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Abstract

Scoring rules are critical for evaluating the predictive performance of epidemic
models by quantifying how well their projections and forecasts align with observed
data. In this study, we introduce the energy score as a robust performance metric
for stochastic trajectory-based epidemic models. As a multivariate extension of
the continuous ranked probability score (CRPS), the energy score provides a
single, unified measure for time-series predictions. It evaluates both calibration
and sharpness by considering the distances between individual trajectories and
observed data, as well as the inter-trajectory variability. We provide an overview
of how the energy score can be applied to assess both scenario projections and
forecasts in this format, with a particular focus on a detailed analysis of the
Scenario Modeling Hub results for the 2023-2024 influenza season. By comparing
the energy score to the widely used weighted interval score (WIS), we demonstrate
its utility as a powerful tool for evaluating epidemic models, especially in scenarios
requiring integration of predictions across multiple target outcomes into a single,

interpretable metric.

Author summary

Epidemic model predictions are often evaluated using scoring rules, such as the

weighted interval score (WIS), which require outputs in interval or quantile
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formats. However, epidemic models often produce outputs as collections of
stochastic trajectories, which are then summarized into quantiles for evaluation.
In this study, we introduce the energy score as a scoring metric specifically
designed for evaluating stochastic trajectories without requiring conversion to
other formats. The energy score provides a rigorous assessment by accounting for
both the variability among trajectories and their alignment with observed data.
Using publicly available data, we demonstrate that the energy score is a reliable
and effective metric for evaluating epidemic model predictions in their native

stochastic trajectory format.

Introduction

Epidemic model predictions are typically probabilistic, offering a range of
potential outcomes rather than a single deterministic forecast. Epidemic
forecasting and scenario modeling groups such as the CDC Flusight Forecasting
Challenge, COVID-19 Forecast Hub, and Scenario Modeling Hub (SMH) have
required predictions to be reported in quantile format [1H3]. Scoring rules, such as
the weighted interval score (WIS), can then be applied to quantile format outputs
to analyze the performance of projections with respect to observed surveillance
data. Epidemic predictions however are often generated from a collection of
stochastic trajectories, each one representing a single potential realization of how
an epidemic might unfold |4]. For this reason, recently, there has been a growing
trend toward reporting individual stochastic trajectories to collaborative hubs, as
demonstrated in recent rounds of the Scenario Modeling Hub [5]. However,
evaluation methods for epidemic projections have not yet been widely adapted to
effectively handle this emerging format.

In this paper, we study the utility and significance of the energy score as a
performance metric for evaluating epidemic model projections reported in a
stochastic trajectory format, illustrated with examples from scenario modeling.
The energy score has been applied across various fields, including weather
forecasting [64[7], electricity market pricing [8}9], and wind/solar power

generation [10H13]. In epidemic modeling, the energy score has been applied in a
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limited number of cases to analyze multivariate time-series models [14-16].
Moreover, computational packages used to assess probabilistic forecasts with
proper scores have implemented the energy score [17H19]. However, it has yet to
gain widespread adoption as a standard metric for performance evaluation in
epidemic forecasting and prediction.

In this study, we define the energy score, outline methods to adapt it for

specific applications, and perform synthetic experiments to explore its properties.

We then apply the energy score to evaluate the performance of models
contributing to the 2023-24 Flu Scenario Modeling Hub (SMH). With its recent
transition to trajectory-based submissions, the SMH provides an ideal dataset for
demonstrating the utility of the energy score in a real-world context [3,20]. While
scenario projections serve a different purpose than forecasts, their evaluation often
focuses on how well the projected trajectories capture the future dynamics of the
epidemic [5,21]. Our analysis shows that the energy score is a rigorous and
versatile metric for assessing the performance of both individual models and
ensemble projections, making it an ideal scoring rule for trajectory-based epidemic

predictions.

Methods

When evaluating probabilistic predictions, it is important to use proper scoring
rules for model evaluation. Proper scoring rules are evaluation measures such that
a forecaster has no incentive to predict anything other than their own true

belief [221[23]. If G is the underlying generative process of the observations y, the

score comparing the observed data with G will on average give the optimal score.

A scoring rule is strictly proper if the generative process of the observations G
gives the best score S(G,y), against the observed data y (a single realization of
G), and any prediction P, with score S(P,y) will be greater unless P = G. This
can be shown by

S(G,y) < S(P,y) (1)
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and is equal only if P = G, where S(F,y) describes the score of a stochastic
process F' with respect to the true observation y, and a smaller score is considered
better [6]. A score is proper but not strictly proper if the inequality holds, but is
not uniquely minimized by the generative process G. This means that a
prediction could give an optimal score even if it is not identical to the generative
process of the observed data. The energy score is a strictly proper
negatively-oriented score and it is the multivariate generalization of the

continuous ranked probability score (CRPS) [6}23].

The Energy Score for Trajectory-based Projections

The concept of energy score is derived from energy statistics and it measures
distances between statistical observations to quantify differences between
distributions [24}25]. The energy score (ES(P, y)) of a multivariate distribution
P, where X and XU) are vectors of independent random variables drawn from

P, and y is the vector of observed values, is defined as:

N N N
4 1 4 4
— IIX® v~ = o IX @ x ()
ES(P,y) = E pillXY =yl = 5 E E pipj| | X = X7, (2)
i=1 i=1 j=1
where || - || is the Euclidean norm, p; is the weight attributed to each individual

trajectory ¢, and N is the total number of trajectories being analyzed [11,/23]. The
weights p; can be defined such that trajectories with a higher probability of
occurrence are given more weight in the evaluation [11]. This approach could be
applied when evaluating an ensemble model composed of multiple individual
models or scenarios grouped together, where trajectories from certain models or
scenarios are expected to perform better than others. In the following, we will
assume that in projections from a single model, all trajectories should be weighted
equally, as changing the weights affects the interpretation of the energy score. If

we assume that all trajectories are equally weighted with weight p; = %, and we
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expand the Euclidean norm, then equation [2| can be written as:

LN M 4 2 | XX M 4 N2
ES(Py) = N E E <$7(711) - ym) T 5N2 E E E <l’7(qzm) - SC%)> ; (3)
i=1 i ]

m=1 i=1j=1 m=1

distance from surveillance data distance between trajectories

where M is the number of elements in each vector (i.e. the number of time points
projected), x%) is the predicted value by trajectory ¢ at time m, and y,, is the
value of the surveillance data at time m. In this definition, the trajectory could be
a time-series, where each entry is a prediction for a given date, or more generally
a vector of predictions, such as different outcome targets. As we will discuss later,
the score is composed of two components, the first term which compares the
distance between the predicted trajectories and the observed data, and the second
reflects the distances of the trajectories to each other.

The energy score in Eq. [3] as well as the WIS, is an absolute measure, meaning
it is strongly influenced by deviations from the signal at higher magnitudes. In
other words, if a trajectory has the same relative error for two observed values of
different magnitudes, the energy score will place significantly greater weight on the
deviation associated with the larger magnitude. This can be a desirable feature in
scenarios where errors on large data points have more serious implications. For
instance, a 30% relative error in hospitalization at the onset of an epidemic might
correspond to only a few weekly admissions, while the same error at the peak of
the season could represent a significant underestimation of hospital bed demand.
In such cases, the energy score appropriately penalizes deviations at the epidemic
peak more than those at the tail (as discussed in Refs. [22,26]).

However, in other situations, this feature may be less desirable—for example,
when comparing forecast quality across states with inherently different epidemic
curve magnitudes due to varying population sizes. In such cases, a relative energy
score can be defined by normalizing the score by the sum of the observed time
series data, thereby rescaling the score by the signal’s overall size [6]. A

normalized energy score can be written as:

ES(P)y)

ESnorm = §Vi
Zm:l Ym

; (4)
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which provides a relative measure that facilitates comparisons of normalized 127
energy scores across different locations. This normalization still emphasizes 128
deviations at the peak within each state but adjusts the overall score based on the 12
sum of the signal, enabling fairer comparisons between states with different 130
population sizes. This approach can also be extended to compare scores across 131
different projection targets or time periods. The issue of normalization is similarly 13
relevant in the multi-dimensional extension of the energy score, as discussed in the 133

next section. Unless otherwise specified, we will use the energy score as defined in 13

Eq. @. 135
Multi-Dimensional Energy Score 136
One benefit of the energy score is that it can be adapted into a performance 137
measure across multiple dimensions. This would allow us to evaluate a model 138
across multiple target outcomes (i.e. cases, deaths, or hospitalizations), age 139
groups, locations, and so on, with a single score, giving us a comprehensive 140
understanding of a model’s performance with respect to all of its predictions in 141

high-dimensional space. With other scoring rules, this would only be possible via 1
a summary statistic, such as a sum or average of scores for each outcome variable. 1
To calculate this, we look at each time point as a multi-dimensional vector, where 14
T represents the number of prediction targets we are assessing. Now, we have a 1
matrix where the the columns describe the predictions at each time point, and the 14
rows show the time-series predictions for each outcome. In this definition of the 14
energy score, we are looking at the distance between matrices instead of the 148
distance between vectors, as in the standard energy score. Therefore, we can use 140
the Frobenius norm to measure distance, as it is the multi-dimensional extension 1so

of the Euclidean norm, and define the multi-dimensional energy score as: 151

N
(2)
7 (Ajm — yjm)2_m 4

1 %

N T M )
SRDSD SITEEEE

1k=1 \ j=1 1

1 N T M 1
ESdim = N; chbg >
1= ]1= m
(5)

where A® is a T x M matrix of predictions for trajectory i, with T outcomes 1
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and M time points, ®; is a normalization factor for the magnitude of the signal 153
along each dimension/target, N is the number of trajectories reported for each 154
outcome target, T is the number of outcomes, and M is the number of time points. 1ss
Individual trajectories for each outcome dimension are constructed into these 156

trajectory matrices, where the number of trajectories for each dimension must be 15

the same, and the number of trajectory matrices will equal the number of 158
trajectory vectors reported for each outcome dimension. The T x M matrix y 150
describes the surveillance data, matching the construction of the trajectory 160
matrices A®). 161

The factor@? rescales the signal, adjusting the contribution of each forecast 162

target T' to the multi-dimensional energy score. When @? =1, targets with larger 1
magnitudes dominate the score, implying that they are more relevant for assessing 16
model performance. However, this assumption may not always be desirable. For 16
example, if the targets are hospitalizations and deaths, the T' = 2 energy score will 166

be heavily influenced by the hospitalization target, which typically has a much 167

larger magnitude than the death target. However, it may be preferable for the 168

model to predict both targets with equal accuracy. In such cases, we can use a 160

rescaling factor ®; = ﬁ, dividing by the sum of the observation vectors for 17
m=1 JIm

each target outcome to ensure that all outcome dimensions contribute similarly to

the multi-dimensional energy score. The same principle applies when forecast 172
targets correspond to different geographical locations. For instance, if each U.S. 13
state is treated as a forecast target, T' = 50, then the energy score will be 174
dominated by states with larger populations, which typically have higher 175
hospitalization or death counts. Applying a rescaling factor in this context 176
ensures that performance across all states is weighted equally, regardless of 177
population size. The choice of @? = 1 can be adapted on a case-by-case basis, 178
depending on the objectives of the energy score assessment and the desired 179
balance between different forecast targets. 180

Finally, when grouping predictions into multi-dimensional vectors, it is crucial s
to pair trajectories such that those from the same simulation are used in the same 1s
matrix A. This is because the construction of the time series matrix directly 183

influences the energy score value. In other words, the projections for each specific  1s
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target must originate from the same simulation trajectory. Only when the
projections for each target are generated independently can different
low-dimensional trajectories be randomly combined into a single
higher-dimensional trajectory without compromising important correlations in the

modeling output.

Comparison of scoring rules for synthetic data

Several scoring rules have been proposed in the literature to evaluate the
performance of probabilistic epidemic projections. Among these, the weighted
interval score (WIS) has emerged as a widely adopted standard in forecasting and
scenario modeling efforts [3},22]. The WIS is a negatively-oriented proper score
applied to (1 — a) x 100% prediction intervals. The score consists of three terms
that describe the width or uncertainty in the prediction interval, and penalties if
the surveillance data lies outside the prediction interval. It is computed at each
time point with prediction P and observed value y as a weighted sum of the
interval score for each (1 — «)x100% prediction interval of interest, and
approximates the continuous ranked probability score (CRPS) [22]. In order to
evaluate the performance of a full projection time series using the WIS, we take
the average of the WIS calculated at each time point. We further discuss the WIS
and CRPS in the Supporting Information (SI).

The energy score and WIS both evaluate a projection based on its calibration,
or the distance between the predicted and observed values, and sharpness, which
is the amount of uncertainty given by the prediction. We show in that the
energy score and WIS are similar when evaluating a synthetic predictive
distribution at a single time point. However, there are important differences
between the two metrics that must be considered. Most importantly, the energy
score is strictly proper for the full projection where the WIS is proper, but not
strictly proper. This has implications for how these scores evaluate specific
probabilistic predictions. We present proofs for the propriety of the energy score
and WIS in the Supporting Information.

To provide a visual intuition of this difference, we generate trajectories from
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two stochastic epidemic processes that have the same marginal distribution at
each time step. First, we generate trajectories from a stochastic SIR model using
a chain binomial process. We parameterize the SIR model such that the
transmissibility is § = 0.625 and the recovery rate is p = 0.25 giving us a
reproduction number Ry = 2.5. For the second process, we create a noisy SIR
model, where we randomly shuffle the values for the number of infectious
individuals at each time point in the SIR model trajectories. Then we randomly
group these values across time to produce noisy epidemic trajectories. This gives
us two epidemic-like processes with the same marginal distribution at each time
step, one with time-correlated, and one with time-uncorrelated stochastic
trajectories. An example of the two trajectory processes are shown in Fig. [JA and
B, where we also show the quantile format for these trajectories in Fig. [TIC, which
is identical for each trajectory process. We then score the two processes using as
observation vector a single realization of the standard stochastic SIR model.
Using this framework, we calculate the energy score and WIS for 200 iterations,
generating 100 trajectories at 60 time points for each model at every iteration.
In Fig. and E, we show the distribution of the scores for each epidemic
trajectory process, and descriptive statistics of these distributions in Fig. and
G. From the boxplots and tables of descriptive statistics, we find that the WIS for
both model processes is the same, but the energy scores are not. The energy score
is able to distinguish between two processes with the same marginal distribution
but differing individual behavior, where the WIS scores them identically.
Moreover, the SIR model process, on average, produced better values of the
energy score than the noisy model, which agrees with the knowledge that the
observed values were generated from the SIR model. This is due to the energy
score being strictly proper, while the WIS is proper but not strictly proper. If a
prediction P has the same marginal distribution as the true underlying process G,
it would give the ideal WIS score to both even if P # G; on the other hand since
the energy score is strictly proper, only a prediction P = G can give the ideal

energy score [23].
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A SIR trajectories B Noisy SIR trajectories C Quantile format
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Energy . 25% 75% . 25% 75%

Score Mean | Median percentile | percentile wis Mean | Median percentile | percentile

SIR Model 749.6 563.8 417.3 819.8 SIR Model | 3521.6 | 2595.4 1885.5 3819.7

Noisy SIR Noisy SIR

Model 829.9 672.9 484.4 933.3 Model 3521.6 | 2595.4 1885.5 3819.7

Fig 1. Synthetic experiments comparing energy score and WIS
propriety and evaluation. Comparing behavior of the WIS and energy score
for (A) SIR model and (B) noisy SIR epidemic trajectory process with the same

marginal distribution at each time point, generating the same quantile format (C).

Boxplot of the energy score (D) and WIS (E) obtained from each trajectory
process given 100 trajectories each, showing the distribution for each score and
epidemic trajectory process across 200 iterations. For visualization purposes, the
maximum values for each score and model type is not shown. Boxplots are
created such that the box shows the 25%, 50% and 75% quantiles, and the
whiskers represent 1.5% interquartile range (IQR). Descriptive statistics of the (F)
energy score and (G) WIS for the SIR and noisy SIR model.

Results

We illustrate the application of the energy score to epidemic scenario projections
for the 2023-24 projection round of the Flu Scenario Modeling Hub. In the Flu
Scenario Modeling Hub, modeling teams provide predictions about future
influenza trajectories under certain assumptions about human behavior,
environmental factors, or circulating strains. The Scenario Modeling Hub (SMH)
has performed 5 cycles of influenza scenario projections; 3 during the 2022-23
influenza season and 1 for the 2023-24 and 2024-25 seasons in addition to 18

scenario projections for COVID-19 and 2 for RSV [27]. In previous projection
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rounds, modeling teams were only required to report quantiles of their predictions  2s4
aggregated for each week, but beginning in the 2023-24 influenza round, teams 255

submitted 100 individual trajectories from their model output for each scenario, 26

and location [5]. The objective of this projection round was to explore the 257
implications of different vaccine coverage levels (high, normal, or low) and the 258
dominant circulating strain (either A/H3N2 or A/HIN1) on the trajectory of 259
weekly hospitalizations during the 2023-2024 flu season for US states and 260

nationally [28]. Modeling teams reported projections for these 6 scenarios, from 20
September 3, 2023 to June 1, 2024. Further information about the projection 262
gound and model output can be found in the Flu SMH’s (GitHub repository. 263
describes the 2023-24 SMH scenarios in further detail. In Fig. 2] we show 2
the reported model output for the ‘MOBS_NEU-GLEAM_FLU’ model in the US s
nationally for Scenarios C and D of the 2023-24 Flu SMH round, which compares 2
an A/H3N2 dominant season and an A/HIN1 dominant season given historically
typical vaccination coverage. We see how the two example scenarios result in 268
distinct epidemic outcomes given assumptions on the circulating influenza strain. 26
We analyze the incident hospitalization projections from September 9, 2023 to 270
April 27, 2024. Using this data, we evaluate the performance of scenario n

projections with the energy score.

A Scenario C: A/H3N2 Dominance, B Scenario D: A/H1N1 Dominance,
Business as Usual Vaccine Coverage Business as Usual Vaccine Coverage
40,000
1.0
35,000
0.9
30,000
0.8
25,000

e
g

20,000

o
o

15,000

=
»

10,000

o
~

Weekly incident hospitalizations
Normalmalized distance between
trajectories and observed data

5,000

o
W

0

Sep Oct Nov Dec Jan Feb Mar Apr May Sep Oct Nov Dec Jan Feb Mar Apr May
2023 2024 2023 2024

Fig 2. Epidemic predictions in the trajectory format. One hundred
trajectories for incident hospitalizations for the ‘MOBS_NEU-GLEAM_FLU’
model for (A) scenario C and (B) scenario D in the Flu Scenario Modeling Hub
2023-24 round 1 with observed surveillance data (black) nationally in the United
States. Trajectories are colored by their normalized distance from the observed
data. Lighter colors represent a larger distance.

272

Given the widespread use of the weighted interval score (WIS) for evaluating
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probabilistic epidemic predictions, we compare the performance assessment
provided by the WIS to that of the energy score to understand how these metrics
evaluate model projections. To compute the WIS, we first estimate the quantiles
of the projections using the submitted trajectories for each model, scenario, and
location. These quantiles are then used to calculate the WIS based on the
corresponding prediction intervals. For consistency, we use the same prediction
intervals employed in previous SMH projection rounds, which required
quantile-based submissions.; namely the 98%, 95%, 90%, 80%,..., and 10%
prediction intervals based on 23 submitted quantiles [22]. The WIS is calculated
at individual time points, so we compute the average of these scores across all
weeks to obtain the WIS for an entire time series. In the following, we begin our
analysis by examining the energy score for the projections of a single model

submitted to the Flu SMH, before extending the evaluation to multiple models.

Single Model Evaluation

We focus the first part of our analysis on the ‘MOBS_NEU-GLEAM_FLU’ model
submitted to the Flu Scenario Modeling Hub, which is a multi-scale,
age-structured, stochastic metapopulation epidemic model that uses global flight
and commuting data to simulate the spread of an infectious disease [29,[30]. In
this section, we examine the energy score for this single model across time periods,
locations, and scenarios.

As noted earlier, the energy score is influenced by the absolute values defining
a trajectory. This dependency complicates the comparison of scores across
locations, time periods, or target outcomes with differing magnitudes. In Fig. [JA,
we compare the energy score for the ‘MOBS_NEU-GLEAM_FLU’ model influenza
hospitalization projections for each scenario and location to the sum of the
corresponding surveillance time series. We find that the non-normalized energy
score is strongly correlated to the size of the signal. However, Fig. shows that
the normalized energy score depends much less on the magnitude of the

surveillance data, with an R? of 0.018. This means that scores can be compared

with the normalized energy score, and demonstrates its nature as a relative score.
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Fig 3. Evaluation of a single model with the energy score. Comparison of
the dependence of the (A) energy score and (B) normalized energy score on the
sum of the surveillance data of each scenario and location for the model
projections. (C) Decomposition of the energy score terms at each week for the
Scenario D projections, where the blue represents the term describing the distance
of the trajectories from observed data, and the orange describes the term
representing the distance between all pairs of trajectories. The gray line shows the
full energy score calculated at each week. (D) Relationship between the WIS and
energy score. Each point describes the WIS and energy score for a location and
scenario. The WIS was found by estimating the quantiles estimated from the
trajectories. (E) Boxplot of energy score ratio across 52 locations for the
‘MOBS_NEU-GLEAM _FLU’ model compared to a 4-week-ahead naive baseline
model for each scenario. Vertical dashed line shows where the
‘MOBS_NEU-GLEAM_FLU’ and baseline model have the same scores, where
ratios below one describe when the model performs better than the baseline. The
overlaid red stars show the median of the multi-dimensional energy score ratio
across locations for 50 iterations of randomizing the trajectory pairings. Boxplots
are created such that the box shows the 25%, 50% and 75% quantiles, and the
whiskers represent 1.5 x IQR. Scatter plots (A,B,D) show a dashed line of the
linear regression fit, with the R? and two-sided p-value describing the fit. All
results are shown for the ‘MOBS_NEU-GLEAM _FLU’ model 2023-24 Flu SMH
incident hospitalization projections.
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While the energy score is defined for a multivariate time series, we analyze its
behavior at individual time points to study how the energy score changes
throughout an outbreak. In Fig. 3IC, we show the energy score at each week of the
flu season for the ‘MOBS_NEU-GLEAM_FLU’ model, scoring incident
hospitalization projections for Scenario D (A/HIN1 Dominance, Business as usual
vaccination coverage) nationally in the U.S., and we decompose these scores to
look at the contribution of individual terms. The energy score is made up of a

positive term describing the distance between the trajectories and surveillance

data, and the pairwise distance between all trajectories subtracted from this value.

This negative term is why the energy score value is less than the component

describing the distance from surveillance data. In this example, the energy score

is largely composed of the distance between each trajectory and the observed data.

The score increases at time points near the peak as expected because the energy
score is an absolute metric depending on the magnitude of the surveillance signal,
which means it will typically give higher weights near the peak of an epidemic
curve. We show in that the WIS follows similar patterns when evaluated at
each week of the influenza season.

Since the WIS is a commonly used score for evaluating epidemic projections,
we compare the performance of the ‘MOBS_NEU-GLEAM _FLU’ model using the
energy score and WIS. If we calculate the energy score and WIS for the
predictions made for each location and scenario for incident hospitalizations in the
2023-24 Flu Scenario Modeling Hub round, we find a strong correlation between
the two scores, shown in Fig. [BD. This highlights that a prediction that performs
well under the WIS is likely to also be scored well by the energy score.

Using the energy score, we are also able to compare performance across
scenarios and locations. In Fig. BE, we evaluate the performance for all scenarios,
looking at the distribution of scores for predictions at each location. To evaluate
model performance, we create a naive baseline forecast for 4-week-ahead
projections, to use as a reference point against which we compare the performance
of long-term scenario projections [31]. While, alternative baseline methods can be
devised for scenarios projections, this approach has been used previously to assess

the performance of several rounds of the SMH COVID-19 projections [3]. We
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report the details of the generation of the naive baseline model and its trajectories
in the Supporting Information. From the baseline model, we create an energy
score ratio where we divide the energy score for each model, location, and scenario

by the energy score of the baseline model for each location. A ratio less than 1

describes when the scenario model performs better than the naive baseline model.

It is important to note that scenario projections are not necessarily expected to
outperform the baseline model. This is because the baseline model is continuously
updated with new data each week to produce 4-week-ahead predictions, whereas
scenario projections are made several months in advance without incorporating
recent surveillance data. In our analysis, we find that most scenarios for the
‘MOBS_NEU-GLEAM _FLU’ model perform similar to or slightly worse than the
naive baseline model. In we show descriptive statistics for the energy
score ratio ‘MOBS_NEU-GLEAM_FLU’ model for each scenario.

We also utilize the multi-dimensional energy score to compute a single
comprehensive score for each scenario, providing an overall assessment of the
‘MOBS_NEU-GLEAM_FLU’ model’s performance across all U.S. states. The
multi-dimensional energy score requires trajectories to be paired consistently
across all dimensions, including across states. However, the SMH does not
explicitly provide the pairing of trajectories across different locations. For the
‘MOBS_NEU-GLEAM_FLU’ model, trajectories in different states are originated
from independent calibrations, allowing us to randomize the trajectory identifiers
and conduct a sensitivity analysis to evaluate how different pairings influence the
multi-dimensional energy score, repeating this process over 50 iterations.
Additionally, we calculate an energy score ratio, as previously described, to
compare these values against the multi-dimensional energy score of the
4-week-ahead naive baseline model. In Fig. [BE, the red stars show the median
multi-dimensional energy score ratio across these iterations for each scenario. In
we show that the uncertainty around the multi-dimensional energy score
for randomizing the trajectory pairings is very small. Additionally, we find that
the distribution of the energy score ratio across locations in the boxplots and the
multi-dimensional energy score rank the scenarios similarly, with both medians

following the same pattern. This shows that the multi-dimensional energy score is
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evaluating the model similarly to the standard energy score, but in an aggregated
manner. In addition, we examine the impact of removing the normalization factor

from the multi-dimensional energy score expression in order to keep emphasis on

locations with larger signals in

Multi-Model Analysis

In this section, we focus our analysis on the performance of all models submitted
to this Flu SMH projection round that provided incident hospitalization
projections for multiple locations. This selection resulted in six individual models
being included in the analysis, with four models excluded from the study because
they only reported data for one location. Ensemble models generated by the SMH
were not considered, as they are reported only in a quantile format. To illustrate
the utility of the energy score in comparing performance across multiple models,
we analyze model rankings and performance across different locations. In Fig.
we show how the energy score varies across models, scenarios, and locations. We
calculate the energy score ratio in comparison with the 4-week-ahead naive
baseline model [31] described previously for each scenario, location, and model,
where a ratio below one represents a case where the scenario model performed
better than the naive baseline model. We find that there are models that
consistently perform better than others, and that some models perform very
similar to or slightly better than the baseline model. presents descriptive
statistics of this data for all scenarios and models by summarizing the energy score
ratio for all models and scenarios examined. This demonstrates the ability of the
energy score to compare models and differentiate between better-performing
models. This tells us about relative model performance within each scenario.

We also investigate how model rankings based on the energy score compare to
those derived from the WIS. For each scenario and location, we rank the models
from lowest to highest score using both the energy score and WIS. To assess the
agreement between these rankings, we calculate Kendall’s 7 rank correlation
across all models. The Kendall’s 7 correlation coefficient compares rankings by

counting the number of pairs of objects that are in an incorrect order, divided by
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Fig 4. Energy score ranking across models. Boxplots showing the
distribution of the ratio of the energy score for each model, location, and scenario
in Flu Scenario Modeling Hub divided by the energy score for the 4 week ahead
naive baseline flu model at each location. Each boxplot shows the energy score
ratio distribution over the number of locations the corresponding model reported
(shown in ST). Vertical dashed line shows where the ensemble and baseline model
has equal energy scores such that ratios below one describe when the SMH model
performs better than the baseline. Models are ordered by median energy score
ratio within each scenario. Boxplots are such that the box shows the 25%, 50%
and 75% quantiles, and the whiskers represent 1.5 x IQR. Note that Model A
represents the ‘MOBS_NEU-GLEAM _FLU’ model, which can be compared to
results in Fig. [3|

the total possible pairs [32]. A rank correlation of 1 means that the rankings of
the energy score and WIS are identical. In we show a histogram of the
Kendall’s 7 rank correlation between the energy score and WIS for all models and
scenarios. The mean rank correlation coefficient between the energy score and
WIS is 0.87. This shows that the energy score and WIS rank models quite
similarly, but there can be cases where the rankings are not identical. More
precisely, we find that for 49.7% of projections, the energy score and WIS have a

Kendall’s 7 correlation coefficient of 1.

Trajectory-Based Ensemble

In multi-model analysis, it is common practice to create an ensemble model by

combining predictions from the multiple individual models. [21,[31]. In the
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ensemble, the information and uncertainty from multiple models are aggregated
together to provide a “consensus” projection of future possibilities aggregating the
different assumptions and methodologies of individual models [26]. The
performance of ensemble models has been shown to generate improved future
predictions that characterize uncertainty better than individual

models [21}|26,/33,134]. The SMH includes three ensemble models as part of its
analysis. However, these ensembles are built by first converting each model’s
trajectories into a quantile format before applying the ensemble methods. Here,
we propose an alternative approach for generating an ensemble model that
directly utilizes the trajectories reported by each modeling team. In this method,
we simply bundle all trajectories from each model into the definition of a single
ensemble, assigning equal weight to each trajectory. This approach avoids the
need to summarize stochastic model outputs into quantile format, leveraging the
raw data provided by the models instead. In we compare this ensemble of
trajectories method with the three ensemble models reported by the SMH.

In Fig. [5] we explore the energy score across locations using the
trajectory-based ensemble. We include all models reported to the 2023-24 Flu
SMH that submit projections of incident hospitalizations for any number of the 50
U.S. states, Washington D.C., or nationally. Fig. shows the ratio of the energy
score of the trajectory-based ensemble model divided by the energy score of the
4-week-ahead naive baseline model at each location (U.S. states and the District
of Columbia) for Scenario D. Locations in blue show where the ensemble model
performed better than the baseline model (ratio < 1), where those in orange show
where the naive baseline model had better performance (ratio > 1). We observe
heterogeneous performance across the United States, with the ensemble model
outperforming the naive baseline in 24 locations, but falling short in 27. These
results indicate areas where model performance could be improved for future
predictions. Notably, in this example, the ensemble tends to perform better in the
Southern U.S. states.

We extend this to show the distribution in the energy score ratio compared to
the 4-week-ahead naive baseline model across locations for each scenario in Fig.

[BIB. This allows us to assess the overall performance of the trajectory-based
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Fig 5. Energy score for the trajectory-based ensemble model. (A) Map
of the US showing the energy score ratio (trajecory-based Ensemble / baseline
model energy score) for each US state of the 2023-24 Flu Scenario Modeling Hub
round for Scenario D. Ratios below one (blue) show where the energy score for the
trajectory-based ensemble model for a state was better than the naive baseline,
where the ratios above one (orange) show where the baseline model had better
performance. (B) Boxplots of the energy score ratio across 52 locations for all
scenarios compared to a 4-week-ahead naive baseline model. Vertical dashed line
shows where the ensemble and baseline model has equal performance, where ratios
below one describe when the ensemble model performs better than the baseline.
Boxplots are such that the box shows the 25%, 50% and 75% quantiles, and the
whiskers represent 1.5 x IQR.

ensemble model for each scenario, and compare the scenarios to each other. This
analysis illustrates that scenarios B, D, and F are the best-performing scenarios
for the ensemble model, which corresponds to the scenarios describing HIN1 as
the dominant circulating strain. This is in agreement with the observed strain

dynamics in the United States for the 2023-24 influenza season [35]. We show
summary statistics of this data in
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It is worth noting that we do not calculate the multi-dimensional energy score
for the ensemble model due to the assumptions required about trajectory
independence and pairing—information that is unavailable for the other modeling
teams within the SMH.

This ensemble of trajectories method could be easily translated to a different
weighting process where models or even specific trajectories are weighted
differently as data is gathered [4]. This allows for a flexible framework for
ensemble creation and performance analysis using only single trajectories
generated by individual models without the need to summarize and aggregate

model output using quantiles.

Discussion

In this paper, we discuss the benefits and application of the energy score to
evaluate probabilistic epidemic predictions given in a trajectory format. It is
important to highlight that the energy score is not a new method, and it has been
used in the evaluation of probabilistic forecasts in many fields [6]. Using multiple
scoring rules to assess predictions is shown to be useful [36], and the energy score
adds a strictly proper performance measure to the toolbox of probabilistic
prediction analysis methods. The energy score is a natural way of assessing
epidemic model output given in trajectory format, as it does not rely on
summarizing stochastic model output into quantiles. Moreover, the energy score
acknowledges the stochastic nature of epidemic forecasting. It follows the full path
of each individual trajectory over a time series, and is a multivariate score that
assesses a probabilistic time series with one score value. We show how the strictly
proper nature of the energy score is able to differentiate between predictions with
the same marginal distribution but different generating processes. We introduce
the multi-dimensional energy score in order to gain a comprehensive
understanding of a model’s performance across all of its predictions.

One limitation of the energy score is the increasing computational cost of the
energy score as the number of trajectories increases. The second term in the

energy score expression requires the calculation of the pairwise distance between
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all trajectories. This can become computationally challenging when the number of
trajectories is large. We show in that randomly sampling even a small
percent of trajectories gives good agreement with the energy score found through
using the full set of stochastic trajectories.

The information contained within epidemic projections in quantile format
versus trajectory format has both advantages and disadvantages. Trajectories
allow for greater flexibility in weighting and analysis of time-series features, where
the quantile format does not retain information on variability within potential
epidemic outcomes [4]. The energy score acknowledges the individual behavior of
single trajectories, where scores evaluated using a quantile format evaluate the
descriptive statistics at each week. This can suppress important epidemiological
information and obscure the true uncertainty of different epidemic
outcomes [4137,[38]. Typically, predictions in a quantile format highlight the most
likely outcomes, rather than the worst-case scenario, which is critically important
to public health decision-makers [39]. In this paper, we show how the individual
behavior of a stochastic model realization can change the energy score, even if
descriptive statistics are the same. This is important to consider when choosing
the best evaluation method to apply to any given research question.

The discrimination ability of a scoring rule illustrates the differences in scores
generated by forecasts of differing quality. For example, a scoring rule has low
(high) discrimination ability if forecasts with a very different quality result in the
same (different) scoring value [40]. A proper scoring rule can still have poor
discrimination ability. It has been shown that the energy score lacks
discrimination ability between forecasts with different correlation structures, but
discriminates well between predictions with different means or
variances [14,40,41]. Many of these works are aimed at the capability of the
energy score to correctly identify the true underlying distribution driving the
dynamics. While this is important to consider when employing the energy score
for the performance analysis of epidemic forecasts, we believe that it should not
limit our use of this tool. The main goal in evaluating epidemic projections and
forecasts is not the specification of the true data-generating distribution, but the

identification of projections that are closest to reality.
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Our results consider equally weighted trajectories, but the energy score
definition allows for the weight of each trajectory to be individually defined. This
could lead to developing scoring strategies that allows changing trajectory weights
based on past performance, or a particular outcome of interest. This adjustment
may alter the intuition behind the energy score, but it could be useful for
generating ensembles or calibrating models as we gather more information about
the progression of an epidemic. While we use the Flu Scenario Modeling Hub as
an example of how the energy score can be utilized, the energy score can be
extended beyond scenario projections to any epidemic forecast or prediction that
produces stochastic realizations. As trajectories become more common in epidemic
model reporting, the energy score should be considered in model evaluation as a
way to utilize the information contained within individual trajectories. We do not
believe that this should discourage the use of other scoring rules, but we illustrate

the energy score as a robust performance metric if trajectories are available.
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Data and Code Availability

For surveillance data, we use the National Healthcare Safety Network (NHSN)

Weekly Hospital Respiratory Data [42] for confirmed influenza hospital admissions.
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We use a formatted version of this data provided by the CDC FluSight Forecast
Hub [43]. Scenario model projections are made available by the Flu Scenario
Modeling Hub [28] and in their |GitHub repository. Our code for this project is

publicly available on Zenodo [44].
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Supporting information

S2 Fig. Multi-dimensional energy score. Boxplot of energy score ratio
across 52 locations for the ‘MOBS_NEU-GLEAM_FLU’ model compared to a
4-week-ahead naive baseline model for each scenario. Vertical dashed line shows
where the ‘MOBS_NEU-GLEAM_FLU’ and baseline model have the same scores,
where ratios below one describe when the model performs better than the baseline.
The overlaid red stars show the median of the multi-dimensional energy score
ratio across locations for 50 iterations of randomizing the trajectory pairings. The
blue stars show the multi-dimensional energy score without the use of a
normalization factor. Boxplots are created such that the box shows the 256%, 50%

and 75% quantiles, and the whiskers represent 1.5 x IQR.

S1 Fig. WIS analysis. (A) Decomposition of the WIS terms at each week for

the ‘MOBS_NEU-GLEAM_FLU’ model 2023-24 Flu SMH incident hospitalization

January 13, 2025 28


https://orbit.dtu.dk/en/publications/discrimination-ability-of-the-energy-score
https://orbit.dtu.dk/en/publications/discrimination-ability-of-the-energy-score
https://data.cdc.gov/Public-Health-Surveillance/Weekly-Hospital-Respiratory-Data-HRD-Metrics-by-Ju/mpgq-jmmr/about_data
https://data.cdc.gov/Public-Health-Surveillance/Weekly-Hospital-Respiratory-Data-HRD-Metrics-by-Ju/mpgq-jmmr/about_data
https://data.cdc.gov/Public-Health-Surveillance/Weekly-Hospital-Respiratory-Data-HRD-Metrics-by-Ju/mpgq-jmmr/about_data
https://github.com/cdcepi/FluSight-forecast-hub/tree/main/target-data
https://github.com/cdcepi/FluSight-forecast-hub/tree/main/target-data
https://doi.org/10.5281/zenodo.14623543
https://doi.org/10.1101/2025.01.13.25320493
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc/4.0/

medRxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2025.01.13.25320493; this version posted January 14, 2025. The copyright holder for this preprint
(which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity.
It is made available under a CC-BY-NC 4.0 International license .

projections for Scenario D, where blue show the contribution of the dispersion
term, red describes the penalty for underprediction, and orange shows the penalty
for overprediction. The gray line shows the full score calculated at each week. (B)
Comparison of the energy score (gray) and WIS (dashed orange) calculated at one
time point as a function of an observed value y given an underlying predictive
distribution (blue) with 100 samples drawn from the predictive distribution to
calculate the scores. The predictive distribution is a negative binomial
distribution with a mean of 60 and variance of 31. (C) Histogram of the Kendall’s
7 rank correlation between the model rankings for the energy score and WIS for
each scenario and location for the 2023-24 Flu SMH incident hospitalization
projections. A Kendall’s 7 rank correlation of 1 means that the energy score and

WIS rank models identically.

S3 Fig. Ensemble model comparison. Relationship between the WIS of the
ensemble models reported by the SMH: Ensemble_vincent (left), Ensemble LOP
(middle), and Ensemble_ LOP _trimmed (right) and the WIS of the ensemble of

trajectories method. Scatter plots show a dashed line of the linear regression fit,

with the R? and two-sided p-value describing the correlation.

S4 Fig. Sampled energy score. (A) Sampled energy score compared to the
true energy score for different densities of sampled trajectories (5, 10, 25, and 50
%) for the ‘MOBS_NEU-GLEAM_FLU’ model. Dots show a single sampled energy
score compared to its corresponding true value for a given location and scenario.
(B) Sampled energy score averaged across 50 iterations compared to the true
energy score for different densities of sampled trajectories (5, 10, 25, and 50 %)
for the ‘MOBS_NEU-GLEAM_FLU’ model. Dots show the average sampled
energy score compared to its corresponding true value for a given location and
scenario. Black dotted line shows the y=x line where the sampled and true energy

scores are equivalent.

S1 Table 2023-24 Flu Scenario Modeling Hub round. Description of the
scenarios used by each modeling team in the 2023-24 flu SMH projection round.

VE describes assumptions surrounding vaccine effectiveness (VE).
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S5 Table Descriptive statistics of the multi-dimensional energy score
for the ‘MOBS_NEU-GLEAM _FLU’ model. Table showing the mean,
standard deviation, minimum, maximum, and range for the multi-dimensional
energy score across locations for the ‘MOBS_NEU-GLEAM_FLU’ model influenza
hospitalization predictions for each scenario of the 2023-24 SMH round, given 50

iterations of randomly pairing trajectories.

S2 Table Descriptive statistics of the energy score ratio for the
‘MOBS_NEU-GLEAM_FLU’ model projections. Table showing the number
of locations predicted, minimum, 5% quantile, median, 95% quantile and
maximum for energy score ratios across locations for influenza hospitalization
predictions for the ‘MOBS_NEU-GLEAM_FLU’ model of the 2023-24 SMH round
across locations for each scenario. The energy score ratio is calculated by dividing
the energy score of the SMH model at each scenario and location by the energy

score of a 4-week-ahead naive baseline model at each location.

S3 Table Descriptive statistics of the energy score ratio for the all
analyzed models and scenarios. Table showing the number of locations
predicted, minimum, 5% quantile, median, 95% quantile and maximum for energy
score ratios across locations for influenza hospitalization predictions for each
scenario and model of the 2023-24 SMH round. The energy score ratio is
calculated by dividing the energy score of the SMH model at each scenario and
location by the energy score of a 4-week-ahead naive baseline model at each

location.

S4 Table Descriptive statistics of the energy score ratio for the
ensemble model projections. Table showing the number of locations predicted,
minimum, 5% quantile, median, 95% quantile and maximum for energy score
ratios across locations for influenza hospitalization predictions for the ensemble of
trajectories model across locations for each scenario. The energy score ratio is
calculated by dividing the energy score of the ensemble model at each scenario
and location by the energy score of a 4-week-ahead naive baseline model at each

location.
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