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Designing model predictive control strategies for
grid-interactive water heaters for load shifting

applications
Elizabeth Buechler, Aaron Goldin, and Ram Rajagopal

Abstract—Model predictive control (MPC) strategies allow
residential water heaters to shift load in response to dynamic
price signals. Crucially, the performance of such strategies is
sensitive to various algorithm design choices. In this work, we
develop a framework for implementing model predictive controls
on residential water heaters for load shifting applications. We
use this framework to analyze how four different design factors
affect control performance and thermal comfort: (i) control
model fidelity, (ii) temperature sensor configuration, (iii) water
draw estimation methodology, and (iv) water draw forecasting
methodology. We propose new methods for estimating water draw
patterns without the use of a flow meter. MPC strategies are
compared under two different time-varying price signals through
simulations using a high-fidelity tank model and real-world draw
data. Results show that control model fidelity and the number of
temperature sensors have the largest impact on electricity costs,
while the water draw forecasting methodology has a significant
impact on thermal comfort and the frequency of runout events.
Results provide practical insight into effective MPC design for
water heaters in home energy management systems.

Index Terms—Water heater, model predictive control, load
shifting, load control, demand flexibility, dynamic prices

I. INTRODUCTION

Load flexibility is important for the effective integration
of variable renewable energy resources into electric power
systems [1], particularly with increasing electrification. Resi-
dential electric water heaters have the ability to shift electricity
consumption without affecting thermal comfort due to their
thermal storage capacity. Currently, around 46% of residential
water heaters in the United States are electric [2], with
significant load growth possible from future electrification.
It is therefore essential that new electric water heaters are
equipped with effective control strategies and communication
capabilities to respond to grid signals and provide flexibility.

Most water heater control strategies being implemented
today in the United States use rule-based controllers designed
for time-of-use (TOU) electricity rates and demand response
events. For these simple use cases, rule-base strategies can be
effective [3] and easily implemented with existing water heater
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communication standards [4]. However in the future, water
heaters may need to be able to respond to much more dynamic
price signals that reflect real-time grid operating conditions, to
enable more responsive demand-side flexibility [5]. California
recently adopted rules that will require large utilities and com-
munity choice aggregators to offer an optional hourly marginal
cost-based dynamic price by 2027 [6]. To respond to dynamic
signals, loads need control strategies that can anticipate future
price changes and consumer water draw patterns. Strategies
that have been proposed include reinforcement learning [7]–
[9], model predictive control (MPC) [8], [10]–[15], and other
optimization-based approaches. MPC strategies are especially
useful for this application as they can account for known
physical dynamics and trade-offs between multiple objectives
such as cost and thermal comfort.

Developing a practically implementable MPC strategy re-
quires making many design choices, such as selecting an
optimization formulation, the locations of temperature sensors
in the tank, a water draw estimation method, a water draw
forecasting method, and a model parameter identification
approach. Previous works primarily focus on the design of
the optimization formulation for different use cases and wa-
ter draw forecasting approaches. Few works have analyzed
how water draw estimation accuracy or temperature sensor
configuration may affect control performance. The design of
these different components must be considered jointly, as
their impacts on control performance and thermal comfort are
often coupled. However, no publications known to the authors
consider all of these components in combination. Section II
provides a detailed review on existing literature on MPC
strategies for residential water heaters.

In this work we propose a framework for implementing
model predictive controls on residential water heaters for load
shifting applications. This framework addresses many of the
practical challenges of implementing load shifting controls
on real-world water heaters, such as having limited sensor
measurements and computing power. The complete proposed
framework includes an MPC optimization, water draw esti-
mation method, water draw forecasting method, and model
parameter identification method.

We use this framework to investigate how four different
design choices affect control performance for two-element
resistive water heaters:

• Model fidelity: We analyze how the fidelity of the tank
model used in the MPC optimization affects control
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performance. To do this, we extend MPC formulations
developed in our previous work to a new use case.

• Temperature sensor configuration: We compare how the
number of temperature sensors and their location in the
tank affects control performance for each control model.
This provides practical insight into how sensors should
be integrated into residential water heaters.

• Water draw estimation: We propose new methods for es-
timating water draws without a flow meter, using only the
control model and temperature and power measurements,
and analyze the impact of estimation errors on control
performance.

• Water draw forecasting: We analyze how different water
forecasting approaches affect load shifting results and
thermal comfort. We propose a new approach that can
be used to reduce the frequency of cold water runout
events.

We observe how these design characteristics affect load
shifting and thermal comfort through simulation-based testing
of different strategies. These simulations use real-world water
draw data and a detailed water heater model that is calibrated
to laboratory measurements of a 50 gallon electric resistance
water heater. Results give practical insight into how MPC
design affects performance under realistic conditions, which
can help enable the deployment of water heater MPC strategies
in home energy management systems.

The paper is organized as follows: In Section II, we review
existing literature on water heater MPC strategies and define
our contributions. In Section III, we describe the proposed
MPC control architecture and methods for draw estimation
and forecasting. In Section IV, the simulations used to validate
control performance are described. Section V shows results
from case studies and Section VI summarizes the conclusions
and potential areas for future work.

II. LITERATURE REVIEW

In this section, we review the existing literature on MPC
strategies for residential water heaters and identify important
research gaps.

A. Control model fidelity

Water heater MPC strategies use a control model of the tank
thermal dynamics. Since tank stratification patterns vary with
water heater design (e.g., element/condenser coil location),
the ideal MPC control model may also depend on design.
Physics-based tank models vary in complexity and their ability
to capture tank thermal stratification patterns. The complexity
and linearity of the control model also affects the convexity
and computational tractability of the optimization problem.
Many previous studies use a one-node model, which neglects
tank thermal stratification but results in a simple optimization
problem [12], [13], [16]. Few studies analyze whether using
more complex control models (e.g., constant layer volume
models [17], [18] or constant layer temperature models [17],
[19]) improves control performance. We previously found
that a three-node model formulation that coarsely accounts
for tank stratification improves performance over a one-node

model formulation for two-element resistive water heaters
[20]. Kepplinger et al. found that a multi-node model for-
mulation improved performance over a one-node formulation
for one-element resistive water heaters. Other works have
analyzed how control model fidelity affects performance in
space heating/cooling applications with thermal energy storage
[17], [21]. Additional work is needed to understand how model
fidelity affects control performance for different water heater
designs, particularly in combination with other MPC design
choices. In this work we focus on two-element resistive water
heaters, which are very common in the United States and
many other countries. We compare two control models that
were adapted from previous work [20] to accommodate water
heaters with thermostatic mixing valves.

B. Temperature Sensor Configuration

The impact of control model fidelity on performance also
depends on how model states are measured or estimated. Par-
ticularly if simplified control models are used, the placement
of temperature sensors in the tank significantly impacts plant-
model mismatch, which can affect control performance. To
analyze these effects accurately in simulations, high-fidelity
models that accurately emulate tank stratification patterns must
be used. In this work, we analyze how different practical
sensor configurations affect load shifting and thermal comfort
for the two different control models. To the best of our
knowledge, this has not been explored in other published
research.

C. Estimating historical draw patterns

Water heater MPC strategies generally use forecasts of
future water use patterns in the optimization. Such forecasts
can be generated from historical draw data for a specific
consumer. Most previous works assume that water draws
are directly measured [11]–[15]. However, water heaters are
generally not equipped with flow meters due to cost. While
lower-cost vibration-based flow sensors have been explored
[22], [23], sensor calibration can be sensitive to factors such as
pipe material [24], making practical deployment challenging.

A different approach is to estimate water draws from
temperature and power measurements. This has only been
explored in a couple of papers. Shad et al. [25] proposed a
state observer based on a one-node model. Kepplinger et al.
[26] estimated water demand by inverting a one-node tank
model. Additional work is needed to understand the accuracy
of different methods and how draw estimation accuracy affects
MPC performance. In this work we propose a method for water
draw estimation for each control model. Draw estimates are
then used for forecasting future water draw patterns. Through
case studies, we analyze how draw estimation accuracy affects
control performance.

D. Forecasting future draw patterns

Many previous papers assume that the controller has perfect
knowledge of future water draw patterns [12], [27], [28].
However, domestic hot water draw patterns are very stochastic
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[29] and hard to predict. It is therefore important that control
strategies perform well under large prediction errors. This
requires validating control strategies using realistic water draw
data. Most proposed MPC strategies are deterministic and
use a single predicted water draw trajectory in the opti-
mization. The most common approach is to forecast future
draws based on historical hourly or sub-hourly average draws
[10], [30], [31]. Other papers have used K-Nearest Neighbor
algorithms [26] or probabilistic approaches [32]. Few papers
have proposed stochastic or robust optimization formulations
that account for uncertainty in future water draw trajectories
[13], [15]. However, stochastic approaches can potentially
be much more computationally expensive, depending on the
formulation. In this work, we focus on deterministic MPC
formulations and analyze how different forecasting approaches
affect load shifting performance and the frequency of cold
water runout events. These approaches are compared to a
baseline scenario with perfect foresight of future draw patterns.

E. Supervisory vs non-supervisory MPC

MPC strategies can be categorized as either supervisory
or non-supervisory controllers, based the control architecture.
Supervisory MPC approaches [27] interface with a low-level
controller (e.g., a thermostat) that is built into the water
heater, through an API or standard communication module
(e.g., CTA-2045 [4]). Non-supervisory approaches are inte-
grated into the water heater by the manufacturer so that the
controller can access all installed sensors and directly turn
the elements/heat pump on and off. Supervisory strategies can
more easily be implemented on existing water heaters that
are equipped with an API or standardized communications
module, compared to non-supervisory approaches. However,
with a supervisory strategy, control actions (e.g. thermostat
setpoints, loadup/shed commands) and available state infor-
mation (e.g., temperatures, energy values) are limited by the
low-level controller design and API. In this work, we focus
on non-supervisory MPC approaches where the controller has
direct access to temperature measurements and can directly
turn elements on and off.

III. WATER HEATER MPC

A schematic of the modeled two-element resistive water
heater under consideration is shown in Fig. 1. The tank is
equipped with a thermostatic mixing valve so that the water
can be heated to higher temperatures without the risk of
burning the consumer. The two resistive elements are wired
so that they can be independently controlled. Several possible
temperature sensor locations are considered, as shown in
Fig. 1. It is assumed that sensors would be installed on the
outside of the inner metal tank under the foam insulation.
Sensors 1-6 are located on the side of the water heater at
approximately equal spacing, and sensors 7 and 8 are above
the elements in the access bays. The MPC optimization and all
other computations are run on a local low-cost microcomputer
that would be either integrated into the water heater or part
of a home energy management system. This microcomputer
receives time-varying electricity prices from a price server

Fig. 1. Diagram showing the water heater temperature sensor locations,
heating element locations, and volumes associated with the one-node and
three-node control models.

(e.g., CEC MIDAS [33]) using wifi or cellular communication.
It also receives tank temperature and element power measure-
ments and sends commands to turn elements on and off.

The objective of the proposed controller is to minimize total
electricity costs under dynamic prices while maintaining ther-
mal comfort and respecting physical constraints. The overall
control architecture showing each computation block and data
stream is included in Fig. 2. Each component is summarized
below and described in detail in Sections III-A and III-B.

1) MPC optimization: The dynamics of the system are
optimized over a receding horizon H from current timestep
τi to τi + H . The horizon is discretized into N control
intervals of length δt. The optimization variables solved at τi
include state variables [xi|i, . . . , xi+N |i] and control variables
[ui|i, . . . , ui+N−1|i], where xj|i and uj|i are the modeled state
and control variables at τj , optimized at τi. State variables
represent tank temperatures and control variables represent the
average power consumption of the elements in each control
interval. The optimization also uses time-varying electricity
prices [ci, . . . , ci+N−1] as inputs. In the optimization, the
thermal dynamics of the tank are represented by a control
model that defines how tank temperatures evolve as a function
of element heating and water draws. In this work, we compare
the performance of two different control models: a one-node
model that assumes the tank is fully-mixed, and a three-
node model that coarsely models tank stratification. Solving
the optimization problem produces optimal control trajectory
[u∗

i|i, . . . , u
∗
i+N−1|i].

2) Model parameter identification: The parameters of the
control model used in the MPC optimization are identified via
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Fig. 2. Control architecture for water heater MPC strategies, showing all computation blocks and data streams.

a parameter identification procedure conducted offline using a
training dataset.

3) Duty cycle conversion: The first optimal control action
u∗
i|i is converted from a continuous average power value to a

discrete signal that is used to turn the elements on and off.
4) Estimating and forecasting water draws: The MPC strat-

egy also utilizes forecasts of future water consumption patterns
in the optimization. During water draws, the thermostatic
mixing valve mixes hot water with cold water to the mixing
valve setpoint T (s). The volumetric flow rate out of the tank
v̇
(out)
i [m3/s] is modeled as:

v̇
(out)
i =

v̇
(mix)
i

(T (s)−T (in))

(T
(out)
i −T (in))

if T (out)
i ≥ T (s)

v̇
(mix)
i if T (out)

i < T (s)
(1)

where v̇
(mix)
i is the volumetric flow rate of water downstream

of the mixing valve and T (in) is the inlet water temperature
[K]. We define Q

(d)
i = v̇

(out)
i ρcp(T

(out)
i −T (in)) as the rate at

which energy is removed from the tank in drawn water [W ],
where cp is the specific heat capacity of water [J/kg ·K] and ρ

is the density of water [kg/m3]. Based on Equation (1), Q(d)
i

can be written as:

Q
(d)
i =

{
v̇
(mix)
i ρcp(T

(s) − T (in)) if T (out)
i ≥ T (s)

v̇
(mix)
i ρcp(T

(out)
i − T (in)) if T (out)

i < T (s)
(2)

Therefore, Q(d)
i is not dependent on T

(out)
i if T (out)

i ≥ T (s).
Since the controller aims to keep T

(out)
i ≥ T (s) to preserve

thermal comfort, the optimization treats Q(d)
i as an exogenous

variable that is not dependent on the state of the water heater.
The MPC optimization solved at τi uses a forecast of future
water draws [Q̄

(d)
i|i , . . . , Q̄

(d)
i+N−1|i] across the optimization

horizon. The value Q̄
(d)
j|i is defined as the rate at which energy

is removed from the tank in the drawn water at τj , which
is forecast at τi. These forecasts are generated from water
draw estimates from historical data over the previous Nd

control timesteps. At each timestep τi, the water draw for the
previous timestep Q̂

(d)
i−1 is estimated based on measured state

and control variables. This estimate is then added to a dataset
of historical estimates, which is used to forecast future water
draw patterns.

A. One-node MPC

In this section, we describe an MPC strategy based on a
one-node thermal model, including the optimization formula-
tion, water draw estimation approach, and temperature sensor
configuration.

1) MPC optimization: The one-node model neglects tank
thermal stratification and assumes that the tank temperature
T is uniform. Since the one-node model only has one state,
it cannot model the separate effects of two control variables.
Therefore we assume that only the bottom element is used for
control. The continuous-time temperature dynamics are given
by:

dT (t)

dt
=

p(1)(t)

C
+

U

C
(T (a) − T (t))− Q(d)(t)

C
(3)

where C is the thermal capacitance of the tank [J/K], such
that C = cpρV , where V is the volume of the tank [m3]. U
is the thermal conductance of the tank insulation [W/K]. An
explicit numerical timestepping method (e.g., forward Euler)
can be used to integrate T from τj to τj+1, resulting in
difference equation Tj+1 = f(Tj , p

(1)
j , Q

(d)
j ).

The following MPC optimization problem is solved at each
timestep τi. This formulation has similarities to the approach
proposed in our previous work [20], but has been adapted for
water heaters with thermostatic mixing valves. It also includes
different temperature objectives and constraints that result in
more effective performance.

minimize
Ti,pi

i+N−1∑
j=i

[
δt

3.6e6
cjp

(1)
j|i + λ

[
T (min) − Tj|i

]2
+

]
(4a)

subject to:

Tj+1|i = f(Tj|i, p
(1)
j|i , Q̄

(d)
j|i ), ∀j ∈ J (4b)

Ti|i = T̃i (4c)

0 ≤ p
(1)
j|i ≤ p(max), ∀j ∈ J (4d)

Tj|i ≤ T (max), ∀j ∈ J (4e)

where J = {i, . . . , i + N − 1}. The state variables are the
tank temperatures Ti = [Ti|i, . . . , Ti+N |i] and the control
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variables are the average power consumption values pi =

[p
(1)
i|i , . . . , p

(1)
i+N−1|i].

The objective function in Equation (4a) is the weighted
sum of an electricity cost term and a thermal comfort term.
The thermal comfort term is positive if the tank temperature
falls below T (min), providing a soft lower bound. This is
used instead of a hard constraint to guarantee that there is
always a feasible solution to the optimization problem. In our
simulations, T (min) is set equal to the mixing valve setpoint
T (s). Equation (4c) requires the initial tank temperature to
be equal to the measured tank temperature T̃i. Equation (4e)
ensures that the modeled tank temperature stays below T (max).
T (max) may be set a few degrees below the maximum rated
tank temperature. If T̃i ever exceeds T (max), then the MPC
optimization is not run for that timestep and the elements are
turned off until T̃i falls below T (max). Equation (4d) ensures
that p(1)j|i , which represents the average power consumption of
the lower element between τj and τj+1, is non-negative and
less than or equal to the nominal element power rating p(max).

Since the objective is convex and the constraints are all
affine equality or inequality constraints, the optimization prob-
lem is convex.

The parameters of the control model V and U are identified
offline from a dataset of temperature and power measurements,
as described in [20]. This approach does not require measure-
ments from a flow meter.

2) Water draw estimation: We use a simple method for
estimating historical water draw patterns by inverting the one-
node model dynamics. The water draw from the last control
period Q̂

(d)
i−1 is estimated based on temperature measurements

T̃i−1 and T̃i and average power measurement from the previ-
ous timestep p̃

(1)
i−1, based on a simple energy balance. Applying

forward Euler timestepping to Equation (3) and inverting the
expression to solve for Q̂(d)

i gives the following expression:

Q̂
(d)
i−1 = p̃

(1)
i−1 + U(T (a) − T̃i−1)−

C

δt
(T̃i − T̃i−1) (5)

3) Temperature sensor configurations: Particularly when
there is mismatch between the control model and actual system
dynamics, the positions of the sensors used to measure the
state variables can significantly affect MPC performance. The
one-node model assumes that the tank is fully mixed at the
measured temperature, while actual tanks are stratified. For
the one-node MPC, we evaluate three different temperature
sensor configurations and analyze how load shifting, thermal
comfort, and water draw estimation accuracy is affected. The
configurations and corresponding state variable definitions are
listed in Table I. The simplest configuration (1node-1) uses
one temperature sensor located above the lower element. In
the two sensor configuration (1node-2s), the temperature state
is equal to the average of the two sensors located above the
elements (sensors 7 and 8). In the five sensor configuration
(1node-5), the temperature state is equal to the average of five
sensors values (sensors 2-6). Sensor 1 is not included as the
volume under the lower element is not directly heated when
the element is turned on. As more temperature sensors are

TABLE I
TEMPERATURE SENSOR CONFIGURATIONS AND STATE DEFINITIONS FOR

DIFFERENT MPC CONTROLLERS

Config.
name

# of
sensors State variable definition

1node-1 1 T̃i = T̃
(7)
i

1node-2 2 T̃i = (1/2)(T̃
(7)
i + T̃

(8)
i )

1node-5 5 T̃i = (1/5)
∑6

j=2 T̃
(j)
i

T̃
(u)
i = T̃

(8)
i

3node-3 3 T̃
(m)
i = T̃

(7)
i

T̃
(l)
i = T̃

(1)
i

T̃
(u)
i = (1/2)(T̃

(5)
i + T̃

(6)
i )

3node-6 6 T̃
(m)
i = (1/3)(T̃

(2)
i + T̃

(3)
i + T̃

(4)
i )

T̃
(l)
i = T̃

(1)
i

used in these configurations, the measured state becomes a
more accurate approximation of the average tank temperature.

B. Three-node MPC

In this section we define an MPC strategy based on a
three-node tank model, including the optimization formulation,
water draw estimation method, and sensor configuration.

1) MPC optimization: In previous work we proposed a
three-node control model that coarsely approximates stratifi-
cation patterns commonly observed in two-element resistive
water heaters [20]. However, the proposed formulation did
not apply to water heaters with thermostatic mixing valves. In
this work, we extend the formulation to allow for thermostatic
mixing valves and adapt some constraints in the formulation
that have been shown to improve performance. As shown
in Fig. 1, the three nodes represent the volumes above the
upper element, between the two elements, and below the
lower element. The continuous-time thermal dynamics, which
describe the temperature dynamics of the upper node T

(u)
j ,

middle node T
(m)
j , and lower node T

(l)
j can be found in our

previous work [20].
Due to the thermostatic mixing valve, the volumetric flow

rate out of the tank is modeled as:

v̇
(out)
i =

Q
(d)
i

ρcp(T
(u)
i − T (in))

(6)

which is accurate when T (u) ≥ T (s). Substituting Equation
(6) into the continuous-time dynamics and integrating the
equations using an explicit numerical timestepping method
(e.g., forward Euler) results in difference equations that are
used as constraints the optimization.

The following optimization problem is solved at each
timestep τi:

minimize
Tli,Tmi,Tui

p1i,p2i

i+N−1∑
j=i

[
δt cj
3.6e6

(p
(1)

j|i + p
(2)

j|i ) + λ
[
T − T

(u)

j|i

]2
+

]
(7a)

subject to:

T
(u)

j+1|i = fu(T
(u)

j|i , T
(m)

j|i , p
(2)

j|i , Q̄
(d)

j|i ), ∀j ∈ J (7b)

T
(m)

j+1|i = fm(T
(u)

j|i , T
(m)

j|i , T
(l)

j|i , p
(1)

j|i , Q̄
(d)

j|i ), ∀j ∈ J (7c)

T
(l)

j+1|i = fl(T
(m)

j|i , T
(l)

j|i , Q̄
(d)

j|i ), ∀j ∈ J (7d)
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T
(l)

j|i ≤ T
(m)

j|i , ∀j ∈ K (7e)

T
(m)

j|i ≤ T
(u)

j|i , ∀j ∈ K (7f)

0 ≤ p
(1)

j|i ≤ p(max), ∀j ∈ J (7g)

0 ≤ p
(2)

j|i ≤ p(max), ∀j ∈ J (7h)

T
(u)

i|i = T̃
(u)
i (7i)

T
(m)

i|i = T̃
(m)
i (7j)

T
(l)

i|i = T̃
(l)
i (7k)

T
(u)

j|i ≤ T (max), ∀j ∈ K (7l)

where J = {i, . . . , i + N − 1} and K = {i, . . . , i + N}.
The state variables include temperature trajectories Txi =

[T
(x)
i|i , . . . , T

(x)
i+N |i] for x ∈ {l,m, u}, and the control variables

include power trajectories pxi = [p
(x)
i|i , . . . , p

(x)
i+N−1|i] for

x ∈ {1, 2}.
Similar to the one-node MPC, the objective function is the

weighted sum of an electricity cost term and a temperature
penalty term. However in this case, the electricity cost term is
a function of the power consumption of both elements, and the
temperature penalty applies only to the upper node temperature
T

(u)
j|i . Equations (7g) and (7h) ensure that the average power

consumption of each element is non-negative and less than or
equal to the nominal power rating p(max). Equations (7i)-(7k)
define the initial conditions and Equations (7b)-(7f) define the
discrete-time control model dynamics. Equation (7l) ensures
that the outlet temperature never exceeds the maximum tank
temperature rating. If T̃

(u)
i ever exceeds T (max), then both

elements are turned off and the MPC is not run until it falls
below T (max). Some water heaters may have a maximum
current rating that allows only one resistive element to be
on at a time. In this case, an additional constraint can be
added to ensure non-simultaneous element operation, even
after converting to an ON/OFF signal:

p
(1)
j|i + p

(2)
j|i ≤ p(max), ∀j ∈ J (8)

Since the outlet flow rate is dependent on the outlet tem-
perature (Equation (6)), the system dynamics are nonlinear.
We solve the resulting nonlinear program in Python using
the CasADi package [34] and the IPOPT solver [35]. IPOPT
finds a local solution of a nonlinear program and therefore
requires an initial guess. We find through simulations that
solutions are relatively insensitive to initial guesses, as long
as they are set to physically realistic values. However initial
guesses do affect computation time and the number of solver
iterations for convergence. In our work, initial guesses are
warm-started using the solution from the MPC problem solved
at the previous timestep.

The parameters of the control model are identified using
the method described in [20] using a dataset of power and
temperature measurements. The method does not require any
draw measurement data, and therefore can be applied to water
heaters without a flow meter.

2) Water Draw Estimation: Similar to the one-node MPC,
we estimate Q̂

(d)
i−1 by inverting the three-node control model.

Applying forward Euler timestepping to the continuous time
dynamics and combining the equations for each node gives

the following expression for the total energy dynamics of the
tank:

dE(t)

dt
≈ 1

δt

∑
x∈X

Cx(T
(x)
i − T

(x)
i−1)

=
∑
x∈X

[
Ux(T

(a) − T
(x)
i−1)

]
−Q

(d)
i−1 + p

(1)
i−1 + p

(2)
i−1 (9)

where E(t) is the total energy stored in the water in the
tank [J ], X = {l,m, u} is the set of nodes, Ux is the thermal
conductance of the tank insulation associated with each node,
and Cx is the thermal capacitance of each node. Inverting this
expression to solve for Q

(d)
i−1 gives the following estimation

equation:

Q̂d
i−1 =p̃

(1)
i−1 + p̃

(2)
i−1 +

∑
x∈X

[
Ux(T

(a) − T̃
(x)
i−1)

]
+

∑
x∈X

[
−Cx

δt
(T̃

(x)
i − T̃

(x)
i−1)

]
(10)

3) Temperature sensor configurations: We consider two
different sensor configurations for the three-node MPC. The
three sensor configuration (3node-3) has one sensor per node,
with two sensors located near the elements (sensors 7 and 8)
and one located below the lower element (sensor 1). The six
sensor configuration uses sensors 1-6, which are approximately
equally spaced along the height of the water heater. The
temperature of each node is calculated from the average of
the sensors placed in that node volume, as defined in Table I.

C. Duty cycle conversion

Most resistive water heaters are controlled by switching
the elements on and off. While some water heaters can
continuously adjust power consumption by modulating the
voltage (e.g., solar diverters), they are uncommon in the United
States. We therefore focus on water heaters with only ON/OFF
control capabilities.

The outputs of the MPC optimization p
(1)∗
i|i and p

(2)∗
i|i are

continuous variables that represent the average power con-
sumption of the elements in the first control interval. These
values are converted to an ON/OFF signal to control the
elements. This avoids using integer constraints in the MPC
optimization. Unlike heat pump water heaters, resistive water
heaters do not have short-cycling constraints that need to be
considered.

In our simulations, we assume that the two resistive el-
ements cannot be operated simultaneously, as defined in
Equation (8). The duty cycle of each element is defined
as α

(1)
i = p

(1)∗
i|i /p(max) and α

(2)
i = p

(2)∗
i|i /p(max) for the

lower and upper elements, respectively. For the control interval
starting at τi, the lower element is turned on from τi to
τi+α

(1)
i δt and the upper element is turned on from τi+α(1)δt

to τi + (α
(1)
i + α

(2)
i )δt. This ensures that the average power

consumption values between τi and τi+1 are equal to p
(1)∗
i|i

and p
(2)∗
i|i for the lower and upper elements, respectively.
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D. Water draw forecasting
The MPC optimization solved at time τi uses a forecast of

future water draw patterns [Q̄
(d)
i , . . . , Q̄

(d)
i+N−1]. This forecast

is generated using a lagging set of historical draw estimates
[Q̂

(d)
i−Nd

, . . . , Q̂
(d)
i−1] over previous time period Hd, where Nd =

Hd/δt. While actual draws are non-negative physical quan-
tities, estimated values may be negative due to plant-model
mismatch. To ensure that non-physical values are not used in
the MPC optimization, any negative values in the generated
forecast are set equal to zero. Forecasts are generated at
the same time resolution as the MPC optimization. Three
approaches were investigated, as described below:

1) Perfect foresight: In this case the draw profile is per-
fectly forecast based on actual draw patterns. This baseline
scenario gives a measure of the maximum achievable perfor-
mance of the controller given no prediction errors.

2) Historical mean: In this case the draw profile is forecast
based on historical mean draws. Forecasted draws are equal to
the mean of all draws in the historical dataset that occurred at
the same time of day. In our case study, we do not differentiate
between weekends and weekdays, although this could be
explored in future work.

3) Historical quantile: Instead of using mean values, the
draw profile is forecast based on quantiles of historical draws.
This strategy was analyzed based on the observation that
underpredicting draw volumes tends to significantly affect
control performance and thermal comfort while overpredicting
draw volumes has much smaller impacts. Therefore, we in-
vestigate generating conservative draw profile estimates based
on large quantiles (e.g., 0.6-1.0) as a heuristic to reduce the
frequency of runout events.

IV. WATER HEATER SIMULATION

In our case studies, we evaluate MPC performance using
a high-fidelity multi-node model that represents the ground-
truth tank thermal dynamics. The model accounts for tank
stratification along the vertical axis of the water heater, by
dividing the tank into M layers of equal volume [20]. The
temperature dynamics of these layers are modeled via a
system of ODEs, which accounts for element heating, diffusion
between adjacent layers, buoyancy, and flow from water drawn
out of the tank. The mixing valve behavior is simulated using
Equation (1). The physical dimensions of the water heater
and positions of the elements were selected based on an
actual 50 gallon two-element Rheem Performance water heater
used in prior work [20]. The elements have a nominal power
rating of 4.5 kW at 240 V and are configured to operate
non-simultaneously, due to the maximum appliance current
rating. The parameters of the multi-node model were manually
tuned to actual measurements from the water heater over
various operating conditions. For all simulations, the number
of nodes was set to 20 and the simulation timestep was set to
10 seconds, which ensured accuracy, numerical stability, and
computational tractability.

V. CASE STUDIES

Each of the MPC strategies tested through simulations is
defined by four design parameters: (i) an MPC optimization

TABLE II
WATER DRAW ESTIMATION AND FORECASTING APPROACHES EVALUATED

IN SIMULATIONS

Draw estimation method Draw forecast method

1 Perfect measurement Perfect foresight

2 Perfect measurement Historical mean forecast

3 Estimate draws Historical mean forecast

4 Perfect measurement Historical quantile forecast

5 Estimate draws Historical quantile forecast

Fig. 3. Water draw patterns across all homes and days of simulation. Hourly
draw profiles are shown on top, and a histogram of daily water consumption
across all homes and days is shown on the bottom.

formulation, (ii) a temperature sensor configuration, (iii) a
draw estimation method, and (iv) a draw forecasting method.
The optimization formulations include the one-node and three-
node MPC, and the corresponding temperature sensor configu-
rations are listed in Table I. The different combinations of wa-
ter draw estimation and forecasting methods that were tested
for each MPC strategy are listed in Table II. This matrix of
different approaches allows us to analyze the combined effects
of different controller attributes on load shifting performance
and thermal comfort.

As a baseline, we also compare the performance of the MPC
controllers to that of a thermostatic controller that does not
perform any load shifting. The upper and lower elements are
each controlled by a thermostat, with the upper and lower
deadband limits set to T (max) and T (min), respectively. The
elements operate non-simultaneously, with the upper element
given priority.

To simulate water draw patterns, we use flow profiles
published by Ritchie et al. [32]. The dataset includes mea-
surements from homes over four non-consecutive one month
periods. We concatenate the one-month data segments together
to create a synthetic dataset with a longer duration. Eight
homes were selected from the dataset that have consumption
patterns that are generally reasonable for a 50 gal water heater.
Fig. 3 shows hourly draw profiles and a histogram of total
daily water consumption across all days in the dataset for all
selected homes. The dataset records the draw volume at one-
minute resolution, which was used to define v̇

(mix)
i .
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Fig. 4. Daily electricity price profiles that were used in simulations. The
CalFlexHub Dynamic Rate is the spring HDP profile, available from the
MIDAS server [33].

TABLE III
SIMULATION AND MPC PARAMETERS

Parameter Value Parameter Value

T (s) 120oF δt 10 min

T (min) 120oF p(max) 4.5 kW

T (max) 150oF H 24 hours

T (in) 68oF Hd 28 days

T (a) 70oF M 20 nodes

For the scenarios involving draw estimation, the MPC
controller requires a dataset of historical draw estimates over a
lagging time period Hd to generate draw forecasts in real-time.
To initialize the MPC controller with this historical dataset in
simulation, we first ran a thermostatic controller for a time
period Hd, during which draw estimates were generated using
the proposed method. In our simulations, the thermostatic
controller was run for 28 days, followed by 28 days with the
MPC controller. Results were calculated on the final 26 days,
excluding the first two days of MPC simulation to allow the
controller to reach a steady-state behavior.

The MPC strategies were evaluated on two different time-
varying electricity price profiles, shown in Fig. 4: (i) a PG&E
TOU rate (E-ELEC TOU summer rate, as of July 1, 2023) and
(ii) a LBNL CalFlexHub prototype dynamic retail electricity
price signal. Both price signals are the same each day and
known perfectly in advance. The TOU rate has a five hour
peak period from 4-9pm, part-peak from 3-4pm and 9pm-
12am, and off-peak from 12am-3pm. CalFlexHub has designed
prototype hourly highly dynamic price (HDP) profiles that
vary by season that are based off of a CalFUSE-like tariff
[5]. These price profiles were obtained from the CEC MIDAS
price server [33]. In our simulations, we use the spring HDP
profile, which peaks in the morning and evening and falls close
to zero during the middle of the day.

Other parameter values for the simulations and the MPC
controller are listed in Table III. At the beginning of each
simulation the tank was initialized to 120oF. For scenarios
using the historical quantile forecasting approach, we test
quantiles 0.6, 0.7, 0.8 and 0.9.

Fig. 5. Hourly estimated and actual water draw profiles for different control
models and sensor configurations for one home over a two day period.

TABLE IV
MEAN, MINIMUM, AND MAXIMUM RMSE [KW] VALUES OF HOURLY

WATER DRAW ESTIMATES ACROSS DIFFERENT HOMES

Cost Controller/ RMSE values
profile sensor config. Mean Min Max
PG&E 1node-1 0.428 0.362 0.582
TOU 1node-2 0.193 0.164 0.280
Rate 1node-5 0.119 0.106 0.130

3node-3 0.185 0.168 0.210
3node-6 0.087 0.074 0.113

CalFlexHub 1node-1 0.484 0.404 0.669
Dynamic 1node-2 0.208 0.178 0.301

Rate 1node-5 0.102 0.087 0.123
3node-3 0.302 0.248 0.367
3node-6 0.068 0.056 0.110

A. Water draw estimation accuracy

In this section we analyze the accuracy of the water draw
estimation methods described in Section III-A and III-B.
Accuracy is calculated based on the root mean squared error
(RMSE) of the estimates at an hourly resolution.

Fig. 5 shows actual and estimated hourly draw profiles for
the different control models and sensor configurations over
a two day period for one home. Table IV shows the mean,
minimum, and maximum RMSE of the estimates over all eight
homes. As shown, the forecasting accuracy improves as the
number of sensors increases, with the three-node six-sensor
configuration obtaining the best accuracy. As shown in Fig.
5, the estimation errors for the six sensor scenario are mostly
indiscernible, while the estimates for the one-sensor scenario
deviate significantly from the actual profile.
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B. Control performance: Load shifting

We quantify the load shifting performance of MPC strate-
gies in terms of the electricity cost relative to a thermostatic
controller. Electricity costs are normalized by the total energy
embodied in water draws to correct for the fact that runout
events can reduce electricity costs. The left-hand subplots in
Figs. 6 and 7 show these results for each MPC controller across
all eight homes, for the TOU price profile and dynamic price
profile. For the scenarios with forecasts based on historical
quantiles, results are shown for the 0.9 and 0.8 quantiles for the
TOU and dynamic price profiles, respectively. The impact of
the choice of quantile on electricity costs and thermal comfort
is discussed in the following section.

Results suggest that the control model and sensor config-
uration are the main factors affecting load shifting perfor-
mance. The three-node MPC generally outperforms the one-
node MPC, which is consistent with results from previous
work [20]. Results show the performance of the one-node
MPC improves with the use of more sensors, with steady
improvements between the one, two, and five sensor cases.
With more sensors, the state variable becomes a better estimate
of the actual average tank temperature, reducing plant-model
mismatch and improving performance. Differences between
sensor configurations for the three-node MPC are less sig-
nificant. Overall, these results suggest that there could be
benefits from manufacturers installing more temperature sen-
sors on tanks, in terms of the resulting cost reduction and
load shifting that could be obtained. Most resistive and heat
pump water heaters have only two sensors, located right above
the elements. The cost of including additional thermistors is
negligible compared to the reduction in operating costs from
improved load shifting performance over the water heater
lifetime.

The electricity price profile also significantly affects load
shifting and cost reduction. Cost profiles with larger ratios
between maximum and minimum daily prices offer larger load
shifting incentives. As shown in Figs. 6 and 7, much larger
cost reductions are obtained under the dynamic price profile
than the TOU profile, as the price falls nearly to zero during
the middle of the day.

Results suggest that water draw estimation accuracy has a
fairly small impact on load shifting performance, compared to
other factors. While results in Section V-A showed that esti-
mation accuracy varies significantly with sensor configuration,
costs are fairly similar between MPC strategies with perfect
draw measurement and draw estimation. This suggests that in-
stalling a flow meter is not necessary for achieving good MPC
performance. Historical draw patterns can be estimated with
sufficient accuracy from temperature and power measurements
and used to forecast future water use patterns. MPC strategies
can be deployed more easily at scale if consumers do not need
to install a flow meter.

C. Control performance: Thermal comfort

Thermal comfort is evaluated in terms of the fraction of
water draws (by volume) that are at least 10oF below the
mixing valve setpoint T (s), as a measure of the frequency

of runout events. Results show that the control model, draw
forecasting approach, and the electricity price profile have the
largest effect on how susceptible an MPC strategy is to runout
events and thermal comfort issues.

Results show that the three-node MPC can be more sus-
ceptible to thermal comfort issues than the one-node MPC.
This occurs because the one-node MPC tends to keep the
state of charge of the tank higher than the three-node MPC,
due to both the design of the controller and the physics of the
underlying system. Since only the bottom element can be used
with the one-node MPC, most of the tank must be heated to
increase the outlet temperature. With the three-node MPC, the
top element can be used to heat up only the volume above the
upper element. Because of this, the one-node MPC is forced
to keep the tank at a higher state of charge, resulting in more
conservative behavior.

However, for the three-node MPC, thermal comfort issues
can be mitigated by using more conservative water draw fore-
casts. When water draws are forecast based on historical mean
draw patterns, cold water runout events can be significant,
as cumulative daily water usage is underpredicted a non-
negligible fraction of the time. As shown in Fig. 6, cold water
draws occur on average around 3-5% of the time, but can
occur more frequently for certain homes. However, thermal
comfort issues can be reduced almost entirely by using a more
conservative draw forecast. Fig. 8 shows how electricity costs
and the fraction of cold draws change for different quantile
values when the quantile-based forecasting method is used (for
the 3node-3 controller). The fraction of cold draws drops to
almost zero for quantiles around 0.8-0.9. The optimal quantile
that minimizes both electricity costs and the frequency of
runout events depends on the electricity price profile.

Price schedules with larger price differentials encourage
more load shifting and the heating of tanks to higher temper-
atures, which tends to reduce the frequency of runout events.
As shown in Figs. 6 and 7, runout events are negligible for the
dynamic price profile, but are more common under the TOU
price profile.

D. Discussion
Overall, results suggest that the three-node MPC formu-

lation with three temperature sensors, draw estimation, and
quantile-based draw forecasting achieves the best load shifting
performance while also maintaining thermal comfort and re-
quiring minimal additional sensing capabilities. Implementing
this strategy would only require one additional temperature
sensor, as most two-element resistive water heaters already
have two sensors. It also does not require a flow meter
installation. Additionally, the MPC optimization is computa-
tionally inexpensive and can be practically deployed on low-
cost microcomputers. Tests of the algorithm on a Raspberry Pi
unit showed an average computation time of 0.96 s for each
optimization problem.

VI. CONCLUSIONS AND FUTURE WORK

In this work, we performed a detailed analysis on how
different aspects of MPC design affect load shifting perfor-
mance and thermal comfort for residential water heaters. Four
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Fig. 6. Cost and thermal comfort results for different controllers under the PG&E TOU price schedule. Boxplots show the distribution of results across all
eight homes. To simplify the visualization, boxplot outliers are not shown. Electricity costs are relative to the thermostatic controller, and are normalized by
the energy embodied in water draws. The fraction of cold draws is defined as the fraction of water draws (by volume) that were at least 10oF below the
mixing valve setpoint.

Fig. 7. Cost and thermal comfort results for different controllers under the CalFlexHub dynamic pricing schedule. Boxplots show the distribution of results
across all eight homes. To simplify the visualization, boxplot outliers are not shown. Electricity costs are relative to the thermostatic controller, and are
normalized by the energy embodied in water draws. The fraction of cold draws is defined as the fraction of water draws (by volume) that were at least 10oF
below the mixing valve setpoint. For the dynamic price case, cold water draws are negligible for all scenarios.

Fig. 8. Mean electricity cost and thermal comfort results for the three-node
MPC strategy (3node-3) using the historical quantile water draw forecasting
approach. Quantile values were varied between 0.6 and 0.9 and are labeled
in the figure.

different design choices were considered: (i) the fidelity of
the control model used in the optimization, (ii) the temper-
ature sensor configuration, (iii) the water draw estimation
method, and (iv) the water draw forecasting method. Results
demonstrate that control model fidelity and temperature sensor

resolution are very important for water heaters to be able to
respond effectively to dynamic price signals. Thermal comfort
depends highly on the water draw forecasting method, with
conservative forecasts providing a reliable heuristic approach
for reducing the frequency of runout events. Results also
show that water draw patterns can be accurately estimated
from historical temperature and power measurements, without
requiring a flow meter. These results provide valuable practical
insight into how MPC strategies should be designed for
residential water heaters in home energy management systems
so that they perform well under realistic scenarios.

In future work, a similar analysis could be applied to heat
pump water heaters, which are becoming more widespread
due to their efficiency. Heat pump water heaters have addi-
tional operating constraints and characteristics that must be
accounted for in an MPC strategy.

Future work could also analyze the performance of addi-
tional draw estimation methods and validate them through
laboratory testing. The use of state estimation methods, such as
Kalman filtering or state observers could potentially improve
accuracy over the simple approaches proposed in this work.
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The proposed MPC strategies must be integrated into water
heaters by the manufacturer, because they require direct ac-
cess to sensor measurements and element controls. However,
supervisory approaches that can be implemented through a
standardized communications module (e.g., CTA-2045 [4]) or
API could perhaps be deployed in a more scalable manner by
a third-party. Future work could further investigate supervisory
MPC approaches and compare the performance of supervisory
and non-supervisory strategies.
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