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Figure S1. mean CRPS of ensemble scenarios: (a) Sce-Q25; (b) Sce-Q50; (c) Sce-Q100.
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Figure S2. Comparison of deterministic (perfect and DSF) and stochastic (PSF) closed-loop MPC
results with different forecast scenarios for Qzs: (a) Sce-Q25a; (b) Sce-Q25b; (c) Sce-Q25c.
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Figure S3. Comparison of deterministic (perfect and DSF) and stochastic (PSF) closed-loop MPC
results with different forecast scenarios for Qso: (a) Sce-Q50a; (b) Sce-Q50b; (c) Sce-Q50c.



