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This manuscript generalizes the results presented in the International Conference on Recent
Advances in Mathematics and Informatics (ICRAMI 2025) (Tunisia, November 2025). The
present paper extends the analysis from standard BSDEs to reflected BSDEs, introduces a
residual-based certification framework with rigorous error bounds, and develops a unified error
decomposition for penalization and discretization errors.

Abstract A certified numerical framework is developed for reflected backward stochastic
differential equations driven by Brownian motion. The approach combines penalization, an
implicit Euler discretization, and a data-driven approximation of the discrete scheme.

The main result is a residual-based a posteriori stability estimate: any adapted pair that ap-
proximately satisfies the penalized scheme is close to the exact discrete solution in the S?() and
H?(7) norms. This yields an ideal certification functional in terms of conditional expectations
and a computable version via regression, up to a conditional-expectation approximation error.

A unified error decomposition is established, separating penalization, discretization, and ap-
proximation errors with explicit dependence on the parameters. The framework provides rigor-
ous accuracy guarantees for learned approximations in high dimension.

1 Introduction

Backward stochastic differential equations (BSDEs), introduced in [1], play a fundamental role
in stochastic control, mathematical finance, and the probabilistic representation of nonlinear par-
tial differential equations. Reflected BSDEs (RBSDEs), developed in [2], extend this framework
by incorporating a constraint enforced through an increasing process. They provide a probabilis-
tic formulation of optimal stopping problems and obstacle-type partial differential equations,
with well-established results on existence, uniqueness, and connections to Snell envelopes and
variational inequalities; see also [3, 4].

Classical references on stochastic control, BSDE methods, and martingale techniques under-
lying these formulations include [5, 6, 7, 8].

Related applications involving switching and impulse control have also received significant
attention; see [9, 10, 11]. These settings further highlight the need for reliable numerical methods
in complex stochastic environments.

The numerical approximation of BSDEs and their reflected counterparts has been extensively
studied. Time discretization schemes were analyzed in [12], and discrete-time Monte Carlo
methods were developed in [13, 14, 15]. These approaches extend naturally to penalized formu-
lations of reflected problems. However, several difficulties persist: the stiffness induced by the
penalization parameter, reduced accuracy near the free boundary, and the absence of computable
error bounds for individual numerical realizations.

Recent advances in machine learning have led to efficient numerical methods for high di-
mensional BSDEs and parabolic PDEs; see [16, 17, 18, 19]. These approaches demonstrate
strong empirical performance in high dimension, where traditional grid-based methods become
infeasible. However, they typically rely on training losses as indirect error indicators and do not
provide rigorous guarantees for individual approximations.
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For sequence models, recurrent neural networks such as Long Short-Term Memory (LSTM)
architectures [20] and their bidirectional extensions [21] offer flexible parametrizations for time-
dependent problems and have recently attracted attention for high-dimensional stochastic ap-
proximation problems. Nevertheless, ensuring adaptedness and providing quantitative error con-
trol remains challenging.

This manuscript generalizes the results presented in [22], which appeared in the Interna-
tional Conference on Recent Advances in Mathematics and Informatics (ICRAMI 2025) (Tunisia,
November 2025). The present paper extends the analysis from standard BSDEs to reflected BS-
DEs, introduces a residual-based certification framework with rigorous error bounds, and devel-
ops a unified error decomposition for penalization and discretization errors.

To address these challenges, we develop a certified numerical framework for RBSDEs. We
consider a penalized formulation of the reflected equation combined with an implicit time dis-
cretization scheme.

For the approximation of the resulting discrete scheme, we employ a neural-network parame-
trization based on a bidirectional Long Short-Term Memory (BiLSTM) architecture. The con-
struction is designed so that all predictions remain adapted, while non-causal information is used
only during training. This ensures consistency with the underlying stochastic structure.

At the certification level, we establish a residual-based a posteriori stability result showing
that any adapted process that approximately satisfies the discrete equations is quantitatively close
to the exact discrete penalized solution in the S?(7) and H?(7) norms. This yields a computable
certification criterion expressed solely in terms of discrete quantities.

Building on this result, we derive a unified error decomposition that separates penalization,
time-discretization, and approximation errors. This provides an explicit and interpretable bound
on the total numerical error.

The certification results are established at the level of the discrete-time penalized BSDE.
Convergence to the continuous-time reflected solution follows from these bounds together with
classical results on penalization and time discretization.

For clarity, we restrict attention to a fixed exogenous operational policy and the associated
optimal stopping problem, although extensions to joint control-stopping formulations are stan-
dard.

The paper is organized as follows. Section 2 introduces the model and its RBSDE formu-
lation. Section 3 presents the penalized problem. Section 4 analyzes the time discretization.
Section 5 describes the neural approximation. Section 6 develops the certification framework.
Section 7 establishes the main error decomposition result. Numerical experiments are reported
in Section 8, and concluding remarks are given in Section 9.

2 Problem Formulation: Energy Storage as a Reflected BSDE

We formulate the energy storage valuation problem under uncertainty and derive its representa-
tion as a reflected backward stochastic differential equation (RBSDE). The framework combines
stochastic price dynamics, constrained storage evolution, and an optimal stopping feature.

2.1 Mathematical Framework

Let (Q, F, (Ft):ecjo,7]; ) be a filtered probability space satisfying the usual conditions and sup-
porting a standard Brownian motion (W;)cpo,77-
For an adapted continuous process U, define

U3 ==E| sup |U;[?

te(0,T

)

and denote by S? the set of such processes with finite norm.
For a predictable process V, define
T
|k
0

VI =E

7
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and denote by H? the corresponding space. Let A? be the set of nondecreasing adapted continu-
ous processes K with Ky = 0 and K € L.
On a uniform grid 7 = {t;, = kAt}Y_, with At := T/N, we define the discrete norms

N—-1
2 — 2 2
01 = B[ max [0 ] IV = 2BV Flar e

2.2 Model and Admissible Policies
The logarithm of the electricity spot price is modeled by the Ornstein—Uhlenbeck process
dX; = k(0 — Xy) dt + o dW, Xy = o, (2.2)

with parameters x > 0, & € R, and o > 0. The spot price is P; = e~
The storage level evolves according to

dE, =w,dt,  Eg € [0, Ema), (2.3)

where u; denotes the power exchange rate. The admissible set is constrained by physical bounds
Umin < 0 < Umax.
On the grid 7, a control (uy, )p ' is called admissible if it is (F;, )-adapted and satisfies

Uty € [@(Efk),ﬂ(Efk)], a.s., (24)

where
u(E) := max(umin, —E/At), u(E) = min(umax, (Emax — E)/At). (2.5)

These constraints ensure that the storage process remains in [0, Fi.x] almost surely.
In practice, admissibility is enforced by projection:

= H[U(Etk Etk)] (u;iw% H[a,b](x) = min{b, max{a, l’}} (26)

2.3 Payoff and RBSDE Representation
The instantaneous profit is defined by
g(t, X4, By,up) = Poug — crui — ca(Ey — €)% 2.7)

The terminal payoff is
£(Xr, Er) = ™" Br — BEF, 2.8)

and early liquidation yields
h(t,X;, Ey) = veX* By, — 6. (2.9)

Fix a discount rate » > 0 and define
Gi=e "t g(t, X, By u), hy = efrth(ﬁXtaEt), g: eirTf(XT,ET)

For any stopping time 7 € [0, T, define the reward

Jr = / gsds + ET]-{T<T} + fl{T:T}. (2.10)
0

The value process is given by

Y; = esssupE[J; | Fy. 2.11)
T€Te, T

Assumption 2.1.
E

< 0.

sup |hy|? —l—/ |G¢|2dt + |€|?
te(0,T)]
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Under this assumption, the value process admits a reflected BSDE representation.

Theorem 2.2. Under Assumption 2.1, there exists a unique triple (Y, Z, K) € S* x H? x A2 such
that

T T
n:€+/ (_T}/:?_l_gs)ds_/ stWs+KT_Kt7
t . t
Y; > hy, /Xn-hﬂ&zo
0
Moreover, an optimal stopping time is given by
T i=inf{t € [0,T]: Y; = by} A T.

Under Assumption 2.1, the obstacle process A belongs to S?, the terminal condition £ belongs
to L?>(Fr), and the driver

flty) = —ry + g
is progressively measurable and Lipschitz continuous in y, uniformly in (¢,w). Indeed, for all
v,y €R,
[f(ty) = F(6y) = rly =yl

Therefore, the standard existence and uniqueness theorem for reflected BSDEs with square-
integrable terminal condition, square-integrable obstacle, and Lipschitz driver applies; see [2,
Theorem 5.2]. Hence there exists a unique triple (Y, Z, K) € S? x H? x A? satisfying (2.2).

The process Y is the Snell envelope of the reward family associated with the discounted
running payoff §, obstacle %, and terminal value £&. More precisely, Y coincides with the value
process

Y; = esssupE[J; | F,
TET:, T

where J; is defined by (2.10); see [2, Proposition 5.3]. The characterization of the optimal
stopping time by first contact with the obstacle is then standard:

™ =inf{t € [0,T]: Y, = b} AT,

and 7* is optimal; see, for instance, [5, Theorem 2.28].

This completes the proof.

In this work, the control u is fixed and the objective is to approximate the corresponding
value process Y via a penalized and discretized RBSDE formulation.

3 Penalization Approximation

This section introduces the penalized BSDE formulation, establishes its well-posedness,
and proves its monotone convergence to the reflected solution, together with the associated
penalization—discretization trade-off.

3.1 Penalized BSDE

For each n € N, consider the penalized BSDE:
5 T 5 T
Y =¢ +/ (—rYS" +Gs +n(hs — Yf)*) ds — / ZTdW,, tel0,T). 3.1
t t

The penalized driver is
fn(sy y) =-—ry+3gs+ n(he - y>+- (3.2)

Since y + (@ —y)™ is 1-Lipschitz continuous, f,, is Lipschitz in y with constant L,, = r +n.

Lemma 3.1. Under Assumption 2.1, for each n € N, there exists a unique solution (Y™, Z™) €
S? x H? to the penalized BSDE (3.1).
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The penalized driver (3.2) satisfies f,,(s,y) = —ry + §s + n(hs — y)*. We verify the hy-
potheses of the Pardoux—Peng existence and uniqueness theorem [1, Theorem 1]:
(i) Lipschitz continuity in y: Since y — (a — y)T is 1-Lipschitz for any constant a, the map
y + —ry + n(hs —y)* is Lipschitz in y with constant L,, := r + n, uniformly in (s,w).

(i) Square-integrability of f.(-,0): Setting y = 0 gives f,(s,0) = gs + nh}. Under As-
sumption 2.1, § € H? and sup, || € L*(Q), so hf < |hs| € H? as well. Hence
fn(-,0) € L*(Q x [0,7]).

(iii) Square-integrability of the terminal condition: £ € L*(Fr) by Assumption 2.1.
The Pardoux—Peng theorem therefore guarantees existence of a unique pair (Y, Z") € S? x H?
satisfying (3.1).
The next result shows that the penalized solutions provide a consistent approximation of the
reflected problem as the penalization parameter tends to infinity; see, e.g., [2].

Theorem 3.2. Under Assumption 2.1, for each n € N there exists a unique solution (Y™, Z™) €
S? x H? to (3.1). Moreover, the sequence (Y™),>1 is nondecreasing and satisfies

Y 1Y, a.s. for every t € [0,T7,
where (Y, Z, K) is the unique solution of the reflected BSDE (2.2). In addition,
Y" Y inS? Z" — 7 inH?,
and, defining
K} = Atn(hs -Y")tds,  tel0,T],

one has
K" K inS*

The existence and uniqueness of (Y, Z") for each fixed n follow from Lemma 3.1. It
remains to prove the monotone convergence of the penalized solutions and the convergence of
the associated increasing processes.

For each n € N, the penalized driver is

fals,y) = —ry + gs +n(hs —y) "
Since (hs —y)* > 0, one has
fa(8,9) < far1(s,9), forall (s,y,w) € [0,7] x R x Q.
The comparison theorem for Lipschitz BSDEs therefore yields
Yy <yt a.s. forall t € [0, 7.

Hence (Y™),,> is nondecreasing.
Since (Y") is nondecreasing, the pointwise limit

Y, = lim Y/

n—oo

exists almost surely for every ¢ € [0, T]. Under Assumption 2.1, the obstacle % belongs to S?,
the terminal condition £ belongs to L?(Fr), and the driver

f(s,y) == —ry +Gs

is Lipschitz continuous in y. The standard penalization theorem for reflected BSDEs then ap-
plies; see [2, Theorem 5.2]. It follows that the increasing limit of the penalized solutions coin-
cides with the first component of the reflected solution, namely

Y 1Y, a.s. forevery t € [0, 7.
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The same result implies the strong convergences
Y*">Y inS*, Z"—Z inH.

In particular,

lim E{ sup \Yt”—Ytﬂ =0, lim ]E[/T|Z§‘ —Zs\zds} =0.
0

It remains to prove the convergence of the increasing processes. For each n € N, define
t
K] = / n(hs — Yt ds, t € [0,77].
0
Then the penalized BSDE may be written in the form
_ T T
Y= [ g ds e Ky oKy - [ zzaw,
t t
Likewise, the reflected solution satisfies
_ T T
Y; :§+/ (—=rYs + gs)ds + Kr — K; —/ Zy dW,.
t t
Subtracting the two identities yields, for every ¢ € [0, 7],
t t
KP' = K= (4 = Yo) = (7 = Yo b [ (v = Yoyds+ [ (20~ Z)aw..
0 0
Therefore,

T
sup K7~ Ki| < |¥§'~Yal+ sup V7'~ Yil+r [ ¥y <Yl dst sup
0<t<T 0<t<T 0 0<t<T

t
/ (Z?*Zs)dWs
0

By squaring, taking expectations, and using the inequality (a+b+c+d)? < 4(a® +b> +c +d?),
followed by Cauchy—Schwarz and the Burkholder—Davis—Gundy inequality, one obtains

1K™ — K|2 < C (V" = Y[% + 12" - 2|%) ,

where C' > 0 depends only on  and 7. Since Y™ — Y in S? and Z" — Z in H?, the right-hand
side converges to zero. Hence
K"K  inS%.

The proof is complete.
Penalization error and trade-off. Define
p(n) = Y" = Y5 + 12" - Z|3p-

Then p(n) — 0 as n — oco. In practice, increasing n improves obstacle enforcement but increases
the Lipschitz constant L,, which amplifies discretization and learning errors. This trade-off
motivates joint tuning of (n, At).

4 Implicit Euler Discretization

This section introduces the implicit Euler discretization of the penalized BSDE, derives a closed-
form one-step update and its stability properties, and establishes the associated discretization
error bound.
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4.1 Discrete Scheme and One-Step Analysis

Let 7 = {t; := kAt}Y, be the uniform grid on [0,7] with At = T/N. Define the discrete
filtration F;, := O'(Wtj :0 < j < k), completed in the standard way. The Brownian increments
are AWy, := Wy, ., — Wy, ~ N(0,At), independent of F;, .

Fix n € N. Define (Y;"", Z;"" ) recursively by:

YT =¢, (4.1a)
n,m 1 n,mT

A BE[Y;W AW | Fe ] (4.1b)

Yot =RV | Fy ] A fo(te, YT), E=N-1,...,0, (4.1c)

with penalized driver
fn (tkv y) =Ty + gtk + n(htk - y)+ (42)

We now derive an explicit solution to the implicit update equation for Y;""".
Lemma 4.1. Fixn € N, r > 0, and At > 0. Define the F,, -measurable quantity

A =B 7| Fo ] + At G, . (4.3)

trt

Then equation (4.1¢) admits a unique solution Y,"'™ € L*(F,,) given by

A, i
if A, > (1 At)h
. 1+TAt) lf k?—( +r ) tro
Yo" = - (4.4)
Ak"—nAth,tk . ~
= A 1 At)hy, .
1+ (r+n)At’ if Ay < (L+rAt)h,

Rewrite (4.1¢) as (1 + rAt)Y,"™ = Ay + nAt(hy, — Y/"")F. If V'™ > hy,, the penalty
vanishes and Y™ = Aj,/(1+rAt). This is consistent with ;"™ > hy, iff Ay, > (14rAt)hy, . If
YT < Ry, then (14 (r+n)At)Y;"™ = Ay 4+ nAt hy,, yielding the second branch. Uniqueness
follows from the complementary branch conditions.

The explicit form immediately yields a contraction property of the update map.

Corollary 4.2. Let Ty, : R — R be the update map defined by (4.4), i.e. Y™ = T'y(Ay). Then
Iy, is globally Lipschitz and

1

!
_ < -
Tu(4) - Te(A) €

A— A, VA AR 4.5)
On each branch of (4.4), Ty, is affine with slopes (1 + rAt)~! and (1 + (r + n)At)~! <
(1 + rAt)~!. Therefore 'y, is globally Lipschitz with constant at most (1 + rAt)~!.

4.2 Discretization Error

Assumption 4.3. There exists Ciz > 0 such that forall k = 0,..., N — 1,

tt1 ther »
E[/ |Gs — Ge,. > ds +/ |hs — Py, |* ds| < CregA. (4.6)

ty ty

Lemma 4.4. Assume u; = uy, and Ey = Ey, fort € [tg, tis1), that (uy, ) is uniformly bounded,
and that E;, € [0, En] for all k. Let X solve (2.2) and define g, h by (2.7)—~(2.9). Then
Assumption 4.3 holds.

On [ty, txy1), time variation in (s, h¢) stems only from X, and the discount factor. For the
OU process, E| X, — X3, |> < C|s — tg|. Using mean value theorem and exponential moment
bounds for sup, . X, one obtains E|eXs — eXtx|> < C|s —t;|. Since u and F are bounded, this
yields (4.6) after integration.
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Theorem 4.5. Let (Y™, Z™) solve (3.1) and let (Y™™, Z™™) be defined by (4.1). Under Assump-
tions 2.1 and 4.3, there exists C,, < oo depending on (T',r,n, Creg) such that

N-1 (2281
n n,mT |2 n n,mT |2
E OE}&XNMIC YT } + ;) E[/tk |zt — 7 < Cp At. 4.7

The constant C,, depends polynomially on n through the Lipschitz constant L,, = r + n of the
penalized driver.

Set AYy ==Y, — Y""7T From the continuous penalized BSDE (3.1) and the tower property,
=E[Y” + f 1 f,(s,Y?)ds | F,]. Subtracting the discrete scheme (4.1c) yields the

trt1
local residual

[
me= Y = BV | Pl = 85t ) =B [ (160 = ) a5 | 7
23
Using the L,,-Lipschitz continuity of f,,, the standard estimate E|Y" — Y;"|* < C,|s — t;] for
s € [tg,trs1] » see. [12], and Assumption 4.3, one obtains E|n,|> < C,, At%.
Using the update map I';, of Corollary 4.2 and its global Lipschitz bound (4.5),

E|AY: > < (1 + CAt) E|AYy1|* + Cn AP
Since AYy = 0, iterating backward and applying the discrete Gronwall lemma yields

max E|AYk|2 < C, At. 4.8)
0<k<
By the martingale representation theorem applied on [tx, tg41], Yy

79 E[ tr+1 | ‘Ftk] =
J ttk"“ Z? dW, while the scheme gives Z;"™ = 3 E[Y;"TAW}, | F¢,]. The Itd isometry, combined
with (4. 8) and the truncation error bound g1ves

trt1
]EU \Z1 — Z" P ds| < C(E|AYjs1|* + E|AY; ] + Elni|?) < Cn At.

tr
Summing over k =0, ..., N — 1 completes the proof of (4.7).

Remark 4.6. The constant C), typically grows with n through the Lipschitz constant L,, = r+n.
In practice, n and At should be tuned jointly: larger n reduces penalization bias p(n), while
smaller At controls discretization error. Section 8.3 explores this trade-off empirically.

5 Adapted Bidirectional LSTM Architecture

This section introduces a neural sequence model for approximating the discrete penalized BSDE
solution (Y™™, Z™™) under the adaptedness constraint imposed by the filtration (F%, ), i.e., each
output must be F;, -measurable. This non-anticipativity requirement is essential for (}/}, Z ) to
define an admissible candidate in the certification framework of §6. We describe the feature
representation and bidirectional encoding, define causal output heads ensuring adaptedness, and
present the training objective with privileged information.

5.1 Features and Bidirectional Encoding
Assumption 5.1. For each k € {0,..., N}, the feature vector Sy € R% is F,, -measurable.

In the Markovian setting, we define
Sy = (X4, By, te, by, ) € RY, (5.1)

where Etk = e*”’ch(tk,th,@k). The measurability of Sy follows directly from that of
(Xi,, Fy,.). The inclusion of hy, is not essential but may enhance numerical stability by
explicitly encoding the obstacle level.
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A Long Short-Term Memory (LSTM) network is a recurrent nonlinear state-space mapping
which associates with each time index a hidden state and an internal memory state, updated
recursively as measurable functions of the current input and the previous state; see [20]. Such
architectures are designed to capture sequential dependence while preserving information over
long horizons. In the present framework, we employ a bidirectional construction, consisting of
two independent LSTM encoders applied in forward and reverse temporal order; see [21].

More precisely, denoting by LSTM ™ (+;0_,) and LSTM* (-; 0,_) the forward and backward
encoders, we define

w =LSTM 7 (Sy, ..., Sk 6_,) € R, (5.2)
i =LSTM* (Sn,..., Sk 0. ) € R, (5.3)
By Assumption 5.1, the sequence (S, ..., Si) is Fi,-measurable, and therefore hp’ is Fy, -

measurable. In contrast, i~ depends on future inputs and is, in general, only Fr-measurable.
This distinction is central to the construction of the output layers, which must preserve adapted-
ness.

5.2 Causal Outputs and Adaptedness

The BSDE components are approximated using only the forward hidden state:

Y, = oy (hi:0y), (5.4)
Zy, = ¢z(hi:07), (5.5

where ¢y, ¢z : R% — R are realized as multilayer perceptrons (MLPs). An MLP is a mapping
given by a finite composition of affine maps and nonlinear activations; in the present work we
consider two-layer networks of the form

(I)(:ZT> = A, O'(A]I + b]) + by,
where o(z) = max(z,0) is applied componentwise.
Proposition 5.2. Under Assumption 5.1, the outputs (ﬁk , Zk) are Fy, -measurable for all k.

By Assumption 5.1, the sequence (.S, . .., Sy) is F;, -measurable. Since the forward encoder
is measurable, it follows that h}” is F;,-measurable. The result then follows by composition
with the measurable maps ¢y and ¢.

5.3 Training with Privileged Information

The backward hidden state hj~ contains information about future inputs but cannot be used
at inference without violating adaptedness. It is incorporated only during training through a
representation alignment mechanism.

Let 1), ¢ : R% — R% be linear projection maps. The alignment loss is defined by

1 ad — T (1,4
Lalign := N+1 ;)]E“W(hk ) = ¥(hi )||2} : (5.6)

The total training objective is
ﬁtotal = Eres + )\align Laligna )\align > 07 (57)

where L, is defined in §6.
The trainable parameters are

0= (9~>59<—19Y79279w797j’)'

Remark 5.3. In contrast to standard bidirectional LSTM architectures, which use both forward
and backward states at inference, the present model uses only the forward encoder in the de-
ployed predictor. The backward encoder is used exclusively during training through the align-
ment loss, ensuring that (Y}, , Z;, ) remain F;, -measurable.
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6 A Posteriori Error Certification

A computable a posteriori error certificate is developed for approximations of the discrete pe-
nalized BSDE (4.1). The certificate is based on residuals of the discrete equations: any adapted
candidate (}A/, Z ) that approximately satisfies the scheme (in an L? sense) must be close to the
unique discrete solution (Y™™, Z™™).

6.1 Admissible Candidates and Residuals

Fix n € N and a uniform time grid 7 = {t,}5_, with At := T/N. Let (Y™™, Z™™) denote
the unique m-adapted solution of the implicit penalized scheme (4.1), whose well-posedness is
ensured by Lemma 4.1.

Definition 6.1. A pair (Y, Z) = {(Y;,, Zy, ) N is called T-adapted if:
(i) Y;, € L*(F, ) forallk =0,...,N,and Z,, € L*(F, ) forallk=0,...,N —1;

(i1) the discrete norms are finite:

N—-1
913z 2= B max (T ] <00, 1Zlagey = Y E[IZ:, P AL < co.
k=0

By Proposition 5.2, any output produced by the neural architecture of Section 5 satisfies the
above m-adaptedness conditions.

Ideal residuals. For a w-adapted candidate (}A’, Z ), define the residuals associated with the
scheme (4.1) by

R{(?) = ﬁk_E[i}tk-] ‘ftk}_Atfn(tk’ﬁk)’ k=0,...,N—1, (6.1)

~ = ~ 1
REY,Z) = 7, — AtIE[YtWAWk | Fils k=0,...,N—1, (6.2)
Ry(Y):=Y,, - & (6.3)

Here, R} measures the deviation from the drift component of the scheme, while RZ quantifies
the consistency of the martingale increment.

Ideal certificate. We define the associated residual functional
Co(Y,2) =

E||Ry(Y \2+Z<|RY )+ At IRZ(Y 2)\2) (6.4)

Remark 6.2. The functional C,, vanishes if and only if ()A/, Z ) coincides with the exact solution
(Y™™ Zm™). Indeed, the residuals vanish identically if and only if the scheme (4.1) is satisfied
almost surely at each time step, and uniqueness implies equality of the solutions.

6.2 A Posteriori Stability

We begin by introducing the one-step martingale defect associated with a grid-adapted candidate.
For a grid-adapted candidate (Y, Z), define

Cort = Ya, —EYa, | Forl = (Z, — RE(Y, Z)) AW, k=0,....N—1. (6.5)

By construction,
ElCe+1 | Fo.] =0, E[Gen1AW | 7, ] = 0.

We also define the augmented ideal certificate by

Cre(Y,Z) :=E||Rn(Y \2+Z(\RY )P+ A IRE(Y, )|2+ck+1|2)]. (6.6)
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Lemma 6.3. Let (Y™™, Z™") solve (4.1) and let (Y, Z) be a m-adapted candidate with as-
sociated ideal reszduals RY, RZ and one-step martingale defect i1y defined in (6.5). Set
AY, = Ytk — Yt’: T and AZ,, = Ztk — Z" ™. Then there exists a universal constant C > 0
such that

2 2 2 — Y |2
1AY [y < O max, BIAYLP + |AZ |y + 3 EIRY

N-1 N—1
+ > MEREP + Y ElGeal?). 6.7)
k=0 k=0
For k =0,..., N — 1, subtracting the discrete scheme from the residual equation yields
AYy, — E[AYji1 | Fo] = At(fo(ti, Yi,) — fu(te, Ya,)) +RY .

Define the square-integrable martingale M}, := Z;:ol (AYj41 — E[AYj | F,]). k=0,...,N
Then

k—1
AYy = AYp + My = Y At(fulty, Ye,) = fu(t5,Y2)) ZRY
7=0

Taking the maximum over k, squaring, and applying expectations together w1th Doob’s maximal
inequality to (M}):

N—1
IAY |2 ) < C<E|AYO|2 +E|My?+ L2 Z AtE|AY;P + S EIRY ) 6.8)
7=0 7=0

It remains to bound E| My |?. By the orthogonality of martingale increments,
i 2
EMy* = ) E|AY; —E[AY; | F Ll

From the exact discrete scheme, Y| — E[Y,| | F,] = Z; AW;. From definition (6.5),
Vier —E[Vj | Fiy) = (25 — ROAW; + ¢,
and therefore
AYj — E[AY 4 | F,) = (AZ; — RY)AW; + (.
Since E[¢;+1AW; | ]—"tj] = 0 (see the second identity in (6.5)), the cross-term vanishes:

2
E|AY). - E[AY;., | 7, = ACBIAZ, - RIP + EiG o
Using |[AZ; — RZ|* < 2|AZ;|* 4 2|R7|* and summing over j:

N-1 N—-1
EIMy [ < C(IAZI e + Y AEIRY P + Y ElGnl).
=0 §=0

Substituting into (6.8) and using E|AY;|?> < max;, E|AY;|? yields (6.7).
We now establish the key stability estimate showing that the augmented certificate controls
the error in S?(7) and H? () norms.

Theorem 6.4. Fix n € N, r > 0, and a uniform time grid = = {t}Y_, with step At = T/N. Let
(Y™™ Z™™) be the unique adapted solution of (4.1). Then, for any m-adapted candidate (Y/, 2)
(Definition 6.1), there exists a finite constant C,, . < oo, depending only on (T,r,n,At), such
that . A
IV = Y™ [y + 112 —

() < Con CY(Y, 2), (6.9)

where the augmented ideal certificate C® is defined in (6.6). Moreover,

Com < Cexp(CT)( A%) (1 n Ait) (6.10)

for a universal constant C' > 0 independent of n,r, N.



A CERTIFIED BILSTM SYSTEM FOR REFLECTED BSDES 91

For notational brevity, set Y}, := Yt’;’”, Zy = ZZ:”, Y, = )A/tk, I = th AY, =Y, — Vi,
and AZy, := Zy, — Z,. Denote the ideal residuals by Ry, RY, Rf . By definition of R, we have
AYy = Rny.

Define the F, -measurable quantities

By, := E[Yiy1 | Fr, ] + At gy, By, = EVis1 | Fo] + At Gy,

By Lemma 4.1, Y}, = T'y(Bg). From the ideal residual (6.1), Y, = Fk(ék +RY). By the global
Lipschitz bound of Corollary 4.2 with constant L, := (1 + rAt)~!,

|AYy| < L |By, — B, + R} | < L [E[AY)oy1 | Fo ]| + Le[RY |.

Applying Young’s inequality with € = A¢, taking expectations, and using the conditional Jensen
inequality:

EAY;? < aEAY 1 P+ BE[RY 7, a:= (1+A)L2 < 14+At, Bi=(1+4)L2 <1+4.
(6.11)
Iterating (6.11) backward and using o™ < e” for m < N:
1 N-1
2 T 2 L vizl ]
Jmax E|AY;[ < e <E|RN| + (1 + At) > E|R} ) (6.12)

From the ideal residual definition (6.2):

1
E[AY) 1 AWy | Fi ] + RE.

AZp = —
Y

By conditional Jensen and E[|[AW}|? | F;, | = At:
2
E|AZ,* < EE|AY1€+1|2 +2E[REI%
Multiplying by At, summing over k, and applying (6.12):
T [N N-1
2 o T e 2 Ly Y2 Z2
1AZ|p ey < CeT (14 At) (ERNl +(1+ At) ];Emk\ ) +2;)At]E|Rk\ . (6.13)

Applying Lemma 6.3 with the estimates (6.12) and (6.13) substituted:

N—-1 N-1 N—1
IAY |3 ) < C(max EIAYLP + |AZ s ) + D EIRY P+ Y AEIREP + > ElGen )
k=0 k=0 k=0

Combining this with (6.13) and collecting all residual and martingale-defect contributions into
aug

the augmented certificate Cy, © defined in (6.6) yields (6.9) with the explicit bound

T 1
wr < Co(OD) (14 37) (14 57).
Ch.x < Cexp(CT) +At +At
for a universal constant C' > 0. This proves both (6.9) and (6.10).
Theorem 6.4 is formulated with the augmented ideal certificate C2 which depends on exact
conditional expectations. In practice, these are replaced by approximate operators Ey, resulting
in an additional approximation error quantified below.

6.3 Computable Certification

The stability estimate of Theorem 6.4 is expressed in terms of the ideal augmented certificate
C3"¢_ which involves conditional expectations that are not available in closed form. We construct
a fully computable counterpart using regression-based approximations, following standard least-
squares Monte Carlo techniques (see[14, 15]).
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Under the Markov property of the state process (X, , Et, ), there exists a measurable function
®Y such that
E[U | Fi,] = ®F (Sk).

We approximate @Y by projection onto a finite-dimensional space Vi, = {a” ¥y (Sk)}, where
W} is a vector of basis functions. The population projection is defined by

~ 72
E,[U] := Proj; (1),
and its empirical version is obtained by least-squares regression on Monte Carlo samples.

Remark 6.5. The regression operators ]Ek[] are constructed from Monte Carlo samples of the
Markov state and corresponding targets More precisely, for each time step k, we generate

an ii.d. sample {(S,(;), U,iﬂ,

lated trajectory i, and U ,gll is the quantity whose conditional expectation is approximated (e.g.,

AW )) 2., Where S denotes the state at time ¢;, along simu-

Y., orY;,  AWy). The operator IAE;C[U] is then defined as the L?-projection of U onto a finite-
dimensional function space of functions of Si, computed via least-squares regression on this
sample.

Replacing exact conditional expectations in (6.1)—(6.3) yields the computable residuals

RY (V) =Y, —Ep[Vi,] — At fultn, Vi), (6.14)
PPN . 1 ~ ~
REY,Z) =7, — EEk (Vi AW, (6.15)
Ru(Y) =%, & (6.16)

Define the conditional expectation errors
5{ = E[ﬁm] | ]:tk} - Ek[i}tml]’ gf = E[ﬁkﬂAWk | ]:tk] - Ek[i}thrlAWk]'

The computable martingale defect is defined by

1 ~ ~
—Ei[Y,,. AW AW, (6.17)

Cht1 = Y%k-l - Ek[}/tkﬂ] - Al

The resulting computable augmented certificate is

N—-1
Cue = B|[Rn[>+ > (IRY 1P+ AUREP + Ck+l|2>] : (6.18)
k=0

Corollary 6.6. Under the assumptions of Theorem 6.4,
IV =Y Ry + 12 = 2" ) < e (Ci® + Errca(¥) )

where

N—1
ErrCE =E (|€k ZZ)
k=0

LetRY, Rk , R, and (x4, denote the ideal quantities defined in (6.5) and (6.6), and let RY

Rk , R N, and Ck+1 denote their computable counterparts defined in (6.14)—(6.16) and (6.17). By
construction,

Ry (Y) =Ry(Y).

For k =0,..., N — 1, the conditional-expectation errors satisfy

RYY)=RY(Y)+el, REY,Z)=REY.Z)+ <L
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Moreover,

1
765 AW,

Cort = Crnt +ex + A

hence
Cht = Cor1 —ef — égf AW
Using (a — b)? < 2a? +2b* and (a + b + ¢)? < 3(a® + b* + ¢?), we obtain
RY P < 2ARY [ +20ey P,

2

RZ2 < 2IRZ12 + =
| k — | k +Atz

EAR
and ;
Ce1[* < 3| Gt [* + 3k |2 + rﬂ|€£|2 AW, [,

Taking expectations and using E[|[AW}|? | F;,] = At, we obtain
~ 3
El¢1> < 3E|Gen|” +3Ele) |* + EEFf g
Collecting terms yields
cue(y, 7) < c(ég“g(f/, 7)+ ErrCE(?)),

for a universal constant C' > 0.
Applying Theorem 6.4 and absorbing C' into C), . gives (6.6).

Remark 6.7. The empirical evaluation of cue may be biased if the same sample paths are used
both to construct the regression operators and to estimate the certificate. To avoid this, one may
use independent samples (sample splitting). Cross-fitting procedures can also be employed to
reduce variance while preserving consistency.

7 Main Result: Unified Error Decomposition

The present section establishes a unified error bound for the approximation of the reflected BSDE
(2.2). We introduce the relevant error components (§7.1), state and prove the main theorem
(§7.2), and discuss implications for parameter selection (§7.3).

7.1 Error Decomposition

The approximation pipeline involves three distinct layers:
(i) Penalization: (Y, Z) — (Y™, Z") as n — oo (§3),
(ii) Time discretization: (Y, Z") — (Y™™, Z™™) as At — 0 (§4),
(iii) Learning approximation: (Y, Z) approximates (Y™™, Z™) (§5-§6).
Recall the discrete norms (2.1). We define the penalization error (in continuous-time norms)
and the time-discretization error (which is directly controlled by Theorem 4.5):

p(n) = Y" = Y& + 2" - Zgp, (7.1)

N-1 Lt
. n,m ni2 n,m n|2

5(n,At) :==E omax, YT — Y } + % E Um 2™ — Z|* ds | (7.2)
By Theorem 4.5, §(n, At) < C,, At under Assumption 4.3.
Remark 7.1. The mixed norm in §(n, At) for Z is necessary for consistency with Theorem 4.5:
the purely discrete norm || Z™™ — Z"||]%12(7r) = YL E|Z["™ — Z |*At is not directly bounded
by (4.7) without additional temporal regularity of Z™. For the grid-restricted penalization error,
we have ||[Y™ — Y||é2(7r) < p(n) by monotonicity of the supremum, and || Z™ — ZH%{Z(W) <||z™-
Z ||]%12 by Jensen’s inequality; hence the purely discrete penalization contribution is absorbed into
p(n).
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7.2 Main Error Bound

Theorem 7.2. Assume Assumptions 2.1 and 4.3. Fix n € N and a uniform grid = = {t;}1_,
with At = T/N > 0. Let (Y, Z,K) solve (2.2), (Y™, Z") solve (3.1), and (Y™™, Z™™) solve
(4.1). Let (}7, 7) be any -adapted candidate. Then there exists énm < 00, depending only on
(T, r,n, At), such that

19 ¥ ) + 12— Z ) < Coe( pln) + 6(n, A1) +C22(P,2)).

penalization  discretization  learning
By the triangle inequality in S?(7) and H?(7),
IV = Ysemy < IV = Y™ |lg2my + 1Y = Y™ [lg2m) + Y™ = Y llg2(m),
1Z = Zllge(ny S N2 = Z™ (i) + 127" = Z7 g2y + 127 = Zlg2 (-
Using (a + b+ ¢)? < 3(a® + b* + ¢?) and summing yields
1Y =Yy + 12 = Zllegry < 301Y = Y™ oy + 12 = 2™ |y
+3(y™r - Yn||é2(7r) +[|zmT — Zn”nzﬂz(ﬂ))
+3(IY" = Y3y + 112" = Ziim)- (7.3)
The first term is controlled by Theorem 6.4, which yields
IV = Y™ iy + 12 = 2 [y < Con CRE(Y, 2).

For the discretization term, by definition of §(n, At),
n,m _ yn|2 n,mT _ yn|2
1Y Y Hsz(ﬂ) <E ogllcagXN 1Yy, Yir 7| < d(n,At).
For the Z-component, for each k and s € [ty, tx+1], we write
\Z™ — Zp )P <2020 - 202+ 2020 - 27 |
Integrating over [tg, tx+1], dividing by At, taking expectations and summing over % yields

N-1 tht1
127 — 2|y < 20(n,AL) +2) E[/t \Zr — Zp 2 ds| .
k=0 k

The second term is of order At under the standard time-regularity estimate for BSDE solutions
(see [12]), hence can be absorbed into §(n, At) up to a constant depending on n. Consequently,

Y™ — YnHéZ(ﬂ) +z" - ZnHIZH[Z(ﬂ-) < Cp 0(n, At).
For the penalization term, using sup,, |Yy, | < sup,¢( 7y |Y:| and Jensen’s inequality,
Y™ =Yg S IY" = Y5 12" = Zllipm < 12" ~ Zlip,

so that
Y™ =Y 3(n) + 12" = Zl(m) < 20(n).

Substituting these bounds into (7.3) and absorbing constants into 5,”, yields
19 = Y oy + 12 = 21ty < Coe (o) + 6(n, M) + CRE(F, 2)),
which completes the proof.

We now derive a fully computable version of the error bound by incorporating the regression
error in the conditional expectation approximation.
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Corollary 7.3. Under the hypotheses of Theorem 7.2, if the conditional expectations are approx-
imated by regression-based operators B[], then for any w-adapted candidate (Y, Z),

19 =Y oy + 12 = Zleir) < G () + 80, 80) + C%(7, 2) + Brres(9)), (74)

where Cp,'® is the computable certificate corresponding to Cy ¢, and Errcg accounts for regression
error in conditional expectations.

Apply Corollary 6.6 in place of Theorem 6.4 within the proof of Theorem 7.2. The substitu-
tion Cp¢ < C(Ci'® + Errcg) (established in the proof of Corollary 6.6) then yields (7.4) with the

same Cy, .

7.3 Practical Implications of the Error Decomposition

The bound (7.4) reveals three independently tunable error sources:
+ p(n) — 0 as n — oo (controlled by increasing the penalization parameter);

+ 0(n,At) < C,At — 0 as At — 0 (controlled by refining the time grid, at cost of larger C,,);

. @ug(?, Z ) together with ErrCE(}A/), controlled by improving neural-network training and the
regression approximation of conditional expectations.

The tension between p(n) and 6 (n, At) motivates joint tuning of n and At, as explored empirically
in §8.3.

Remark 7.4. Most deep learning methods for BSDEs [16, 17, 18] report only training loss or
test loss, which do not directly quantify approximation error. Regression-based Monte Carlo
methods (see[14]) provide theoretical convergence rates but lack computable error bounds for
specific realizations. The present framework combines both: theoretical convergence (Theo-
rems 3.2-4.5) and computable certification (Theorem 6.4), enabling rigorous error quantification
for deployed models.

8 Numerical Experiments

The theoretical framework is validated on energy storage scenarios governed by the log-
Ornstein—Uhlenbeck price model (2.2), with the storage dynamics (2.3) and payoffs (2.7)—-(2.9).
This section specifies the computational protocol (§8.1), presents baseline results (§8.2), ex-
plores the penalization-discretization trade-off (§8.3), performs an architecture ablation study
(§8.4), and summarizes findings (§8.5).

Time unit convention. All experiments use year as the time unit. The discount rate r and
OU parameters (x, o) are expressed in yr~! and yr—!/2, respectively.

Error metrics. Throughout this section, we use the following error diagnostics evaluated on

a held-out test set of My paths. Let {(Y; vt )} and {(Z"" t(z) )} denote the reference
and predicted values on path i at time #x:

Miest .
RMSEy = (Mtest & ZZ% y,eh |> ’ @.1)
i=1 k=0
| ! My N—1 (i) ref, (1) |2 v
RMSE,, = (M S 1z -z ) ’ 8.2)
s i=1 k=0
1 Mo o)
RMSE(Yp) := (Mtes[ > 17 ‘Kfﬂ(l)2> | .
=1
| Mex -
Bias(¥o) = (V) =¥, -
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The reference values Y™ are computed by the discrete penalized scheme (4.1) with least-squares
Monte Carlo regression [14] on a fine reference grid (Vs = 100).

8.1 Experimental Protocol

Parameters.

The storage and price parameters are given in Tables 1-2. These values are cho-

sen to produce nontrivial obstacle interaction without excessive stiffness.

Parameter Value
Capacity Emax [MWh] 10
Initial storage eg [MWh] 5
Max charge rate umax [MW] 2
Max discharge rate umin [MW] -2
Target level € [MWh] 5
Operational cost ¢; [$/MW?] 0.1
Deviation cost ¢» [$/MWh?] 0.05
Terminal value o [$/MWh] 50
Terminal cost 3 [$/MWh?] 1
Liquidation value v [$/MWh] 40
Liquidation cost 0 [$] 100
Discount rate 7 [yr~'] 0.05

Table 1. Storage parameters used in all experiments. Units are consistent with time measured in

years.

Parameter Value
Mean-reversion speed x [yr~'] 2.0
Long-term mean 6 log(50)
Volatility o [yr~'/?] 0.4
Initial log-price x¢ log(50)

Table 2. Ornstein—Uhlenbeck parameters for log-price X;.

Operational policy. We use a myopic rule-based policy projected ui;" onto the state-feasible
set via (2.6):
P t ]Dref

u;a;@w — L’ Prer = 50 $/MWh,

201 U, = H[E(Etk)W(Efk)](ugiw) (85)

This policy is not claimed optimal but generates a nontrivial controlled state process.

Time discretization and penalization. We set horizon 7" = 1 (year) and consider grids with
N € {25,50, 100} steps. The Ornstein—Uhlenbeck process (2.2) admits the explicit transition

1 — 672HAt

X, =0+ (X, —0)e "™ + o 5

ek, er ~N(0,1), (8.6)
which is used to generate sample paths without discretization bias. Penalization parameters are
n € {50, 100,200, 500}.

Conditional expectation approximation. The computable certificate Cn requires approxima-
tions of E[- | F,]. We use polynomial regression on the Markov state Sy, = (X, , Ey, , ti, he, )
with total degree p = 3 and ridge parameter o = 104,
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Sample splitting. To avoid optimistic bias, we use disjoint samples for training and certificate
evaluation:

« Baseline configuration: M, = 8,000 paths, M. = 4,000 paths,

e Grid study: M.;, = 5,000 paths, M. = 2,000 paths.
For comparisons across (IV, n), we generate a single fine-grid reference test set with Ny = 100
and obtain coarser test sets by downsampling the same Brownian increments.

Neural architecture. We use the adapted bidirectional LSTM of §5: forward and backward
LSTMs with hidden dimension d;, = 128, two stacked layers, and dropout 0.1. The Y-head is a
two-layer MLP with 64 hidden units and ReL.U activation,

ReLU(z) := max(z,0), zeR.

Alignment uses linear projections into R3? with weight Azjign = 0.05 (unless varied).

Training. We use the AdamW optimizer with weight decay 10~*. Given gradients g;, the
updates are

my = Bimy—1 + (1 — B1)ge, v = Povg_1 + (1 — ﬁ2)9t27

i
Vi +e
where m; and 9, are bias-corrected moments, 7 is the learning rate, and A is the weight decay
coefficient. We use an initial learning rate 10~3 with 5-epoch warmup followed by cosine decay,
gradient clipping at norm 1.0, and batch size 512 (GPU) or 256 (CPU). The baseline is trained
for 300 epochs and the grid study for 200 epochs. All results use a fixed random seed for
reproducibility.

01 =0y —1n — Ny,

Remark 8.1 (AdamW optimizer). AdamW (Adam with decoupled weight decay, [23]) is a first-
order stochastic gradient optimization algorithm. It maintains exponential moving averages of
the gradient m; and squared gradient v; (as in the Adam algorithm), and applies weight decay
directly to the parameters rather than through the gradient. The update rule at step ¢ is:

1y
b1 = (1 —aN) b —a ——
t+ ( ) t \/a + 6’
where o > 0 is the learning rate, A > O is the weight decay coefficient, /; and ¢, are bias-
corrected first and second moment estimates, and ¢ > 0 is a small stabilization constant. In
all experiments, we set « = 1073, A = 1074, and ¢ = 1078, with cosine learning rate decay
following a 5-epoch warmup.

8.2 Baseline Results: Obstacle Interaction and Certificate Behavior

We present detailed results for the configuration (N, n, Aaign) = (50, 100, 0.05).

Training dynamics. Figure 1 shows training and test losses versus epochs. The loss decreases
rapidly in the first 100 epochs and then stabilizes, indicating convergence of the stochastic opti-
mization. A small stable gap between training and test curves persists, consistent with appropri-
ate regularization rather than overfitting.

Pointwise accuracy on Y. Figure 2 displays a scatter plot of predicted values Y, . versus refer-
ence values Y;*! over all time steps and all test trajectories. Points concentrate tightly around the
diagonal (y = x), indicating high pointwise agreement. The reported error is RMSEy = 124.95,
which is small relative to the typical magnitude of Y (order 10* in this experiment). This corre-
sponds to a relative error of approximately 1%.
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Training (N=50, n=100, A=0.05)

1009 —— Train
l Test

1071 1

Loss

1072 <

e
10 | \‘\M

T T T T T T T
0 50 100 150 200 250 300
Epoch

Figure 1. Training and test losses versus epochs for (N, n, Aaign) = (50,100,0.05). Solid
blue: training loss. Dashed orange: test loss. Convergence occurs by epoch 100; the stable
gap (= 5% relative difference) indicates mild generalization error without late-epoch overfitting.
Both curves are averaged over mini-batches within each epoch.

Scatter Y (RMSE_Y=124.95) | N=50, n=100, A=0.05

35000
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25000 A -

20000 A
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15000 A

10000 A

50004
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5000 10000 15000 20000 25000 30000 35000
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Figure 2. Scatter plot of predicted values Y versus reference Y™ for (N, n, Aatign)
(50,100, 0.05). Each point represents a single (k,path) pair from the test set. Dashed line:
y = x (perfect agreement). Color intensity indicates density. The reported RMSEy = 124.95
corresponds to approximately 1% relative error over the observed range Y € [10%, 1.4 x 10%].

Pathwise obstacle interaction. A defining feature of reflected problems is the obstacle con-
straint Y > } and the associated near-contact behavior where early stopping becomes attractive.
Figure 3 displays, along a representative test trajectory (path 656), the predicted value Y, the
reference curve Y™, and the obstacle /. The prediction closely tracks the reference throughout,
including in the near-contact regime (¢ € [0.4,0.7]) where the value approaches the obstacle
within approximately 5% relative error. This regime is typically the most challenging for re-
flected problems because numerical errors concentrate near the free boundary. The observed
agreement provides targeted qualitative validation of the reflected structure captured by the net-
work.

8.3 Grid Study: Joint Variation of the Time Discretization Parameter N and
Penalization Parameter n

We examine the trade-off between time-discretization error 6(n, At) < C, At (controlled by the
grid parameter N, which determines At = T'/N) and penalization bias p(n) (controlled by the
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Value vs obstacle (path 656)

20000 4 pred
ref (projected)
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Figure 3. Representative pathwise comparison (path 656 from test set): predicted value Y
(solid blue), reference Y™ (dashed orange), and obstacle h (dotted green) for (N, n, Ayjign) =
(50,100, 0.05). The learned solution maintains proximity to the reference in the near-contact
regime (¢ € [0.4,0.7]), where the value approaches within 5% of the obstacle. This demonstrates
effective capture of the reflection constraint without explicit obstacle projection during inference.
Deviations outside this regime are smaller (< 2% relative error), consistent with the smoother
continuation region where the BSDE driver is less stiff.

penalization parameter n € N), as formalized in the error decomposition (7.4). We vary N €
{25,50, 100} time steps and n € {50, 100, 200, 500} simultaneously, holding Ayign = 0.05 fixed.
For each of the 3 x 4 = 12 configurations, we train on M,;;, = 5,000 independently simulated
paths for 200 epochs and evaluate all metrics on a shared reference test set of My = 2,000
paths generated on the finest grid N, = 100 (with coarser test sets obtained by downsampling
the same Brownian increments, preserving path-by-path comparability).

Results summary. Table 3 reports all metrics for the 12 configurations. We report: (i) point-
wise accuracy RMSEy and RMSE ; versus the reference solver, (ii) initial value diagnostics Y,

Yopre‘i, RMSE(Y)), and Bias(Yp), and (iii) obstacle-violation proxy and certificate components.

Trend analysis. Effect of time discretization (V). For fixed n, increasing N (finer grid)
consistently improves RMSEy and reduces initial-value error. For example, at n = 100:

RMSEy :  161.85 (N =25) — 162.11 (N = 50) — 154.70 (N = 100),
RMSE(Yy) :  123.51 (N =25) — 127.29 (N = 50) — 111.66 (N = 100).
This trend is consistent with Theorem 4.5: refining the grid reduces time-stepping bias
d(n, At) < C,At.

Effect of penalization (). For fixed NV, increasing n decreases the obstacle-violation proxy.
For example, at N = 100:

Viol. :  129.0 (n = 50) — 98.5 (n = 100) — 77.4 (n = 200) — 61.4 (n = 500).

This confirms that larger n enforces the obstacle constraint more tightly, consistent with Theo-
rem 3.2. However, RMSEy- improves only modestly with n, and the normalized certificate (?;‘lorm
increases with n, reflecting the classical penalization trade-off: stronger obstacle enforcement
(smaller p(n)) can amplify discretization and learning sensitivity through the stiffness of the
penalized driver.

Certificate behavior. Across all configurations, > Ry dominates ) R in the computable
certificate decomposition. This is consistent with the penalization term entering the Y'-equation
directly. The normalized certificate CA;’L"”“ remains below 0.7% relative to ||Yref||§2(7r) in all cases,
confirming tight approximation of the discrete penalized target.
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N n A RMSEy RMSEyz ygef v RMSE(Y;) Bias(Yp)  Viol.
25 50 0.05 162.03 398.01 11,780.04  11,904.18 124.14 124.14  168.0
25 100 0.05 161.85 397.82  11,781.17  11,904.67 123.51 12351 153.0
25 200 0.05 161.92 398.56  11,781.85  11,904.90 123.05 123.05  146.0
25 500 0.05 161.95 397.03  11,782.32  11,905.71 123.40 12340  141.0
50 50 0.05 16236 489.17  11,734.87 11,863.24 128.37 12837 192.0
50 100 0.05 162.11 487.78  11,736.37  11,863.66 127.29 12729 174.0
50 200 0.05 161.95 487.19  11,737.24  11,863.78 126.54 126.54  161.0
50 500 0.05 161.15 48392  11,737.81  11,863.75 125.95 12595  159.0
100 50 0.05 155.07 689.02  11,782.07  11,895.60 113.53 11353 129.0
100 100 0.05 15470 68491 11,784.13  11,895.79 111.66 111.66 985
100 200 0.05 154.46 682.25 11,785.62  11,895.60 109.97 109.97 774
100 500 0.05 154.28 680.69 11,786.84  11,895.15 108.31 10831 614
N n Sat. (%) Cn Chorm Ry SRy Y. Ry

25 50 99.937 222x 105 888x107* 1.11 x10* 2.11 x 10° 0.00
25 100 99.940 2.72x10° 1.09 x 1073 1.11 x 10* 2.61 x 10° 0.00
25 200 99.944 458 x10° 1.83x 1073 1.11 x 10* 4.47 x 10° 0.00
25 500 99.944 171 x 10° 6.84 x 1073  1.12x 10* 1.70 x 10° 0.00

50 50 99.933 247 x10° 9.74 x 10~% 1.11 x 10* 2.36 x 10° 0.00
50 100 99.935 2.81 x10° 1.11 x10=3 1.11 x 10* 2.70 x 10° 0.00
50 200 99.936  3.92x 105 1.54x 1073 1.11 x 10* 3.81 x 10° 0.00
50 500 99.936 1.11 x 10° 438 x 1073 1.12x 10* 1.10 x 10° 0.00

100 50 99.957 3.12x10° 121 x 1073 1.24 x 10*  3.00 x 10° 0.00
100 100 99.961 3.25x10° 1.26x 1073 1.26x 10* 3.12x 10° 0.00
100 200 99.963 3.54x 105 137 x 1073  1.26 x 10*  3.41 x 10° 0.00
100 500 99.964 497 x10° 1.92x 1073 1.27 x 10* 4.85x 10° 0.00

Table 3. Grid study results for all (INV,n) combinations with Agign = 0.05. Top panel:
approximation and initial-value diagnostics. Bottom panel: obstacle-violation proxy (Viol.),
constraint satisfaction percentage (Sat.), computable certificate C,, and its normalized version
CA;;"““ = CAn / |\Y“°'f||é2(w), terminal residual Ry, and summed Y- and Z-residuals. All results
evaluated on shared reference test paths (M = 2,000). The normalized certificate remains
below 0.7% in all cases, confirming tight approximation of the discrete penalized target.

8.4 Ablation Study: Representation Alignment

To isolate the impact of the bidirectional representation alignment (§5.3), we compare two con-
figurations at N = 50 and n = 100:

+ Purely causal: )\, = 0 (no backward encoder influence),

+ Adapted bidirectional: )y, = 0.05 (backward encoder via alignment).
All other hyperparameters and data splits are identical.

Maign . RMSEy RMSEz RMSE(Y;) Bias(Ys)  Viol. Cirom
000 16139  487.18 12826 12826 17354 1.091 x 107}
005  162.11  487.78 12729 12729 173.65 1.106 x 1073

Table 4. Ablation study (fixed N = 50, n = 100): effect of representation alignment on
accuracy, obstacle proxy, and normalized certificate. The marginal differences indicate that,
in this Markovian setting with current-state features, privileged future context provides limited
additional benefit. The primary value of alignment is methodological: it enables principled use
of trajectory-level information during training while maintaining strict adaptedness at inference.

The effect is marginal: Table 4 shows that all reported metrics remain essentially unchanged
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metrics across all diagnostics. This is consistent with the Markov property: the reference solver
already uses current-state features (X, , E;, ) effectively, so privileged future context (available
only during training) has limited additional value in this regime. The main role of alignment
in this paper is therefore methodological: it provides a principled architecture for exploiting
trajectory information during offline training while preserving strict adaptedness at inference
(Proposition 5.2).

8.5 Summary of Numerical Findings

The experiments validate the certified approximation framework on realistic energy storage sce-
narios:

(i) Training convergence and generalization: Figure 1 demonstrates stable optimization
with controlled generalization gap (= 5% relative difference between training and test
losses).

(i) High pointwise accuracy: Figure 2 exhibits tight clustering around the diagonal with
RMSEy = 125 (approximately 1% relative error), confirming that the network accurately
approximates the discrete penalized target.

(iii) Obstacle-interaction capture: Figure 3 demonstrates that the learned value tracks the
reference in the near-contact regime (¢ € [0.4,0.7]), the characteristic difficult region of
reflected problems where errors typically concentrate.

(iv) Discretization and penalization trends: Table 3 shows improved accuracy with finer
grids (smaller At, consistent with Theorem 4.5) and improved obstacle-violation proxy
with larger n (consistent with Theorem 3.2), together with a concomitant increase in cer-
tificate magnitude, consistent with the penalization trade-off discussed in Remark 4.6.

(v) Alignment impact in Markovian regime: Table 4 indicates marginal changes from align-
ment in this setting, consistent with limited additional information beyond the Markov
state. The primary contribution is the adaptedness guarantee (Proposition 5.2) rather than
empirical performance gains.

(vi) Certificate reliability: The normalized certificate CAZ"”“ < 0.7% across all configurations
(Table 3) confirms that the residual-based bounds (Theorem 6.4) provide meaningful ac-
curacy diagnostics for the learned approximation.

These results establish that the framework successfully integrates deep learning with rigorous
error control, enabling certified approximation of reflected BSDEs in practical computational
regimes.

9 Conclusion

A certified computational framework has been developed for reflected backward stochastic dif-
ferential equations arising in energy storage valuation under uncertainty. The approach combines
three approximation layers, each rigorously controlled (§3), time discretization (§4), and deep
learning with a posteriori certification (§6)—into a unified error decomposition (Theorem 7.2)
that separates and quantifies each component. This decomposition enables principled joint tun-
ing of the penalization parameter n and time step At against computational budgets, while the
certificate provides verifiable accuracy guarantees for deployed models.
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