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ABSTRACT

The creation of low-order dynamic models for complex industrial systems is complicated by distur-
bances and limited sensor accuracy. This work presents a system identification procedure that uses
machine learning methods and process knowledge to robustly identify a low-order closed-loop model
of a municipal solid waste (MSW) grate incineration plant. These types of plants are known for their
strong disturbances coming from fuel composition fluctuations. Using Bayesian optimization, the
algorithm ranks and selects inputs from the available sensor data and chooses the model structure.
This results in accurate models with low complexity while avoiding overfitting. The method is
applied and validated using data of an industrial MSW incineration plant. The obtained models give
excellent predictions and confidence intervals for the steam capacity and intermediate quantities such
as supply air flow and flue gas temperature. The identified continuous-time models are fully given,
and their step-response dynamics are discussed. The models can be used to develop model-based unit
control schemes for grate incineration plants. The presented method shows great potential for the
identification of over-actuated systems or disturbed systems with many sensors.

Keywords System identification · Municipal Solid Waste (MSW) incineration · Grate incineration · Dynamic process
modeling · Bayesian Optimization

1 Introduction, Motivation and Objective

1.1 Introduction to MSW Grate Incineration

With the volume of generated municipal solid waste (MSW) globally increasing, MSW incineration offers a way to
reduce the volume of waste, to thermally decompose its harmful and toxic compounds, and to recover energy released
in the process as useful heat or electric power [Makarichi et al., 2018]. Grate incineration is a particularly common
and well-established method for MSW incineration, as it is able to process large amounts of MSW without strong
preprocessing (sorting/shredding). Although the technology behind MSW incinerators is similar, installations are often
made to order and therefore vary in their specifications.
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Figure 1: Grate incineration setup and control, main components and sensor measurements.

A typical setup of a grate incineration plant, including the main components and the main measured variables, is given
in Fig. 1 and is described below. The MSW is moved from a storage bunker to a feed hopper by a crane (not depicted).
From there, a ram feeder or stoker periodically pushes the waste onto the top of a moving grate. Depending on the
layout of the plant, it is possible that there are multiple ram feeders and parallel grates. As the waste travels downwards
on the grate, the combustion process, consisting of multiple process steps, including drying, pyrolysis, gasification, as
well as fixed carbon and volatiles combustion, takes place. The main air supply, called primary air, is provided through
the grate from below. Secondary air, which is required to improve volatiles combustion, is supplied through nozzles
located in the walls above the grate. The steam generator, typically a drum boiler without reheating, cools the flue gas,
which undergoes thorough flue gas cleaning before going through the stack. In a connected steam cycle (not shown),
the generated steam is used to produce electricity or heat for industrial processes and district heating [Qin et al., 2008,
Leskens et al., 2002].

The high-level manipulated variables in the process are the movement of the ram feeder, xram, the volumetric flow
rates of the primary and secondary air, V̇pa and V̇sa, as well as the binary output ‘Grate ON’, which is true when the
grate is moving and false when not. The speed at which the grate is moving and the distribution of the primary air
under the grate could be added as additional manipulated variables. However, in this work, these are assumed to be
part of a lower-level control loop and are not considered. The main controlled variables are (a) the live steam load (Q̇s

in MW or as mass flow, ṁs, in t/h) (b) and the volumetric oxygen fraction at the end of the boiler φO2

dfg, where the
index dfg stands for dry flue gas. The temperature of the flue gas in the region above the secondary air inlet Tfg is also
measured and controlled. This is necessary, as the temperature must be kept above 850 ◦C for at least 2 seconds after
the last secondary air inlet, in order to destroy dioxins and other unburnt flue gas components [Qin et al., 2008]. Other
measured variables include the preheated primary air temperature Tpa, the volumetric carbon dioxide concentration at
the boiler end φCO2

dfg and the volumetric water concentration at boiler end φH2O
wfg (with wfg standing for wet flue gas), as

well as the live steam pressure ps and temperature Ts.

Although grate incineration robustly processes different types of waste, the continuously varying composition, moisture
content, as well as the heating value of the fuel and the varying time constants in the process result in a highly nonlinear
system with strong disturbances, causing large fluctuations in the controlled variables. Even in modern plants equipped
with fast and accurate sensors and advanced MIMO control concepts, large deviations are common. For example,
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peak deviations from steady-state setpoints from up to 10% for the steam load and up to 20% for the oxygen fraction
setpoint were seen in the data analysed for this work (5 s resolution data).

The complexity of the process and the benefits associated with better control performance explain the persisting research
in the field. Many high-quality, complex mathematical, first-principle, and CFD dynamic models for both biomass and
waste grate incineration can be found in the literature [Magnanelli et al., 2020, Alobaid et al., 2018, Xia et al., 2020].
These models are used to improve the understanding of the process and to develop new combustion control concepts
with improved performance.

1.2 Unit Control and Low-Order Models for MSW Grate Incineration

Traditionally, MSW incineration plants set their operating point corresponding to the waste throughput or heating
demand, making them baseload power plants that are inflexible from the power system perspective. This mode
of operation is not suited to the increasingly volatile production of renewable energy and the sector coupling that
characterise modern energy systems.

A flexible operation method, either directly reacting to market price signals or as part of an optimized portfolio of
generation units, would fit the needs of the energy system and increase possibilities for plant operators. Practically, this
would mean that a superordinate control system continuously controls the operating point of the plant with respect to
price signals or coordinated together with the operating points of other portfolio units, using methods such as those
outlined for thermal power stations in [VDI/VDE-Gesellschaft Mess- und Automatisierungstechnik (GMA), 2003]. In
order to use such model-based control approaches, low-order closed-loop plant models are needed.

The mentioned literature models do not qualify as model for this purpose. These models are generally formulated as a
set of differential-algebraic equations (DAEs), possibly containing partial differential equations. However, model-based
predictive control algorithms normally require a model that is based on ordinary differential equations (ODE). Complex
models also come with a high computational cost and typically take the (in reality unknown) fuel composition as
input. Linearization and model-order reduction (MOR) methods could be applied to find ODE formulations of the
DAE models. The highly individual character of the layout of MSW incineration plants would, however, require a
complex model for each plant on which the superordinate control system is applied. Even if linearization and MOR
methods would result in useful low-order models, the modelling effort would therefore remain large for each new plant
considered, when using a complex model as a starting point.

On the other hand, some research groups developed low-order models of grate incinerators that form a good basis for
models suitable for unit control. Bauer et al. [2010] developed a low-order physics-based model for biomass grate
incineration, which was successfully used in a model-predictive combustion controller [Kortela and Jamsa-Jounela,
2015]. This model takes the biomass inlet mass flow rate and moisture content as inputs. This is possible for biomass
with known density and moisture content, but not for MSW.

The models created by Leskens et al. [2002] and Loos et al. [1996] consider MSW as fuel and do not require the fuel
composition as input. Both used the MATLAB System Identification Toolbox [Ljung, 2023] to create models and
obtained satisfactory results for the selected plant operating point. However, in order to gather the data for model
creation, excitation signals were added to the controller outputs, disturbing regular plant operation, which would
ideally be avoided. Also, the models did not attempt to capture any of the dynamics associated with the varying fuel
composition, nor did they use additional available measurement signals to improve the model quality. Furthermore, the
possibilities of system identification have evolved since the development of these models. Finally, these models only
considered the main process behaviour and did not include the combustion controller. A controller model would need to
be added to these models to obtain a closed-loop model, as is required by a superordinate controller used for unit control.
It is not advisable to use the actual incineration controller implementation as part of the low-order model, because (a)
the implementation might vary from plant to plant, risking an increased modelling effort, (b) the implementation might
be highly nonlinear and complex, significantly increasing the complexity of the model, and (c) the implementation
might not be available to the plant operator.

In summary, only few studies have looked into low-order modelling of MSW grate incineration, and both the physics-
based and the system identification literature models are not readily applicable for unit control applications.

1.3 Research Objective and Innovation

The goal of this work is to develop a methodology with which low-order closed-loop MSW incineration models can
be easily and robustly created for industrial MSW incineration plants using plant specifications and operational data.
Such models can serve as a basis for a model-based superordinate unit control, allowing MSW incineration plants to
advance from their traditional inflexible operation to more flexible operation methods, in accordance with the needs of a
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modern energy system with high volatile renewable generation. The models can also offer insight into the current plant
dynamics and the effects of disturbances in different plants, without requiring extensive modelling effort.

To this end, we examine MSW grate incineration by combining physics-based and system identification approaches in
a way that, to the best of our knowledge, has not been done in the literature before. In order to achieve high model
performance and obtain a robust method, we apply a new combination of modern expansions to traditional system
identification, namely regularization, cross-validation, and hyperparameter tuning for model order and input selection
through Bayesian optimization. For easy usage in industrial plants, the method only takes signals that are available
in a typical MSW plant as input. The methodology is applied and validated using data from an industrial MSW
incineration plant, and additional simulation responses with the identified models are presented to show the possibilities
and limitations of the method. The proposed system identification method is robust against the strong disturbances in
the system. Therefore, we believe it also has potential for system identification applications in other fields.

1.4 Paper Structure

This introduction is followed by a brief review of traditional system identification and an extensive discussion of the
proposed new system identification procedure in Sec. 2. This discussion is intentionally kept general (that is, not
specific to the MSW incineration application) to allow readers to easily apply the method to other applications. In the
Modelling section (Sec. 3), the available plant measurement data is introduced, and its preprocessing is discussed before
constructing two distinct models, both using the extended system identification procedure. For each of the models, both
the model setup and individual validation results are presented in dedicated subsections. The full models are given in A.
The models are compared and discussed in the Discussion section (Sec. 4). That section also presents step responses
illustrating the system’s dynamic behaviour, which provide insight into the system and possible applications of the
models. A Final Remarks paragraph (Sec. 5) concludes the work.

2 System Identification Procedure

2.1 Traditional System Identification Procedure

Following the notation introduced by Ljung et al. [2020], we consider a single experiment consisting of N consecutive
time domain observations of measurement data (u, y), as well as a model M(θ) with parameters θ taken from the
model class

M = {M(θ) | θ ∈ Dθ} , (1)

with Dθ the domain of the parameter space. The output of the model, ŷ(t|θ), is obtained by applying the model M(θ)
to the input u.

For the given waste incineration process, a so-called process model with up to three real poles and a time delay,

Gϑ(s) =
Kp e

−sTd∏3
i=1 1 + sTpi

∣∣∣ϑ = [Kp Td Tp1 Tp2 Tp3] , (2)

is used as general structure for model class M. For a system with n inputs and a single output, the resulting model
class is

M =
{
[Gϑ1 Gϑ2 ... Gϑn ]

∣∣∣ θ = [ϑ1 ϑ2 ... ϑn] ∈ Dθ

}
. (3)

We introduce the mean squared error, MSE, as

MSE (θ) =
1

N

N∑
t=1

(y(t)− ŷ (t|θ))2 . (4)

The coefficient-of-determination, R2, is a performance metric which is easy to interpret and can be related to the MSE
as

R2 (θ) = 1− MSE (θ)
1
N

∑N
t=1 (y(t)− ȳ)

2
. (5)

with ȳ the mean value of y in the observed data.
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In system identification, we are interested in the optimal parameters θ̂ and the corresponding optimal model M(θ̂)
within the model class M. The optimum is expressed as

θ̂ = argmin
θ∈Dθ

MSE(θ) (6)

and can be found using the System Identification Toolbox in MATLAB [Ljung, 2023]. To evaluate whether the identified
model performs well in general, one can evaluate R2 and MSE on an unseen dataset.

2.2 SysID-HP: System Identification Procedure with Hyperparameter Tuning

The complexity of the waste incineration system and high disturbances cause the traditional system identification
procedure to fail, resulting in a high MSE on unseen data. This failure can be due to

1. underfitting (bias error): M is too restrictive and does not contain any model that represents the true system
with sufficient accuracy;

2. overfitting (variance error): M(θ̂) was obtained by fitting not only the true system behaviour, but also the
(stochastic) noise and disturbances, leading to higher MSE for validation data than for training data.

Ideally, the model class is general enough to identify the true system dynamics accurately without additional degrees of
freedom in Dθ that could be used to (falsely) identify noise and disturbances as part of the system dynamics.

A lot of research deals with the bias/variance trade-off problem in system identification. Without trying to give a full
overview, we mention some noteworthy studies and advancements that inspired this work. Regularization with various
kernels is often applied, for example by Khosravi et al. [2020]. Tacx et al. [2021] have discussed model order selection
in system identification, with a focus on robust control applications. Sena et al. [2021] have used Bayesian optimization
to select the model order and the number of memory taps of a Volterra filter for the nonlinear system identification
of optical transmitter filters. Kivits and Van den Hof [2019] have presented an undirected graph-based approach as
an alternative to the classical directional system identification. This approach can help to combine physical system
knowledge with system identification and to select the correct inputs for system identification in a classical sense.

The goal of this work is to deal with the bias/variance trade-off problem effectively for the described over-actuated
disturbed MSW incineration system. The resulting procedure should be easily applicable in industrial applications. The
procedure should also stay close to the traditional system identification that is known by practitioners and results in
interpretable models.

75%

25%

System Identification

Determine performance

Data
Training

Test/Validation

System Identification with 5-fold Cross-Validation

(η, J (η))

Hyperparameter Tuning
Bayesian Optimization

Hyperparameters η

Gaussian Process

Acquisition Function

J̃ (η |D)

next η

α (η |D)

u(t)

y(t)

M(θ̂ η
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Figure 2: Overview of the system identification procedure with cross-validation and Bayesian optimization for hyperparameter
tuning.

The measures taken to improve the system identification performance are now formulated in terms of the changes in
over- and underfitting aimed for. The hyperparameters (tuneable parameters which are superimposed on the system
identification) that are introduced are mentioned.
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• The choice of model class structure is essential for reducing over- and underfitting. The broad model class
presented in Eqs. (2) and (3) is used. For the MSW incineration system identification, the domain of the time
constants was limited to

∀i : Tpi ≤ Tp,max = 104 s , (7)

which was chosen as a time constant significantly larger than any of the dynamic effects that can be expected
based on knowledge of the system. For each input, the number of poles in Eq. (2) is a hyperparameter.

• Additional inputs allow additional parts of the system dynamics to be identified. By selectively extending the
model class M, this reduces underfitting. However, the inclusion of irrelevant inputs can increase overfitting.
For each signal, the binary variable that decides whether to use the signal as model input is a hyperparameter.

• Sequential system identification, used, e.g., by Loos et al. [1996], aims to correctly attribute system dynamics
to input signals by performing multiple consecutive stages of system identification. Instead of identifying all
models G in Eq. (3) at once, the inputs are ranked and split to be used sequentially. In the first stage, only a
selection of inputs is used. In the second stage, the already-identified parts remain unchanged and additional
inputs are added, etc. This reduces the number of degrees of freedom at any time in the identification algorithm
and has proven effective in reducing overfitting [Loos et al., 1996]. In this work, three sequential stages are
used. For each input, the stage number in which the input is considered for the first time is a hyperparameter.
If it is known that a certain input is responsible for a major part of the system dynamics, it is always part of the
first stage.

• L2-Regularization reduces overfitting by adding a penalty term of the form λ ∥θ∥2 to Eq. (6). This penalizes
large θ values, reducing the complexity of the model [Ljung, 2010]. For each stage, λ is a hyperparameter.

A low MSE can be obtained if the sweet spot between overfitting and underfitting is found. This requires good
hyperparameter tuning, which can be defined as the tuning of hyperparameters η influencing the model class structure
or system identification optimization aiming to find

η̂ = argmin
η ∈Dη

J(η) . (8)

In this equation, Dη is the domain of η. The procedure used to tune the hyperparameters is illustrated in Fig. 2 and
described below.

A prerequisite for hyperparameter tuning in this context is a performance metric which reflects the model performance
on unseen data. K-fold cross-validation is a popular method through which such metrics can be obtained [Arlot and
Celisse, 2010]. Given a set E of NE experiments which are available for system identification, divide the experiments
in K groups or folds, each group k containing experiments Ek. For each fold k ∈ K = {1, ...,K}, find the optimal
model M(θ̂ η

k ) with
θ̂ η
k = argmin

θ∈Dθ

∑
i∈E\Ek

MSE(θ|η)
∣∣
i
, (9)

in which MSE(θ|η)
∣∣
i

is the evaluation of MSE for experiment i using parameters θ and hyperparameters η. The
evaluation metric J(η) is defined as

J(η) =
1

NE

∑
k∈K

∑
i∈Ek

MSE(θ̂ η
k |η)

∣∣
i
. (10)

Note that using K-fold cross-validation means that the optimization in Eq. (9) needs to be done K times, significantly
increasing the evaluation time of the algorithm.

There are several methods for tuning hyperparameters, the most naive being grid search or random search, which test
several sets of hyperparameters in a structured or random way. If the computational cost of the underlying optimization
is small and the hyperparameter space Dη is low-dimensional with limited domain, these approaches are suitable. The
problem we consider, a multi-input system identification procedure of a complex system, has an expensive optimization
function and Dη is high-dimensional, with a large domain in some dimensions. This makes naive search algorithms
inefficient. A more intelligent approach would use the already observed locations in Dη and the observations made,
which can be summarized as D = {(η, J (η))}, to determine the next η to evaluate.

Bayesian Optimization (BO) is a method that uses past observations to select the new observation point. It approaches
the hyperparameter tuning task (8) as an optimization problem. BO has been successfully applied in related fields, such
as controller tuning [Brunzema et al., 2022]. In BO, the objective function J(η) is modelled as a Gaussian process (GP)
J̃ (η |D) with D the set of past observation points and observed J(η) [Garnett, 2023]. Based on the GP, an acquisition
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function α is constructed, whose maximum dictates the next location in Dη to observe. The acquisition function
contains a trade-off between exploiting regions of Dη in which the expected value of J̃ (η |D) is low, so that J(η) is
probably good, and exploring regions in which J̃ (η |D) has high uncertainty, so that J(η) is possibly good. The BO
algorithm is summarized in Algorithm 1.

Algorithm 1 Bayesian Optimization algorithm [Garnett, 2023].
Require: Initial dataset D ▷ can be empty
1: Ĵη ←∞
2: repeat
3: Update GP J̃ and acquisition function α
4: η ← argmaxη′∈Dη

α (η′ |D) ▷ get next location
5: Jη ← J(η) ▷ observe location (Eq. (10))
6: D ← D ∪ {(η, Jη)} ▷ update dataset

7: if Jη < Ĵη:
(
η̂, Ĵη

)
← (η, Jη) ▷ update best location

8: until termination condition ▷ e.g. max iterations
9: return η̂

Although BO introduces an additional computational cost for the construction and evaluation of the Gaussian process
and acquisition function, this cost is low compared to the cost to evaluate J , so that the targeted search for η̂ is
computationally less expensive than a naive search algorithm. By choosing a maximum number of 300 iterations as a
termination condition, we ensure that the process could be completed in under 10 hours on a standard personal computer.
The BO hyperparameter tuning is implemented using built-in MATLAB functions, with the default ARD Matern 5/2
kernel for the Gaussian process and the ‘Expected Improvement’ acquisition function α (η |D), which evaluates how
much the optimization objective J is likely to improve if the next evaluation is done at η given D [The MathWorks Inc.,
2023]. The MATLAB implementation allows for evaluating additional constraint functions, for example, to check the
feasibility of a solution. As a feasibility constraint, Eq. (7) was implemented; if the optimal model at the observation
location has a pole with value Tp,max, the observation location is marked as infeasible.

3 Model

Two models of the MSW grate incineration plant are created. The first one, called Basic Model, applies the described
system identification procedure with hyperparameter tuning (SysID-HP) a single time on the complete closed-loop
system. The second model divides the system into multiple connected subsystems that represent parts of the process.
Most of the subsystems are identified using the SysID-HP method, some make use of algebraic equations instead.
The resulting model is called Comprehensive Model, as it offers more insight in the process by providing additional
intermediate physical quantities as extra outputs. Because the goal of the models is low-order modelling for unit control
purposes, the models focus on the steam load dynamics. The complete models are given in A.

3.1 Plant Data and Data Preprocessing

Measurement data was available from a MSW plant in Europe with a rated steam capacity of 32.2MW at 50 bar
and 430 ◦C. All signals discussed in the Introduction and given in Fig. 1 are available for 10 consecutive days in 5 s
resolution. The plant varies its operating point in a daily rhythm, between a steam load of 90 to 100% during the day
and a part load of circa 65% during the night. Since the setpoint is changed manually by the plant operator, the exact
transition between the regimes varies from day to day, sometimes consisting of a few large setpoint changes, sometimes
of several small changes spread over a large or a small time span. Minor changes to the φO2

dfg setpoint (also operated
manually) often occur together with a change in the setpoint of the steam load. The dynamics associated with these φO2

dfg

setpoint changes can not be observed separately. Therefore, the φO2

dfg setpoint is not considered as input in this work.

The frequent changes in the load setpoint make the data particularly suitable for testing the proposed system identification
method. It should be noted that this operation method is not common for waste incineration plants, which, if sufficient
waste is available and no regulatory restrictions apply, normally run continuously at full load. However, any waste
incineration plants could ramp up and down the steam load, providing data similar to the available data. Also, the
high-load parts of start-up and shut-down processes can provide similar data, if the auxiliary burners of the plant are not
in operation.
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Data standardization of the form

x∗ =
x− x̄

max(x)−min(x)
(11)

is used for all measurement signals. Not only does this compensate offsets, it also maps all signals to a similar range,
avoiding signals with a larger magnitude from dominating the MSE.

The dataset needs to be split into multiple experiments, which are assigned to two groups, the training data and the test
data, in agreement with Fig. 2. The data is split and assigned as follows:

1. The data is split automatically based on the steam load setpoint, splitting 10 minutes before a major setpoint
change, resulting in 27 experiments.

2. The experiments are randomly split in 20 training and 7 validation experiments.

3. The training experiments are randomly split into K = 5 groups for cross-validation, so that each group consists
of 4 experiments.

The measurement of the position of the ram feeder, xram, is transformed to a variable proportional to the volumetric fuel
flow, V̇fuel. The position of the ram varies periodically between far from and close to the grate. We split this movement
in periods which start when the ram feeder is at its farthest point from the grate at time ti. ti+1 is the next time such a
minimum position is observed. The volumetric fuel flow can then be approximated from xram and the surface area of
the ram, Aram, as

V̇fuel(t) = Aram

maxτ∈[ti,ti+1](xram(τ))− xram(ti)

ti+1 − ti
∀t ∈ [ti, ti+1] . (12)

Because of the data standardization (Eq. (11)), it is not necessary to know Aram to be able to use V̇fuel. Due to the
varying density of the waste, the identified correlation cannot be extended to the fuel mass flow. The reference plant has
two parallel ram feeders, so that V̇fuel is calculated for each ram feeder individually, and the average V̇fuel is used.

The steam load of the plant can be expressed as the mass flow rate, ṁs, or the thermal power, Q̇s. The two are related
through

Q̇s = ṁs (hs − hfeedwater) . (13)

The thermal power formulation is used in this work, because it is more robust, as the nonlinear dependency of the
water enthalpy on pressure and temperature is compensated. An additional advantage of using Q̇s instead of ṁs is the
generalizability of the approach, as Q̇s will be less sensitive to changes in operating mode (for example, between plants
which have sliding pressure and constant pressure mode).

3.2 Basic Model

3.2.1 Setup

The basis of the system to be identified is

Q̇s = G
(
Q̇s,SP

)
. (14)

From our knowledge of the process, variables that might influence the system are made available as system inputs,
which the SysID-HP might choose to use. The fuel composition is known to be a disturbance with a strong effect on
the steam load. Although not measured, information about the composition of the fuel on the grate is contained in
the volumetric concentration measurements of the flue gas at the end of the boiler. The measured concentrations of
CO2, H2O, and O2 are linked to the combustion processes shortly before, and the H2O measurement is also related
to the fuel drying process. If steady-state conditions were present, these measurements, in combination with air flow
measurements, could be used to determine the fuel composition [David et al., 2023]. Dynamically, this is not possible.
However, φCO2

dfg , φH2O
wfg and φO2

dfg still contain additional information about the current combustion process, under the
assumption that the transport time of the flue gas between the grate and the boiler end is small compared to the time
span in which the fuel composition on the grate undergoes significant changes. This assumption is justified, considering
that the residence time of the solids on the grate is typically between half an hour and one hour [Buekens, 2013]. It is
also known that the temperature of the preheated primary air Tpa has an effect on the fuel drying process and the steam
load.
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The resulting system to be identified is given as

Q̇s = G
(
Q̇s,SP, Tpa, φ

H2O
wfg , φCO2

dfg , φO2

dfg

)
(15a)

= G
(
Q̇s,SP, δ

)
, (15b)

in which δ summarizes the additional inputs.

3.2.2 Results

The SysID-HP procedure was run and found the best performance using all 5 inputs in a single stage, with one pole for
inputs Q̇s,SP, Tpa and φO2

dfg and two poles for φH2O
wfg and φCO2

dfg . The resulting R2 was 91.9% on the training and 91.5%
on the test data, showing that the presented procedure is well suited for this complex system. The resulting output for
one of the seven test/validation experiments is shown in Fig. 3. It is seen that the general behaviour of the complex
system is well-modelled. Based on the covariance of the estimated system parameters, the 95% confidence interval of
the identified system is also shown, which always encompasses the measured signal.
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Figure 3: Validation experiment 1/7. Top: dimensionless steam load setpoint. Bottom: measured steam load and Basic Model output
with 95% confidence interval1.

Depending on the application, one might be interested in using the model as a multistep ahead predictor, in which case
the additional model inputs δ would not be available for the time within the prediction horizon. In this case, a good
estimate is to use a rolling mean of previous δ measurements as input. One could also leave out the influence of the
additional inputs δ completely, by setting the standardized input to 0.

3.3 Comprehensive Model

3.3.1 Setup

A disadvantage of the Basic Model is the lack of insight in the process, notably the lack of information about the
flue gas parameters Tfg and ṁfg. It is possible to extend the Basic Model to include these and other variables of
interest as additional outputs. However, with the used process model structure (Eqs. (2),(3)), there would not be any
coupling between the outputs. This might lead to unphysical results and would not make optimal use of the available
measurement signals. State-space models could overcome this problem, but introduce a large amount of extra degrees of
freedom, increasing the risk of overfitting. This was observed when attempting identification using state-space models.

1Dimensionless means relative to a reference value; a dimensionless value of 1 corresponds to the reference value. See Table 1
for the used references.
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Controller
Fuel Supply
Air Supply

Q̇s,SP

δ

V̇fuel

V̇pa

V̇sa

Heat
Release

δ

Tfg
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Figure 4: Schematic structure of subprocesses and measurement signals in a waste incineration plant.

As an alternative, it is possible to use measurements taken at different locations in the process to identify different
subprocesses, after which these can be coupled in series. Dynamically, the behaviour of the closed-loop plant can
be split into the incineration controller, the fuel and air supply, the heat release, and the steam generation. These
subprocesses and their inputs and outputs are illustrated schematically in Fig. 4. Due to the availability of signals in the
closed-loop identification setup, the controller cannot be identified separately, but can be identified together with the
fuel and air supply.

The models for each output of the subprocesses can be found using the SysID-HP method. Knowledge of the physical
system can sometimes be used instead, to algebraically formulate the output quantity as a function of the input or to
construct additional meaningful inputs from available signals.

The volumetric fuel flow, which is an output of the first subprocess, would be proportional to the steam load setpoint if
fuel properties were constant. It can be modelled as

V̇fuel = KP Q̇s,SP +∆V̇fuel , (16)

in which KP is a proportionality constant that can be identified and ∆V̇fuel contains deviations from the proportional
relationship, which originate from the unknown variations of fuel properties and variations in the stoker efficiency
(which could be expressed as variations in effective Aram in Eq. (12)).

The flue gas mass flow rate ṁfg can also be expressed algebraically in function of measurement signals. This is done by
balancing the volumetric flow rates of the air with the flue gas concentration measurements, similar to the balancing
done by Beckmann et al. [2005]. This requires the assumption that the dynamics of air and flue gas travelling through,
respectively, the grate and the boiler, are fast compared with the main system dynamics (the incineration process and
heat transfer in the steam generator). The air at the inlet is taken as a mixture of O2 and N2, which is assumed to be
inert, and it is assumed that the only substantial constituents of the flue gas are N2, O2, CO2, and H2O, so that

φN2

wfg = 1− φH2O
wfg − φO2

wfg − φCO2

wfg , (17)

in which the wet flue gas concentration of O2 is calculated as

φO2

wfg = φO2

dfg

(
1− φH2O

wfg

)
(18)

and analogously for CO2. The wet flue gas volumetric flow rate under standard conditions, V̇fg and the flue gas mass
flow are given by

V̇fg =
φN2

air

φN2

wfg

(
V̇pa + V̇sa

)
, (19)

ṁfg = V̇fg Vm

∑
i∈{N2,O2,
H2O,CO2}

φi
wfg MMi . (20)

Here, MMi is the molar mass of component i and Vm is the molar volume of an ideal gas under standard conditions.
This algebraic method does not need any parametrization and can be used without having a measurement of ṁfg

available.

Additional inputs are made available to the SysID-HP procedure, as was done for the Basic Model. Because the
volumetric flue gas concentrations φCO2

dfg , φH2O
wfg , and φO2

dfg contain information about the fuel properties in the combustion
process, they are taken as inputs for the ‘heat release’-subprocess. They are also taken as inputs for the first subprocess,

10
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where the controller might have access to these measurements and could act on them. The primary air temperature,
Tpa, which can influence the combustion processes, is also taken as an additional input for these subprocesses. For the
‘steam generation’-subprocess, a different additional input, namely,

Γ = Tfg ṁfg , (21)
is available. This is motivated based on the relation

Q̇s = ∆hs ṁs (22a)
= ∆hwfg ṁfg (22b)
= cp (Twfg,in − Twfg,out) ṁfg , (22c)

in which cp is the average specific heat capacity of the flue gas and indices ‘in’ and ‘out’ stand for the beginning and
ending of the flue gas passes in the steam generator. In Eq. (22), the product of the flue gas temperature and mass flow
rate is proportional to Q̇s, motivating the use of Γ.

3.3.2 Results

The SysID-HP procedure was performed for all outputs of the different subprocesses shown in Fig. 4, except for the
volumetric fuel flow, for which Eq. (16) was parametrized, and the flue gas mass flow, for which Eq. (20) was used. For
each of the identified models, the SysID-HP found hyperparameter combinations that perform significantly better than
the combinations that were provided to the BO algorithm (Algorithm 1) as the initial data set D. The initial dataset
consisted of educated guesses, ranging from very simple models with few of the available inputs used to elaborate
models, such as second-order systems, for all available inputs. Some optimal models did not include all available inputs
or used multiple stages. This shows that the procedure correctly selects and ranks inputs. If desired, the number of used
inputs can be further reduced by reducing the maximum allowed time constant in Eq. (7).

Model performance metrics for the Subprocess Models, as well as for the Basic and complete Comprehensive Model
(the complete configuration shown in Fig. 4), are shown in Table 1. It is seen that the Comprehensive Model is slightly
inferior to the Basic Model with respect to overall performance. However, the Subprocess identification works very
well considering the complexity of the process and disturbance influences. The overall high R2 and low MSE indicate
that there is no underfitting. The small differences in performance between the training and the test data indicate that
there is no overfitting either.

Table 1: Model performance metrics for Basic and Comprehensive (Comp.) Model, as well as for the Comp. Subprocess Models.
The MSE is given for the standardized variables (Eq.(11)).

Estimation Validation
MSE [-] R2 [%] MSE [-] R2 [%]

Basic 2.46·10−3 91.91 2.61·10−3 91.53
Comp. 3.96·10−3 87.36 3.71·10−3 88.12
V̇pa 3.69·10−3 72.33 3.76·10−3 70.87
V̇sa 3.84·10−3 76.59 4.99·10−3 71.87
Tfg 3.81·10−3 76.94 4.27·10−3 81.52
Q̇s 2.72·10−3 90.91 3.40·10−3 89.30

The first and second subprocess identifications perform the worst and have the largest performance differences between
estimation and validation. This can be explained by the strong nonlinearities in these processes that contain the
incineration processes and controller. The steam generator subprocess is less complex. This is reflected in better
performance of the identified system. It is remarkable that the performance of the complete comprehensive model is
similarly good as the last subprocess. This can be explained by the low-pass behaviour of the last subprocess. Thanks
to the inertia of the steam generator, fast fluctuations or inaccuracies of the previous subprocesses are smoothed out.

The performance of the Comprehensive Model subprocesses is also illustrated for one validation experiment in Fig. 5. It
is clear that the models capture the main dynamics of each of the subprocesses. The fast dynamics in the volumetric air
flows are not captured by the models. These dynamics might be associated with soot blowing and cannot be modelled
with the model inputs used. The 95% confidence interval of these models does encompass most of the measured points.
The furnace temperature and steam load, shown in Fig. 5, have significantly smaller confidence intervals than the
air flow models, also encompassing most of the measurements. This shows that the identification procedure works
excellently for the identified processes: both the model prediction and the confidence interval are meaningful for unseen
validation (i.e. test) data. It can also be seen that some fast dynamics are captured, which is thanks to the additional
inputs considered in the identification procedure.
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Figure 5: Validation results comparing the dimensionless Comprehensive Subprocess Model outputs and confidence intervals with
corresponding measurements (validation experiment 1/7).
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4 Model Comparison and Discussion

All models are successful in predicting their respective outputs, as seen in Table 1, Fig. 3 and Fig. 5. They also
provide significant confidence intervals, conveying information about the uncertainty associated with the varying fuel
composition and the process itself.
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Figure 6: Validation results showing the dimensionless steam load setpoint, corresponding measurement and the output of both the
Basic and the complete Comprehensive Model (validation experiment 1/7).

Validation results of both the Basic and Comprehensive Model are shown in Fig. 6, together with the setpoint and
measurement of the steam load. Both models agree well with the measurement data and give very similar results,
both at times with major setpoint changes and times when disturbances dominate the dynamic behaviour. The similar
performance indicates that the coupling of multiple subprocesses using process knowledge and the use of additional
sensor measurements (as was done for the Comprehensive Model) does not deteriorate, nor improve the model quality.
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Figure 7: Simulated step on the steam load setpoint with constant additional inputs δ. Top: Steam load setpoint and model responses.
Bottom: additional outputs of the Comprehensive Model.

The results of a simulated step in the steam load setpoint are shown in Fig. 7. It is seen that the Basic and Comprehensive
model have very similar responses, with the characteristic slow response, typical for grate-firing. The inlet air flows
already show these slow dynamics, which means that the main inertia of the model is located in the first subprocess.
This is consistent with field knowledge and other research [Bauer et al., 2010]; because of the long fuel conversion
times on the grate, the air flows slowly react on a changing steam load (and changing fuel supply).

13



Closed-loop Identification of a MSW Grate Incinerator using Bayesian Optimization A PREPRINT

The consistent performance and results of the Basic Model and the Comprehensive Model are positive, and indicate that
the Basic Model should be used if only the steam load output is required. The Comprehensive Model is more complex
to create, but offers additional outputs which match the measured variables well for validation data. Depending on the
specific control application, the additional outputs can be useful, e.g. for monitoring the flue gas temperature while a
model-based controller plans an operating schedule.

5 Final Remarks

The proposed system identification method with hyperparameter tuning successfully combines system identification with
multiple methods that find their origin in machine learning: cross-validation, regularization and Bayesian optimization.
Using the method, it is possible to identify the closed-loop dynamics of grate-fired municipal solid waste (MSW)
incineration plants, which are known for their heavy disturbances resulting from the fluctuating fuel composition.
This implies that the same method could be used for other complex processes or systems with heavy disturbances.
The combination of sequential system identification with Bayesian optimization could be particularly useful for the
closed-loop identification of over-actuated systems. The use of Bayesian optimization for hyperparameter tuning looks
promising even for other system identification procedures, as in this work it systematically outperformed estimated
guesses in the selection of inputs and model structure.

The combination of the system identification method with physics-based knowledge to yield additional outputs, as was
done for the Comprehensive Model, did not improve, nor deteriorate, the model performance. The main advantage of
this method is thus the availability of additional model outputs, which must be weighed against the additional modelling
effort. However, making additional signals available as inputs for the models improved model performance, as these
signals were chosen by the Bayesian optimization to be part of the final model.

The system identification in this work focused on the dynamics of the steam load in a closed-loop identification
procedure. The method can be extended to include, for example, the dynamics of oxygen setpoint changes or open-loop
identification, if the appropriate data is available.

The presented method can be easily applied to industrial MSW grate incineration plants to obtain a low-order closed-
loop system model, which cannot be achieved by any literature approach known to the authors. The models can be used
as part of unit control schemes, allowing for a more flexible operation of MSW incineration plants, adapted to the needs
of the power system.

Another possible application is the evaluation of the current condition of existing incineration plants: models could be
created for different plants, and by using the model responses and confidence intervals, experts could evaluate whether a
plant could profit from different operating methods, maintenance, or a retrofit, e.g., when observing exceptionally slow
dynamics or large confidence intervals. The developed models, which were created in order to evaluate the method,
are disclosed in A and can also be used for further research, the development of unit control schemes, the qualitative
assessment of the influence of fuel variations on process outputs, or the combination with steam cycle models such as
[Lips and Lens, 2022].
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A Identified Models

All models are identified using standardized variables (Eq. (11)), which require scaling and offsetting. For easier use
in independent research, the full models are given below using offset dimensionless variables as in- and outputs. As
before, dimensionless variables are defined as normalized on a reference value, so that their typical regular range is
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[0, 1]. For concentrations, 100% is taken as a reference. As concentrations of CO2, O2, and H2O are normally one order
of magnitude smaller than 100%, the gains associated with these inputs are sometimes high without this indicating a
major influence of this input on the output. A list of variables, offsets and reference values as used in this work is given
in Table 1. The in-/ output x• of the system relates to the dimensionless variable x as

x• = x−∆c . (23)
The transformation between x• and x needs to be done before and after applying the model. Inputs that were available
to the SysID-HP procedure, but not selected as part of the final model, are not included in the model description given
below. Although dead times Td were possible in the model structure (2), any identified delays were negligible compared
with the governing system dynamics, and they are left out in the model descriptions, i.e. Td = 0, resulting in fully linear
models.

Table 1: Model variables, offsets, reference values and units.
Variable Offset ∆c Reference Units

Q̇s 0.817581 32.2 MW
V̇pa 0.781564 3.95 · 104 Nm3/h
V̇sa 0.857033 1.76 · 104 Nm3/h
Tpa 1.029000 120 ◦C
Tfg 0.944238 880 ◦C
ṁfg 0.802818 23 kg/s
Γ 0.758052 2.02 · 104 K kg/s

φO2

dfg 0.078830 100 %
φCO2

dfg 0.112913 100 %
φH2O
wfg 0.144002 100 %

A.1 Basic Model

The Basic Model takes the form
Y = GU , (24)

with
y = Q̇s ,

u =
[
Q̇s,SP Tpa φH2O

wfg φCO2

dfg φO2

dfg

]T
,

G(s) =
[

0.98703
1525.2s+1

0.082006
38.561s+1

0.10116
(566.98s+1)2

−0.7977
(7635.1s+1)2

−1.4063
320.17s+1

]
.

A.2 Comprehensive Model

The subprocesses of the Comprehensive Model take the same form as the Basic Model. The primary air volumetric
flow model is given by:

y = V̇pa ,

u =
[
Q̇s,SP Tpa φH2O

wfg φCO2

dfg φO2

dfg

]T
,

G(s) =
[

0.68754
799.67s+1

0.33679
4025.5s+1

0.89669
836.38s+1

−0.75509
(4686.5s+1)2

−0.79057
5182s+1

]
.

The secondary air volumetric flow model is given by:

y = V̇sa ,

u =
[
Q̇s,SP φH2O

wfg φCO2

dfg φO2

dfg

]T
,

G(s) =
[

0.83353
830.16s+1

−0.17113
96.153s+1

−1.4383
(8367.7s+1)2

−1.271
]
.
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The flue gas temperature model is given by:

y =Tfg ,

u =
[
V̇pa V̇sa Q̇s,SP φH2O

wfg

]T
,

G(s) =
[

−0.057537
(6113s+1)(4262.9s+1)

0.34828
(213.55s+1)(3.638s+1)

0.016756
(2114.7s+1)(2004.7s+1) 0.0041691

]
.

The flue gas mass flow model is analytically described in Eq. (20).

The product of flue gas temperature and mass flow, Γ, is defined in Eq. (21) and used as input for the steam generator
model. The identified steam generator model is given by:

y = Q̇s ,

u = [Γ ṁfg Tfg]
T
,

G(s) =
[

0.81495
(189.63 s+1) (181.22 s+1)

0.14197
9479.9 s+1

0.67983
30.29 s+1

]
.
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