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Abstract

The potential of Model Predictive Control in buildings has been shown many
times, being successfully used to achieve various goals, such as minimizing en-
ergy consumption or maximizing thermal comfort. However, mass deployment
has thus far failed, in part because of the high engineering cost of obtaining
and maintaining a sufficiently accurate model. This can be addressed by using
adaptive data-driven approaches. The idea of using behavioral systems theory
for this purpose has recently found traction in the academic community. In
this study, we compare variations thereof with different amounts of data used,
different regularization weights, and different methods of data selection. Au-
toregressive models with exogenous inputs (ARX) are used as a well-established
reference. All methods are evaluated by performing iterative system identifica-
tion on two long-term data sets from real occupied buildings, neither of which
include artificial excitation for the purpose of system identification. We find
that: (1) Sufficient prediction accuracy is achieved with all methods. (2) The
ARX models perform slightly better, while having the additional advantages of
fewer tuning parameters and faster computation. (3) Adaptive and non-adaptive
schemes perform similarly. (4) The regularization weights of the behavioral sys-
tems theory methods show the expected trade-off characteristic with an optimal
middle value. (5) Using the most recent data yields better performance than
selecting data with similar weather as the day to be predicted. (6) More data
improves the model performance.
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Nomenclature

α Forgetting factor

λ Regularization weight

B System

H Hankel/Trajectory matrix

Isol Solar radiation

k Discrete time step

nsys Order of system

Pcool Cooling power

Pheat Heating power

T Number of samples

t Time

Tamb Ambient temperature

Tf Prediction steps

Tini Initialization steps

Tz Zone temperature

u Control variable

w Disturbance

WH Width of trajectory matrix

WI Initialization weighting matrix

y Observation variable

z Input-output pair

Adpt. Adaptive

ARX Autoregressive model with exogenous inputs

BST Behavioral Systems Theory

DeePC Data-enabled Predictive Control

DHW Domestic hot water

HP Heat pump

2



HRV Heat recovery

LTI Linear time-invariant

MPC Model Predictive Control

PE Persistent excitation

PV Photovoltaics

RMSE Root mean square error

STD Standard deviation

1. Introduction

Buildings account for a quarter of total energy consumption globally and
up to 40% in developed countries; the majority of which is used for heating
(including hot water), cooling and ventilation. Electric heating with heat pumps
is slowly displacing the use of oil and natural gas [1, 2]. Meanwhile, the total
energy consumption for cooling is expected to grow substantially, especially in
developing countries [3, 4].

Model Predictive Control (MPC) has been successfully applied to buildings
in simulations and experiments many times [5, 6, 7, 8]. While the most common
objectives in these studies are to reduce the energy consumption or to increase
thermal comfort, there is an increasing focus on harnessing buildings for electric
demand response. Considering the ongoing electrification of heating and the in-
crease in cooling on one side, as well as the increasing share of non-dispatchable
sources of electricity like wind and solar on the other side, this trend can be
expected to continue. Unlike the first two objectives, which can be achieved
through predictive and non-predictive methods, demand response usually re-
quires a reasonably accurate prediction of the electricity demand several hours
into the future [9].

However, MPC is yet to find widespread commercial application in buildings.
A commonly cited reason is the high upfront engineering cost of identifying a
sufficiently accurate model of the building dynamics [5, 10, 11, 12].

Buildings have a number of properties that inform the selection of an ap-
propriate model structure: Unlike most industrial products, they are generally
unique, which means a different model must be built for each building. There
is also a great variety in size and complexity, ranging from a single thermal
zone to hundreds. While we usually measure and control the air temperature
in the occupied zones, which have time constants in the range of minutes, most
of the thermal energy is stored in the walls, floors and furniture, which can
have time constants in the range of hours. Furthermore, buildings show slowly
time-varying behavior, including cyclical changes between seasons, but also long-
term changes due to degrading insulation or altered furnishing. However, the
instantaneous dynamics of a building can be modeled as an LTI system with
sufficient accuracy [5, 8]. The execution of system identification experiments
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with high excitation of the heating and cooling systems is constrained by a de-
sire to maintain occupant comfort during occupied hours and to minimize strain
on the HVAC components. Despite these challenges, we desire to obtain rea-
sonably accurate predictions over a 24h horizon, with the goal to participate in
demand response. The intention to eventually deploy our work at scale outside
of academic settings adds additional challenges: Sensors in buildings are often
inaccurate and biased, and a replacement or calibration may not be an option.
In addition, excessive computational requirements should be avoided to keep
the system hardware costs as low as possible.

To address these issues, we propose the use of adaptive, linear black-box
models [13, 14]. In particular, we investigate the performance of a recently
popularized approach based on behavioral systems theory, further detailed in
sections 2.1 and 3.1. These approaches omit the step of model identification
altogether. However, they have a theoretical equivalence to linear time-invariant
models. Therefore, we choose autoregressive models with exogenous inputs
(ARX) as a well-established reference method. Furthermore, we evaluate non-
adaptive variants of both methods to assess the benefits of adaptivity.

Other methods have been used to model buildings in the existing literature,
but were disregarded for the scope of this paper. Neural networks and Gaussian
process models can account for nonlinearities, but they require large amounts
of data to train and a computationally expensive nonlinear optimization prob-
lem to be solved. This contradicts our goal to identify a mostly linear system
with limited computational effort. A combination of a state-space model and
a Kalman filter for state estimation was considered as an alternative to ARX,
but not chosen due to the higher complexity with no obvious advantages in this
context.

This study evaluates the ability of the selected modeling approaches to pre-
dict the zone temperature with sufficient accuracy on two long-term measure-
ments from real occupied residential buildings, detailed in section 4. The data
stems from regular operation, meaning that there is no active excitation for the
purpose of system identification. Furthermore, the data contains gaps in the
measurements and unknown levels of process and measurement noise. Testing
under these challenging conditions is essential to draw conclusions for a future
deployment in real-world buildings at scale.

2. Theoretical background

2.1. Data-enabled predictive control

Data-enabled predictive control (DeePC) is a formulation of MPC based on
behavioral systems theory. It was first published and named by Coulson in 2019
[15]. Unlike classical MPC, no model of the plant is identified. The solution to
the predictive control problem is generated directly by a linear combination of
measured trajectories of the plant. This section briefly explains the method:

Assume a linear, time-invariant system B of order nsys with discrete-time

input-output samples zk =
[
uk yk

]>
and a measurement of T samples z[1:T ].

4



Willems’ fundamental lemma [16] shows that any possible trajectory of system
B of length Tf can be constructed as a linear combination of the columns of the
Hankel matrix of depth L = nsys + Tf :

HL(z[1:T ]) =

z1 . . . zT−L+1

...
. . .

...
zL . . . zT

 if HL(u[1:T ]) has full row rank.

Now consider the Hankel matrices HL(u[1:T ]) =

[
Hu

Tini

Hu
Tf

]
and HL(y[1:T ]) =[

Hy
Tini

Hy
Tf

]
each split into two components for initialization and prediction and

combined to HL(z[1:T ]) =


Hu

Tini

Hy
Tini

Hu
Tf

Hy
Tf

.

As well as the right-hand vector v =


uini
yini
u
y

, consisting of the Tini most

recent samples uini and yini, for initialization and the optimization variables u
and y.

With HL(z[1:T ]) simplified to H and the introduction of the optimization
variable g, which represents the linear combination of the columns of H, the
predictive controller is formulated:

min
g,u,y

J(u, y)

subject to

Hg = v

u ∈ U , y ∈ Y

Many studies employing this method have been published since it was first
proposed. A recent literature review is given in [17].

2.2. Persistency of excitation for different trajectory matrices

Persistency of excitation (PE) is a condition on a measured data set for the
underlying system to be identifiable. Willems’ fundamental lemma formulates
this condition for data in Hankel matrix form. Subsequent publications have
extended this to mosaic-Hankel matrices and Page matrices, shown in Tab. 1. A
mosaic-Hankel matrix is a horizontal concatenation of multiple Hankel matrices.
A Page matrix is similar to a Hankel matrix, but does not have repeat entries.
It instead contains a continuous string of samples, similar to words on a page,
hence the name. We note that the very strict condition for the Page matrix is
sufficient but not necessary. In fact, a quadcopter is successfully controlled with
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Matrix PE condition Minimal T

Hankel [18] HL(u[1,T ]) has full row rank
T ≥ L(m+ 1)− 1
is of order L

mosaic-Hankel [19]

[
Hk(u1[0,T1−1]) Hk(u2[0,T2−1]) . . . Hk(uq[0,Tq−1])

]
has full row rank

q∑
i=1

Ti ≥ k(m+ q)− q

is of order k
len(Ti) ≥ k
Necessary condition

Page [18]


PL(u[1,T−(M−1)L])
PL(u[L+1,T−(M−2)L])

...
PL(u[L(M−1)+1,T ])


has full row rank

T ≥ L((mL+ 1)M − 1)
is of order k
Sufficient condition

Table 1: Persistent excitation condition and minimal number of sampling points for different
trajectory matrix structures

a Page matrix in [18], despite grossly violating the stated PE condition derived
in that paper. This serves as an example of the importance of experimental
studies complementing the theoretical work recently published in this field.

In our study, we use Hankel-like matrices comprised of individual, disjointed,
but overlapping trajectories. To the best of our knowledge, no PE condition
has been formalized for such an unstructured matrix. Considering the afore-
mentioned findings, we conduct a study on real data without an adapted PE
condition available.

2.3. Persistent excitation in dual control

In case of an adaptive scheme, where the Hankel matrix (or any other data
structure) is continuously updated, continuously ensuring persistent excitation
is a challenge. The published methods to increase the level of excitation for
adaptive data-driven controllers can be grouped into three categories: The first
is selecting suitable data from a long data log. The second is adding a perturba-
tion to the solved predictive control trajectory. The third is including the level
of excitation in the cost function [20]. However, buildings are significantly per-
turbed by the weather, which cannot be controlled. This favors the first method.
Furthermore, artificially increasing the level of excitation of the control signal
may increase wear on the actuators as well as constraint violations. In the case
of buildings, the resulting temperature fluctuations may also decrease occupant
comfort.

2.4. DeePC in building control

DeePC is derived for deterministic, linear, time-invariant systems. Since
none of these conditions perfectly apply to buildings, experiments and high-
fidelity simulations are necessary to evaluate the practically achievable level of
performance.
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The existing literature is sparse. Schwarz [21], O’Dwyer [22] and Chinde
[23] have conducted simulation studies on DeePC in buildings. However, these
are not adaptive. Kerkhof [24] has conducted a simulation study on adaptive
DeePC in a greenhouse. However, a very short prediction horizon of one hour
is used. Also, the dynamics of a greenhouse may be very different from those
of a conventional building. Lian [25] has conducted an experimental study on
adaptive robust bi-level DeePC in an educational building. Kerkhof and Lian
both add artificial noise to the control signal to ensure persistent excitation.

3. Methodology

Since DeePC refers to a control method and we focus on system identifica-
tion, the methods based on behavioral systems theory are referenced with the
label ”BST” hereinafter, rather than ”DeePC”. For each building, a total of 69
modeling methods are evaluated: One non-adaptive ARX, three adaptive ARX
with different forgetting factors, five non-adaptive BST with different regular-
ization weights, and 60 adaptive BST with different trajectory matrix widths,
regularization weights and data selection methods. Non-adaptive variants are
identified before the evaluation phase. Adaptive variants are updated at every
step, starting with a 30 day initialization phase before the evaluation phase.
For all methods, 12 steps are used for initialization and 96 steps for prediction,
corresponding to 3h and 24h.

The weather forecasts for the prediction are ideal. However, a manipulated
forecast is used for the data selection for the adaptive BST variants, detailed in
section 3.1.2.

As is typical for long-term field measurements in buildings, there are many
gaps in the data where sensors returned no measurement or physically impossible
values. They are identified in the pre-processing. Uninterrupted trajectories of
length Tini + Tf or greater are marked as admissible for system identification
and validation. Inadmissible segments are skipped. For the adaptive ARX, the
model update is halted when encountering a gap. For the non-adaptive ARX,
a multi-batch identification method is used in case of gaps.

3.1. BST variants in detail

A prediction of the zone temperature, based on the current state and a
weather forecast, is performed at every time step. The control variables are the
heating and cooling powers u =

[
Pheat Pcool

]
(heating only for Basel building).

The disturbance variables are the ambient temperature and solar radiation w =[
Tamb Isol

]
. The output variable is the zone temperature y = Tz. With the

disturbance variable, the DeePC formulation from section 2.1 changes to:

HL(z[1:T ]) =



Hu
Tini

Hw
Tini

Hy
Tini

Hu
Tf

Hw
Tf

Hy
Tf

 and v =


uini
wini

yini
u

wforecast

y
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We further define Ĥ =


Hu

Tini

Hw
Tini

Hy
Tini

Hu
Tf

Hw
Tf

 the first five elements of HL(z[1:T ]) and

v̂ =


uini
wini

yini
u

wforecast

 the first five elements of v.

The following cost function comprised of a least-squares fit and a regular-
ization on g is minimized:

J = (Ĥg − v̂)>WI(Ĥg − v̂) + λg>g (1)

Which is solved analytically to:

g∗ = (Ĥ>WIĤ+ λI)−1Ĥ>WI v̂ (2)

y∗ = Hy
Tf
g∗ (3)

WI is a weighting matrix that gives the initialization steps 100 times the
weight of the prediction steps. This is done to improve the accuracy of the early
prediction steps, which are more critical for predictive control, since usually
only the first element of the optimized trajectory is applied, before the entire
optimization is repeated.

The widths of the trajectory matrices, denoted WH , for the adaptive variants
are 181, 373 and 661. In a proper Hankel matrix, this would correspond to 3,
5 and 8 days of data (WH = T − Tini − Tf + 1). For the non-adaptive BST,
all data from the identification phase is used to build one matrix several 1000
columns wide.

The regularization weights λ are 100, 101, 102, 103 and 104.

3.1.1. Data selection methods in detail

We investigate the impact of different ways of composing the trajectory
matrix. One method that is as close as possible to a proper Hankel matrix and
three alternative approaches. Following, the four different methods used are
explained. A simplified visualization is given in Fig. 1.

Most recent: The WH most recent admissible trajectories are selected. If
there are no gaps in the data, this yields a proper Hankel matrix. If there are
gaps, we get a mosaic-Hankel matrix.

Most correlated: The WH admissible trajectories whose weather is most
correlated with the forecast are selected. This method serves the purpose of
investigating if a selection of trajectories with a shape similar to the target
trajectory is advantageous, compared to the aforementioned approach.
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Smallest RMSE: The WH admissible trajectories whose weather has the
smallest RMSE relative to the forecast are selected. This method is similar to
the correlation one, but is not invariant to scaling and offset. It is similar to a
parameter-variant model, with the weather as the parameter in question. Due
to the multi-step nature of the BST approach, a possible parameter variance
would be captured implicitly, rather than explicitly modeled. Since ambient
temperature and solar radiation generally follow a daily pattern, it also includes
an element of time-variant modeling.

Closest mean: The WH admissible trajectories whose averaged weather
most closely match the corresponding values of the forecast are selected. This
method seeks to strike a balance between selecting recent data and selecting
similar data. Because average ambient conditions typically change on the scale
of weeks and months, it is expected to be similar to selecting the most recent
data.

Data selection is limited to the past 365 days for all methods. Since the
calculation is initialized with roughly 30 days of data, the amount of available
data increases with time, until the one year window is full. While a constant
amount of data over the calculation period would be preferable, it is not possible
due to the limited data sets.

The weather data consists of the normalized ambient temperature and solar
radiation. The sum of the two correlation coefficients, RMSE and differences

is used. The ambient temperature is normalized to T̂amb = Tamb−10[K]
20[K] . This

compresses the range [−10◦C, 30◦C] to [−1, 1]. For the solar radiation, the
normalization is adapted to the specific sensor situations detailed in section
4. Îsol = Isol/(500[W/m2]) for Zürich and P̂PV = PPV /(3[kW ]) for Basel.
These values are chosen to rescale the values to roughly [0, 1]. The different
normalization ranges counteract the fact that the ambient temperature usually
stays within a narrow segment of the normalization range during 24h. The solar
radiation, on the other hand, regularly spans much of its normalization range
during one summer day.

Despite these methods not yielding actual Hankel matrices, we denote them
all with the symbol H for simplicity.

3.1.2. Manipulated weather forecast for data selection

There is a key difference between the variants based on selecting similar
weather and the others: They are impacted by the inaccuracy of the weather
forecast twice. Once in the selection step and once in the prediction step. While
we use an ideal forecast for all variants in the prediction, which creates an equal
comparison, we manipulate the forecast for the data selection step to simulate
the impact of this double-dependency.

To the best of our knowledge, there is no readily available tool to gener-
ate realistic artificial forecasts based on measured data. Therefore, we defined
our own method. While a real (or at least realistic) forecast would have been
preferred, we consider this to reasonably serve the purpose of simulating the
inaccuracy of a real forecast for the scope of this study. For the same reason,

9



-4 -3 -2 -1 0 1
Time [day]

0

5

10

15

20

25

30

35

T
em

pe
ra

tu
re

 [°
C

]

Closest mean Most correlated Smallest RMSE    Most recent     Reference day

Figure 1: Simple visualization of the data selection variants. Four past days are compared to
one forecast reference day and categorized into closest mean, most correlated, smallest RMSE
and most recent.

[26] relies on a self-made method for skewing of the weather data as well.
A randomized sine function is generated, that grows linearly over the pre-

diction horizon of 24h. For the ambient temperature, it is used in an additive
way and grows from 0K to a maximum of ±4K. For the solar radiation, it is
used in a multiplicative way and grows from 1 to a maximum ±15%. Fig. 2
shows some example trajectories for the multiplicative case.

fscale = 1 + 0.15
t

24
sin(at+ b)

with

a = U(0.5
π

12
, 1.5

π

12
)(Uniform distribution)

b = U(−π, π)

t = (0, 24)(Hour of day)

3.2. ARX variants in detail

An ARX model has the following structure [27]:

y(k) = a1y(k−1)+...+anay(k−na) = b1u(k−nk)+...+bnb
u(k−nb−nk+1) (4)

With na the number of poles, nb the number of zeros and nk the number of
input samples that occur before the input affects the output. The parameters
are estimated by a least-squares fit. The prediction over the whole horizon is
iterative by chaining the one-step prediction model Tf times.

For the adaptive ARX, a forgetting factor method is used [28]:

Θ̂(k) = Θ̂(k − 1) +K(k)(y(k)− ŷ(k)) (5)
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Figure 2: Five example trajectories of the distortion of the weather forecast

Where Θ̂(k) is the parameter estimate at time k, y(k) is the measurement
and ŷ(k) is the prediction thereof. The gain has the form:

K(k) = Q(k)Ψ(k) (6)

Where Ψ(k) is the gradient of the predicted output ŷ(k) with respect to Θ.
We further define:

Q(k) =
P (k − 1)

α+ Ψ>(k)P (k − 1)Ψ(k)
(7)

and

P (k) =
1

α

(
P (k − 1)− P (k − 1)Ψ(k)Ψ(k)>P (k − 1)

α+ Ψ(k)>P (k − 1)Ψ(k)

)
(8)

P (0) = 10000 (9)

With the forgetting factor α. The specific values of α used are chosen to
have time constants of 3, 5 and 8 days, based on the relationship α = 1− 1/T .
P (0) is the default value of the used Matlab function.

3.3. Analysis

The prediction quality is quantified by the root mean square error (RMSE)
between the prediction and the actual values. For the error trajectories, the
mean and standard deviation (STD) of the absolute error at each prediction
step is used.

11



4. Data sets

Two data sets are used. The first one is an apartment near Zürich, completed
in 2018 [29]. It is located on the second floor of a small vertically stacked re-
search neighborhood. Its construction emphasizes the use of wood and recycled
materials, as well as experimental construction materials derived from fungi. It
consists of a living room, two bedrooms, two bathrooms and a small entrance
space. For the study, only the living room and the bedrooms, which have a
total area of 93.8m2, are considered. The temperatures in these rooms are mea-
sured and averaged. Heating and cooling are provided by a radiant slab with a
central supply of hot and cold water. The thermal powers are measured at the
connection points to the apartment. The ambient temperature and the solar ra-
diation are measured locally. The pyranometers to measure the solar radiation
are aligned with the orientation of the windows. The apartment has one large
window front with a north-east orientation, sandwiched between overhanging
concrete slabs. Therefore, the solar gains strongly depend on the position of the
sun and can differ substantially from the global horizontal radiation.

The second location is a terraced apartment building in Basel, completed in
2015 [30]. It consists of seven units with 2.5 to 3.5 rooms. It is a low-energy
building with a measured thermal heating energy demand of 17kWh/(m2a). It
is heated by radiant slabs, supplied by a ground-source heat pump. Since only
the total electric power consumption of the heat pump is measured, a lumped
internal temperature of the whole building, measured in the collective ventilation
exhaust before the heat recovery unit is used, marked as Tz in Fig. 6. The
ambient temperature is locally measured. Because there is no local measurement
of the solar radiation, the power of the roof-top photovoltaic installation with
a north-west/south-east orientation is used as a substitute. Due to its size,
split orientation and mostly unobstructed location, it is assumed to be a good
approximation of the global horizontal radiation. The windows are moderately
sized and well-shaded to minimize overheating in the summer.

Both data sets span one year and are sampled with a 15 min time step.
The raw data is measured at a higher frequency and resampled. This allows to
eliminate sensor noise in the pre-processing. This method could also be used in
real-time.

Roughly 365 days of data are selected for the evaluation, plus roughly 30
days of initialization for the adaptive variants and 30 days each of heating (and
cooling) operation for the system identification of the non-adaptive variants.
Depending on the presence of heating and cooling, and to compensate for gaps
in the data, these numbers are slightly adjusted, shown in Tab. 2. The missing
data refers to the evaluation period. We note that one missing data point
prevents multiple time steps from being evaluated, based on the lengths of the
initialization and horizon of the prediction.
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Zürich building Basel building
Heating identification 17.02.2020 - 17.03.2020 02.10.2016 - 22.11.2016
Cooling identification 21.08.2020 - 19.09.2020 no cooling
Initialization 21.08.2020 - 20.09.2020 02.10.2016 - 22.11.2016
Evaluation 21.09.2020 - 21.09.2021 23.11.2016 - 23.11.2017
Missing data ∼ 10% ∼ 2.5%

Table 2: Data selection and gaps

Figure 3: Zürich building

Figure 4: Zürich building plan
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Figure 5: Basel building

Figure 6: Basel building plan
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5. Results

Fig. 7 and Fig. 8 show a selection of specific zone temperature predictions
for the Zürich and Basel buildings. We note the low temperature resolution
in the latter. The following sections show a number of statistical analyses of
all the data. Because of the different baselines, the two buildings are treated
separately.

Real ARX Adpt. ARX BST Adpt. BST

0.25 6 12 18 24
21

22

23

°C

18:00 / 10. Dec 2020

0.25 6 12 18 24
22

24

26
17:45 / 16. Feb 2021

0.25 6 12 18 24
h

22

24

26

°C

06:00 / 29. May 2021

0.25 6 12 18 24
h

22

23

24

18:00 / 6. Aug 2021

Figure 7: Selected zone temperature predictions at stated times over the horizon for Zürich
building

5.1. Zürich building

Fig. 9 compares the mean prediction error during the evaluation phase for
all variants of the adatpive BST. A larger matrix consistently leads to better
performance. The Most recent and Closest mean variants perform better than
the Most correlated and Smallest RMSE variants.

Fig. 10 shows all reference methods. The adaptive ARX with higher for-
getting factors (i.e. a longer trace) perform best. The BST variants perform
similarly to the ARX variants, depending on the regularization weight.

For further comparison, the best variant of each of the four categories (ARX
vs BST; adaptive vs non-adaptive) is selected. For the adaptive BST, the best
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Real ARX Adpt. ARX BST Adpt. BST
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22

22.5

°C
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0.25 6 12 18 24
22
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23
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0.25 6 12 18 24
h

26

27

28
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17:30 / 17. Jul 2017

0.25 6 12 18 24
h

23
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24
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Figure 8: Selected zone temperature predictions at stated times over the horizon for Basel
building
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Figure 9: Comparison of mean temperature prediction error for adaptive BST, Zürich
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sub-variant is Most recent with the widest trajectory matrix and the medium
regularization weight.

ARX

Adpt. A
RX , = 0.9965

Adpt. A
RX , = 0.9979

Adpt. A
RX , = 0.9987

BST log 10
(6) =

 0

BST log 10
(6) =

 1

BST log 10
(6) =

 2

BST log 10
(6) =

 3

BST log 10
(6) =

 4
0.7

0.75

0.8

0.85

0.9

0.95

K

Figure 10: Comparison of mean temperature prediction error for reference controllers, Zürich

Fig. 11 and Fig. 12 show the mean prediction errors over the horizon and
the corresponding standard deviations. All variants perform similarly.

Fig. 13 shows the prediction errors over the year and a cubic fit. Fig 14
compares all fits to the ambient temperature. No clear pattern is recognizable.

5.2. Basel building

Fig. 15 compares the mean prediction error during the evaluation phase for
all variants of the adatpive BST. As before, a wider trajectory matrix leads to
better performance. The Most recent variant with the medium regularization
weight performs best. All other variants follow closely grouped.

Fig. 16 shows all reference methods. Two of the adaptive ARX variants per-
form significantly better than the non-adaptive one. The BST variants perform
similarly to the ARX, depending on the regularization weight.

As before, the best variant of each of the four principal categories is selected
for comparison.

Fig. 17 and Fig. 18 show the mean prediction errors over the horizon
and the corresponding standard deviations. In general, the adaptive variants
outperform the non-adaptive ones in this case, with a slight advantage for the
ARX methods.

Fig. 19 shows the prediction errors over the year and a cubic fit. Fig.
20 compares all fits to the ambient temperature. There are noticeable spikes
in the errors around the middle of the simulation period for both adaptive
and non-adaptive variants. The similarity between ARX and BST indicates an
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Figure 11: Mean prediction error over time, Zürich
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Figure 12: Standard deviation of prediction error over time, Zürich
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Figure 13: Seasonal prediction errors, Zürich
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(unknown) physical cause, rather than an issue with the methods. The adaptive
variants show significantly better performance during the summer months in
Fig. 20.
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Figure 19: Seasonal prediction errors, Basel

5.3. A note on singular values of the trajectory matrices

In dual control, the cost function often includes a term to maximize the level
of excitation in the resulting trajectory [31, 32, 33, 34, 35, 36]. According to
Willems’ lemma, a loss of full row rank means a loss of persistent excitation in
a Hankel matrix. The smallest singular value of a matrix can be thought of as
a measure of how close it is to this. Therefore, we hypothesized a correlation
between the smallest singular value of the trajectory matrix and the resulting
prediction accuracy. However, no such correlation was found.

6. Discussion and Conclusions

One limitation of the study is the small data set, consisting of two similar
buildings in similar climate. A greater variety of building types and climates
would have been desirable, but corresponding data sets were not available.
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Figure 20: Seasonal prediction error fit comparison and ambient temperature, Basel

The prediction error for the Basel building is noticeably smaller than for the
Zurich building. This is likely due to the larger size and the smaller window-
to-wall area fraction. Thus giving the Basel building a much higher inertia-to-
disturbance ratio.

The average prediction accuracy of the BST and ARX methods is shown to
be similar, with a slight advantage for the ARX. However, the computation of
ARX is faster by orders of magnitude. [21] and [24] report similar ratios for the
computation time comparing DeePC to conventional MPC. Furthermore, ARX
has fewer tuning parameters. Excluding the worst choices of the regularization
weight λ for BST, all methods are sufficiently accurate, from an application
point of view, with prediction errors well below 1K over a 24h horizon. In more
general terms, linear time-invariant methods are sufficient to predict the zone
temperatures in the studied buildings. We note that this accuracy is achieved
without intentional excitation of the system for the purpose of identification.

ARX has a clear advantage in the early prediction steps, which fades toward
the later prediction steps. Accuracy in the early prediction steps is more im-
portant for most applications of predictive control. However, a more consistent
accuracy over a long horizon could be desirable for specific applications. For
example, the day-ahead prediction of electricity consumption required for some
forms of demand response [9].

Comparing the different methods to select data for trajectory matrices, using
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the most recent data is equally or more accurate than selecting data based on
similar weather. It is also the simplest method to implement and the fastest to
compute.

The adaptive and non-adaptive methods perform similarly, despite the data
sets including seasonal transitions. However, one year is still a short span,
relative to the time scales at which building materials significantly degrade
[37, 38]. Furthermore, the data sets do not include any substantial changes in
the occupancy, use or surroundings of the buildings. Accounting for such long-
term changes does not require the continuous model updating methods used in
this study. A periodic update as used in [11] should be sufficient.

Regarding the gaps in the data, the simplest possible methods of simply
omitting them for the BST case and skipping them for the ARX case are found
to work well.
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[2] D. Ürge-Vorsatz, L. F. Cabeza, S. Serrano, C. Barreneche, K. Petrichenko,
Heating and cooling energy trends and drivers in buildings, Renewable and
Sustainable Energy Reviews 41 (2015) 85–98. doi:10.1016/j.rser.2014.
08.039.

[3] M. Isaac, D. P. van Vuuren, Modeling global residential sector energy de-
mand for heating and air conditioning in the context of climate change, En-
ergy Policy 37 (2) (2009) 507–521. doi:10.1016/j.enpol.2008.09.051.

26

http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.enbuild.2007.03.007
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.enbuild.2007.03.007
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.rser.2014.08.039
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.rser.2014.08.039
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.enpol.2008.09.051


[4] The Future of Cooling – Analysis, https://www.iea.org/reports/the-future-
of-cooling.

[5] G. Serale, M. Fiorentini, A. Capozzoli, D. Bernardini, A. Bemporad, Model
Predictive Control (MPC) for Enhancing Building and HVAC System En-
ergy Efficiency: Problem Formulation, Applications and Opportunities, En-
ergies 11 (3) (2018) 631. doi:10.3390/en11030631.

[6] A. Afram, F. Janabi-Sharifi, Theory and applications of HVAC control
systems – A review of model predictive control (MPC), Building and En-
vironment 72 (2014) 343–355. doi:10.1016/j.buildenv.2013.11.016.

[7] A. Mirakhorli, B. Dong, Occupancy behavior based model predictive con-
trol for building indoor climate—A critical review, Energy and Buildings
129 (2016) 499–513. doi:10.1016/j.enbuild.2016.07.036.
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