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Abstract: Due to solar PV panels' growing feasibility as a renewable energy source, PV panel installations have surged recently. 
Machine learning algorithms can now generate better predictions due to the increasing availability of data and computing 
capacity. For many stakeholders in the energy business, predicting solar PV energy output is crucial, therefore machine learning 
and time series models may be used to do this. In this study, time series models and several machine learning techniques are 
compared across five different sites in India. Since the energy time series are non-stationary, we find that applying time series 
models is a challenging process. On the other hand, putting machine learning methods into practice was simpler. 
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I. INTRODUCTION 
The development of photovoltaic (PV) panels has been influenced by the global drive toward renewable energy sources (RES). For 
instance, as energy conversion efficiency has increased, the cost of producing power from PV panels has significantly decreased. 
More particular, between 2010 and 2017 [1], the levelized cost of electricity for large-scale PV panels reduced by 73%. PV panels 
are becoming more and more recognized as a viable RES alternative because of their lower cost and improved efficiency [2]. 
However, because it is impacted by outside factors like cloud cover and sunshine, the energy production of the PV panels is 
unreliable. Many stakeholders in the energy industry place priority on comprehending and managing output unpredictability. A 
transmission system operator is interested in the energy output from Pv system in the near term (0–5 hours) to determine the proper 
careful balance for the entire grid since producing too much or too little power typically carries fines. On the other end of the 
spectrum, because the majority of energy is traded on the day-ahead market, electricity traders are interested in extended time 
horizons, typically day-ahead predictions. Therefore, the capacity to accurately forecast the variable solar PV panel energy output is 
necessary for these operations to be profitable. Solar PV panel use is projected to rise as more nations choose to spend more and 
more in RES. As a result, reliable methods for predicting solar PV energy generation will become more important. Despite the clear 
need for precise and trustworthy estimates of PV panel energy output, a solution is tough to come by. The topic's current study 
includes overcoming a variety of challenges. The weather's natural tendency to fluctuate is one evident annoyance that makes 
accurate weather forecasting difficult... The capacity to anticipate utilizing machine learning (ML) approaches has recently grown in 
popularity as compared to conventional time series predictive models, which is parallel to the rise in demand for PV power 
forecasting. The availability of high-quality data and improvements in processing power have made ML techniques—which are not 
new—useful for prediction. When calculating the amount of solar power produced, the following is an intriguing topic to research: 
When compared to established methods, how successful are machine learning approaches for time series forecasting?  
 

II. OBJECTIVES  
The main goal is to compare several methods for predicting energy production from solar PV panels. This may be accomplished by 
dynamically understanding the link between various weather conditions and the energy production of PV systems using machine 
learning and time series approaches. Using information from existing PV system installations, four ML algorithms are contrasted 
with conventional time series methods. Additionally, feature engineering has to be considered in this. 
 

III. LITERATURE REVIEW 
Andrade et al. [2], investigated and assessed ML approaches in conjunction with creating features that were intended to enhance 
performance. Principal Component Analysis (PCA) and a feature engineering methodology in conjunction with a Gradient Boosting 
Tree model were the key methodologies used in the study. Additionally, the authors created features from their NWP data using 
several smoothing techniques. 
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Dav et al. [10] coupled PCA with the ANN and Analog Ensemble (AnEn) approaches. PCA was applied as a feature selection 
technique with the goal of reducing the dataset's dimensionality. The dataset consists of the total daily solar radiation energy 
production that was measured over an eight-year period. When compared to not utilizing PCA, it was found that employing PCA in 
conjunction with ANN and AnEn improves prediction accuracy.. Results on long-term (up to 100 hours) forecasting are presented 
by Chen et al. With NWP data as input, the authors used an ANN as their forecasting method. The model was susceptible to the 
NWP input data's prediction mistakes, and it also displayed degradation while forecasting, particularly on rainy day 
 

IV. METHODOLOGY 
We outline the methods for this thesis in this chapter. We talk about the initial data, where it came from, and how it was organized. 
The chapter will go on to talk about the data processing that was done, as well as a clear explanation of what was done for the. 
various time series and ML approaches 
R version 3.4.3 [20] and RStudio [21] have been used for all data processing and mathematical computation during the whole 
project. Caret [22], a wrapper comprising tools for expediting the building of predictive models and pre-processing data, is the 
primary R package used. 
 
A. Raw Data 
1) Power Data 
The information on energy output was gathered using installations of small-scale solar PV panels with a peak power range of 
roughly 20kW to 150kW. Additionally, about two to three years ago, data on energy output was gathered at five distinct locations in 
India at intervals of 15 minutes. 

 
Table 4.  1 Sites Energy output for site 01 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 
Figure. 1 Numerical Weather Prediction Data 

 
The five different sites' weather data were derived from Meteomatics [23]. The retrieved data parameters, along with a brief 
explanation and the associated units, are listed in table 4.2. For a deeper explanation of meteorological variables and their 
corresponding definition, see [23].  
 

Site Location Peak capacity (kWp) 

1 Uppsala 38.5 

2 Åby 131.4 
3 Vikingstad 63.24 
4 Bollnäs 47.7 
5 Varberg 46.84 
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B. Variability in Data 
The output from a particular PV panel varies greatly, as seen in figures 4.2 and 4.3, thus the projection of the total cloud cover is 
inaccurate. It is highlighted by the fact that two reasonably similar forecasts can result in reasonably differing actual energy output 
levels. Significant global mistakes can be formed when local forecasting technique faults combine with local input data problems.. 

 
Figure. 2 A cloudy day 

 

 
Figure 3 A sunny day 

 
C. Data Processing 
In general, the data have been relatively clean. As a result, the main part of the data processing is related to sorting the data in the 
right way. The datasets were filtered by computing a lead time for when data was available in real time. The dataset was sorted for 
this lead time so that no dataset contained unavailable information. 
When the data was sorted correctly, a data row consisted of the corresponding NWP data and lagged variables. It should be clarified 
that when a prediction on any time horizon is performed, it refers to forecasting the energy output of a 15-minute interval in that 
time horizon and not the energy output of the next time step. A prediction for an hour therefore refers to the energy output of 15 
minutes within an hour rather than the energy output of the hour that will follow. 
Measures would be inflated and present an inaccurate image of the performance of the models. Additionally, incorporating 
nighttime data would force the model to choose between adequately fitting daytime data and nighttime data, the latter of which is 
meaningless. Any observation with clear sky radiation of more than 10 W/m2 was assumed to be during the day because the length 
of the night changes in India depending on the seasons. 
 

 
Figure 4   vs no of observations 
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D. Outlier Handling 
To find outliers, a visual assessment was conducted. Power outputs that are negative or above the installation's max capacity could 
serve as an illustration. An observation is expected to be comparable to the 15-minutes ahead and 15-minute lagged observations 
because all the data are provided at 15-minute intervals. So, a value that is interpolated between the prior and next observations is 
regarded as a reliable estimate. 
 
E. Feature Engineering 
1) Lagged Output 
The lagged output value will be crucial for making predictions over short time horizons. If the sky was clear for the last 15 minutes, 
it is likely that the sky will remain clear for the ensuing 15 minutes as well. The output at the same time the day before is a better 
approximation for output for longer forecast horizons because it is one day behind. Because of this, we incorporate the one-step, 
two-step, and one-day lagged output variables into the models along with the difference between them. One-step refers to the level 
of granularity of the data (15 minutes).  
The variables are built as follows if yt is the output at time t: 
ylag1step := yt−1, (4.2) ylag2step := yt−2, (4.3) ylag1day := yt−24·4, (4.4) ydelta := yt−1 − yt−2. (4.5) 
 
F. Temporal Weather Grid 
Inspired by the results of Bessa and Andrade [2], a feature engineering process was performed as an attempt to create features that 
could enhance the performance. A temporal grid and temporal variability for the features are computed. As the NWP variables are 
forecasted for the ZIP code, and not the exact coordinates of the specific site, one can assume that the 15-minute lagged and lead 
forecasts have predictive ability. Then, if NWPi,t is the forecast of NWP variable i at time t, the lagged value is NWPi,t−1 and the lead 
value NWPi,t+1 where one time-step is 15 minutes. The grid is only performed for t ± 1, not to lose too much data. 
 
G. Solar Zenith Angle 
The zenith angle, which shows how directly the solar irradiance is pouring in, was another feature introduced. Based on the time-
stamps and coordinates of the installation location for the solar PV panels, this was calculated using the SZA() function in the 
Atmosphere package [26]. 

 
Figure 5 No of horizontal plates on earth 

 
H. Cross-Validation 
Optimizing hyperparameters is a requirement for many time series approaches and ML techniques. To choose the best set of 
hyperparameters, cross-validation (CV) is a typical technique. The k-fold is one kind of cross-validation. cross-validation This 
usually means splitting the set into k folds at random. According to the validation principle, one of the k folds is chosen as the test 
set and the remaining observations are chosen as the training set. The test set is then changed to a different fold, and the remaining 
dataset is used as training data in the process. A performance measure is produced for each k-fold after this is performed for all the 
folds.. The average performance is obtained once a performance measure has been calculated for each fold. This can be done for a 
number of hyperparameters to find the one whose value produces the best cross-validation performance metric. K is often chosen 
between 5 and 10.. 

 
Figure 4 Visualization of cross-validation procedure 
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As mentioned by Hyndman et al. [28], a standard k-fold CV performs well when the data is not time-dependent. However, a 
standard CV procedure may be misleading when there is a considerable time dependence. Figure 4.5 provides an illustration of the 
actual CV technique that was used. The method is shown in the image if the data for the location were collected between January 
2014 and the end of June 2017. The main presumption is that each half-year fold records a cycle of seasonal variability, which 
means that the patterns of energy output for January through June and July through December are essentially the same. Therefore, 
each half-year fold can be viewed as almost independent of the other. Only the half-year folds retain the serial correlation that 
makes time series difficult for regular CV. Since then, the folds must be separated in ascending order rather than at random. 
Although using a full one-year cycle each fold would be ideal, there wasn't enough data to do so... 
 
I. Performance Metrics 
1) Root Mean Squared Error 
A common performance metric is the Root Mean Squared Error (RMSE), given by: 

 RMSE = , (4.7) 
where Yi corresponds to the true value and Yˆ

i is the forecast. As the RMSE sums the squared errors before averaging, any outliers 
will be given a higher weight. 
 
2) Normalized RMSE 
To fairly compare the RMSE across different sites with various peak capacities (kWp), normalized RMSE (nRMSE) is computed. 
The nRMSE is given by: 

 nRMSE = , (4.8) 
where max(Y ) is the maximum output recorded for a specific site. [4] 
 
3) Skill Score 
It is common to compute a skill score to compare one model to another. A generic definition of a skill score is provided by Murphy 
[29]: 
RMSEreference 

 
J. Forecast Models 
In this section, we present the specific the steps performed for different models and their different forecasts. 

 
Table 1 Lasso: hyperparameters and search grids 

 
 

 
1) Algorithm 
for each forecast horizon do filter data based on availability; remove nighttime observations; partition the dataset into training and 
test set; partition training data into k half-year folds; define a parameter set (e.g. K = (1,...,10) for KNN); for each parameter p in 
parameter set do for each fold i in set of K folds do use fold i as validation set; [optional] pre-process the data; fit the model on the 
other K − 1 folds; predict values for the validation set;  
end 
calculate the average RMSE on the validation sets; 
choose the best hyperparameters (those with the lowest RMSE); train the model using the best hyperparameters on all training data; 
evaluate the model on the test set (i.e., the data from the previous six months); final 
 
2) ARIMA 
A traditional time series methodology was used to carry out the ARIMA modeling. In light of this, a test and training set was 
created, with the most recent half year serving as the test data and all other data serving as training data.. 

Hyperparameter Search grid 
Penalty (λ) 0.001,0.002,...,0.049,0.05,0.06,...,0.99 
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The validity of the ARIMA model can be questioned if any of these presumptions were broken, hence it was decided not to model 
the ARIMA in such circumstances. Final forecasts were computed on the various time horizons if the ARIMA model's core premise 
could be met. 
 
K. Lasso Regression 
Feature selection is included into the method since the Lasso penalizes overfitting and reduces the values of the unimportant 
variables to 0. Prior to modeling using the Lasso, no apriori feature selection has been done. The updated dataset for the appropriate 
time spans was then sent to the glmnet function. The R package glmnet was used for the model training [31].  
 
L. Gradient Boosting Regression Trees 
The model training was performed with the R package gbm [33]... 
 

Table 2 GBT: hyperparameters and search grids 
Hyperparameter Search grid 
Number of trees 
(M) 

1, 2,200 

Interaction 
depth (J) 

6 

Shrinkage (v) 0.01,0.03,0.05,0.07,0.1 
 

V. SIMULATION AND RESULTS 
# This Python 3 environment comes with many helpful analytics libraries installed 
# It is defined by the kaggle/python Docker image: https://github.com/kaggle/docker-python 
# For example, here's several helpful packages to load 
# Seaborn automatically takes the average of the AC Power generated by each inverter for the plot 
plt.xticks([]) 
ax.set(ylabel='Mean AC Power Output (kW)') 
plt.show() 
print(f"Plant 2 Mean AC Output for each inverter") 
ax=sns.barplot(data=pg2,x='SOURCE_KEY',y='AC_POWER',color='green',ci=None) 
plt.xticks([]) 
ax.set(ylabel='Mean AC Power Output (kW)') 
plt.show() 
Power Generation Site #1 has 22 inverters 
Power Generation Site #2 has 22 inverters 
 
Plant 1 Mean AC Output for each inverter 

 
Plant 2 Mean AC Output for each inverter 
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A. Results 
Right away, the AC power provided by the site 1 inverters seems to be mostly stable. However, the inverters at site 2 change 
significantly. There are several potential causes, but site 2's maintenance is probably one of them. These values' standard deviations 
can be quickly examined to quickly determine how much the data fluctuates.. 
In [10]: 
Linkcode 
 
B. Data visualization of irradiation at each site 
The data on irradiation that are accessible for analysis are plotted here. The visualization of data can be used to identify anomalies or 
irregularities in the data. Here, for instance, we can see that there were multiple days when site 1 received no radiation, but the 
second site appeared to be spared these radiation voids. There may be a data problem on those particular days because of these gaps, 
which appear to be quite substantial.. 
In [12]: 
fig,ax = plt.subplots(1,2,figsize=(16,8),sharey=True) 
m1.plot(x="DATE_TIME",y="IRRADIATION",style='.', title='Site 1 irradiation (kW) by day',ax=ax[0]) 
m2.plot(x="DATE_TIME",y="IRRADIATION",style='.', title='Site 2 irradiation (kW) by day', ax=ax[1]) 
Out[12]: 
<AxesSubplot:title={'center':'Site 2 irradiation (kW) by day'}, xlabel='DATE_TIME'> 

 
fig,ax = plt.subplots(1,2,figsize=(16,8),sharey=True) 
m1.plot(x='TIME',y='IRRADIATION',style='.',title='Site 1 Irradiation (W/m^2) by time',ax=ax[0]) 
m2.plot(x='TIME',y='IRRADIATION',style='.',title='Site 2 Irradiation (W/m^2) by time',ax=ax[1]) 
Out[13]: 
<AxesSubplot:title={'center':'Site 2 Irradiation (W/m^2) by time'}, xlabel='TIME'> 

 

 

 
# Import models for machine learning 
from sklearn.preprocessing import scale 
from sklearn.model_selection import TimeSeriesSplit, GridSearchCV, cross_val_score 
from sklearn.metrics import mean_squared_error, r2_score 
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from sklearn.svm import SVR 
from sklearn.linear_model import LinearRegression 
from sklearn.ensemble import GradientBoostingRegressor 
import datetime as dt 

 
# Plot the dependencies of the module temperature 
fig, axs = 
In [25]: 
# Create a model 
reg1_MT=LinearRegression().fit(m1.MODULE_TEMPERATURE.values.reshape(-1,1),m1.DC_POWER.values) 
reg2_MT=LinearRegression().fit(m2.MODULE_TEMPERATURE.values.reshape(-1,1),m2.DC_POWER.values) 
# Run predictions for all the data 
y1_pred =reg1_MT.predict(m1.MODULE_TEMPERATURE.values.reshape(-1,1)) 
y2_pred =reg2_MT.predict(m2.MODULE_TEMPERATURE.values.reshape(-1,1)) () 
 
# Give the analysis results and regression equation data 
print(f'For site 1, use the following equation to predict DC power output based on module temperature:\n' 
      f'P (kW)={reg1_MT.intercept_:.2f}* (Module Temperature [°C])+{reg1_MT.coef_[0]:.2f}') 

 
# Print the R^2 correlation for the model results 
print(fr'The R\u00b2 value for Site 1 is {r2_score(m1_red.DC_POWER,y1_pred):.3f}') 
print(fr'The R\u00b2 value for Site 1 is {r2_score(m2_red.DC_POWER,y2_pred):.3f}') 
The R\u00b2 value for Site 1 is 0.911 
The R\u00b2 value for Site 1 is 0.562 

 
 

Compared to the model that used ambient temperature as its main feature, the site 1 model has significantly improved. However, the 
site 2 model can forecast outcomes just marginally better than a coin flip. The fact that neither of these models genuinely depends 
on time is another issue that has to be addressed. This adds some intrigue because it requires knowledge of the temperature in order 
to forecast the power output depending on that temperature. In essence, these two models set up a situation where the model's user 
could look at a weather forecast and enter temperatures to obtain an anticipated power. Interesting and possibly practical, but the 
user must take a number of steps to use it.. 
Additionally, because of the still-low correlation between site 2 results, Results could be improved by adopting a more complex 
model with more parameters. Additionally, given the data's multivariate structure, it is probably time to split the data out for time 
series analysis. As suggested here, we will write a function below to separate the timeseries data. 



International Journal for Research in Applied Science & Engineering Technology (IJRASET) 
                                                                                           ISSN: 2321-9653; IC Value: 45.98; SJ Impact Factor: 7.538 

                                                                                                                Volume 10 Issue XI Nov 2022- Available at www.ijraset.com 
     

 ©IJRASET: All Rights are Reserved | SJ Impact Factor 7.538 | ISRA Journal Impact Factor 7.894 | 1069 

C. Multivariate data models 
A linear regression model for the Site 1 data has again achieved a high R2R2 score. 
In [29]: 
# Site 2 Linear Regression Model 
Although it is improved, the multivariate linear regression model for site 2 is still not very good. The data can be analyzed and 
cleansed for outliers, the features can be further developed to achieve better predictive capabilities, or a neural network may be 
needed to undertake more in-depth analysis. An attempt to improve this model can also be done (next stages). In general, it is a good 
idea to start with the simplest solutions and increase the complexity as necessary, thus the model will be optimized with a Grid 
Search Cross Validation in the next several steps. It is crucial to note that the cross-validation technique used in this case is for Time 
Series Splits, which may be investigated further here.: 
 
D. Gradient Boost Model 
In [30]: 
X2 = m2.loc[:,("DATE_TIME","AMBIENT_TEMPERATURE","MODULE_TEMPERATURE","IRRADIATION")] 
y2 = m2["DC_POWER"] 
X2['DATE_TIME']=X2['DATE_TIME'].map(dt.datetime.toordinal) 
X2_train, X2_test, y2_train, y2_test = ts_split(X2,y2) 
# Create a parameter set and run a gradient boost model) 
y1_pred = model1.predict(X1_test) 
y2_pred = model2.predict(X2_test) 
In [31]: 
# Print and plot results 

 
 

The prediction from site 1 still has a good correlation, though. The correlation of the site 2 prediction model is still just marginally 
better than 60%. The time series plot above demonstrates how well the gradient boosting regression matches the real DC power 
output pattern, but there appears to be a limit to how high the DC power prediction can be, and that is where the variance between 
the predicted and actual data is most obvious. The next stage is to strive to make Site 2's gradient boosting process as efficient as 
possible. The grid search employs a time series split to prevent unintentionally introducing stochastic randomization. 
 
E. Gradient Boost Optimization 
In [12]: 
# Conduct optimization on gradient boost model 

 
 

Well, that didn't really change the prediction at all, which is disappointing but true. Actually, there are just two possibilities left. The 
data can be cleaned up, or you can try a deep learning neural network. Most data cleaning will involve removing outliers, but it is 
also worthwhile to consider which features in the model are most crucial. It is always intriguing to use feature engineering to 
determine the critical variables in a collection of predictions. Since the majority of the effort to identify key features is already done, 
it makes sense to start there. From this point on, unless otherwise stated, everything will be in relation to the Site 2 Data. 
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F. Feature Importance Identification 

 
 

Clearly, irradiation is the most crucial component. In contrast, it appears that there is absolutely no association when examining the 
pairplot that displays DC Power as a function of irradiance (below). For clarification, the relationship is once more displayed 
below.. 

 
 

Outlier removal 
Moving future, it could be worthwhile to clear up the information related DC power to irradiation. Of course, simply looking at the 
DC Power label is another excellent location to look for chances for data cleaning. An IQR analysis reveals that approximately 3000 
of these numbers are outliers.. 
In [37]: 

 
Unfortunately, that wasn't all that helpful in estimating the site's DC power production. A visual representation of the radiation 
remnants and DC power output may give some insight into the locations of outliers. DC Power residuals vs. dates and times would 
be another illustration.. 
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# Rerun the gradient boost model without the outliers 
Regression score for Site 2 = 0.78001 
MSE for Site 2 = 16309.40455 
Additionally, the site model has been enhanced. Removing all data points with residuals more than three standard deviations from 
the mean yields a model predictive coefficient of 78%. That coefficient is presumably high enough to generate a reliable prediction 
of the future electricity generating rates given the Date, Irradiance, and a few ambient and module values. Now, it could be good to 
run the linear regression model again with the ambient temperature predictor to see whether the accuracy of the model is enhanced 
by utilizing this more condensed set of data... 

 
 

VI. CONCLUSION 
. In this study, we anticipate solar energy over five distinct sites in Sweden using time series methodologies and machine learning 
techniques. Since the energy time series are non-stationary, we find that applying time series models is a difficult undertaking. On 
the other hand, putting machine learning methods into practice was simpler. We discover that, on average, across all sites, Gradient 
Boosting Regression Trees and Artificial Neural Networks perform the best. 
The various models have been widely contrasted in this study. Future research should concentrate on in-depth analyses of different 
machine learning methodologies and use feature engineering techniques for numerical weather forecasts. 
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