0.281 0.286 0.283 0.281 0.281 0.284 0.284 0.283 0.283

Tr
af

fic

96 0.276 0.272 0.270 0.267 0.275 0.270 0.265 0.263 0.274 0.270 0.266 0.262
192 0.280 0.276 0.273 0.271 0.278 0.275 0.271 0.271 0.279 0.275 0.272 0.270
336 0.283 0.279 0.278 0.276 0.281 0.279 0.276 0.274 0.282 0.279 0.276 0.275
720 0.300 0.298 0.295 0.297 0.300 0.296 0.295 0.293 0.299 0.297 0.294 0.295

Table 5: Hyperparameter sensitivity results on the solar energy dataset with stride size 3 measured by MAE

Figure 7: Visualization of hyperparameter sensitivity for each multiplier and kernel size

areas. This is even more apparent in the ECL and Traf-
fic datasets. The IConv weight matrix, as shown in Figures
9(b1) and 9(e1), demonstrates a strong diagonal pattern, pri-
oritizing the capture of global periodicity. In contrast, the
non-diagonal areas of the MLP and DLinear weight matri-
ces exhibit higher activation, suggesting a greater reliance
on less-structured information. These findings highlight how
IConv’s architectural design encourages the regression layer
to focus on capturing global patterns, while its convolutional
components effectively manage local temporal variations.
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