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Communication-Based Distributed Control of Large-Scale District Heating
Networks

Audrey Blizard, and Stephanie Stockar

Abstract— This paper presents a non-cooperative distributed
model predictive controller for the control of large-scale District
Heating Networks. To enable the design of this controller a
novel information passing scheme and feasibility restoration
method are created, allowing the local controllers to achieve a
global consensus while minimizing a local cost function. The
effectiveness of this controller is demonstrated on an 18-user
District Heating Network decomposed into six subsystems. The
results show that the developed control scheme effectively uses
flexibility to manage the buildings’ heat demands reducing the
total losses by 14% and the return temperature by 37%.

I. INTRODUCTION

District heating networks (DHNs) are a promising method
to decarbonize the energy-intensive process of heating build-
ings and allow for the integration of the growing number
of distributed energy resources [1]. They do this by al-
lowing heat generated in distributed locations to be trans-
ported through a network of underground pipes to non-local
buildings. The heat is then extracted by the buildings via
heat exchangers, and the cooled water is returned to the
distributed heat sources creating a closed loop.

There is a large potential for increasing the efficiency of
these networks through smart control strategies. One of the
main sources of control authority in these networks is the
flexibility provided by the thermal capacity of the network
and connected users [1]. However, the large-scale nature of
DHNs makes effectively utilizing this flexibility extremely
challenging. One solution to quantifying and using this flexi-
bility is through reduced order modeling where the flexibility
of individual buildings is aggregated into neighborhoods.
This method showed a 16% reduction in peak demands [2].
Another work demonstrates that when implemented on a
real-world DHN, this flexibility can reduce peak load energy
by 34% [3]. However, this study achieved these results only
considering the active control of a single building in the
multi-building network due to the challenges of large-scale
control, indicating the need for an effective control strategy.

In previous work, the authors have shown the poten-
tial of considering flexibility at a building level to reduce
wasted flow through the individual control of buildings’
flow supplies [4]. This work used a hierarchical controller
to solve the large-scale optimization problem, which solves
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the local optimization problem over a series of discrete
pressure drops. While able to reduce overall wasted flow by
67%, implementing this controller requires computing many
discrete pressure solutions which can be difficult and time-
consuming. The work presented here looks to reduce compu-
tational demands by using distributed rather than hierarchical
model predictive control (MPC) to get similar performance
improvements without unnecessary solution calculations.

The challenge with developing a distributed MPC (dMPC)
for DHNs comes from the nonlinearity in the algebraic cou-
pling constraints and the bilinearity in the system dynamics,
resulting in a non-convex optimization problem with system-
wide equality constraints. Due to these characteristics, gen-
eralized dMPC frameworks are not effective for this problem
[5]. Additionally, distributed optimization methods, such as
ADMM [6], rely on convexity to ensure problem conver-
gence. Even distributed optimization methods designed for
non-convex problems, such as ALADIN [7], require decou-
pled constraints, which is not possible in considering the
pressure balancing constraints in the network. Additionally,
case-specific schemes were considered, including those used
in building HVAC systems [8] and microgrids [9], but none
were able to compensate for the unique constraints and
dynamics seen in large-scale DHNS.

Instead, in this paper, a custom communication-based
distributed MPC framework, with a specialized information
passing scheme and feasibility recovery mechanism is de-
veloped that meets the unique requirements of this problem.
Through this framework, the subsystems converge to a
Nash equilibrium, ensuring agreement between neighboring
subsystems. The developed dMPC is demonstrated in the
loss-minimizing control of an 18-user DHNs.

II. PROBLEM FORMULATION

This section presents the network model and centralized
problem formulation that will be approximated by the dis-
tributed controller.

A. Network Description

A directed graph, G = (V, &) will be used to represent the
heat supply network of the DHN. The edges of the graph &
represent the pipes in the network, while the nodes V' are the
interconnections of these pipes. These interconnections are
captured in the graph’s incidence matrix, A. There are four
unique edge types identifiable in a DHN, the feeding edges
Er, the return edges £g, the user edges £y, and the bypass
edges Ep,. The bypass edges connect the feeding and return
networks, passing flow directly without heat being extracted
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by a user. Note that Vg = innodes (€r) Uoutnodes (£ ) are
the feeding nodes and Vg = innodes (€g) U outnodes (Eg)
are the return nodes. Additionally, the set of non-user edges
is denoted as €y = & U Ep U Epy. A sample DHN
demonstrating these edge sets is presented in Fig.

Each edge in £y has an associated friction coefficient (,,
volume V, heat transfer coefficient hA,, flow rate 7, and
inlet temperature T;,. The temperature 1" of one of these
edges can be modeled using a well-mixed approach as
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where p, ¢, are the density and specific heat capacity of
the operating fluid in the network, respectively. Additionally,
Tump 1s the ground temperature, used to calculate losses from
the pipe.

In the user edges, the friction coefficient of the edge is
variable, allowing the user to control the mass flow rate in
these edges. This variable friction coefficient is given by
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determined by the valve position 6,,,;, < 6 < 1, where 6,,,;,
is associated with some minimum pressure loss and p is a
scaling coefficient. This valve model allows the optimization
problem to be better conditioned. Additionally, the bulk
temperatures of these edges are modeled as a constant Tei R,
as the dynamics of the heat exchanger are much faster than
those of the other network pipes.

The heating plant will be modeled as a root and terminal
node of the graph vg+, vy-. Any outedges of v+ will receive
water with a predefined temperature 7p. The flow rate into
the network, modeled as a nonzero node flow, 71 is a control
variable.

B. Centralized Optimization

The centralized optimization problem being considered in
this paper, originally proposed in [4] is given by
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Fig. 1: Flowchart of steps taken in the presented dMPC
scheme.

The cost to be minimized, Eq. (#d), can be any function of
the network variables described below, where the two control
variables are the plant mass flow and the valve positions.

Equation represents the temperature dynamics of the
non-user edges in the network, assembled from Eq. (I). The
A matrix represents the interconnections between the pipes
and includes cj, c2, and the mass flow rate in these edges.
The B matrix considers edges connected to both the plant
and the outlet of the user edges and accounts for losses to
the environment. The full details on the creation of the A
and B matrices are found in [10].

Equation calculate the heat delivered to the users,
Qp, using the temperature of the edges entering the heat
exchangers Tj, g,. Any heat delivered above or below
the nominal demand of the building, Qout, contributes to
changing its state of energy SOFEy given in Eq. @d). This
state of energy is constrained to remain within a flexibility
envelope [11], determined by the building’s heat capacity
C and acceptable temperature deviation AT} as given in
Eq. (@é).

Algebraic constraints are used to calculate the mass flow
rates. Equation gives the pressure losses in every edge.
The pressure balance in the network is enforced using
Eq. @h), while the mass flow rate in the edges is determined
by Eq. (#g), where the vector of node flows 1y is

o if v =wvg+
mV(U) = —’n"LO if v= Vo— (5)
0 otherwise

III. DISTRIBUTED CONTROL ARCHITECTURE

In this section, a non-cooperative communication-based
dMPC is developed. Distributed controllers will solve local
optimization problems, based on the predicted control trajec-
tories of the neighboring subsystems. Then, the solutions to
these problems will be used to update the information passed
to neighboring subsystems. This process will continue until
all subsystems have converged to a local solution, which
is aggregated and implemented. A flowchart of the steps
taken by this controller is presented in Fig. [Il As a non-
cooperative controller, this solution will converge to a Nash
Equilibrium where no subsystem can unilaterally improve
its control performance [12], and can only approximate the
solution of the centralized problem. A case study is used to
demonstrate the effectiveness of this approximation.
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Fig. 2: Graphs of case study network with user edges
numbered.

A. Network Partitioning

The first step to creating the distributed controller is par-
titioning the network into smaller controllable subsystems,
each represented by a local subgraph G; = (V;,&;), i =
1...ng4. To create these subgraphs the original set of edges
& is divided into unique, non-overlapping sets. The local
node sets are defined as V; = innodes (&;) U outnodes (&;).
A partitioning will only happen downstream of a feeding
node as indegree(vp) = 1 and upstream of a return node
as outdegree(vg) = 1. In each of the subgraphs, the set
of local root and terminal nodes are identified as V;+ and
V;-. Additionally, these root and terminal nodes will have a
matching node with inverse edge type in another subgraph,
indicating where a cut was made. These matching node sets
are denoted as V;o and Vje respectively, where j does not
have to be a single subgraph. Handling the behavior at the
overlapping nodes is the key step to the distributed control
design. The method presented is applicable to partitions
with card (V;+) > 1 and card (V;-) > 1, so there are
no constraints on how these partitions are chosen. The six
partitions chosen for the test case are presented in Fig.

B. Variable Communication

Three variable sets: network temperatures, node pressures,
and node flow rates, must be passed between subsystems for
the local solutions to be consistent with the global network
behavior. All passed variables are denoted by (-). Each
type of variable has a different passing direction to give
subsystems at least one degree of freedom in their local
optimization problem. Temperature is passed consistent with

the flow direction according to
Vjo = v+ Vv E VR
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The node pressures are passed by the downstream subsystem
if the node is a return node and by the upstream subsystem
if the node is a feeding node, according to

VveVp

YvéeVp

'U]o — Vi+
)

Vje — Vi—
This passing scheme is chosen as outdegreeVp = 1 and
indegree Vr = 1, meaning a single subsystem will determine
the node pressure. The plant pressure, while technically a
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Fig. 3: Communication graph between subsystems.

feeding node, must be determined by a downstream subsys-
tem. The subsystem with the largest total downstream heat
demand is selected to determine the plant pressure, as this
subsystem will, on average, require more flow, and higher
flow requires a larger total pressure drop.

The passing of the mass flow rate is the inverse of pressure
passing, given by

VoveVp
YvéeVp

Vi+ — Vjo (8)
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This information passing scheme is chosen because, in cases
where one subsystem has both an upstream and downstream
connection to the same neighboring subsystem, it allows the
encompassed subsystem to choose any mass flow rate as
long as it meets the required pressure drop. The authority
over both the inlet and outlet mass flow (which must be
equal) allows for the degree of freedom necessary to meet
heat demands and signal to the encompassing subsystem
its planned control action. Additionally, in cases where
multiple subsystems are leaving the same feeding node,
from a full network perspective, the mass flow split will
equalize the pressure loss between the downstream edges.
The network split will match the selected control trajectory
as all downstream subsystems are constrained to have the
same node pressure when determining mass flow rate. The
passing graph of the partitions chosen for the case study is
presented in Fig. B

C. Distributed Optimization Problem

The local optimization problem solved by each subnet-
work is given by
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where Egs. (9d) to (Of) are unchanged, except for considering
only local variables. In Eq. (OB), Ty, is the local inlet
temperatures given by

TO’L( ) {;0;)(6 )

where e are the local nonuser edges connected to the plant or
other subsystems, and e; is the edge where outnode (e;) =
innode (e). In subnetworks where any node pressures are
dictated by a different subsystem, additional constraints

Py, (v) = PS (v), v=(Vs\Ve)U(Vi-\Vr) (1)

are added to the local optimization problem. The vector of
node mass flow rates in Eq. (Og), rivy,, is now given by

if innode (e) = v+
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where 7., > 0 is a vector of controllable inlet flows and
e, < 01is a vector of controllable outlet flows. Additionally,
these mass flow rate variables are combined into the control
variable as

13)

Finally, this information is used to recover the centralized
plant mass flow mg as

o = Z

i=l..ng s.t. vy €V

mt (vo+) (14)
D. Convergence

After each subsystem finds its local control trajectories
based on the predicted trajectories from neighboring subsys-
tems, the variables to be passed, defined as

Ti (eout)

Py, (Vie\Vp)
Upass = PVl (VzO\VR) (15)
Te ( it \v0+)
o, (Vi \vo+)
are updated according to
vg:;;;u = vaass + (1 - w)vpass (16)

where w is the step size. A subsystem is considered con-
verged when 1) the change in all of the variables passed by
the subsystem and the subsystem cost meet

vl o —
pass pass|
[ p ] <e a7)

where € is a vector threshold values, and 2) when all
subsystems passing variables into the subsystem have also
converged. As different subsystems have different degrees of
interaction, subsystems with low or no interaction converge
first, allowing dependent subsystems to follow.

E. Feasibility Restoration

The assumptions made in the centralized problem formu-
lation ensure that in the centralized case, a feasible solution
is always available.

Feasibility Assumptions:

1) The flexibility envelope of an individual building is
constant or increasing in size.

2) It is always possible to meet a building’s heat demand
due to the algebraic model of the heat exchanger and
unconstrained plant flow.

3) The only way heat is added to a building is through
the DHN. Solar irradiation and ambient temperatures
exceeding the building temperature are not considered.

From these assumptions, it is evident that, in the cen-
tralized case, if the building’s heat capacity starts within
the flexibility envelope, it will be able to remain within
the flexibility envelope. However, in the distributed case, a
single subsystem dictates the pressure at the plant, effectively
limiting the supply flow into any of the other subsystems.
This limit can mean that the required heat is not available
to prevent a building from exceeding the lower limit of its
flexibility envelope, removing assumption 2. To prevent this,
a feasibility recovery algorithm is implemented, which al-
lows an initially unfeasible subsystem to temporarily control
the plant pressure. The cost function solved by infeasible
subsystems is switched to

min Pslack (18)

M, 0min <0; <1
where Pgqc 1S the increase from the dictated plant pressure,
and the constraint established in Eq. (D) is relaxed to

Py, (UO+) =

This new optimization problem finds the minimum plant
pressure required by the subsystem to maintain feasibility.
The minimum plant pressure, Pyin = ng (vo+) + Pstacks is
transmitted to the plant pressure control subsystem, which is
then used as a lower limit for the plant pressure adding the
local constraint

P]Z))j (U0+) + Pslack (19)

Pvi (’U0+) Z Pmin (20)

Then, the initially infeasible subsystem returns to its orig-
inal cost function, and the regular optimization procedure
resumes. By implementing this feasibility restoration, the
overall controller guarantees feasibility in the distributed
case.

IV. RESULTS

The case study considered in this paper is an 18-user
network with realistic residential and commercial buildings
and network parameters taken from literature. Full details
of the network configuration and building characteristics can
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Fig. 4: The nominal demands of the buildings in the DHN,
organized by subgraph.

be found in [4]. The supply temperature is assumed to be
constant at Ty = 80°C the building temperature deviation
was chosen as AT, = 2°C, and the ambient temperature
profile is shown in Fig. [5d The nominal building demand is
shown in Fig. @ The minimum valve position 6,,;, = 0.01
and the valve coefficient ; = 5.74, based on the other pipes’
friction coefficients.
The cost function chosen for Eq. (Oa) was

2
1 S0Cy, o
card (VUI ) Ol ATb

where the first term is the heat losses in the pipes and the
second is the percent of used flexibility envelope normalized
by the number of buildings in the subnetwork. This cost
function was chosen to minimize losses while penalizing user
discomfort. Additionally, w = 0.5, and the values for epsilon
were

hAsi (TSNi - Tamb) +

e=[01 1 1 02 02 05"

(22)
based on the relative magnitude of each variable type. The
36-hour simulation was implemented in a receding horizon
fashion where the control horizon was one hour with a
sampling rate of 10 minutes. All results are compared to the
nominal centralized solution where the buildings’ flexibility
envelopes were set to zero.

The results shown in Fig. [S|demonstrate that this controller
greatly improves system performance over the nominal de-
mand case. Figure 52 shows that in the optimized case, there

was a 14.0% decrease in losses. Figure [Sbl shows the overall
decrease in mass flow rate needed to supply the network and
the decrease in wasted mass flow sent through the bypass
segments. While this drastic decrease in plant mass flow is
not expected to persist after the buildings have used more of
their state of energy, it is still indicative of the distributed
control architecture’s ability to find a good solution to
approximate the centralized optimization problem. Finally,
Fig.[5d shows the average return temperature in the optimized
and nominal cases. These results show a decrease of 37%
in average return temperature, caused by the diminished
mass flow through the bypass segments, ensuring all returned
water is at Tse;p in the optimized case.

Figures [6] and [7] show the details of how the flow is dis-
tributed to the users and how this flow distribution affects the
buildings’ states of charge. Analyzing these results indicates
how the optimized controller achieved the overall system per-
formance improvements. In G; 2 4 ¢ the mass flow is traded
off between users, minimizing wasted flow while ensuring
the small flexibility envelopes of the connected users are
never exceeded. G5, the plant pressure loss dictator, chose to
minimize the overall mass flow rate and deplete its buildings’
state of energies, as it had no incentive to increase flow
unless the restoration procedure was activated. Gs followed
the same overall profile as G5 but chose to charge the single
building in its network to avoid wasting flow. These results
indicate that the distributed control framework effectively
signals the subgraphs preferred behaviors without requiring
the centralized optimization problem to be solved.

V. CONCLUSION

This work presents a communication-based dMPC scheme
with an information passing scheme and a feasibility restora-
tion procedure. The effectiveness of this control was demon-
strated in a case study considering an 18-user DHN. Results
showed the developed controller’s ability to coordinate sys-
tems behaviors and improve performance, reducing losses by
14% and return temperature by 37%.

In this work, the systems were allowed to iterate until
convergence, leading the calculation time of some iterations
to exceed the control horizon of 10 minutes. Future work will
look to address this issue by 1) using the properties of the
developed controller to develop early stopping criteria and
2) improving convergence through improved partitioning of
the system. Additionally, future work will look to extend the
case study to longer simulations and eventually real DHNSs.
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