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Abstract

Flexible district heating grids form an important part of future, low-carbon energy systems. We
examine probabilistic state estimation in such grids, i.e., we aim to estimate the posterior probability
distribution over all grid state variables such as pressures, temperatures, and mass flows conditional
on measurements of a subset of these states. Since the posterior state distribution does not belong to
a standard class of probability distributions, we use Markov Chain Monte Carlo (MCMC) sampling
in the space of network heat exchanges and evaluate the samples in the grid state space to estimate
the posterior. Converting the heat exchange samples into grid states by solving the non-linear grid
equations makes this approach computationally burdensome. However, we propose to speed it up by
employing a deep neural network that is trained to approximate the solution of the exact but slow
non-linear solver. This novel approach is shown to deliver highly accurate posterior distributions both
for classic tree-shaped as well as meshed heating grids, at significantly reduced computational costs
that are acceptable for online control. Our state estimation approach thus enables tightening the safety
margins for temperature and pressure control and thereby a more efficient grid operation.

Keywords: state estimation, district heating grids, probabilistic state estimation, deep neural
networks, Markov Chain Monte Carlo
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Nomenclature

General Abbreviations

NR Newton Raphson Algorithm

SIR-MC Sample importance resampling
Monte Carlo

MCMC Markov Chain Monte Carlo

DNN Deep Neural Networks

MCMC-DNN Proposed framework for
state estimation

LSE Linarisation-based probabilistic
state estimation

Grid Parameter

G Graph describing the district heating grid
G = (V,E)

V Nodes of the graph G

E Edges of the graph G; E = Eactive∪Epassive

Epassive Passive edge, i.e. pipe

Eactive Active grid edges;
Eactive = Edemand ∪ Esource ∪ Eslack
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Edemand Heat consumer edge

Esource Heat producer edge

Eslack Slack edge (heat producer supplying
balancing power)

Ni Set of neighbours of node i

lij Length of pipe (i, j)

kij Specific pressure loss per pipe length for
edge (i, j)

λij Specific heat loss per pipe length for edge
(i, j)

cp Specific heat capacity of heating fluid

Grid State Variables

x Grid state vector;
x := [(Ti, pi)i∈V , (ṁij, T

end
ij )(i,j)∈E]

Ti Temperature at node i

pi Pressure at node i

ṁij Mass flow through edge (i, j)

T end
ij Temperature at the outlet of edge (i, j)

qij Heat power consumed/produced at edge (i, j)

q Vector containing the heat powers of all ac-
tive edges

η Vector containing all grid control parame-
ters;
η := [(T set

ij )(i,j)∈Eactive , (pseti , psetj )(i,j)∈Eslack ]

T set
ij Temperature setpoint for the outlet of ac-

tive edge (i, j)

pseti Pressure setpoint for node i

e Operator summarizing grid equations;
e (x,q,η) = 0

Tamb Ambient temperature

Probabilistic State Description

p(·) Probability density function

N (µ,Σ) Multivariate normal distribution with mean
µ and covariance matrix Σ

N+(µ,Σ) Zero truncated normal distribution

δ(·) Dirac delta function

m Vector containing all measured values

ΞM Binary matrix selecting the measured states
from the full state vector x

h Mapping between the heat exchanges vec-
tor q and the grid state x; x = h(q)

ĥθ Neural network approximating h with pa-
rameters θ

x̂ State predicted by the neural network; x̂ =
ĥθ(q)

J Jacobian matrix of mapping h; J = ∂h/∂q

ωi Weight associated with sample i

g(·) Markov process generating candidate sam-
ples during MCMC procedure

E(·) Expected value

Eα(X, Y ) Energy distance between random vari-
ables X and Y

ψ(·) Mean squared violation of state equations;
ψ = 1

N

∑
i∥e(x̂i,qi,η)∥2

κ Index indicating the type of physical quan-
tity; κ ∈ {T, p, ṁ, T end}

q5(X) 5% quantile of random variable X

∆q5 Mean absolute error of the predicted 5%
quantile

∆m Mean absolute error of the predicted mean

2



1. Introduction

1.1. Motivation

The electrification and flexibilisation of heat-
ing is required both for decarbonising the heating
sector and the electric power sector [1, 2]. Cou-
pling electricity and heat is beneficial for both
sectors as it can help to reduce the CO2 emis-
sions in the heating sector and, at the same time,
can provide flexibility to balance variable renew-
able energy supplies in the electricity sector. A
key enabler for the coupling are 4th generation
district heating grids [3, 4]. They are charac-
terised by lower supply and return temperatures
and a more flexible grid operation compared to
traditional district heating grids. Lower tempera-
tures enable a more efficient use of power to heat
technologies such as heat pumps and the inte-
gration of industrial waste heat. Storages and
consumer flexibility allow to utilise of fluctuating
heat sources [5, 6]. The topology of the heat-
ing grids changes as well. The traditionally tree-
based design shifts towards more loop-based de-
signs to facilitate the incorporation of distributed
heat sources [7].

In this context, state estimation for heating
grids becomes increasingly important, to enable
ever more flexible operation schemes than used
today [8, 9]. The ultimate goal of grid operation
is to ensure acceptable supply conditions for the
customers, i.e., sufficiently high temperatures and
pressure differences from the supply to the return
system, while not generating unnecessary losses
due to too high temperatures and pressures. The
temperatures and pressures in the grid depend on
grid operators’ pumps and the heat supply condi-
tions, but also on the consumers’ behaviour which
is typically unknown to the operator.

In a traditional, tree-like grid layout with only
one heat source, pressures and temperatures mono-
tonically decrease with the distance to the heat
plant. Measurements at the point furthest away
from the heat plant are thus classically used to
adjust the supply and pumping conditions. How-
ever, in grids with loops or decentralised feed-ins,
it is not a priori evident where to measure the
lowest supply pressure and temperature.

If not all locations are to be measured and ex-
cessive safety margins for temperatures and pres-
sures are to be avoided, a reliable and precise
estimation of the grid’s state, i.e., the temper-
atures and pressures at all locations, is needed.
This estimate should include uncertainty inter-
vals to account for the customers’ behavior that
is unknown to the grid operator. One option to
achieve this is probabilistic state estimation, com-
puting the probability distribution over the states
conditioned on all knowledge available to the grid
operator, the so-called posterior distribution. As
we will show in the experiment section, for heat-
ing grids these distributions do not belong to any
standard class of probability distributions. They
can be highly skewed or even multimodal. Thus
merely estimating the most probable or average
state value might be highly misleading.

This work, therefore, proposes a new proba-
bilistic state estimation approach which is appli-
cable to modern heating networks including loops,
does not need any prior assumptions regarding
the form of the state distributions, and reaches
calculation times in the range needed for online
decision-making in heating grids.

1.2. Literature Review

State estimation in heating grids is conceptu-
ally related to state estimation in electric power
systems which has received significant attention
[10]. In this realm, machine learning and deep
learning have been applied in various ways. Deep
Neural Network (DNN) predictions of the network
state given measurement values can be used to
kick-start a Newton Raphson (NR) solver for de-
terministic state estimation [11]. The conditional
mean state estimates, as opposed to the maximum
likelihood estimates, can also be computed with
a learned model [12]. DNNs can be trained in
a physics-aware fashion [13] or by exploiting the
graph structure via graph neural networks to pre-
dict power flow [14]. To determine full posterior
state distributions, one can use a combination of
DNNs and Gaussian mixture models tailored to
electric grid properties [15] or use a linearisation
approach [16].
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For district heating grids the topic of state es-
timation has received far less attention. Exist-
ing approaches can be separated into two groups
depending on whether they consider time delays
in the network. Analyses including time delays
are often used in the context of CHP operation
optimisation, e.g., in [17, 18]. Both approaches
only consider small radial district heating grids
and don’t provide uncertainties for the estimated
states. A probabilistic approach using time-dependent
models and Gaussian Processes [19] yields good
results for the uncertainty modelling of a single
pipe but reports problems in terms of scalabil-
ity to larger networks. It also does not consider
bidirectional mass flows. For not too large grids
or minor changes in the supply temperatures and
heat exchanges, the dynamic system state will de-
viate only little from the steady state. This, to-
gether with the tremendous simplification of the
modelling and faster computation, renders steady
state modelling popular for district heating grids.
Previous work has considered deterministic state
estimation with complete load measurements [20]
or with only partial information [21]. One route
to probabilistic steady-state estimation in heating
grids is linearising the grid equations around the
best state estimate and using standard propaga-
tion rules for normal distributions to determine
Gaussian posterior distributions [22, 23]. For ra-
dial networks, non-linear approximation of the grid
equations can be used as well to determine Gaus-
sian posterior representations [24].

However, the true posterior distributions often
do not fall into any standard class of distributions
but are often highly skewed to one side [22]. And,
as our experiments show, these distributions may
even be multimodal, especially for grids featuring
loops. Robust estimates of pressures and temper-
atures based on quantiles of such fixed distribu-
tion shapes or safety margins based on determinis-
tic state estimates may thus be highly misleading.

1.3. Our Contribution

This paper extends the existing work on prob-
abilistic state estimation within the setting of steady-
state modelling of district heating grids. The main
benefit of our new, more versatile approach is,

(a) Physical district heating grid

(b) Sketch of the mathematical approach

Figure 1: (a) Given measurements at a few nodes (blue),
we aim to estimate the grid state at the other grid nodes
(orange). (b) The prior distribution over grid states (dark
green) is not in a class of standard distributions and is
thus determined indirectly via the distribution of heat ex-
changes (light green). Bayes rule allows us to derive the
state posterior (orange) given a measurement likelihood
model (blue).

that it doesn’t make any assumption regarding a
specific form of the posterior distribution. Specif-
ically, we assume the actual heat consumption at
each demand to be uncertain, while some grid
states, such as temperatures, pressures, or mass
flows, are measured. The measurements are cor-
rupted by measurement noise and the set of mea-
surements is incomplete, i.e., the measurements
do not uniquely determine the actual grid state,
a situation that is practically very common. We
then estimate conditional probability distributions
over all grid states given these measurements. Fig-
ure 1 sketches out how the uncertain quantities
are connected in our uncertainty model.

Given a prior distribution over states and a
measurement likelihood, Markov Chain Monte Carlo
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(MCMC) algorithms create Markov chains that
have an equilibrium distribution proportional to
the desired posterior distribution. While we are
ultimately interested in the posterior over the grid
states, running Markov chains in the grid state
space is impractical. This is because randomly
generated proposals for state vector updates are
very unlikely to be consistent with the physical
equations of the heating grid. Instead, we run the
Markov chains in the space of the heat exchanges,
i.e., the thermal demands and heat sources. Here,
a prior distribution can more naturally be con-
structed either from historical data or using load
profile modelling. Note also that in this space
no dependencies between the different dimensions
are implied via the grid equations.

Sampling heat exchanges allows us to indi-
rectly sample from the desired distribution over
the grid states. This is because each combination
of heat exchange values physically corresponds to
a unique network state, given defined outlet tem-
peratures at the heat exchanges. The mapping
from the heat exchanges to grid states thus is
unique. Updating the Markov chain state requires
evaluating each proposal regarding its likelihood
which is computationally costly as it is defined in
the state space and therefore requires solving the
non-linear state equations for every newly pro-
posed update. Computing the grid state via a
non-linear equation solver such as NR renders this
approach computationally prohibitive for online
operation [25].

Instead, we propose to use a DNN that is trained
to approximate the solution of the NR solver to
speed this step up by several orders of magnitude
without significantly reducing the quality of the
solution. The DNN also enables the use of the
efficient derivative-based Hamiltonian MCMC al-
gorithm.

The presented approach is demonstrated on
both a traditional tree-like district heating grid
and a grid topology featuring a loop structure.
We show strongly superior approximation proper-
ties for the true posterior distributions compared
to the linearisation approach [23, 22]. At the
same time, computation times are several orders
of magnitude lower compared to solving the state

equations via NR for each sample of a sample im-
portance resampling Monte Carlo (SIR-MC) ap-
proach [26], which we use as a baseline since MCMC
with NR is not computationally feasible. Overall,
we achieve computational times in the range of a
few minutes, which is suitable for online heating
grid control. Our contribution is thus an impor-
tant step towards enabling smart, flexible, low-
carbon district heating systems.

The remainder of this paper is structured as
follows. The steady-state heat grid equations that
are the basis of this work are presented in section
2. Section 3 introduces the topic of state estima-
tion from a probabilistic standpoint and presents
our proposed approach. Details on the implemen-
tation can be found in section 4, while the results
of the simulation experiment are discussed in sec-
tion 5. We conclude in section 6.

2. Steady-State Heat Grid Model

We model the heating network as a graph G =
(V,E) with nodes V and edges E ⊆ V × V . For
each node i ∈ V we denote the heating fluid tem-
perature by Ti and its pressure by pi. For edge
(i, j) ∈ E, let ṁij denote the mass flow rate from
i to j and T end

ij the fluid temperature at the out-
let of the edge. Symmetry implies ṁij = −ṁji for
all edges (i, j) ∈ E. We further denote the set of
neighbours of node i by Ni. The heat exchange
with the external world over edge (i, j) ∈ E is de-
noted by qij, where positive values represent heat
consumption.

We assume steady-state conditions and neglect
time delays in the network. The heating fluid,
typically hot water, is assumed to be incompress-
ible and to have constant fluid properties. The
heat grid is then described by the following ther-
mal and hydraulic equations.

Conservation of mass dictates∑
j∈Ni

ṁij = 0, ∀i ∈ V. (1)

Assuming perfect mixing, energy conservation man-
dates

Ti =

∑
j∈Ni,ṁji>0 ṁjiT

end
ji∑

j∈Ni,ṁij>0 ṁij

, ∀i ∈ V. (2)
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We distinguish between passive and active edges,
i.e., E = Epassive ∪ Eactive. Passive edges are pipes
that are only subject to physically determined
heat and pressure losses. They are characterised
by

pi − pj = kijṁij |ṁij| ,
∀(i, j) ∈ Epassive, (3)

T end
ij = (Ti − Ta) exp

(
− lijλij
cpṁij

)
+ Ta,

∀(i, j) ∈ Epassive, (4)

where cp denotes the specific heat capacity, lij
is the length of the pipe, Ta the pipe ambient
temperature, and kij and λij are parameters that
characterise the specific pressure or heat losses
of the pipe. We assume these parameters to be
constant within our temperature and mass flow
range, an assumption validated in [22].

Active edges represent heat sources or con-
sumers whose behaviour is defined by an exter-
nal control strategy. Consumer edges consist of a
heat exchanger and its local controller. The con-
troller adjusts the heating fluid flow such that the
necessary heat qij is exchanged and the tempera-
ture at the end of the heat exchanger is close to
a setpoint T set

ij , which is typically specified by the
grid operator. Assuming that the heat exchanger
and controller work as specified, we model

T end
ij = T set

ij , ∀(i, j) ∈ Edemand, (5)

qij = ṁijcp
(
Ti − T end

ij

)
, ∀(i, j) ∈ Edemand. (6)

The pressure drop over active edges is not defined
explicitly, as it is adjusted locally via valves to en-
sure the desired mass flow. Heat sources Esource

with a fixed heat output are modelled analogously,
transferring fluid from the return side to the sup-
ply side of the grid.

The modelling equations above determine the
pressures in the grid only up to a constant off-
set for the supply side and the return side, re-
spectively. These pressure levels are controlled
by central pumps to ensure a sufficient pressure
drop at each consumer and to avoid evaporation
in grids with superheated water. Additionally, in
a steady-state the total heat supply has to match

the total consumption and losses in the grid. Both
requirements are typically ensured by one slack
generator (i, j) ∈ Eslack which is modelled as

T end
ij = T set

ij , ∀(i, j) ∈ Eslack, (7)

pi = pseti , pj = psetj , ∀(i, j) ∈ Eslack. (8)

Note that the choice of nodes for fixing the abso-
lute pressure levels is arbitrary in this model, as
long as one is part of the supply side and the re-
turn side each. We then have Eactive = Esource ∪
Edemand ∪ Eslack.

Equations (1) - (4) form a system of non-linear
equations that can be compactly denoted as fol-
lows. The state x of the system can be sum-
marised as
x := [(Ti, pi)i∈V , (ṁij, T

end
ij )(i,j)∈E], the heat exchanges

as
q := [(qij)(i,j)∈Esource∪Edemand ], and the control pa-
rameters as
η := [(T set

ij )(i,j)∈Eactive , (pseti , psetj )(i,j)∈Eslack ]. Equa-
tions (1) - (8) can then be denoted jointly as the
state equation

e (x,q,η) = 0 (9)

with a suitably defined non-linear operator e. The
control parameters η are assumed to be known
and fixed throughout this paper. The implicit
function theorem then states that there exists a
mapping

x = h(q) (10)

between the network’s state and the correspond-
ing heat exchange values at least locally around
every (q,x) pair, that fulfils (9) [27]. However,
this mapping has no closed form representation.
Therefore, solving (10) for any given input q re-
quires implicitly calling a non-linear system solver
for (9) such as the NR algorithm. We will propose
below to approximate this process with a DNN.

3. Probabilistic State Estimation

The model described above allows for deter-
mining the grid state x if all heat exchanges q are
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known. However, this information often is not
fully available when grid control decisions have
to be taken. Under the assumption of incom-
plete information, i.e., measurements that do not
uniquely determine the grid state, probabilistic
state estimation aims at estimating the distribu-
tion over all states, given all available information.

Specifically, we assume to have measurements
m for a subset of the grid states, e.g., of Tempera-
tures, pressures, and mass flows at some location.
Our goal is then to obtain the posterior distribu-
tion over all other states, i.e., estimate the distri-
bution p(x|m). The choice, of which state vari-
ables are measured, is arbitrary to the approach
described below, as long as at least one state vari-
able is measured and its value is not a priori fixed
via equation (5), (7) or (8). Of course, the in-
formativeness of the selected measurements will
influence the variance of the resulting probability
distributions.

3.1. Bayes’ Theorem for state estimation

Bayes’ theorem states that

p(x|m) =
p(m|x)p(x)

p(m)
∝ p(m|x)p(x), (11)

where p(x|m) is called the posterior, p(m|x) is
the likelihood, p(x) the prior. p(m) is a normal-
ising constant that is not needed for sampling-
based approaches. For the likelihood we assume
throughout that the measurements are corrupted
by independent Gaussian noise, i.e., p(m|x) =
N(µm,Σm), where N denotes the normal distri-
bution. Its mean is given by µm = ΞMx where
ΞM is a binary matrix that selects the measured
states. The covariance matrix Σm is a diagonal
matrix encoding the measurement uncertainties.

A classical Monte Carlo (MC) approximation
for the posterior p(x|m) distribution would sam-
pleN independent and identically distributed (iid)
states {xi}Ni=1 and weight each sample according
to its likelihood p(m|xi). However, drawing ran-
dom samples directly in state space is practically
not possible, as only physically feasible system
states xi which fulfil the modelling equations (1) -
(5) and (7) - (8) have a nonzero probability. The
possible states thus lie on a submanifold of the

state space and cannot be described by any stan-
dard class of distributions in this space. Drawing
state samples indirectly via rejection sampling,
i.e., sampling states from some other distribution
and discarding all samples that are not physically
feasible, is highly inefficient as well as nearly all
samples would be discarded. We thus propose a
different approach.

3.2. MC sampling in the heat exchange space

Each feasible state uniquely corresponds to
some heat exchange q via (6). This allows us to
use the sifting property of the Dirac delta function
δ(·) together with the mapping (10) to express the
prior over the states p(x) in terms of a prior over
the heat exchanges p(q) as

p(x) =

∫
p(q)δ(x− h(q))dq. (12)

We can then rewrite the unnormalised posterior
(11) to express it in terms of heat exchanges as

p(m|x)p(x) =
∫
p(m|x)δ(x− h(q))p(q)dq

=p(m|h(q))p(q). (13)

Defining a valid prior over the heat exchanges
is possible, as the entries of these vectors are not
physically interdependent. The prior could be
based on historical data, probabilistic heat de-
mand forecasting or production schedules. In our
case, we model the prior of the demands as zero
truncated normal distribution

p(q) = N+(µq,Σq), (14)

with the mean vector µq and covariance matrix
Σq. The probability density function of the zero-
truncated normal distribution is exactly zero if
any entry of q is negative. Otherwise, it is pro-
portional to a normal distribution with the same
parameters. The truncation is done to exclude
unrealistic negative demands from the distribu-
tion. For feed-ins, the absolute value of the heat
exchange would be sampled from this distribution
and negated afterwards.

The points discussed above give rise to the
Monte Carlo Sampling Importance Resampling
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(MC-SIR) algorithm as the first algorithm for prob-
abilistic state estimation. It is summarised in
Algorithm 1. First, N iid samples {qi}Ni=1 are
drawn from the heat exchange prior. Then (10)
is solved for each sample using the NR algorithm
to obtain state samples {xi}Ni=1. Using the given
measurement m each sample is weighted with its
likelihood ωi = p (m|xi). Most MC samples have
a very small weight assigned and therefore con-
tribute little to the estimated distribution. We
use a resampling step to represent the posterior
distribution with a strongly reduced number of
samples. Therefore, samples are drawn with re-
placement from the initial MC samples {xi}Ni=1,
where the probability of drawing any specific sam-
ple j is given by its normalised weight p(xj) =
ωj/

∑
i ωi. This approach is known as a Sampling

Importance Resampling [26].

Algorithm 1: MC-SIR algorithm

Input: number of initial samples N ,
number of resampled samples M

Output: sampled states x1...xM

1 for i← to N do
2 sample q′

i ∼ p(q);
3 solve x′

i ← h(q′
i);

4 get weight ωi ← p(m|x′
i)p(q

′
i);

5 end
6 for i← to M do
7 select xi from {x′

j}Nj=0 with

p(x′
j) =

ωj∑
k ωk

;

8 end

3.3. MCMC

MC sampling with samples drawn in the space
of heat exchanges is very inefficient, as many states
have a low likelihood given the measurements.
Therefore, we propose using MCMC techniques
to draw samples directly from the posterior distri-
bution without needing sample re-weighting [28].

The core idea is to construct one or more Markov
chains whose distribution converges to the de-
sired posterior distribution. As for MC sampling,
we can not generate system states directly. We,

therefore, run the chains in the space of heat ex-
changes, in which they converge against p(q|m).
However, since the mapping (10) is deterministic,
this implicitly defines samples following p(x|m)
as well.

The MCMC algorithm for probabilistic state
estimation is summarised in Algorithm 2. The
space of heat exchanges is explored by propos-
ing new candidates q′

i with a probabilistic Marko-
vian update model, i.e., q′

i ∼ g(qi−1). One intu-
itive way of constructing such an update model
g(qi−1) is to add random noise to the sample,
i.e., qi = qi−1 + ϵ with ϵ ∼ N (0,Σ). Choosing
this generation process leads to the Metropolis-
Hastings algorithm. Different MCMC algorithms
improve convergence rates by adapting the pro-
posal process g(·). For The details on how this is
achieved and how convergence is guaranteed, the
reader is kindly referred to the corresponding lit-
erature, e.g., [29]. For this work, it is only essen-
tial to emphasise that the proposal process always
satisfies the Markov condition, i.e., each new pro-
posal q′

i only depends on the last sample drawn
q′
i−1 and not any previous samples. Hence, the

samples form a chain and must be calculated one
after another. This also means that the samples
are only generated during the interference process
and can not be calculated beforehand.

After each proposal step, the position of the
chain may be changed depending on the ratio
of the un-normalised posterior probability of the
current position qi−1, and the proposed update
position q′

i,

α =
p(m|h(q′

i))p(q
′
i)

p(m|h(qi−1))p(qi−1)
. (15)

If α ≥ 1, the proposal qi is accepted; if α < 1
the proposal is accepted with probability α. If
the proposed state is accepted, it is appended
to the chain and becomes the new current po-
sition. Otherwise, the last position of the chain
is repeated. Thereby, regions of high posterior
probability are visited relatively more often than
regions of low posterior probability. For suffi-
ciently long chains, the samples are guaranteed to
resemble samples from the posterior distribution
p(m|h(q))p(q) [29].
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Algorithm 2: MCMC algorithm

Input: starting point q0, number of steps
N

Output: sampled demands q1...qN

1 for i← to N do
2 generate candidate q′

i ← g(qi−1);
3 solve x′

i ← h(q′
i);

4 α← min
(

p(m|x′
i)p(q

′
i)

p(m|xi−1)p(qi−1)
, 1
)
;

5 sample from uniform distribution:
ϵ← U [0, 1];

6 if α ≥ ϵ then
7 accept sample qi ← q′

i;
8 else
9 reject sample qi ← qi−1;

10 end

11 end

3.4. Fast MCMC by replacing NR with DNN

MCMC techniques require fewer samples than
MC sampling, but the number of samples needed
is still in the order of 104 to 105 for our applica-
tions. Each sample requires solving (10) to calcu-
late its acceptance probability. For the problems
we are interested in, obtaining a single NR solu-
tion takes up to a few seconds; see also [25], which
renders these methods computationally infeasible
for an online setting.

Therefore, we propose to remove this compu-
tational bottleneck by using a DNN to approx-
imate the NR solver. I.e., we train a DNN ĥθ

with parameters θ to approximate (10),

x̂ = ĥθ(q), (16)

where x̂ is the prediction of the DNN for the NR
solution. Neural networks are known to be uni-
versal function approximators and can therefore
approximate this map arbitrarily well, given suf-
ficient training data and model capacity.

To gather a training data set {qi,xi}Ni=1, one
can generate N iid samples for the heat exchanges
qi, e.g., by sampling from the prior distribution
p(q), and use the NR solver to obtain the cor-
responding grid state xi. Once the network is
trained to sufficient accuracy, we can replace h
with ĥθ in (15). While gathering training data

and training the neural network can take some
time, it has to be done only once. The forward
pass of the trained DNN during MCMC is very
fast as it only involves a few matrix multiplica-
tions.

Additionally, replacing the NR solver with a
DNN enables the use of the Hamiltonian MCMC
approach [30]. The idea of Hamiltonian MCMC
is to include a momentum term in the Marko-
vian update model g(·) to increase the number of
samples from high density regions of the poste-
rior. The momentum calculation requires evalu-
ating the derivative of the logarithm of the poste-
rior with respect to the heat exchanges q, which
includes the derivative of h(q). The exact deriva-
tive of h(q) can be derived using implicit differen-
tiation [27]. However, this is computationally too
costly to be used in a MCMC setting due to the
high number of samples. Backpropagating gra-
dients through the DNN, on the other hand, is
computationally cheap.

4. Implementation

We implemented our approach in Python us-
ing the TensorFlow package [31]. The NR and
the Hamiltonian MCMC algorithm can then use
the built-in automatic differentiation tools. The
code is accessible on GitHub https://github.

com/EINS-TUDa/DNN_MCMC4DH

Since some state variables are exactly deter-
mined through equations (5), and (7), (8), we ex-
clude them from the NR procedure and fix their
value as given. This avoids invertibility issues for
the Jacobian of (9) and reduces the dimension
of the state vector as well as the number of equa-
tions. The convergence speed of the NR algorithm
is known to depend strongly on the initial point.
Therefore we use an iterative approach similar to
the decomposed hydraulic-thermal method pro-
posed in [32] to find an optimal starting point.
More details on this presolve step are given in
Appendix A.

4.1. DNN Configuration and Training

The neural network for our experiments con-
sists of four fully connected layers, as shown in
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Figure 2: Structure of the used DNN. The number of nodes
in the first and last layer are equal to the number of heat
exchanges and estimated states in each test case. The
hidden layers have 100, 250 and 250 Nodes in both cases.

Figure 2. The first three layers have 100, 250, and
250 neurons and ReLU activation functions. The
fourth layer has a linear activation function, and
the number of neurons equals the number of esti-
mated state variables. As for the NR algorithm,
we exclude a priori fixed states from the DNN pre-
diction. The input and outputs of the DNN are
scaled such that the DNN inputs lie within [0, 1],
and the outputs have zero mean and unit vari-
ance. All error metrics are calculated after the
results are scaled back to their original sizes.

The network is trained to minimise the weighted
quadratic difference between the predicted state
x̂(qi) and the true grid state xi, i.e.,

1

N

N∑
i=1

∑
κ∈{T,ṁ,p,T end}

wκ∥x̂κ(qi)− xκ
i ∥2 (17)

where xκ denotes the dimensions of the state vec-
tor encoding temperatures, mass flows, pressures,
and line end temperatures, respectively. We use
values in kg/s for mass flows, ◦C for tempera-
tures, and bar for pressures and set the weights
as wṁ = 500 and wT = wT end = wp = 1. These
weights are free hyperparameters. We selected
weights that reliably showed good performance
for our test case setting without conducting an
extensive hyperparameter optimisation. Choos-
ing a high weight on the mass flow is motivated
by the comparable small numerical values of these
state variables given the chosen units.

The networks for our experiments are trained
with 50000 training samples each, using the Adam
optimiser [33] with default parameters and a batch
size of 32. The training is terminated when the
loss on a validation set of 12500 samples no longer
decreases for 20 epochs. We then use the weights
with the lowest validation loss for further calcu-
lations.

4.2. MCMC implementation

We use the Hamiltonian MCMC implemen-
tation provided by the TensorFlow Probability
package, which allows a seamless linkage with the
neural network [31]. As far as the parameterisa-
tion is concerned, we set the number of leapfrog
steps to 1 and determine the step size automat-
ically using a standard TensorFlow optimiser on
the first 80% of the burn-in steps aiming for an
acceptance ratio of 75%.

As mentioned above, Hamiltonian MCMC re-
quires the backpropagation of the gradients from
the un-normalised log-posterior probability to the
distribution from which samples are drawn. For
our application, this includes calculating the deriva-
tive of the likelihood of the measurement with re-
spect to the state, the derivative of the state with
respect to the corresponding heat exchange, and
the derivative of the log probability of the prior
with respect to the heat exchange. The former
two are straightforward to implement. The likeli-
hood is given as a normal distribution for which
these derivatives are well known. The derivative
of the state with respect to the demands is gath-
ered by standard backpropagation through the
DNN. Since the heat exchange prior is modelled as
a zero-truncated normal distribution, the deriva-
tives are defined piecewise. If all heat exchanges
are positive, the log-probability of the heat ex-
change prior is modelled as the log-probability
of a non-truncated normal distribution with the
same parametrisation as p(q). The derivative for
this case is again well known. Otherwise, if at
least one heat exchange value is negative, the log-
probability is set to negative infinity with a custom-
defined gradient containing zeros for all positive
entries in the heat exchange vector and +1 for all
negative entries. This choice of gradient favours
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positive heat exchanges in the next iteration of the
Markov chain and helps prevent it from getting
stuck at low demands. Since the MCMC algo-
rithm only requires un-normalised probabilities,
there is no need to adjust the probability of pos-
itive samples for the missing negative probability
mass.

5. Experimental Evaluation

We first demonstrate our algorithm on a slightly
modified version of a real-world network which
has a classic tree structure (”grid-tree”). As a sec-
ond example, we examine an 18-node grid (”grid-
loop”), which includes a ring structure. This topol-
ogy makes the mass flow direction situation-de-
pendent and is, therefore, more challenging for
state estimation.

5.1. Setup

The first test case grid-tree, shown in Fig-
ure 3a, is a modified subsection of an existing
district heating grid [22]. The grid contains 11
consumers with a total consumption of 1.7MW
and features 57 edges and 47 nodes. It is supplied
by one heating station. For this grid, historical
measurements for each demand in hourly resolu-
tion are available, which are used to empirically
estimate the prior demand parameters µq and Σq.
Return temperatures are also derived from these
measurements. As online measurements m that
we consider for state estimation, we use the re-
turn temperature and the mass flow at the heat-
ing plant. We assume that they can be measured
with an accuracy of 1%.

The heating network grid-loop shown in Fig-
ure 3b is an artificial example designed to demon-
strate the potential of the proposed approach for
ring structures which are advantageous in terms
of flexibility and supply security. However, ring
structures are challenging for many thermal com-
putation tools since the flow direction in the pipes
is not predetermined. The grid contains 4 de-
mands with a mean total consumption of 0.62MW .
The exact parametrisation of the grid and the de-
mand prior can be found in Appendix B. As in
the grid-tree case, we assume measurements for

the mass flow ṁhp and the return temperature
Tr,hp at the heating plant with a standard devi-
ation of 1% of the values for the mean demand
condition.

5.2. Ground Truth & Baseline Methods

The proposed framework (MCMC-DNN) is com-
pared against the Sampling Importance Resam-
pling approach using the NR algorithm (SIR-MC)
described in section 3.2 as ground truth. We de-
cided not to use a NR-based MCMC as baseline
as this would require calculating new samples for
each measurement, which comes at too high com-
putational costs. Even though the SIR-MC re-
quires calculating more samples initially, only the
resampling step has to be performed for each new
measurement, which reduces the computational
costs overall. Consider, however, that this is only
true as long as the prior does not change, which
might realistically happen in real-life applications.

Additionally, we compare our approach against
linearisation-based probabilistic state estimation
(LSE) [22, 23]. Here, (10) is approximated by its
first order Taylor expansion around the a priori
most probable heat exchange µq,

x ≈ h(µq) + Jµq (q− µq) . (18)

Jµq denotes the Jacobian matrix of h(q) at µq,
which is calculated as

Jµq :=
∂h

∂q

∣∣∣∣
q=µq

= −

[
∂e

(
x, µq,η

)
∂x

]−1
∂e

(
x, µq,η

)
∂q

(19)

using the implicit function theorem [27]. For this
baseline, we neglect the truncation of the prior
heat exchanges and approximate it with the nor-
mal distribution p′(q) = N (µq,Σq). Since the
approximated map from heat exchanges to grid
states is linear, the implied prior distribution of
the states is also a GaussianN (µLSE,ΣLSE) whose
parameters are given by

µLSE = h(µq), (20)

ΣLSE = JµqΣqJ
T
µq
. (21)
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(a) grid-tree (b) grid-loop

Figure 3: Topology of the two considered heating grid test cases. (a) For a grid with the classical tree structure, the
mass flow directions are predetermined. (b) For grids featuring a loop, the mass flow direction is not known in advance.

As the likelihood is also assumed to be normal,
standard Bayesian calculus states that the poste-
rior p(xLSE|m) is a Gaussian distribution
N (µp

LSE,Σ
p
LSE) with parameters

Σp
LSE =

(
Σ−1

LSE + ΞT
MΣ−1

m ΞM

)−1
, (22)

µp
LSE = Σp

LSE

(
ΞT
MΣ−1

m m+ Σ−1
LSEµLSE

)
. (23)

Since the number of grid states is always larger
than the number of heat exchanges, the a pri-
ori possible states all lie in a subspace of the full
state space. ΣLSE therefore does not have full
rank and is not invertible. To compute (22) we
add a small noise to the dimensions of ΣLSE that
have zero variance, which is done via an eigen-
value decomposition of ΣLSE. All these steps are
only performed for the state dimensions which are
not fixed by (5), (7), (8).

5.3. Evaluation metrics

We evaluate the precision of the DNN predic-
tions via the mean absolute error (MAE) and the
mean absolute percentage error (MAPE), where
the deviations are individually normalised against
the NR values and averaged over a test set consist-
ing of 12500 samples which were not used during
training. The MAE and MAPE are averaged in-
dividually over each dimension of the state vector
xκ for κ ∈ {T, ṁ, p, T end}.

We also evaluate how well the estimated states
x̂ fulfil the heat grid equations (9). This measure
takes the interdependence between the predicted

dimensions into account. I.e., we measure

ψ =
1

N

∑
i

∥e(x̂i,qi,η)∥2, (24)

where the average is again taken over the un-
seen test set. The computation of ψ mixes dif-
ferent physical units, but we have chosen units
that render the different numbers comparable in
size (kg/s for mass flows, ◦C for temperatures,
and bar for pressures). This metric is also used as
the termination condition for the NR algorithm.
When comparing the calculation times for the DNN
and NR, the termination condition of the NR is
adjusted such that both approaches have similar
accuracy.

To evaluate estimated and ground-truth pos-
terior distributions, we use two measures. First,
we capture multivariate effects via the ”energy
distance” [34] Eα(X, Y ) given as

Eα(X, Y ) = 2E(∥X, Y ∥)α−E(∥X,X ′∥)α−E(∥Y, Y ′∥)α.
(25)

In our case, the distributions are given via sam-
ple sets; thus, E denotes the empirical average.
We use α = 1. The energy distance approaches
0 for large sample sets if and only if the two un-
derlying distributions are equal. We report the
energy distance over all state dimensions as well
as individually calculated for the state dimension
κ ∈ {T, ṁ, p, T end} as Eκα(Xκ, Y κ).

A second measure to compare posterior distri-
butions is motivated by the use case of state es-
timation for determining safety margins for grid
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Table 1: Accuracy of the DNN state predictions for ran-
domly samples heat exchanges

grid-tree grid-loop
ψ 13.48 8.56

M
A
E

T [◦C] 0.090 0.082
ṁ [kg/s] 0.744 0.0007
p [mBar] 0.0014 0.029
T end [◦C] 0.089 0.110

M
A
P
E
[%

] T 0.10 0.11
ṁ 0.20 0.55
p 0.02 0.96
T end 0.11 0.19

control. Reducing supply temperatures in the
grid minimises losses, but temperatures at cus-
tomer stations should not violate contractual min-
imum guarantees. Similarly, reducing supply pres-
sures saves pumping costs but should not lead to
insufficient flows. We, therefore, investigate the
accuracy of the 5% quantile of the estimated and
true marginal posterior distributions, i.e., we cal-
culate

∆q5i = |q5(X)− q5(Y )| (26)

where q5(X), q5(Y ) are the 5% quantiles of the X
and Y distributions, respectively. Again, we re-
port this value averaged separately over all tem-
peratures, pressures and mass flows, as well as
the largest values occurring in each state dimen-
sion. We similarly report the differences of the
predicted means as ∆m.

All measures for comparing posterior distri-
butions are computed for 50 measurement values
m which are computed from heat exchange sam-
ples independently drawn from p(q). All reported
numbers are averages of these iterations.

All reported calculation times are derived on a
laptop with an Intel i5-8265U CPU processor and
16 GB RAM.

5.4. Results Deterministic DNN-Based State Pre-
diction

Table 1 reports the error margins when solving
the state equations (10) via the DNN approach as
compared to the exact NR approach. All MAPE
values are below 1%, which is deemed practically
sufficient.

Table 2: Time for calculating 10000 grid states given the
heat exchanges. NR timings are reported for different ter-
mination conditions. DNN timings are reported using a
naive (single pass) and a pre-compiled (graph) evaluation
loop. We also report the time needed for 10000 MCMC-
DNN steps and the time to calculate the posterior distri-
bution using the LSE model once.

Time [s] grid-loop grid-tree
NR (ψ ≤ 10−5) 13402 21341
NR (ψ ≤ 101) 8511 3036
DNN single pass 28.8 33.9
DNN graph 0.19 0.42
MCMC-DNN 11.6 12.0
LSE 2.6 7.3

Table 2 lists the corresponding calculation times.
If the NR algorithm is run until a convergence of
ψ ≤ 10−5 is reached, the calculation times are
in the order of 1s per sample. This is compa-
rable to state of the art solver for heating grids
[25]. The computational times for the DNN are
more than two orders of magnitude faster than
the NR approach, even if the number of NR it-
erations is reduced to achieve similar accuracy as
the DNN solution. Calculation times can be re-
duced by another factor of 100 if the evaluation
loop is pre-compiled to avoid repeated internal
pre-processing of the TensorFlow package.

Running the complete MCMC-DNN algorithm
for 10000 samples, which includes additional ef-
fort for proposal generation and derivative com-
putations, is also fast. The reported time for the
LSE approach is determined mainly by the com-
putation of the derivative of the state equations
via the implicit function theorem. The number
shows that one such computation is on the order
of 10000 times slower than computing an (approx-
imate) derivative via the DNN approach. MCMC-
NR sampling is thus not computationally feasible.
On the other hand, solving the state equations
(10) via the DNN removes this bottleneck of the
MCMC algorithm.

5.5. Results Probabilistic State Distributions

To evaluate the quality of the estimated pos-
terior state distributions, we sample MCMC-DNN
results using 10 independent chains with 104 states
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each after a burn-in period of 2×104 samples. The
results are evaluated against the SIR-MC results
as ground truth. For the grid-loop, we initially
calculate 2 × 105 grid states and draw 104 sam-
ples during the resampling step. For the grid-tree
test case, we calculate 2 × 106 samples and draw
104 samples during the resampling step.

To obtain a first impression of the complexity
of the state posteriors, Figure 4 visualises exam-
ples of the dependency structure between state
variables for the grid-loop test case via a kernel
density estimation plot (KDE-plot). Specifically,
we show the two-dimensional joint distribution of
the mass flow in the loop, i.e., along edge b−d, and
the supply side temperature at the three poten-
tial mixing nodes a, b, d. The plots show the prior
state distribution in Figure 4a as well as poste-
rior distributions for different measurements; see
Figure 4b - Figure 4d.

Within the ring structure, the mass flow direc-
tion depends on the demands. If the demand at A
is high compared to the demand at D, the heating
fluid flows along c→ a as well as c→ d→ b→ a
and mixes at the top left in node a. In this case,
the mass flow ṁd−b has a positive sign. If the de-
mand at D is higher, the fluid flows along c → d
as well as c → a → b → d. In this case, the sign
of ṁd−b is negative, and the mixing node is node
d at the bottom right. Only if the demand differ-
ence between A and D is smaller than the demand
at B one can observe a positive mass flows for the
edges a→ b and d→ b simultaneously, which are
both very small. Since the heat losses increase
with decreasing mass flow, the temperature at the
top right node b is reduced in the symmetric case.
The asymmetric behaviour between the nodes a
and d is due to the different return temperatures
of the demands A and D.

For all three nodes a, b, and d, the tempera-
ture distribution separates into different regimes,
depending on the flow b − d. Given the mea-
sured values at the heating station, one or more
modes of this distribution are likely. The posteri-
ors are thus clearly non-Gaussian. Note also that
the posterior changes dramatically, even for small
changes in the measurements. These observations

(a) Prior distribution

(b) Measurements: Tr,hp = 49◦C; ṁhp = 2.6kg/s

(c) Measurements: Tr,hp = 48◦C; ṁhp = 2.6kg/s

(d) Measurements: Tr,hp = 47◦C; ṁhp = 2.6kg/s

Figure 4: Joint distributions of the mass flow b−d and the
supply temperatures at a, b, d. We show the prior and the
posterior for different measurements at the heating plant,
as given by the SIR-MC ground truth.
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Figure 5: Marginal posterior distributions for exemplary state variables of the grid-loop test case given the measurement
values Tr,hp = 48.0◦C; ṁhp = 2.6kg/s. (top row) Pressure differences between the supply and return side of the heat
loads, (middle row) mass flows for the ring edges, (bottom row) supply temperatures of the heat loads. The left column
shows results for the SIR-MC method, considered as ground truth, the middle column for the LSE method, and the
right column for the proposed MCMC-DNN approach.

prove the demand for a flexible sampling approach
for state estimation in district heating grids.

Figure 5 compares the estimated marginal pos-
terior distributions for the grid-loop test case for
different state estimation approaches. We show
exemplary state variables for the measurement
Tr,hp = 47◦C, ṁhp = 2.6kg/s. For the pressure
differences, one can observe that the assumed SIR-
MC ground truth posteriors are unimodal, as are
the LSE results. The LSE method seems to ap-
proximate the mean well while overestimating the
variances. In contrast, our proposed MCMC-DNN
can approximate the ground truth very well. The

ground-truth posteriors of the mass flows and the
supply temperatures, on the other hand, visually
do not fall into a common class of distributions
and are partly bimodal. Since the LSE method is
bound to always produces unimodal normal pos-
terior distributions, it is not well-suited in this
case. Again, our proposed MCMC-DNN approach
yields results that are visually very accurate.

Table 3 list the numerical results for the LSE
model and our approach with respect to the SIR-
MC baseline for the grid-loop and the grid-tree,
respectively. Both approaches perform well on
the grid-tree test case, featuring a traditional tree
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structure. The errors for the LSE model tend
to be lower, especially for mass flows. The dis-
tribution for the states in treelike networks are
uni-modal as shown in [22] and can be approx-
imated sufficiently well using Gaussian distribu-
tions. Our approach can approximate the distri-
butions as well. However, due to the approxima-
tion error of the DNN, the predicted distributions
still differ from the ground truth.

The predictions of the LSE model deteriorate
drastically for the grid-loop test case since the
marginal distributions are no longer necessarily
uni-modal and, therefore, can only be poorly ap-
proximated by normal distributions. The pro-
posed MCMC-DNN method can approximate ar-
bitrary distributions and thus reaches low error
scores for this test case as well.

As we use a steady-state model to describe
the heating grid, the temperatures deviate from
the solution of a dynamic model, with the largest
deviations occurring after abrupt load changes.
In Appendix C, we give an upper bound for
these deviations in our grid-loop test case. For
load changes of 30%, the average supply tempera-
ture differences between the two models are below
1.5 ◦C. They are thus significantly smaller than
the errors from linearising the state equations as
done for the LSE approach, reaching up to 14 ◦C
for ∆q5.

6. Conclusion

The paper presents a novel way to combine
modern machine-learning methods with a tradi-
tional stochastic approach. For the little-explored
field of probabilistic state estimation in district
heating grids, we offer a highly exact approach
that is fast enough for online decision-making and
whose uncertainty prediction is not limited to any
standard distribution class. More specifically, given
a prior distribution over the heat exchanges and
measurements for some of the grid states, the
proposed DNN-MCMC algorithm yields samples
whose distribution is proportional to the desired
posterior distribution over the grid states.

To this end, we run Markov Chains in the
space of heat exchanges and evaluate each sam-
ple’s probability in the space of grid states against
the measurements. The mapping from heat ex-
changes to grid states is encoded using a DNN.
In our experiments, this reduces the calculation
times by a factor of over 50000 compared to a clas-
sical solver of the nonlinear grid equations. This
makes the MCMC approach computationally fea-
sible in the first place. Additionally, the DNN
encoding enables the more efficient Hamiltonian
Markov Chain Monte Carlo algorithm to be used
as DNNs can be easily differentiated.

We obtain computation times for the posteri-
ors in the range of tens of seconds. This seems
reasonable for heating grids where the fluid trav-
elling times in the pipes are typically in the range
of multiple minutes. While our approach yields
good results on traditional tree-like network lay-
outs, it excels most at more complex layouts fea-
turing cycles. Unlike state estimation based on
Gaussian uncertainties, our approach can closely
approximate the non-standard, potentially multi-
modal probability distributions observed for the
grid states. It thus enables tightening the safety
margins for temperature and pressure control, that
otherwise would have to be chosen very large.
This is an important ingredient for more efficient
grid operations.

One current limitation of our approach is the
restriction to a steady-state analysis. We choose
this setting to keep the description of the grid
equations short, focusing on the probabilistic pro-
cedure. However, the paper’s main idea would be
well applicable to dynamic grid models as well.
Taking into account the travel times of tempera-
ture waves would further increase the estimation
accuracy, especially for large grids and when sig-
nificant temperature changes occur. Extending
our idea to the dynamic setting requires more ef-
fort w.r.t. the NN network structure, load pri-
ors over time, and an efficient training procedure.
This as well as deriving actual control signals from
the state estimates is subject to future work.
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Table 3: Numerical indicators of the estimation quality for the state posterior distributions, compared to the MC-SIR
baseline.

grid-tree grid-loop
LSE MCMC NN LSE MCMC NN

combined E1 0.86 0.54 229.2 0.196
T
[◦
C
]

E1 0.58 0.35 16.8 0.10
mean ∆q5 0.29 0.27 3.95 0.34
max ∆q5 2.62 2.22 14.5 2.40
mean ∆m 0.17 0.11 2.91 0.14
max ∆m 0.97 0.55 12.6 0.69

p
[m
ba
r]

E1 5.19 4.45 911.6 1.31
mean ∆q5 15.7 4.10 339.1 2.66
max ∆q5 31.4 43.2 665.9 5.25
mean ∆m 1.31 1.28 252.7 1.06
max ∆m 9.41 7.61 505.0 1.60

ṁ
[k
g
/s
] E1 0.110 0.176 9.401 0.005

mean ∆q5 0.010 0.098 0.055 0.009
max ∆q5 0.054 0.358 0.151 0.028
mean ∆m 0.007 0.066 0.043 0.009
max ∆m 0.037 0.197 0.105 0.021
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Appendix A. Presolving NR algorithm

The convergence of the NR algorithnm is known
to depend strongly on the initial point. There-
fore, a presolver is used to speed up calculations
described in Algorithm 3. The algorithm is able
to find a find points close to the root of (9) in a
few iterations, but converges slowly towards high
precision, therefore complementing the NR algo-
rithm well.
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Algorithm 3: NR presolver

Input: demand sample q
Parameter: minimal precision α1,

minimal gain α2

Output: starting point x for NR solver
1 l←∞;
2 g ←∞;
3 separate states xκ in thermal states and

hydraulic part;
4 xT ← xκ with κ ∈ {T, T end};
5 xh ← xκ with κ ∈ {ṁ, p};
6 while l ≥ α1 and g ≥ α2 do
7 solve hydraulic equations (1), (6), (8),

(3) for fixed xT ;
8 update mass flows and pressures xh;
9 solve thermal equations (2), (5), (7),

(4) for fixed xh;
10 update temperatures xT ;

11 l′ ← e
(
[xT ,xh],q,η

)
;

12 g ← (l − l′) /l;
13 l← l′

14 end

Appendix B. Parameters of the grid model
grid-loop

The grid model grid-loop consists of a ring
structure which connects one heating plant with
four demands denoted with A to D. The mean of
the demand prior p(q) is given by
qA = qC = qD = 200 kW and qB = 20 kW . The
prior variances are set to σ2

A = σ2
D = 7000 kW 2,

σ2
C = σ2

B = 100 kW 2. Between the demandsA and
C the normalised cross-correlation is set to
ρAC = −0.9, for all other demand combinations it
is set to zero. The return temperatures are fixed
as T end

A = 50 ◦C,
T end
B = 60 ◦C, T end

C = 55 ◦C, T end
D = 40 ◦C. At the

heating plant, the supply temperature is T end
HP =

120◦C and the pressures as 6.5bar and 3bar at
the supply and return side, respectively. For all
passive pipes Kij = 0.028 bar/(kg/s)2 and λij =
0.2325W/(mK). The pipes directly connected to
the consumers have the length liij = 70m, the
pipes at the heating plant and inside the loop have
lij = 300m.

Appendix C. Steady-State vs. Dynamic
Modeling for State Estima-
tion

This section analyses the estimation error when
using a steady-state model for a dynamic situa-
tion. We first derive a theoretical bound for the
supply temperature errors and then provide ex-
perimental results for the grid-loop test case.

Figure C.6: Minimal heating grid for the derivation of the
temperature error bounds.

Consider a grid consisting only of one heat de-
mand and one heating plant connected by a pair
of pipes, as shown in Figure C.6. The dynamic
temperature drop along the pipe (A,B) is

TB(t) = (TA(t− τ(t))− Ta)exp
(
− λAB

cpρAAB

τ(t)

)
+ Ta,

(C.1)

where ρ denotes the density of the heating fluid
and AAB is the cross-section area of the pipe [35].
τ(t) denotes the time delay between the fluid en-
tering and leaving the pipe. It can be determined
via ∫ t

t−τ

ṁ(t′)dt′ = AABlABρ. (C.2)

If the mass flow is constant over time, (C.2) can
be solved analytically and replacing the result-
ing τ in (C.1) yields the steady-state modelling
equation (4). The demand equation (6) reads in
dynamic form as

q(t) = cpṁ(t) (TB(t)− TD(t)) . (C.3)

Let the system initially be in a steady state with
a mass flow ṁ0, time delay τ0, and temperature
TB,0 at the supply side of the demand.

At some time t0, the demand q is assumed
to increase instantaneously, while TA and TD re-
main constant. The mass flow ṁ then increases
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Table C.4: Upper bound for the error of the supply temperature after a demand shift due to the steady state assumption.
The reported results are averages with one standard deviation over 50 random demand samples.

scaling factor 70% 130%
Demand A (0.296± 0.225) ◦C (0.088± 0.031) ◦C
Demand B (1.406± 0.942) ◦C (0.548± 0.431) ◦C
Demand C (0.040± 0.011) ◦C (0.012± 0.003) ◦C
Demand D (0.220± 0.082) ◦C (0.071± 0.026) ◦C

instantaneously due to (C.3) to ṁ(t0) > ṁ0, while
TB(t0) = TB,0 remains constant at first. As a con-
sequence, the time delay τ decreases due to (C.2)
and TB(t) starts to increase slightly due to (C.1).
In turn, ṁ(t) decreases again. After some oscilla-
tions, the system converges to a new steady state
ṁ(t �∞) and TB(t �∞) where
ṁ0 < ṁ(t �∞) < ṁ(t0) and TB(t �∞) > TB,0.
Since ṁ(t0) is an upper bound for the mass flow
during the transition process, solving (C.2) and
(C.1) with ṁ(t) = ṁ(t0) yields an upper bound
TB > TB(t) for the demand’s supply temperature
during this period. Load reductions can be anal-
ysed analogously.

For the grid-loop test case, we first draw 50
random demand samples from the prior distri-
bution. We then scale all demands by 70% or
130%, respectively, and calculate the correspond-
ing mass flows at unchanged heating plant supply
temperatures. Given these mass flows, we cal-
culate the supply temperatures at each demand
using (C.1) and compare them against the steady-
state solution for the scaled demands. Table C.4
reports the mean and the standard deviation of
the computed temperature deviations. The devi-
ations are significantly smaller than the width of
the posterior temperature distributions; see Fig-
ure 5. Thus, even though steady-state analysis
neglects the time delays in the grid, it provides
valuable insights for the grid operators for this
test case with pipe lengths in the range of 300m.

The largest deviations between T and T(t �
∞) will occur in large grids or when pipes are
not well utilised, i.e., when the mass flow is low
with respect to the grid’s design conditions. In
these cases, the cooling effects between the heat-
ing plant and the demands are more significant,
the temperature differences between the supply

and return side of the demands are smaller, and
(C.3) is thus more sensitive to supply tempera-
ture changes. In the test case, this argumentation
can be validated by observing Demand B, which
has a comparatively large deviation. Demand B
has a lower mean than the other demands but is
connected to the grid using the same pipe param-
eters. Thus, the mass flows are lower in the pipe
leading to this demand.
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