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Abstract

Research is needed to explore the limitations and potential for improvement of machine learning for building energy prediction.
With this aim, the ASHRAE Great Energy Predictor III (GEPIII) Kaggle competition was launched in 2019. This effort was the
largest building energy meter machine learning competition of its kind, with 4,370 participants who submitted 39,403 predictions.
The test data set included two years of hourly whole building readings from 2,380 meters in 1,448 buildings at 16 locations. This
paper analyzes the various sources and types of residual model error from an aggregation of the competition’s top 50 solutions.
This analysis reveals the limitations for machine learning using the standard model inputs of historical meter, weather, and basic
building metadata. The errors are classified according to timeframe, behavior, magnitude, and incidence in single buildings or
—across a campus. The results show machine learning models have errors within a range of acceptability (RMSLE;.,.s =< 0.1) on
79.1% of the test data. Lower magnitude (in-range) model errors (0.1 < RMSLE,.s =< 0.3) occur in 16.1% of the test data. These
1 errors could be remedied using innovative training data from onsite and web-based sources. Higher magnitude (out-of-range) errors
(/) (RMSLE; ¢4 > 0.3) occur in 4.8% of the test data and are unlikely to be accurately predicted.
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1. Introduction

Building energy prediction using machine learning models
has been around for decades and has become important for
the evaluation of performance in the context of retrofits [} [2],
measurement and verification [3| 4], renewable energy integra-
tion [5l], systems control [6} (7], fault detection [8], residential
energy use [9], and urban-scale energy modeling [10} [11]. A
recent text mining-driven review of 30,000 building energy-
related data science publications shows that there has been
rapid growth in the last ten years in techniques and applica-
tions [12]. This rapid expansion of the field is creating a myr-
iad of prominent techniques using deep learning [[13} [7, [14],
embedded online systems [[15], sequence learning [16], transfer
learning [[17, /18], neural networks [[19}[17]], bayesian probabilis-
tic forecasting [20], and gradient boosting trees [21} 22].

Despite this expansion and innovation, there has been a lack
of firm understanding of which techniques, tools, and mod-
els are the most accurate, fastest, or easiest-to-use specifically
for building energy consumption prediction. Benchmarking in
the energy prediction context would help solve this problem
by applying various methods on the same large data set, mak-
ing the comparison of results meaningful [23]]. Several initial

Preprint submitted to Science and Technology for the Built Environment

studies have created environments to apply energy prediction
techniques across a large group of buildings [24, 25} 126l 27]).
To further expand both the data set and talent pool of machine
learning experts, the Great Energy Predictor III (GEPIII) com-
petition was planned and executed in 2019 as a means of crowd-
sourcing thousands of prediction solutions and determining the
most effective in a competitive environment [28]]. GEPIII was
the largest exercise in benchmarking machine learning methods
for this context in terms of size of data set, number of compared
techniques, and amount of open-source content shared with the
community.

1.1. What are the limitations of machine learning for energy
prediction when the best models, techniques, and experts
are involved?

GEPIII brought together the combined efforts of 4,370 par-
ticipants, and the top solutions can be considered near-optimal
for the long-term prediction context used. These solutions have
empirically found the best combination of preprocessing, fea-
ture selection, model types, and post-processing strategies for
this scenario. Large ensembles of mainly gradient boosting
trees with significant preprocessing of the training data were
found to be the best solutions for this application [28]]. The
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areas of improvement that remain are those caused by the limi-
tations due to the inability to predict behavior that was not ob-
served previously and, therefore, not used to train the machine
learning models. The key limitation in this sense is that ma-
chine learning models cannot predict behavior that is not con-
tained in the training data. Therefore, the potential is to quan-
tify and classify these situations to help pinpoint new sources of
data that can supplement the process and improve performance
in those scenarios.

1.2. Previous and related work

Few studies exist that explore the sources of error for build-
ing performance prediction. In the physics-based modeling
realm, the quantification of error has been heavily focused on
the capabilities of the simulation model specification process to
capture reality accurately. This field explores uncertainty anal-
ysis identify the risk that assumptions made in this process are
not precise or accurate enough [29]. In data-driven modeling,
quantification of modeling error has been explored in the con-
text of measurement and verification [30]]. Granderson et al.
empirically investigated the ten modeling frameworks against
537 building meters to show that error was within a reasonable
range compared to commonly-used standards [24]. This study
found that the median coefficient of variation of the root mean
squared error (CVRSME) was less than 25% for various train-
ing data lengths (6 and 12 months).

Other domains have explored the use of extensive reviews or
benchmarking exercises like modeling competitions to quan-
tify error. For example, the medical field has character-
ized what causes errors for oncology [31]] and cardiovascu-
lar medicine [32]. There is a comprehensive analysis of cat-
egories of limitation for machine learning applied to social ob-
jectives [33]]. Several studies specifically analyzed the results
of a Kaggle competition to characterize modeling error and its
lessons [34, [35]. Other studies created their own large-scale
benchmarking analysis similar to Kaggle [36].

1.3. Objectives and novelty

To build upon the momentum of the GEPIII competition, this
research seeks to quantify and classify the energy use behav-
ior that the contestants could not predict even with the most
advanced machine learning techniques at their disposal. The
winning solutions were restrained from perfectly predicting the
ground truth due to limitations in the training data and capabil-
ities of machine learning. This paper builds upon this intent in
the following ways:

e The method classifies sources of time-series prediction er-
ror for building energy prediction according to magnitude,
shape, and number of coincidental occurrences across a
collection of buildings.

e The breadth of data and prediction submissions create a
scenario in which an error analysis from this competition
is the largest of its kind. The results can show the per-
centage of the test data that belongs to the categories of

easy to predict, prediction could be enhanced, or predic-
tion likely impossible for state-of-the-art machine learning
methods. These results are generalizable for the building
and meter types with a critical mass in this data set (of-
fices, classrooms, laboratories, dormitories, and municipal
buildings).

e The error analysis results are used to make practical rec-
ommendations for improving general model performance.

Towards these objectives, the paper is structured as follows.
First, Section [2] outlines the process of downloading and pro-
cessing the prediction data from the top 50 contestants and cal-
culating the error for each timestamp. Each prediction data
point is then classified according to defined error categories to
characterize the frequency and scope of various behaviors. Next
in Section 3| these error categories are visualized straightfor-
wardly from some representative sites, and then aggregations
are created to show high-level trends. Next, Sections E] and
[5] provide insight into what innovative data sources could be
helpful in further reducing the overall prediction error for each
category. Finally, limitations to the analysis are discussed, and
reproducible code/data are linked for further work.

2. Methodology

This paper aims to characterize the error of the GEPIII
competition in a way that enables classification and inference
of cause. These insights help understand under and over-
prediction, classify the most frequent and most important er-
rors and identify possible remedies. Thus, the methodology
first covers essential details of the competition itself, the ex-
traction of the winning prediction data from Kaggle, and the
replication of error calculation. These residuals are then classi-
fied according to the nature of the error. For example, did the
error occur consistently across a period, or was it intermittent
and more stochastic? These error definitions provide a founda-
tion for investigating possible causes of error and the comple-
mentary means of addressing those errors using new data.

2.1. Overview of the competition

The Great Energy Predictor III competition was held on the
Kaggle platform from October 5 to December 19, 2019. This
competition was the next generation of the Great Energy Pre-
dictor Shootout I and II that were held in the 1990s [37, [38]
39,140, 41]]. A detailed overview of the GEPIII competition is
found in a publication focused on the contestants, the winning
solutions, and the fundamental insights [28]]. The training data
set for the competition included hourly meter data from the year
2016, while the public leaderboard test data set was the year
2017 and the private leaderboard was 2018. The 2016 and 2017
data sets were opened for use in building energy prediction
studies as the Building Data Genome 2 (BDG?2) project [42].
In addition to the meter training data, the contestants were pro-
vided with weather data from training and test data time ranges
and various metadata about each building, such as primary use
type, building age, system type, and the number of floors.



Site ID | Electricity | Chilled Water | Steam | Hot Water
0 0 81 105 105
1 0 0 0 51
2 0 0 0 0

3 274 274 274 274
4 10 91 91 91
5 89 89 89 89
6 44 44 44 44
7 15 15 15 15
8 70 70 70 70
9 124 124 124 124
10 30 30 30 30
11 5 5 5 5
12 36 36 36 36
13 154 154 154 154
14 102 102 102 102
15 0 0 0 0

Table 1: Number of buildings included in the analysis per kind of meter and
site.

2.2. Contestant submission processing

The first step in this analysis process was downloading all the
contestants’ submissions from the Kaggle platform and trans-
forming them towards characterizing errors. Some of the build-
ings had to be removed from this analysis due to being publicly
available during the competition. Table[I] shows the number of
buildings per site and meter type included. Table[2]shows exam-
ples of the data processing, input features, and modeling strate-
gies of the public solutions among 50 submissions. Although
not all solutions were publicly shared, most teams had similar
strategies: removing outliers and imputing missing values in
preprocessing, implementing feature engineering, and ensem-
bling prediction results from various modeling frameworks.

The submissions are identified by a unique ID and consist of
an hourly prediction per meter (2,380 meters in total). Each
submission was evaluated during the competition using the
Root Mean Square Log Error (RMSLE) due to its widespread
use and ability to account for differences in the magnitude of
meter values:

RMSLE = leaog(p,- + 1) - log(a; + 1))? (1)
i

Where n is the total number of observations in the data set,
pi is the meter reading prediction submitted by the contestant,
and g; is the actual meter reading.

To summarise the top fifty submissions, the RMSLE was
calculated grouping by meter, building ID, and date: one data
set per kind of meter (chilled water, electricity, hot water, and
steam) was obtained, containing the RMSLE value calculated
from the predictions of the top 50 submissions by building and
date. All negative values were removed to calculate this met-
ric. The RMSLE metric was scaled between 0 and 1 using the
Min-Max scaler technique for a more appropriate comparison.
Thus, RMSLE4.q is used for all the analyses presented here.

2.3. Model error categorization

Two types of error categories were created to characterize
the reasons for the model error. These categories were cre-
ated through exploratory analysis of error data as well as logical
thresholds based on the usability of the model prediction out-
puts.

2.3.1. Magnitude and Reach Category

The first category is called the Magnitude and Reach (MR)
type, and it relates to the magnitude of the error and its reach
amongst the buildings within a site. The concept of reach de-
scribes whether the error impacts a single or small set of build-
ings or a more extensive or majority portion of the buildings
from a common site. The MR types are:

e Type A - Single Building In-Range Error - Error that oc-
curs on a single or small set of buildings on a site with an
RMSLE; s threshold between 0.1 and 0.3.

e Type B - Multiple Building In-Range Error - Error Type A
that occurs on at least 33% of buildings on a site with an
RMSLE;.q threshold between 0.1 and 0.3. This thresh-
old was selected as a reasonable line between common be-
havior happening coincidentally or not.

e Type C - Single Building Out-of-Range Error - Error that
occurs on a single or small set of buildings on a site with
an RMSLE;_,;.q threshold greater than 0.3.

e Type D - Multiple Building Out-of-Range Error - Error
Type C that occurs on at least 33% of buildings on a site
with an RMSLE .. threshold greater than 0.3.

The RMSLE;.s threshold for the categories were selected
to be consistent across all meter types and were based on
the quartile and intraquartile ranges for the error distributions.
These metrics for each meter type are found in Table[3] Predic-
tions from the competition that falls below the thresholds for
these types (RMSLE;.4.s < 0.1) is considered a good fit as it
falls within a range of relative accuracy.

2.3.2. Temporal Behavior Category

The second category is called the Temporal Behavior (TB)
type, and it focuses on the temporal nature of the error, mostly
based on the length of time the MR error persisted. The TB
types are:

e Type I - Long term error - Long-term error likely caused
by some major consistent operational change or long-term
meter failure. This error is detected when the RMSLE /04
is over a threshold (between 0.1 and 0.3 for in-range er-
rors and over 0.3 for out-of-range errors) for a time period
longer than three consecutive days.

o Type 2 - Medium-term error - Medium-term error with a
shorter span than long-term generally from shorter sea-
sonal effects not characterized in the training data. This
error is detected when the RMSLE;_,.q4 is over a threshold



Rank | Team Score | Preprocess Features Modeling Postprocess
. Removed anomalies 28 features, Extensively LightGBM, Call?oost, and Ensembled the model
Matthew Motoki and in meter data and N N : . MLP models trained on o X .
1 . 1.231 | . . focused on feature engineering . predictions using weighted
Isamu Yamashita (Isamu and Matt) imputed missing different subsets of the .
. and selected .. . generalized mean.
values in weather data training and public data
Raw energy meter data. XGBoost, LightGBM,
Rohan Rao, Anton Isakin, . . gy L Catboost, and Feed-forward Weighted mean.
Visual analytics and temporal features, building . .
2 Yangguang Zang, and Oleg 1.232 . . . L. Neural Network models (different weights were used
manual inspection metadata, simple statistical . . .
Knaub (cHa0s) . trained on different subset for different meter types)
features of weather data. .
of the training set
Eliminated Os in the . . .
- ’ L 21 features including raw data, | Keras CNN, LightGBM . _—
3 Xavier Capdepon 1.234 | same plenod in the weather, and various meta data | and Catboost Weighted average
same site
23 features including raw data,
Deleted outliers during aggregate, weather lag . XGBoost (2-fold, 5-fold) Engembled three mot%els.
4 Jun Yang 1.235 .. features, and target encoding. . N Weights were determined
the training phase . and Light GBM (3-fold) .
Features are selected using using the leaked data.
sub-training sets.
Tatsuya Sano, Minoru Dropped long streaks Target §ncod1ng using FlghFGBM in two steps —
. . ) percentile and proportion and identify model parameters on .
5 Tomioka, and Yuta Kobayashi 1.237 | of constant values and . Weighted average.
used the weather data temporal | a subset and then train on the
(mma) zero target values. o
features whole set for each building.
. Timestamp feature, Holiday .
Remove outlier, i ¥ A LightGBM, CatBoost,
9 MPWARE 1.241 Imputation feature, Categorical statistic LiteMORT, Neural Network Ensemble Model
feature
13| Tim Yee 1243 | Remove outlier, Timestamp feature, LightGBM Ensemble Model
Imputation Categorical statistic feature
20 [ods.ai]PowerRangers 1.244 F;;nu(gtei;;nher, Timestamp feature LightGBM, Neural Network | Ensemble Model
. Remove outlier, Timestamp feature, LightGBM, Neural Network,
= Georgi Pamukov 1245 Imputation Holiday feature L1/L2 regression models Ensemble Model
46 Fernando Wittmann 1.248 | - - LightGBM Ensemble Model

Table 2: Overview of the publicly available solutions among the top 50 submissions. Only the top five winning teams were required to provide details of their
solutions, but additional teams also publicly shared their solutions as Kaggle notebooks.

Meter Ql [Q2 [ Q3 [IQR | Q3+15xIQR
Chilled Water | 0.03 | 0.06 | 0.13 | 0.10 | 0.30
Electricity | 0.01 | 0.02 | 0.04 | 0.03 | 0.21
Hot Water 0.06 | 0.14 | 0.27 | 0.20 | 0.43
Steam 0.03 | 0.06 | 0.14 | 0.11 | 0.31

Table 3: Quartiles and interquartile range for the scaled RMSLE in each kind
of meter.

(between 0.1 and 0.3 for in-range errors and over 0.3 for
out-of-range errors) for a time period longer than one day
but shorter than three consecutive days.

e Type 3 - Short-term error - Short-term error that spans
during only one day and is usually related to non-routine
events and momentary meter or system failures. This er-
ror is detected when the RMSLE;,,,.4 is over a threshold
(between 0.1 and 0.3 for in-range errors and over 0.3 for
out-of-range errors) for one day.

o Type 4 - Modulating error - Error that modulates relatively
rapidly to signify that there are dynamic causes of the er-
ror. Defined as error that occurs during a w (30-day win-
dow), and at least a proportion of them (0.1) is a short-term
error (Type 3).

Figure (1] illustrates simple examples of these four TB cate-
gories from the data set. Not all prediction time stamps will
have an MR or TB category assigned to them as much of the
test data is considered a good fit if the RMSLE 4.4 is lower
than 0.1. For the rest of this paper, the errors will be described
with a combination of these two categories in the figures, i.e.,

Al would indicate a prediction that has been assigned to MR
Type A and TB Type 1.

3. Results

The implementation of the screening analysis resulted in the
characterization of error types across the GEPIII competition
sites from the test data set. This section outlines those results
and creates heat maps that illustrate each error type category’s
diversity and behavior patterns. Next, there is an aggregation
of those errors at the site, building primary use type, and total
error levels.

3.1. Temporal error analysis

The initial implementation of these error type filters enables
the characterization of the nature of the residual errors through-
out the prediction time frame. The following subsection out-
lines the implementation of error type filtering from both cat-
egories. Each meter type (electricity, chilled water, hot water,
and steam) is visualized using a heat map with a color palette
of the error type categories for both Magnitude and Reach and
Temporal Behavior. Detailed information about the sites and
buildings can be found in the BDG2 project and its associated
publication [42].

3.1.1. Electrical meters

The first meter type is electricity, with Sites 5, 9, and 14 an-
alyzed. Figure [2[ shows heat maps that illustrate the error type
screening for three sites from the competition that are most rep-
resentative of this meter. The x-axis of the heat map is the time
frame of daily data for the validation/public leaderboard test
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Figure 1: Example of the four error types created in this analysis to characterize
the temporal behavior of the error: Type 1 is a longer-term error that abruptly
starts and has an extended amount of time, Type 2 and 3 are similar, yet for
shorter amounts of time, and Type 4 is a fluctuating error that alternates quickly
in its goodness-of-fit.

data set (2017). The y-axis is the electricity meters from each
site sorted from top to bottom from highest to lowest average
error. This visualization technique is repeated in the upcoming
figures for the other meter types.

Site 5 shows a significant amount of error that seems to be
related to seasonal scheduling across the entire site. There are
large clusters of consistent single and multiple building errors
(Type A/B) with consistent cut-offs and seem to follow a par-
ticular phase-based schedule. Most of these errors are also per-
ceived to be long-term (Type 1). In addition, there are several
clusters of out-of-range (Type C/D) errors that overlap with the
periods on several buildings. Site 5 is made up mostly of munic-
ipal buildings, and many of the buildings are primary and sec-
ondary schools that have set schedules where classes are likely
in or out-of-session [42].

For sites 9 and 14, there are much fewer errors types found
for most of the meters, with the majority being either individ-
ual buildings (Type A/C) that have frequent bursts of error (to-
wards the top of the heat maps) or short time frames of errors
occurring across most of the buildings on the site at the same
time. These sites are university campuses, and their errors seem
to show that most electrical consumption behavior is relatively
easy to predict except for short and sometimes systematic ex-
ceptions [42]. A contribution to this ability to more accurately

predict consumption might also be the higher quality of data
produced by potentially revenue-generating electricity meters.

3.1.2. Chilled water meters

Figure [3] illustrates the screening heat maps for Sites 9, 13,
and 14 for the public test/validation data set. Once again, these
three sites were chosen based on their representation of this me-
ter type. The visualization from these three sites quickly shows
much more error occurring than with electricity. All three of
these sites are university campuses with chilled water plants
serving various buildings. Most errors are long-term (Type 1)
and come from single buildings (Type A/C). There seems to
be some heating and cooling seasonality in the errors, with
some of the meters distinctly having more error in the winter
and spring months, while other buildings have more error in the
summer and fall months. There is less uniformity in the start-
ing and stopping errors across buildings despite large groups of
buildings seeming to experience similar errors simultaneously.
There are variations in error magnitude, with most errors being
in-range (Type A/B) with pockets of out-of-range (Type C/D)
sometimes occurring in clusters.

3.1.3. Steam meters

Figure [] shows the error type behavior for the same three
sites (9, 13, and 14) as the chilled water. All three sites show
approximately half of the meters have good predictions with
few errors. The other half has a significant amount of long-term
(Type 1) error, especially during the cooling season (for Sites 9
and 13). The steam system energy consumption is driven by
behavior different from the previous year and not by weather
differences. These sites are all university campuses, and the
control of these systems seems to be more sporadic than elec-
tricity and chilled water meters.

3.1.4. Hot water meters

Finally, Figure [5] gives an overview of three representative
sites of hot water meters. Sites 1, 10, and 14 are covered in this
visualization and are all university campuses with some build-
ings on a centralized hot water supply network. Initially, it is
evident that the number of hot water meters is lower than other
types, and they seem to have much more error across a broader
range than electricity or chilled water. An interesting situation
in Site 10 occurs when the entire first month of the data is en-
tirely out-of-range across all buildings. This situation could be
an example of total system failure of either the data collection
system or the meters themselves. Site 14 shows consistent error
across most buildings, with bands of out-of-range errors across
many buildings during similar periods.

3.2. Breakdown of error types across sites and meter types

Figure [6] illustrates the breakdown of Types 1-4 across the
Magnitude and Reach categories (Types A-D) for all sites and
meter types. The only error present in all sites for electricity
meters is the single building in-range error (Type A). Multi-
ple building errors (Types B/D) are only present in Sites 5 and
3, respectively. Out-of-range single building error (Type C) is
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Figure 2: Heat map representation of the sixteen categories of error for electricity prediction across the error type categories for Sites 5, 9, and 14. The x-axis is the
time range of the public test/validation (2017) and the y-axis are the meters from that site sorted from top to bottom according to highest to lowest error prevalence.

present in almost all sites. For single building errors (Types
A/C), the long-term category (Type 1) seems to be the majority
in contrast to multiple building errors (Types B/D), where there
is more diversity. All error types except a few multiple building
out-of-range errors are found in all chilled water sites. Chilled
water meters also have a significant long-term error (Type 1),
similar to electricity. Similar behavior is observed for the steam
meter. In the case of hot water meters, only multiple building
in-range error (Type B) is present in all sites. In all cases, mul-
tiple buildings out-of-range error (Type D) seems less frequent
but the most diverse in Types 1-3. It can be noticed that mul-
tiple building out-of-range error (Type D4) was not detected in
the experimental results.

3.3. Aggregated error analysis across sites

Figure [/| shows the breakdown across all sites and meter
types. This chart shows the diversity of error types across differ-
ent locations. These aggregations are where it can first be seen
that electricity is better predicted in general than the other meter
types. The good fit range for electricity across all sites ranges
from 60-99%. This chart also illustrates the RMSLE,, ;.4 con-

tribution of each error type. Steam meters have the next best
level of performance, with the good fit category occurring 55-
70% of the time out of the five sites compared in the graphic.
Most of the errors were in the in-range categories (Types A/B),
with several of the sites (Sites 6, 7, and 9) also having signifi-
cant single building out-of-range error (Type C). Chilled water
models perform worse on average than electricity and steam,
with around 40-85% of the test data for each of the sites falling
into the good fit range. The sites with higher error, like Site 10,
tend to have much more multi-building and out-of-range errors.
Site 9 has the lowest error due to its relatively low amount of
out-of-range error. This insight is reinforced from the heat map
in Figure [3] Hot water meters performed the worst out of the
meter types. For all sites, most errors are in-range, except Site
7, which has out-of-range errors exclusively.

3.4. Aggregated error across meter types

The error analysis can be further aggregated according to
the magnitude and site-related error type (Types A-D). Figure
[8] shows this breakdown according to its impact on both the
frequency of error occurrence and the RMSLE;.,.4 contribu-
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tion for the whole test data set. Among all meter types, elec-
tricity meters have the best prediction accuracy (90.3% good
fit), chilled water and steam meters have the next best accuracy
(65.6 and 67.5% good fit), and hot water meters models the least
accurate with only 40.0% of the predictions fall into the good
fit category. Regarding the distribution of RMSLE;,.s contri-
bution in each meter type, most of the error contributions come
from a single building (Type A/C), significantly more than those
of multiple buildings (Type B/D). Only the electricity meters
have more than half of the errors contributed by the good-fit
category.

The electricity meter has the best prediction accuracy, with
more than half of the frequency and RMSLE;,;.s contributions
in the good-fit category. The high contribution of single build-
ing error (Types A/C) indicates that the errors are mainly from
individual buildings rather than cross-building events. As for
chilled water and steam meters, which have very similar distri-
butions, their prediction errors are significantly higher than that
of the electricity meter, with more than 50% of the errors com-
ing from single buildings (Types A/C). This situation shows the
greater difficulty in predicting these two meter types and points
out that the source of error mainly comes from individual build-
ings.

The hot water meters with poor prediction performance also
have more errors from single rather than from multiple build-
ings. However, the in-range error of numerous buildings (Type
B) is higher than the in-range error of a single building (Type
A). This situation indicates that the hot water meters have more
errors due to systematic events across a campus. For example,
for Site 14 of Figure[d] consistent in-range errors across build-
ings co-occur during specific time periods.

3.5. Aggregated error across building primary use types

Figure 9] illustrates the Magnitude and Reach errors (Types
A-D) as broken down by building primary use type. Most er-
rors come from single buildings (Types A/C), and fewer errors
come from cross-building events (Types B/D). In addition, ex-
cept for some building types with only a few samples (e.g.,
Technology/Science, Food sales, and Service), almost all build-
ing types have good-fit categories covering 76.1 - 100.0% of
error frequency.

Regarding the error contribution in terms of RMSLE .4 for
the major building types, Entertainment/public Assembly, Of-
fice, and Lodging/residential all have a reasonably similar con-
tribution structure, with the majority of the error coming from
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the time range of the public test/validation (2017) and the y-axis are the meters
from that site sorted from top to bottom according to highest to lowest error
prevalence.

single compared to multiple buildings. Interestingly, Educa-
tion and Technology/science buildings have a higher propor-
tion of multi-building within-range errors (Type B), accounting
for 11.9% and 16.6% of the RMSLE;.,.s. The possible rea-
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Figure 5: Heat map representation of the sixteen categories of error for hot
water prediction across the error type categories for Sites 1, 10, and 14. The x-
axis is the time range of the public test/validation (2017) and the y-axis are the
meters from that site sorted from top to bottom according to highest to lowest
error prevalence.

son for this situation could be that these buildings are primarily
from university campuses and have different energy use behav-
ior during semesters and vacations. In this competition, because
the prediction model lacks site-specific schedule features, there
are more simultaneous prediction errors for multiple buildings
during holidays or break periods.

3.6. Overall error breakdown analysis

The highest level aggregation for this paper is shown in
Figure which illustrates the breakdown of Magnitude and
Reach (MR) categories and a breakdown of each according to
the Temporal Behavior categories (Types 1-4). This aggrega-
tion gives a high-level understanding of the proportion of dif-
ferent errors from the GEPIII competition. The in-range, single
building error (Type A) accumulates to 11.8% of the time frame
from the test data set while the multi-building version (Type B)
is at 4.3%. This total of 16.1% is the errors from the meters that
fall within a range that has the potential to be fixed through al-
ternative data sources or other innovations. Out-of-range error
(Types C/D) makes up 4.8% of the total time frame from the
test data set. These errors can be considered more extreme in
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their magnitude and are likely due to unpredictable non-routine
events.

4. Discussion

The results of this study provide a foundation for suggested
methods to increase the accuracy of building energy prediction.
The following sub-sections outline strategies and technologies
that address the error type definitions from the results.

4.1. Addressing in-range errors from a single building by in-
corporating sensors and other new data feeds

The single building in-range error classification (Type A) is
an example of when a single or small subset of buildings have
long, medium, short, or modulating error behavior that falls
within a specific range of magnitude. These periods of less se-
vere error theoretically are caused by phenomena not captured
by previous training data related to systematic human behavior
at the building level. Addressing these errors is likely a matter
of finding other temporal data sources that could be harvested
and used in the training/testing data.

For example, carbon dioxide sensors from the building man-
agement system could be used as a proxy for occupancy in
a building whose energy consumption is sensitive to internal
loads from people [43]. This signal could reduce error, espe-
cially for A3 and A4 errors that are shorter in length or more
modulating in nature. Several previous studies have incorpo-
rated such data types for the purpose of subsystem optimization
for cooling, heating, and systems optimization [44].

Long and medium-term errors (Types A1/A2) are likely more
a result of a system or environmental changes that are not cap-
tured in previous training data and are not weather influence.
These are situations when zone air temperature setpoints are
changed or when systems are turned down or off compared to
previous behavior. These errors could be mitigated by incor-
porating these signals from the building management system
(BMYS) into the training and test data sets. The characterization
of these types of patterns has momentum for systems optimiza-
tion [45]] and model calibration [46] and further work in this
direction would benefit multiple fields.

4.2. Addressing in-range errors for multiple buildings from the
same location using site-wide data to detect systematic
disruptions

The next category of errors to discuss is those where the
residual is present across numerous buildings at the same site
(Type B). This scenario indicates abnormal energy-consuming
behavior at a larger scale, such as district-scale occupancy, cli-
mate, or other types of events or failures. These errors are likely
also due to either change in human behavior or system con-
trol but at a different scale. Similar to the single building er-
rors (Type A), there are short-term and modulating increases in
residual due to site-wide human behavior (Types B3/B4). This
scaled-up impact is likely due to scheduling scenarios where
there is a site-wide change in building use. An example of this
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situation is when a university campus has a break period or hol-
iday that only exists at that specific site (and did not happen
precisely the same way in the training data). Several recent
works have utilized various sensors at the campus level for the
development of occupancy patterns [47]], systems control [48]],
and indoor air quality prediction [49]. Mitigation of this error
might be possible with additional data from online calendars re-
garding the seasonal changes in the use of buildings. Potential
online or third-party data sources that include signals relevant to
energy use might be used to mitigate this error, including from
social media [50,/51]]. For long and medium-term errors (Types
B1/B2), these could also result from system-based changes that
occur in those time ranges, but this time also at the systems
level. Mitigation of these errors could include data from cen-
tralized chilled water plants or supervisory control systems that
may make changes at the whole site level.

4.3. Non-routine event detection to find out-of-range errors
that are unlikely to be fixed

The error categories considered out-of-range (Type C/D)
mirror the in-range (Type A/B) in all ways except the magni-
tude. The magnitude of these categories is such that the predic-
tions diverge from the actual signal in these situations so much
that it is unlikely to assume that just adding another training
data stream or modifying machine learning parameters would
be adequate. A prominent source of this type of error would be
building or system sensor failures that cause the meter reading
to go to zero or flat-line at a specific value. Other causes of
these errors could be drastic changes in the way buildings op-
erate due to renovation, retrofit, or significant system change.
A good strategy for dealing with these errors might be to cre-
ate a change-point detection trigger that essentially shows that
the model is not helpful anymore [52]. There is little work in
change-point event detection for building performance models,
which could be a fruitful direction for enhancing modeling ef-
forts.

4.4. Using occupant-centric operations data in building energy
prediction

The subsections in this discussion have explored various sen-
sors, but there are emerging opportunities to include human-
related data streams into the energy prediction flow. In the lit-
erature, there are only a few instances of training data using
occupants counts [53]. Previous work has shown that the way
occupants use buildings is different from expected [54,155] and
data from Wifi signals of occupants [56 |57]], Bluetooth local-
ization [58} 159/ 160], and even text mining [61] can capture sig-
nals that could be used as inputs in the modeling process. This
type of modeling approach may also influence occupant-centric
controls [62]]. There is significant potential in characterizing hu-
man activity in buildings for numerous research communities,
and this direction should be further pursued.

4.5. Limitations

While this analysis is the largest of its kind for building en-
ergy prediction, it does not include a critical mass of all building
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types from all climate and geographic contexts worldwide. It
can be seen from the open data set released from this competi-
tion that five primary use types are included in the data set: Ed-
ucation (classrooms), Offices, Entertainment/Public Assembly,
Lodging/Residential, and Public Services. In addition, these
buildings are all from North America, the UK, or Ireland [42].
Each of these building use types has enough of a population of
buildings so that the results can be considered generalizable for
these use types and contexts, but further benchmarking work
needs to be done to create a broader analysis from a more ex-
tensive and more comprehensive data set. The real challenge in
addressing these limitations is the data availability from actual
buildings, and building owners now have a low incentive to cap-
ture or share data with the research community. This work is a
first step in gathering ever-larger and more diverse data sets that
the community can use to apply emerging tools and techniques
going forward.

Another limitation is the sole use of the RMSLE metric in
characterizing the errors in the competition. This metric is used
exclusively in this analysis to make a solid link to the competi-
tion and the broader machine learning community. The build-
ing performance community relies heavily on the coefficient
of variation of the root mean square error (CVRMSE) and the
mean bias error (MBE) [63]. These metrics will be applied in
future work using these error data focused on practical applica-
tions unrelated to the competition analysis.

5. Conclusions

This paper analyzes the residual errors from the largest ma-
chine learning competition ever held for the building energy
prediction domain. The results show that 79.1% of the test data
set in the competition was predicted with reasonable levels of
error (good fit). Still, there was a sizeable limitation in predic-
tion ability for steam and hot water meters and buildings pri-
marily used for technology, science, and food sales. Most of
the regions of error were classified as being in-range (16.1%
of the test data set) and therefore potentially addressable us-
ing alternative data sources as training data beyond just weather
and metadata factors. A minority of the test data (4.9%) were
found to be from the out-of-range error category, which is con-
sidered to be errors greater than what is reasonable to assume
can be fixed within the model. These error regions likely need
to be addressed using unsupervised change-point models to de-
tect which identify when the signal is so far out of range as
reasonable.

In addition to describing the limitations of models in captur-
ing behavior, this analysis also suggested various methods to as-
sist the machine learning community in improving errors in this
domain. For example, incorporating alternative data sources
from occupancy-related sensors could reduce the error caused
by on-demand energy uses in building influenced by the vari-
ability of occupancy. The addition of district-scale data such as
site-specific schedules could be helpful in reducing systematic
errors across collections of related buildings. And the act of de-
tecting simply when a model is not relevant any longer due is
useful in detecting fundamental shifts in the way a building uses
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energy, such as major retrofit, disruption, or natural disaster.
These insights provide a foundation for future work in building
energy prediction using data-driven methods. The limitations
of this analysis can help facilitate future machine learning com-
petitions that a) include an even larger and more diverse data
set, b) provide a broader range of building use types and loca-
tions and c) incentivize building owners to donate further open
data sets for community use and benchmarking.

5.1. Reproducibility

Segments of the raw data and analysis code
used for this study are available in an open-
access Github repository that includes further doc-
umentation: https://github.com/buds-1lab/

ashrae-great-energy-predictor-3-error-analysis.

CRediT author statement

Clayton Miller: Conceptualization, Methodology, Formal
analysis, Writing - Original Draft, Supervision, Project admin-
istration, Funding acquisition; Bianca Picchetti: Methodology,
Software, Formal analysis, Investigation, Writing - Review &
Editing, Visualization; Chun Fu: Formal analysis, Data Cura-
tion, Writing - Review & Editing; Jovan Pantelic: Methodol-
ogy, Writing - Review & Editing.

Funding

The Singapore Ministry of Education (MOE) provided sup-
port for the development and implementation of this research
through the Temporal Mining of Energy and Indoor Environ-
mental Quality Data from Buildings (R296000181133) Project.

Acknowledgements

This analysis is possible due to the GEPIII competition plan-
ning and operations committees. The technical committee to be
acknowledged includes (alphabetical order) Anjukan Kathirga-
manathan, June Young Park, Pandarasamy Arjunan, and Zoltan
Nagy. Planning committee members to be acknowledged are
Anthony Fontanini, Chris Balbach, Jeff Haberl, and Krishnan
Gowri. The ASHRAE organization is recognized for provid-
ing support for the competition prize money and the Kaggle
platform for hosting GEPIII as a non-profit competition. In ad-
dition, the authors would like to thank those who assisted in
collecting and releasing the BDG2 data set, including Brodie
Hobson, Forrest Meggers, Paul Raftery, and Zixiao Shi.

References

[1] C.Deb, A. Schlueter, Review of data-driven energy modelling techniques
for building retrofit, Renewable Sustainable Energy Rev. 144 (2021)
110990.

B. Grillone, S. Danov, A. Sumper, J. Cipriano, G. Mor, A review of de-
terministic and data-driven methods to quantify energy efficiency savings
and to predict retrofitting scenarios in buildings, Renewable Sustainable
Energy Rev. 131 (2020) 110027.

(2]


https://github.com/buds-lab/ashrae-great-energy-predictor-3-error-analysis
https://github.com/buds-lab/ashrae-great-energy-predictor-3-error-analysis

[3]

[4]

[3]

(6]

(7]
(8]

[9]

(10]

(11]

[12]

[13]

(14]

[15]

[16]

[17]

(18]

[19]

[20]

(21]

[22]

[23]

C. V. Gallagher, K. Bruton, K. Leahy, D. T. J. O’Sullivan, The suitabil-
ity of machine learning to minimise uncertainty in the measurement and
verification of energy savings, Energy Build. 158 (2018) 647-655.

K. Amasyali, N. M. El-Gohary, A review of data-driven building energy
consumption prediction studies, Renewable Sustainable Energy Rev. 81
(2018) 1192-1205.

K. S. Perera, Z. Aung, W. L. Woon, Machine learning techniques for
supporting renewable energy generation and integration: A survey, in:
Data Analytics for Renewable Energy Integration, Springer International
Publishing, 2014, pp. 81-96.

S. Brandi, M. S. Piscitelli, M. Martellacci, A. Capozzoli, Deep reinforce-
ment learning to optimise indoor temperature control and heating energy
consumption in buildings, Energy Build. 224 (2020) 110225.

C. Fan, F. Xiao, Y. Zhao, A short-term building cooling load prediction
method using deep learning algorithms, Appl. Energy (2017).

B. Gunay, W. Shen, G. Newsham, Inverse blackbox modeling of the
heating and cooling load in office buildings, Energy Build. 142 (2017)
200-210.

E. Jahani, K. Cetin, I. H. Cho, City-scale single family residential build-
ing energy consumption prediction using genetic algorithm-based numer-
ical moment matching technique, Build. Environ. 172 (2020) 106667.

J. Roth, A. Martin, C. Miller, R. K. Jain, SynCity: Using open data to
create a synthetic city of hourly building energy estimates by integrat-
ing data-driven and physics-based methods, Appl. Energy 280 (2020)
115981.

A. Nutkiewicz, Z. Yang, R. K. Jain, Data-driven urban energy simula-
tion (DUE-S): A framework for integrating engineering simulation and
machine learning methods in a multi-scale urban energy modeling work-
flow, Appl. Energy 225 (2018) 1176-1189.

M. M. Abdelrahman, S. Zhan, C. Miller, A. Chong, Data science for
building energy efficiency: A comprehensive text-mining driven review
of scientific literature, Energy Build. 242 (2021) 110885.

C. Nichiforov, G. Stamatescu, I. Stamatescu, V. Calofir, I. Fagarasan, S. S.
Iliescu, Deep learning techniques for load forecasting in large commercial
buildings, in: 2018 22nd International Conference on System Theory,
Control and Computing (ICSTCC), ieeexplore.ieee.org, 2018, pp. 492—
497.

Z. Wang, T. Hong, M. A. Piette, Building thermal load prediction through
shallow machine learning and deep learning, Appl. Energy 263 (2020)
114683.

C. Nichiforov, G. Stamatescu, I. Stamatescu, N. Arghira, I. Fagdrdsan,
S. S. Tliescu, Embedded on-line system for electrical energy measurement
and forecasting in buildings, in: 2019 10th IEEE International Confer-
ence on Intelligent Data Acquisition and Advanced Computing Systems:
Technology and Applications (IDAACS), volume 2, ieeexplore.ieee.org,
2019, pp. 586-591.

C. Nichiforov, G. Stamatescu, I. Stamatescu, 1. Figdrdgan, Evaluation
of Sequence-Learning models for Large-Commercial-Building load fore-
casting, Information 10 (2019) 189.

A. Li, F. Xiao, C. Fan, M. Hu, Development of an ANN-based build-
ing energy model for information-poor buildings using transfer learning,
Build. Simul. (2021).

C. Fan, Y. Sun, L. F. Xiao, J. Ma, Y. C. Tseng, others, Statistical inves-
tigations of transfer learning-based methodology for short-term building
energy predictions, Appl Energy 262 (2020) 114499.

C. Nichiforov, I. Stamatescu, I. Fagardsan, G. Stamatescu, Energy con-
sumption forecasting using ARIMA and neural network models, in: 2017
5th International Symposium on Electrical and Electronics Engineering
(ISEEE), ieeexplore.ieee.org, 2017, pp. 1-4.

J. Roth, J. Chadalawada, R. K. Jain, C. Miller, Uncertainty matters:
Bayesian probabilistic forecasting for residential smart meter prediction,
segmentation, and behavioral measurement and verification, Energies 14
(2021) 1481.

S. Touzani, J. Granderson, S. Fernandes, Gradient boosting machine
for modeling the energy consumption of commercial buildings, Energy
Build. 158 (2018) 1533-1543.

M. W. Ahmad, M. Mourshed, Y. Rezgui, Trees vs neurons: Compar-
ison between random forest and ANN for high-resolution prediction of
building energy consumption, Energy Build. 147 (2017) 77-89.

C. Miller, More buildings make more generalizable Models—
Benchmarking prediction methods on open electrical meter data, Machine

15

[24]

[25]

[26]

[27]

[28]

[29]

[30]

[31]

[32]

[33]
[34]

[35]

[36]

[37]

[38]

[39]

[40]

[41]

[42]

[43]

[44]

[45]

[46]

Learning and Knowledge Extraction 1 (2019) 974-993.

J. Granderson, S. Touzani, C. Custodio, M. D. Sohn, D. Jump, S. Fer-
nandes, Accuracy of automated measurement and verification (M&V)
techniques for energy savings in commercial buildings, Appl. Energy
173 (2016) 296-308.

J. Granderson, P. N. Price, D. Jump, N. Addy, M. D. Sohn, Automated
measurement and verification: Performance of public domain whole-
building electric baseline models, Appl. Energy 144 (2015) 106-113.

J. Granderson, P. N. Price, Development and application of a statistical
methodology to evaluate the predictive accuracy of building energy base-
line models, Energy 66 (2014) 981-990.

J. Granderson, S. Touzani, S. Fernandes, C. Taylor, Application of auto-
mated measurement and verification to utility energy efficiency program
data, Energy Build. 142 (2017) 191-199.

C. Miller, P. Arjunan, A. Kathirgamanathan, C. Fu, J. Roth, J. Y. Park,
C. Balbach, K. Gowri, Z. Nagy, A. D. Fontanini, J. Haberl, The ASHRAE
great energy predictor III competition: Overview and results, Science and
Technology for the Built Environment (2020) 1-21.

W. Tian, Y. Heo, P. de Wilde, Z. Li, D. Yan, C. S. Park, X. Feng, G. Au-
genbroe, A review of uncertainty analysis in building energy assessment,
Renewable Sustainable Energy Rev. 93 (2018) 285-301.

T. A.Reddy, J. K. Kissock, D. K. Ruch, Uncertainty in baseline regression
modeling and in determination of retrofit savings, J. Sol. Energy Eng. 120
(1998) 185-192.

D. Jarrett, E. Stride, K. Vallis, M. J. Gooding, Applications and limita-
tions of machine learning in radiation oncology, Br. J. Radiol. 92 (2019)
20190001.

K. Shameer, K. W. Johnson, B. S. Glicksberg, J. T. Dudley, P. P. Sengupta,
Machine learning in cardiovascular medicine: are we there yet?, Heart
104 (2018) 1156-1164.

M. M. Malik, A hierarchy of limitations in machine learning (2020).

B. van Aken, J. Risch, R. Krestel, A. Loser, Challenges for toxic com-
ment classification: An In-Depth error analysis, in: Proceedings of the
2nd Workshop on Abusive Language Online (ALW2), Association for
Computational Linguistics, Brussels, Belgium, 2018, pp. 33-42.

A. Mangal, N. Kumar, Using big data to enhance the bosch produc-
tion line performance: A kaggle challenge, in: 2016 IEEE International
Conference on Big Data (Big Data), ieeexplore.ieee.org, 2016, pp. 2029—
2035.

A. Seifert, S. Rasp, Potential and limitations of machine learning for
modeling warm-rain cloud microphysical processes, J. Adv. Model. Earth
Syst. 12 (2020).

J. S. Haberl, S. Thamilseran,
ASHRAE Journal 40 (1998) 49.
J. Kreider, J. Haberl, Predicting hourly building energy use: The great
energy predictor shootout—Overview and discussion of results, Technical
Report, ASHRAE, 1994.

S. Katipamula, Great energy predictor shootout II: modeling energy use
in large commercial buildings, Technical Report, ASHRAE, 1996.

J. S. Haberl, S. Thamilseran, Great energy predictor shootout II: Measur-
ing retrofit savings — overview and discussion of results, Technical Report
CONF-960606-, 1996.

M. B. O. Ohlsson, C. O. Peterson, H. Pi, T. S. Rognvaldsson,
B. P. W. Soderberg, Predicting system loads with artificial neu-
ral Networks—Methods and results from* the great energy predictor
shootout”, ASHRAE Transactions 100 (1994) 1063-1074.

C. Miller, A. Kathirgamanathan, B. Picchetti, P. Arjunan, J. Y. Park,
Z. Nagy, P. Raftery, B. W. Hobson, Z. Shi, F. Meggers, The building data
genome project 2: Hourly energy meter data from the ASHRAE great
energy predictor III competition, 2020.

C. Miller, M. Abdelrahman, A. Chong, F. Biljecki, M. Quintana, M. Frei,
M. Chew, D. Wong, The Internet-of-Buildings (IoB) — digital twin con-
vergence of wearable and IoT data with GIS/BIM, J. Phys. Conf. Ser.
2042 (2021) 012041.

R. Platon, V. R. Dehkordi, J. Martel, Hourly prediction of a building’s
electricity consumption using case-based reasoning, artificial neural net-
works and principal component analysis, Energy Build. 92 (2015) 10-18.
A. Capozzoli, M. S. Piscitelli, A. Gorrino, 1. Ballarini, others, Data an-
alytics for occupancy pattern learning to reduce the energy consumption
of HVAC systems in office buildings, Sustainable cities and (2017).

A. Chong, G. Augenbroe, D. Yan, Occupancy data at different spatial

The great energy predictor shootout II,



[47]

(48]

(49]

[50]

[51]

[52]

(53]

(54

[55]

[56]

[571

(58]

(591

[60]

[61]

[62]

[63]

resolutions: Building energy performance and model calibration, Appl.
Energy 286 (2021) 116492.

Y. Ding, W. Chen, S. Wei, F. Yang, An occupancy prediction model for
campus buildings based on the diversity of occupancy patterns, Sustain-
able Cities and Society 64 (2021) 102533.

X. Liu, S. Lee, L Bilionis, P. Karava, J. Joe, S. A. Sadeghi, A user-
interactive system for smart thermal environment control in office build-
ings, Appl. Energy 298 (2021) 117005.

L. C. Tagliabue, F. Re Cecconi, S. Rinaldi, A. L. C. Ciribini, Data driven
indoor air quality prediction in educational facilities based on IoT net-
work, Energy Build. 236 (2021) 110782.

X.Lu, F. Feng, Z. Pang, T. Yang, Z. O’Neill, Extracting typical occupancy
schedules from social media (TOSSM) and its integration with building
energy modeling, Build. Simul. (2021).

C. Fu, C. Miller, Using google trends as a proxy for occupant behavior to
predict building energy consumption, Appl. Energy 310 (2022) 118343.
S. Touzani, B. Ravache, E. Crowe, J. Granderson, Statistical change de-
tection of building energy consumption: Applications to savings estima-
tion, Energy Build. 185 (2019) 123-136.

D. Liu, Q. Chen, Prediction of building lighting energy consumption
based on support vector regression, in: 2013 9th Asian Control Confer-
ence (ASCC), ieeexplore.ieee.org, 2013, pp. 1-5.

J. Y. Park, C. Miller, Z. Nagy, A Data-Driven load shape profile based
building benchmarking: Comparing doe reference buildings with a large
metering dataset, in: Building Simulation Conference Proceedings, pp.
Pages 4282-4289.

M. Quintana, P. Arjunan, C. Miller, Islands of misfit buildings: Detect-
ing uncharacteristic electricity use behavior using load shape clustering,
Build. Simul. 14 (2021) 119-130.

K. Nweye, Z. Nagy, HVAC scheduling based on Wi-Fi derived occu-
pancy, in: Proceedings of the 7th ACM International Conference on Sys-
tems for Energy-Efficient Buildings, Cities, and Transportation, BuildSys
’20, Association for Computing Machinery, New York, NY, USA, 2020,
pp. 340-341.

S. Zhan, A. Chong, Building occupancy and energy consumption: Case
studies across building types, Energy and Built Environment 2 (2021)
167-174.

Z. D. Tekler, R. Low, B. Gunay, R. K. Andersen, L. Blessing, A scalable
bluetooth low energy approach to identify occupancy patterns and profiles
in office spaces, Build. Environ. 171 (2020) 106681.

P. Jayathissa, M. Quintana, M. Abdelrahman, C. Miller, Humans-as-
a-Sensor for Buildings—Intensive longitudinal indoor comfort models,
Buildings 10 (2020) 174.

M. S. Rahaman, H. Pare, J. Liono, F. D. Salim, Y. Ren, J. Chan, S. Kudo,
T. Rawling, A. Sinickas, OccuSpace: Towards a robust occupancy pre-
diction system for activity based workplace, in: 2019 IEEE International
Conference on Pervasive Computing and Communications Workshops
(PerCom Workshops), pp. 415-418.

C. Miller, M. Quintana, J. Glazer, Twenty years of building performance
analysis trends: A topic modeling analysis of the Bldg-Sim email list
archive, in: Building Simulation Conference Proceedings, pp. Pages
1522-1529.

B. Gunay, Z. Nagy, C. Miller, M. Ouf, B. Dong, Using Occupant-Centric
control for commercial HVAC systems, ASHRAE Journal 63 (2021) 30-
32.

P. Raftery, M. Keane, A. Costa, Calibrating whole building energy mod-
els: Detailed case study using hourly measured data, Energy Build. 43
(2011) 3666-3679.

16



	1 Introduction
	1.1 What are the limitations of machine learning for energy prediction when the best models, techniques, and experts are involved?
	1.2 Previous and related work
	1.3 Objectives and novelty

	2 Methodology
	2.1 Overview of the competition
	2.2 Contestant submission processing
	2.3 Model error categorization
	2.3.1 Magnitude and Reach Category
	2.3.2 Temporal Behavior Category


	3 Results
	3.1 Temporal error analysis
	3.1.1 Electrical meters
	3.1.2 Chilled water meters
	3.1.3 Steam meters
	3.1.4 Hot water meters

	3.2 Breakdown of error types across sites and meter types
	3.3 Aggregated error analysis across sites
	3.4 Aggregated error across meter types
	3.5 Aggregated error across building primary use types
	3.6 Overall error breakdown analysis

	4 Discussion
	4.1 Addressing in-range errors from a single building by incorporating sensors and other new data feeds
	4.2 Addressing in-range errors for multiple buildings from the same location using site-wide data to detect systematic disruptions
	4.3 Non-routine event detection to find out-of-range errors that are unlikely to be fixed
	4.4 Using occupant-centric operations data in building energy prediction
	4.5 Limitations

	5 Conclusions
	5.1 Reproducibility


