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H I G H L I G H T S

• Experimental setup for shallow underground thermal storage was conducted.
• Detailed TRNSYS and inverse grey-box models were developed.
• Inverse model training and testing were carried out using measured data.
• Inverse model was evaluated with the calibrated TRNSYS model for various conditions.
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A B S T R A C T

This study employs an inverse grey-box (IGB) modeling approach, which combines measured
data and the physics of systems to predict the performance of shallow underground thermal en-
ergy storage (UTES) with top and side insulation. A simplified IGB model of the shallow UTES
was developed using thermal network analysis. Experimental studies were conducted for shallow
vertical and horizontal UTES configurations. Detailed models representing the field experiments
were developed using the TRNSYS simulation tool and calibrated with the measured data from
the experimental setup. The 4 Resistance 2 Capacitance (4R2C) IGB model was trained and tested
in MATLAB using field experimental data and the data from the calibrated TRNSYS model. In
comparing experimental data with the TRNSYS model for UTES, the prediction of outlet water
temperature showed good agreement, with root mean square error (RMSE) and coefficient of
variation of RMSE (CVRMSE) values of 0.94 °C and 3.16 % for vertical, and 0.99 °C and 2.97 %
for horizontal configurations. The IGB model also aligned well with the experimental data, show-
ing CVRMSE of 7.91 % and 3.17 % for vertical and horizontal systems, respectively. Sensitivity
analysis revealed that model performance improves with longer training durations and closer
testing times to training periods. However, a convergence point of 20 weeks of training data was
achieved for making long-term performance predictions.
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Parameters and abbreviations

Symbols Description (unit)

Af Heat transfer surface are of the pipe (m2)
Cg Volumetric heat capacitance of the grouting material (kJ/K)
cpw Specific heat capacity of water (kJ/kg·K)
hf Fluid convective heat transfer coefficient (kJ/hr·m2·K)
N Number of boreholes
ṁw Mass flow rate of working fluid (kg/hr)
Q̇w Heat transfer rate (kJ/hr)
Tg Temperature at the grouting node (oC)
TG The effective temperature of far-field soil outside the insulation (oC)
Tsoil The soil (ground) temperature of the borehole storage volume (oC)
Tw Average water temperature (oC)
Tin Inlet water temperature to the borehole (oC)
Tout Outlet water temperature from the borehole (oC)
Thermal Resistances
Rwg Water to grout thermal resistance (K·hr/kJ)
Rgs Grout to soil thermal resistance (K·hr/kJ)
Ras Ambient to soil thermal resistance (K·hr/kJ)
RsG Thermal resistance between TG and the Tsoil (K·hr/kJ)
Soil
Csoil Thermal capacitance of soil (kJ/K)
cps Specific heat capacity of soil (kJ/kg·K)
ρs Density of the soil (kg/m3)
Vs Volume of the borehole (m3)
Pipe
L Effective length of the borehole pipe (m)
rp1 Inner radius of the pipe (m)
rp2 Outer radius of the pipe (m)
rb Borehole Radius (m)
Other borehole parameters
As Surface area of borehole (m2)
Asurf,ins Soil area above top insulation slab (m2)
Ains Area of insulation slab (m2)
Ains,s Soil area below top insulation slab (m2)
As,ins Area of soil to side (vertical) insulation (m2)
Ains,G Area of side (vertical) insulation to far-field (m2)
h_air Convective heat transfer coefficient of air (kJ/hr· m2·K)
cpg Heat capacity of the grouting material (kJ/kg·K)
ρg Density of the grouting material (kg/m3)
Vg The volume of the grouting material (m3)
α A dimensionless factor
kp Thermal conductivity of pipe (kJ/hr·m·K)
kg Thermal conductivity of grout material (kJ/hr·m·K)
kins Thermal conductivity of insulating material (kJ/hr·m·K)
ks Thermal conductivity of soil (kJ/hr·m·K)
Lsurf,ins Distance above the top insulation slab (m)
Lins,s Distance below the top insulation slab (m)
Lins Insulation thickness (m)
Ls,ins Distance from soil to side insulation slab (m)
Lins,G Distance from side insulation slab to far-field (m)
lb Effective length of the heat conduction path (m)
rg Radius of grout (m)
Abbreviations
ANN Artificial Neural Network

(continued on next page)
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(continued)

Symbols Description (unit)

ASHP Air Source Heat Pump
CFD Computational Fluid Dynamics
CVRMSE Coefficient of Variation of Root Mean Square Error
GenOpt Generic Optimization Program developed by NREL
HVAC Heating, Ventilation, and Air-Conditioning
IGB Inverse grey-box
MPC Model Predictive Control
NRMSE Normalized Root Mean Square Error
PCM Phase Change Material
PSO Particle Swarm Optimization
PV/PVT Photovoltaic/Photovoltaic Thermal
RMSE Root Mean Square Error
SAGSHP Solar-assisted ground-sourced heat pump
SSE Sum of square Errors
TES Thermal Energy Storage
TRNSYS Transient System Simulation Program developed by University of Wisconsin
TRRA Trust-reflective algorithm
UTES Underground Thermal Energy Storage

1. Introduction
Building energy consumption is increasing exponentially due to the economic development in different parts of the world. About

40 % of the global energy consumption is attributed to the energy use in buildings, and approximately 60 % of this is linked to heat-
ing and cooling alone [1]. Over the years, the use of fossil fuels has been employed to meet this energy demand; however, they emit
greenhouse gases into the atmosphere, which results in climate change and consequent global warming. There is also a concern about
their depletion over time, hence necessitating the use of renewable energy as an alternative energy source [2]. Moreover, renewable
energy sources such as solar energy suffer some retarding challenges in the areas of harnessing and storage. This issue has led to a sig-
nificant amount of energy waste in the application of solar photovoltaic (PV) and solar thermal, including photovoltaic thermal
(PVT), since solar energy is time-dependent. Thermal energy storage (TES), which is an energy storage in the form of heat for future
use, has proven to be efficient in mitigating the wastes [3]. TES can be accomplished by the use of conventional insulated tanks, vac-
uum insulated tanks, phase change materials (PCM), and Underground thermal energy storage (UTES) with or without auxiliary en-
ergy sources [4]. It can be diurnal or seasonal (mid-term and long-term), depending on the intended application [5]. The diurnal TES
are primarily designed to store thermal energy during the day when solar energy is abundant and release it during periods of high de-
mand, such as nighttime [6]. However, seasonal TES involves a design that allows for inter-seasonal storage and consumption of ther-
mal energy to bridge the gap between seasonal variation in energy demand and supply [7,8]. The latter is the concept presented in the
current study. In general, the heat stored using any of the TES methods is used for heating and cooling applications in both residential
and commercial buildings on integration with models such as a heat pump. Among the methods of TES, UTES is the most promising
since it has great potential for mid-term thermal storage and is considered the cheapest, along with its market value previously fore-
casted to increase yearly by 13.1 % until 2020 [9]. UTES is similar to ground heat exchangers (GHE); however, it is important to note
that while both UTES and GHE utilize the thermal properties of the ground for heating and cooling purposes, with the help of a heat
pump, they serve different purposes and are designed differently. UTES focuses mainly on the mid-term storage of thermal energy in
the ground itself, aquifers, rocks, or soil layers for later use, while GHE is used for direct heat exchange with the ground to provide
heating or cooling to buildings or systems [10]. The UTES system operates by injecting heat into the ground when heating or cooling
is not needed, and extracting the heat from the ground when heating or cooling is required. This process can also be used for domestic
hot water (DHW) purposes and is considered the most promising thermal energy storage technique due to its consistent temperature
source. The ground, at certain depths, maintains nearly a constant temperature all year round, enabling the ground-source heat pump
system to perform efficiently in different seasons of the year, unlike conventional systems such as the air source heat pumps (ASHP).
However, the higher the depth, the more expensive the system installation and the overall costs, making shallow UTES a more reliable
option [11]. Even in some research such as [12], ground temperature source is leveraged for the design of an underground thermal
battery consisting of a tank incorporated with PCM for heat enhancement and at depth of about 6 m.

1.1. Underground thermal energy storage
In general, UTES systems are classified into vertical and horizontal types based on their configurations for seasonal space heating

and cooling applications in both commercial and residential buildings [13,14]. The configurations are such that pipes of different
thermal properties are buried in layers at different depths, usually between 10 and 150 m below the ground for conventional systems.
Water at a given temperature is supplied to the pipe inlet at a flow rate necessary to initiate a larger temperature difference between
the inlet and outlet for a higher fluid-to-ground heat transfer rate. The UTES with higher depths constitute high installation costs with
little improvement in the system's efficiency; therefore, to reduce the cost of installation and improve efficiency, numerical and exper-
imental analysis of shallow types with depths between 1 and 4 m have become of great interest. For instance, Kim et al. [11] manufac-
tured and tested a modular UTES buried at a depth of 4 m below the ground surface that can be employed in mid-term thermal stor-
age and applications. The test results showed a heat transfer rate of 78.98 % and 88.83 % during heat storage and heat release, re-
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spectively, and an increase in temperature of 4.4 °C during heat and 1.2 °C drop during heat release. Naranjo-Mendoza et al. [9] ex-
perimentally investigated a solar-assisted ground-source heat pump (SAGSHP) system incorporated with shallow UTES in residential
building applications. The system contains 16 boreholes with a 1.5 m distance between the adjacent boreholes. The UTES was sited
outside the foundation of the house and insulated with polyisocyanurate of 20 cm on top and 10 cm by the sides, with 0.3 mm poly-
thene cover for water penetration prevention. Working fluids for solar and ground loop is both glycol (30 %) and water. 3 kW heat
pump and 200 L DHW tank were used. The study established that thermal energy can be stored in the earth energy bank (EEB) during
the summer and used for domestic purposes during the winter. Energy balance showed that about 18 % and 82 % of the energy stored
are from geothermal and solar PVT, respectively. The heat pump uses 54 % of the energy directly while 46 % is stored in the EEB and
6 % thermal losses. The study by Başer and McCartney [15] explored the performance of underground TES system installed in San
Diego, California to evaluate its advantages in a vadose zone. Simulation and experimental result indicated excellent match showing
that coupled heat transfer and water flow are important consideration in soil borehole TES system installed in a vadose zone. Various
numerical studies have been carried out as well for performance investigation of UTES. Gultekin et al. [16] examined the effects of
various parameters, which include a number of U-tube spacing, working duration, and thermal conductivity, on the thermal perfor-
mance of a UTES system regarding their heat transfer rates using a 2D finite element method. The thermal energy interaction between
boreholes increases as the number of boreholes increases. This implies that the increase in the number of boreholes increases interac-
tions over time, resulting in higher thermal loss. Gultekin et al. also reported a decrease in the thermal losses as the distance between
each borehole and the others increased. Numerical modeling of a solar system that utilizes the Borehole thermal Energy Storage was
carried out by Abualqumboz and Rodley [17]. Although the study made several assumptions for simplification, the results of the nu-
merical modeling match other results existing in the literature. However, an experimental approach is required for further validation.

1.2. Inverse model
Numerical analysis of UTES is one of the ways to ascertain the performance of the system before experimentation; however, mod-

eling and evaluation of the systems appear to be complicated for optimal and easy use due to the uncertainties in the accuracy of their
driving parameters. Model development suffers some setbacks as a result of the limitation in their abilities to identify the best physical
parameters. Based on the ASHRAE handbook [18], system modeling is classified into forward and inverse models. Forward modeling
deals with a physical description of the system and is applied in the design of HVAC systems, while the inverse model involves the rep-
resentation of the system driving forces using their physical properties and observing the system behavior with the use of measured
data [19]. The models for thermal analysis can be classified into the white-box (WB), black-box (BB), and inverse grey-box (IGB) mod-
els. The white-box model uses only the physical representation of the system to predict and evaluate system performance. Thermal en-
ergy systems analyzed by the use of energy simulation software such as TRNSYS [20] and EnergyPlus [21] belong to this model cate-
gory [1]. Its limitation is that it uses many parameters that are either known or require a lot of time and resources to measure hence is
not cost-effective. In addition, it must be validated with measured data from an actual system. The research carried out by Maestre et
al. [22,23], belong to this category. The study in Ref. [12], developed a simplified one-dimensional R–C model combined with rapid
and lengthy time-step g-functions for a single U-tube UTES to simulate the heat transfer profile of the system. The model was later up-
dated to a two-dimensional model in Ref. [22]. The results of the simulation were validated using CFD reference model from ANSYS
CFX and the results showed good agreement with the RMSE for water outlet temperatures less than 1 °C and 0.15 °C for the one-
dimensional and two-dimensional models respectively. Tu et al. [24] developed a revised R–C model for single U-tube UTES that
takes into consideration the freezing conditions in the ground. The model was validated using field data and the result indicated con-
currency with a properly set system parameters. It was shown that under freezing conditions, the model can maintain heat transfer
rate between 75 W/m to 80 W/m in a three-month period. One non-dimensional mathematical model for predicting the performance
of a low-depth modular ground heat exchanger (GHX) for small occupancy building was developed by Kim and Nam [25] using finite
element sun-surface FLOW (FESFLOW) for simulation. The model considered a 40 mm pipe grouted with concrete 2 m below the
earth surface. The comparison of the predictive and numerical models showed good agreement when validated by ASHRAE recom-
mended RMSE method. However, 8 h experimental results showed disagreement with the numerical and predictive model giving dif-
ference of 10.64 % and 18.08 % respectively at low-depth of 2 m although the heat exchange rate agreed to both predictive model
and numerical analysis. This discrepancy was attributed to the weather variations and operational conditions.

The black-box model, on the other hand, makes use of the input and output data for the description of the system through the ap-
plication of regression analysis, transfer function, or artificial neural networks (ANN). The use of a black box model for the evaluation
and prediction of thermal systems can yield good results, especially when the prediction of future behavior of such system is of the
greatest interest; however, collection of data over a long period of time is required. otherwise, it may not represent the proper physics
of the system. In other words, the quantity and quality of the datasets are vital for the system's effectiveness. For more insight into the
black-box model, Lee et al. [26] applied model predictive control (MPC) that uses ANN to predict the long-term behavior of building
energy system integrated with TES. The authors used about 64 datasets to configure the model while training, verifying, and testing
the model with 70 %, 15 %, and 15 % of the dataset, respectively. In the application of thermal energy storage, ANN was utilized by
Ren et al. [27] to predict the charging and discharging of Phase Change Material (PCM) and the result proved efficient although it de-
pends on the reliability of the data used for the training. Amarasinghe et al. [28] used ANN based TES for building operating control
using the TES, power availability building power requirement forecast, and utility load forecast for the succeeding hour. The result
showed that the proposed controller increased the cost savings and minimized wastages.

The inverse grey-box model is a combination of white and black-box models for system prediction and evaluation. It combines the
mathematics behind the system comprising the driving physical parameters and measured data. The developed mathematical model
is trained with the input-output measured data for the identification of the optimum parameters. This method has proven to be more
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efficient in predicting and evaluating system performances since it saves time and cost, increases computational speed, and minimizes
uncertainties; however, its application in thermal engineering has been limited. The development of an inverse grey-box model that
allows parameter optimization through learning for a nearly accurate forecasting of building energy load was carried out by Braun
and Chaturvedi [19]. The model utilizes a transfer function and employs the use of a short time measured data for training while set-
ting optimization parameters to a given lower and upper bounds. The trained model was tested on a different building in a different
location and the result showed that short time data is sufficient for model training to predict building HVAC requirements. Liu and Cai
[29] used grey-box method to model various servo direct expansion systems and carried out model training with limited measured
data based on two-stage training technique that uses parameter impact ranking. The estimated parameters with the limited field data
indicated reasonable accuracy when tested on 3-ton variable-speed heat pump. Jeon et al. [1] applied grey-box model for the estima-
tion of building loads and energy demand for optimal predictive control strategy. The authors developed 7R5C model where the para-
meters are estimated through learning using particle swarm optimization (PSO) technique with and without weather prediction. Re-
sult of the learning-based predictive control shows good agreement for both with and without weather prediction having a maximum
RMSE of 1.52 °C. The effectiveness of white-box, black-box, and grey-box models in system analysis is noteworthy, and researchers
have conducted comparative analyses in this area. In the field of software testing, Khan and Khan [30] concluded that the white-box
model is particularly suitable for algorithm testing, although it requires expertise and significant resources compared to black-box
and grey-box models. Pintelas et al. [31] employed datasets from education, finance, and health to develop a grey-box model that out-
performed the other types. Furthermore, a recent critical review conducted by Li et al. [32] explored the application of grey-box mod-
els in building modeling and generally found them to be more robust in predicting the performance of thermal energy systems. How-
ever, the authors suggested that researchers should broaden their applications beyond energy/load systems to other types of systems.

Existing literature highlights that while shallow Underground thermal energy storage (UTES) systems are a more cost-effective op-
tion for heating and cooling applications, they still face challenges related to significant thermal energy loss from the top and sides of
their storage volumes, necessitating improvements. Only a few experimental studies have implemented such insulation; however, in
the development of the IGB models for shallow UTES, it has not been applied, thereby necessitating the present study. It was also es-
tablished that the grey-box modeling approach is the most suitable when driving parameters are unknown or difficult and expensive
to determine. In addition, the approach enables the prediction of the long-term performance of systems with a short range of training
data, provides more reliable results, and reduces uncertainties, unlike other machine learning models, such as the ANN, which require
a large range of training data to make long-term performance predictions. However, its application in the modeling and simulation of
UTES systems is limited, again calling for further study. To successfully apply the IGB model, measured data from field experiments
conducted over either a short or long period must be available. In most previous studies, generated data from white-box models such
as ANSYS, COMSOL, FEFFLOW, etc, were utilized rather than data from the actual system. Hence, it is essential to perform a study
that simulates the actual systems with provided insulation.

1.3. Objectives and contributions of the study
In this study, experimental studies of shallow UTES for both horizontal and vertical configurations were conducted for use in

model calibrations. The experiment contributes to the current knowledge by improving its performance through the prevention of
thermal losses by providing 0.2 m thick insulation on the top and sides of the storage volume using polyurethane foam. A similar sys-
tem was developed in the TRNSYS simulation tool, and the TRNSYS model was calibrated using the measured data. Additionally, a
simplified IGB model for shallow UTES was developed using thermal network analysis. This model incorporates the top and side insu-
lations of the UTES systems, as well as the influence of environmental and ground far-field temperatures on the storage volume. To
evaluate the performance of the developed 4R2C model, it was calibrated through training and testing processes using both measured
data and TRNSYS simulation data. MATLAB was utilized for the training and testing, employing a nonlinear optimization method.
Further to this, other models from previous studies were reviewed, and their results were compared with the simplified IGB model.
The developed and calibrated models will contribute to the current knowledge by making themselves useful in short and long-term
performance prediction of shallow UTES using a short range of training data, where model driving parameters are not known and re-
quire significant resources to determine.

2. Methodology
2.1. Model calibration

The performance of predictive models is influenced by their parameters; nonetheless, these parameters are either difficult to deter-
mine, costly, or time-consuming, necessitating system model calibration. Model calibration is accomplished through training, verifi-
cation, and testing. Through calibration, researchers diligently modify the predictive models' output to match their actual behavior
[1,33,34], using historical or measured data from the actual system. In this study, the calibration process is as illustrated in Fig. 1. Ex-
perimental data collected over a long period of time is split into two sets: a training set and a testing set. Using the training set, the
model parameters are adjusted to best mimic and fit with the training data (model training), and later on, the testing data set is sup-
plied to the trained model with the fine-tuned effective parameters for performance evaluation. The testing and training datasets were
utilized for calibration using inlet water temperature, mass flow rates of water, ambient temperature, and the measured temperature
outside the insulated storage volume as the variable data input parameters and the outlet water temperature as the output. Once the
system models have been developed, the next step is to train them using the training dataset, as shown in Fig. 1. The data set is fed
into the system as an input, with arbitrary parameters set within an acceptable range. If the output of the system matches the mea-
sured data, the parameters are deemed correct. However, if the output does not agree with the measured data, the system will un-



Case Studies in Thermal Engineering 59 (2024) 104535

6

F. Eze et al.

Fig. 1. Model calibration with training processes in this study.

dergo training and testing activities. During the training phase, the algorithm will test various parameters iteratively until the output
of the system closely or perfectly matches the output of the measured data. At the completion of each training, the fine-tuned parame-
ters are fed into the system using the training data set, and the unseen testing data sets are employed to test the models for evaluation
and validation. For testing the trained model in this study, it is assumed that ambient temperature is perfectly known. To further un-
derstand the functioning strategy of the system, it is noteworthy that the objective of the study is to evaluate the performance of the
simplified IGB model. Therefore, an experimental facility and a detailed TRNSYS model for shallow UTES with vertical and horizontal
configurations were employed as subjects to assess the training performance of the simplified IGB model. The detailed TRNSYS model
is trained using measured data from the experimental facility to be utilized as another subject for evaluating the IGB model. The train-
ing performance of the IGB model is finally assessed using data measured in the experimental facility. Furthermore, the reason for ad-
ditionally utilizing the trained TRNSYS model is to evaluate the training performance of the simplified inverse model under more di-
verse conditions.

2.2. Experimental setup
Vertical U-tube and horizontal UTES installed at the Korean Institute of energy Research was used for this study. Fig. 2 shows the

overview of the installation while Fig. 3 describes the experiment and data collection set-up and Fig. 4 shows the system dimensions.
The borehole pipes for both configurations were buried 2 m below the earth's surface; however, its total depth is 2.5 m. The vertical
configuration consists of 16 U-tube boreholes, with each 4 of them arranged in series, as shown in Fig. 3. Ground dimension of the
UTES is 4.0 m ⅹ 3.4 m ⅹ 2.5 m. Rigid polyurethane foam of thickness, 0.2 m was provided 0.3 m below the earth surface and on the
sides of the UTES as insulation to prevent heat losses. For measurement of ground temperature, six resistance temperature detectors
(RTDs) sensors of uncertainty ± 0.5 °C were buried vertically downward at a spacing of 0.3 m below the top insulation on the east
(TV_Ei), west (TV_Wi), north (TV_Ni), south (TV_Si), and center (TV_Ci) for the vertical UTES and on the east (TH_Ei), west (TH_Wi),
north (TH_Ni), south (TH_Si), and center (TH_Ci) for the horizontal UTES, where i is the sensor number. To determine the effects of the
insulation on the sides of the storage volumes (TG), temperature sensors are installed 0.2 m thick immediately after the vertical insu-
lation

(
TV_oi), horizontal insulation (TH_oi), and at the center between the two storage volumes. Temperature sensors were in-

stalled on the supply and return lines of the fluid to measure inlet and outlet water temperatures. Fig. 4 was drawn to show the
setup lines for both heat storage (charging) and heat release (discharging). During heat storage, water in the storage tank is heated
with an auxiliary heater to a certain temperature and supplied to the UTES through the flow valves, FhvS2 and FhoS1, for vertical
and horizontal UTES, respectively. Temperature sensors, TveS2 and TveR2 were used for monitoring and measuring the supply and
return temperature to and from the ground for the vertical UTES, while sensors ThoS1 and ThoR1 were installed on the supply and
return fluid line of the horizontal UTES for the same purpose. During this time, the flow into the systems is only allowed from the
tank through the valves FvoS2 and FhoS1 for the vertical and horizontal configuration, respectively, and the water supply to the
system from the radiator is totally shut off through the flow valves FhraR2 and FhraS1 for vertical and horizontal configurations,

Fig. 2. Installation layout of the field UTES a) Vertical UTES and b) Horizontal UTES.
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Fig. 3. Experimental set-up.

Fig. 4. Representation UTES dimensions.

respectively. Similarly, during the heat release, water is supplied to the systems from the radiator through the flow valves, FhraR2
and FhraS1, for vertical and horizontal configuration, respectively, while the supply and return temperatures were measured using
the temperature sensors TvraS2 and TvraR2 respectively, for vertical and ThraS1 and ThraR1 respectively for horizontal. During
this time, the flow from the tank is shut off completely while supplying the working fluid only from the radiator through the
valves FhraR2 and FhraS1 for vertical and horizontal configurations, respectively. Overall, the flow rates are controlled by valves
FhvS2 and FhoS1 during heat storage, and FhraR2 and FhraR1 during heat release. The flow into the UTES was regulated between
0 and 550 kg/h, and the flow speed of the fluid was measured using the Magnetic flow meters (magmeters) of uncertainties
± 0.5 kg/h, which are suitable for application on a wide range of liquid types. Detailed analysis of the experimental results will
be discussed critically in another study.

2.3. Detailed TRNSYS modeling
A Similar model that represents the experimental setup was developed in the TRNSYS simulation tool for further analysis as shown

in Fig. 5. The meteorological data used are the previously measured data specifically for the site. In the detailed model for the vertical
UTES configuration, a sixteen-borehole U-tube UTES with the same dimensions was modeled. The horizontal configuration has the
same dimension as that of the vertical; however, the total pipe length of 189 m arranged in a slinky pattern was used to correctly align
with the actual system. The results were then calibrated using GenOpt [35]. Since the driving parameters of the model such as the
thermal conductivity, heat capacity, and density of soil are not known and are difficult and resource-consuming to determine, they
were estimated using an optimization method by specifying reasonable lower and upper bounds based on the experimentally deter-
mined values in literature [36–40]. For the TRNSYS model, total of four searches were performed using the Hooke-Jeeves Optimiza-
tion algorithm: mesh size divider = 2; Initial mesh size exponent = 0; mesh size exponent increment = 1; and number of step reduc-
tion = 4. Multi-start process was chosen with the random number of seeds chosen as 5 and number of starting points of 4. This im-
plies that four global searches with four optimal values for each of the design parameter of interest will be obtained. The total number
of 88 main iterations over the total number of 400 simulations for the same timestep of 1 min were carried out to obtain the results
summarized in the result section. In each complete iteration, the optimal values of the design parameters were obtained and docu-
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Fig. 5. Detailed TRNSYS Model for a) vertical and b) horizontal configuration.

mented and the best iterate for better calibration were obtained for calculation of the Root Mean Square Error (RMSE) using equation
(1) in section 2.5. In addition, the Coefficient of Variation of the RMSE [CVRMSE] were calculated.

2.4. Development of simplified inverse model for vertical UTES
The simplified inverse model for shallow vertical UTES was developed based on the thermal network as shown in Fig. 6. The verti-

cal flow of heat from the ambient air and the horizontal heat flow from/to the far-field were considered for estimation of their thermal
resistances. In a U-tube ground heat exchanger, thermal energy from the heat transfer fluid enters through one inlet and exits through
the other. The temperature difference between the inlet and outlet temperatures of the working fluid determines the amount of heat,
Qw that is either released or absorbed by the ground, as shown in Fig. 6a. To calculate the mean temperature in the flow channel, the
average of the inlet and outlet temperatures is often taken. This mean temperature can then be used to determine the heat interactions
between the fluid and the ground. This study simplifies the system by only considering the thermal interactions between the fluid ex-
iting the flow channel and the ground. The simplified system considered five nodes and incorporated four resistances and two capaci-
tances to develop a 4R2C model that can predict the outlet temperature of the system. The 4R2C model was selected to facilitate the
analysis of heat transfer in the system, accounting for the transfer within the fluid, pipe, grout, soil, and insulation material. Addition-
ally, heat transfer from the ambient, Ta and far-field outside the insulation TG were also considered. However, certain assumptions
were made during the analysis. Since the ground is considered as a finite or semi-infinite body, the initial ground temperature is con-
sidered constant, in order words, constant temperature boundary conditions were considered.
• The effects of ground water were not considered since the system dept is shallow
• Component materials are assumed to be isotropic, homogenous, and categorized by effective parameters
• Fluid-to-pipe and air-to-ground heat transfer is regarded as convection heat transfer only while the heat transfers within the pipe

materials, grout, and the ground is by conduction only.
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Fig. 6. Simplified 4R2C model for shallow UTES with vertical configuration, a) heat interaction in an underground U-tube heat exchanger and b) thermal network of in-
terest.

For Node Tw0 = Qw +

Tg − Tw

Rwg

(1)

Where Tw =

Tin + Tout

2
and Qw = mwcpw

(
Tin − Tout

) (2)

For node Tg ∶ Cg

dTg

dt
=

Tw − Tg

Rwg

+

Tsoil − Tg

Rgs

(3)

For node Tsoil ∶ Csoil

dTsoil

dt
=

Tg − Tsoil

Rgs

+

Ta − Tsoil

Ras

+

TG − Tsoil

RsG
(4)

The effective thermal capacitance of the soil and the grout is given in equations (5) and (6) respectively, where α is a dimension-
less factor defined by the user to account for the modification of the thermal inertia [22], Δx is the borehole depth, and Vs is the stor-
age volume defined in [41]

Where Csoil = 𝜌scpsVs with Vs = N𝜋Δx
(

0.525 ∗ borehole spacing)2 (5)

Where Cg = 𝛼𝜌gcpgVg = 𝛼𝜌scpg𝜋

(
l2
b
− 2r2

po

)
Δx (6)

Substituting for Tw and Q̇w in equation (1) and solving for Tg, equation (7) is obtained. Substituting for Tg in (3) – (4), equations (8)
and (9) are obtained for description of the water outlet temperature and the ground temperature.

Tg =

(
0.5 − Rwg mwcpw

)
Tin +

(
0.5 + Rwg mwcpw

)
Tout (7)
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Cg

dTout

dt
=


1

Rwg + 2R2
wg

mwcpw

−

0.5 − Rwg mwcpw

0.5Rwg + R2
wg

mwcpw

−

0.5 − Rwg mwcpw

0.5Rgs + RgsRwg mwcpw


Tin

+


1

Rwg + 2R2
wg

mwcpw

−
1

Rwg

−
1

Rgs


Tout

+


1

0.5Rgs + RgsRwg mwcpw


Tsoil − Cgrout


0.5 − Rwg mwcpw

0.5 + Rwg mwcpw


dTin

dt
± z

(8)

Csoil

dTsoil

dt
=

(
0.5 − Rwg mwcpw

Rgs

)
Tin +

(
0.5 + Rwg mwcpw

Rgs

)
Tout

−

(
RasRsG + RgsRsG + RgsRas

RgsRasRsG

)
Tsoil +

(
1

Ras

)
Ta +

(
1

RsG

)
TG ± y

(9)

Where z and y are terms added to account for some unmodeled dynamics and Rwg is the resistance from the fluid to the center of the
grouting material which is the sum of the thermal resistances of the fluid, pipe and pipe to grout and is expressed mathematically as
shown in equations (10) and (11). Further details on the derivation of equations (8) and (9) are provided in the Appendix section.

Rwg =
1

Afhf

+
ln
(

rp2∕rp1

)

2𝜋Lkp

+
ln
(

rg∕rp2

)

2𝜋Lkgrout

(10)

and Rgs =
ln
(

lb∕rg

)

2𝜋Lkgrout

(11)

Where lb and rg are the effective distance of the conduction heat transfer path and radius of the grouting material respectively. These
are defined mathematically as follows [23]:

lb =

√
r2

b
+

(
d

2
+ r2

p

)2 (12)

rg =

√
l2
b
+ r2

p

2

(13)

Similarly, Ras and RsG can be expressed based on the resistances on their pathways as follows:

Ras =
1

Ash_air

+

Lsurf ,ins

Asurf ,insks

+

Lins

Ains,topkins

+

Lins,s

Ains,sks
(14)

RsG =

Ls,ins

As,insks

+

Lins

Ains,sidekins

+

Lins,G

Ains,Gks

(15)

Considering Tg to be the temperature of the soil near the pipe and Tsoil, the temperature of the soil farther away from the pipe, with
some more modifications as shown in Fig. 7, the model can be tested for the horizontal configuration using the experimental configu-
rations and dimensions.

The derived model was modeled in MATLAB Simulink while assuming that the change in the inlet temperature with time ( dt
dTin ) is

negligible since water at a constant temperature was supplied to the UTES during the field experiment. Parameters of the model
(kg , kins, kp, ks, ρg , ρs, cpg , cps, hair, hf , y, and z ), were estimated through training by using the measured input data (Tin, ṁw, Ta, and TG)
to predict the output (Tout) as demonstrated in Fig. 8. The ground temperature, TG in this model can be modeled as an average con-
stant effective ground temperature of the far-field, outside the insulation, representing the typical underground temperature. There-
fore, in the case where TG is unknown, for example, using the TRNSYS-generated data for training and testing the inverse model, the
average value of measured TG over a long period is used as a constant value with an assumption that the insulation is capable of keep-
ing the temperature within the range. Nonlinear optimization method which uses the Trust-Region-Reflective algorithm (TRRA) was
used for the investigation. TRRA is the best algorithm to use when the provision of the gradient is required as it allows only upper and
lower bounds or linear equality constraints; hence, it is the best algorithm for the model evaluation. The objective function used to
calibrate the models was the sum of squared error (SSE) shown in equation (18). The RMSE and CVRMSE were calculated to evaluate
calibration.

2.5. Performance index
The performance of the energy system model is driven by statistical models such as the coefficient of determination (R2), root

mean square error (RMSE), coefficient of variation of the mean square error (CVRMSE), and mean bias error (MBE) [42]. R2 is useful
for system prediction using regression analysis, whereas, in comparison to the rest, RMSE, which uses the sum of square error (SSE)
between the baseline and the predicted values for a measure of accuracy, appears to be commonly used [42–45]. The CVRMSE is the
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Fig. 7. Simplified 4R2C model for shallow UTES with horizontal configuration.

Fig. 8. Relationship between the input parameters, driving parameters to estimate, and output parameter for calibration of the proposed model.

normalized form of the RMSE using the mean or the range of the actual values to account for the dependency of the RMSE on the data
scaling. Although results less than 20 % is acceptable, the lower, the better [40]. In general, the time-variant objective function, J(t),
for the SSE is defined over the temperature changes as shown in equation (19). Mathematically, the objective function J(t) for model
calibration, which is equivalent to SSE, RMSE, and CVRMSE for the study, are given in equations (19)–(21), respectively.

J = SSE =

N∑

i=1

(error (i))2 =

N∑

i=1

(
Tout,sim (i) − Tout,exp (i)

)2
i = 1,… ,N (20)

RMSE =


N

i=1


Tout,sim − Tout,exp

2

N

(21)

Where, N = Number of non-missing data points, and i is the current timestep. As the name implies, Tout,sim(i) is the predicted outlet
temperature from the model simulation for the ith timestep at the time, t and Tout,exp(i) represents the measured outlet temperature
from the actual system for the time-step, i.

The Coefficient of Variation of the RMSE is given as:

CVRMSE =

(
RMSE

Tout,exp

)
∗ 100 (22)

Tout,exp = Average measured temperature over the time − step
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3. Results and discussion
3.1. Detailed TRNSYS model calibration with experimental data

Detailed TRNSYS model for both system configuration was developed and calibrated using the data obtained from experiment car-
ried out between December 15 to December 31, 2021 to ensure consistency in the data and optimization accuracy. However, the
model was tested using the experimental data obtained between March and April 2023 consisting of first heat storage, first heat re-
lease and second heat storage. The result of the calibrated model is as shown in Fig. 9 for training and testing operations while the ini-
tial guess and optimized parameters are shown in Table 1. The detailed TRNSYS model showed good agreement on both configura-
tions however, for the horizontal configuration, there was a rapid increase in the outlet water temperature during heat storage, espe-
cially for the testing operation, deviating a little from the experimental data. This behavior can also be noticed during heat release,
where the simulated value appears a little above the experimental value with the optimized parameters. Although this deviation ex-
ists, the RMSE of the systems during training indicated good calibration with values of 0.87 °C and 0.49 °C for vertical and horizontal
configurations respectively and CVRMSE of 1.38 % and 0.80 % respectively. For testing, the RMSE was 0.95 °C corresponding to

Fig. 9. Training and testing results for detailed TRNSYS model calibration with experimental data for vertical and horizontal configuration, a) vertical training, b) verti-
cal testing, c) horizontal training, and d) horizontal testing.

Table 1
Optimized parameters with initial guesses.

Vertical

Parameters Lower bound Upper bound Initial guess Optimized value

Pipe inside diameter (m) – – 0.024 0.024
Pipe outside diameter (m) – – 0.032 0.032
Total length of pipe (m) – – 56.00 56.00
Storage Volume (m3) – – 22.17 22.17
Borehole depth (m) – – 2.50 2.50
Thermal Conductivity soil (kJ/hr·m·K) 4.60 20.00 4.80 15.975
Volumetric Heat Capacity of soil (kJ/m3/K) 2000.00 6000.00 3600.00 5950.01
Thermal conductivity of grout (kJ/hr·m·K) 2.50 12.00 4.00 2.50
Thermal conductivity of insulating material (kJ/hr·m·K) 0.15 0.80 0.20 0.15
Thermal conductivity of pipe (kJ/hr·m·K) 1.44 12.00 3.60 11.147
Horizontal
Pipe inside diameter (m) – – 0.014 0.014
Pipe outside diameter (m) – – 0.018 0.018
Total length of pipe (m) – – 189.00 189.00
Borehole depth (m) – – 2.50 2.50
Thermal conductivity of pipe (kJ/hr·m·K) 0.8000 2.40 1.36 0.849
Specific heat of soil layer (kJ/kg·K) 0.4000 32.00 0.84 23.60
Density of soil (kg/m3) 1200.00 6000.00 2100.00 4616.18
Thermal conductivity of soil (kJ/hr·m·K) 1.4000 7.50 4.68 4.675
R-value of insulating material (h·m2·K/kJ) 2.3148 2.3148 2.32 2.3148
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CVRMSE of 3.16 % for the vertical configuration and 0.99 °C, corresponding to CVRMSE of 2.97 % for the horizontal configuration as
shown in Fig. 12.

3.2. Inverse grey-box model training with experimental data
Similarly, the optimal parameter estimation was carried out for the simplified IGB model using recent experimental data, the same

as in the previous section for the detailed TRNSYS model versus measured data. For model testing, experimental data obtained be-
tween March and April 2023 consisted of first heat storage, first heat release, and second heat storage, as in the previous section was
used. Table 2 shows the estimated parameters together with their initial guesses, while Fig. 10 shows the training and testing results
as obtained. During training and testing for vertical and horizontal configurations, the IGB model showed good agreement with the

Table 2
Estimated Parameters including the initial guesses.

vertical Configuration

Parameters initial value final value Initial guess Estimated value

Thermal conductivity of grout (kJ/hr·m·K) 2.50 12.00 4.60 2.5150
Thermal conductivity of insulating material (kJ/hr·m·K) 0.20 0.80 0.40 0.1501
Thermal conductivity of pipe (kJ/hr·m·K) 1.44 12.00 2.50 11.443
Thermal Conductivity soil (kJ/hr·m·K) 4.60 16.00 4.60 15.60
Density of grout (kg/m3) 2000.00 10000.00 2500.00 7865.0
Density of soil (kg/m3) 2000.00 10000.00 2500.00 7368.8
heat capacity grout (kJ/kg·K) 3.50 300.00 8.60 115.34
heat capacity soil (kJ/kg·K) 3.50 300.00 8.60 66.565
heat transfer coefficient of air (kJ/hr· m2·K) 9.00 90.00 24.00 36.00
heat transfer coefficient of fluid (kJ/hr·m2·K) 14700.00 32000.00 14000.00 19209.00
y -inf inf 0.00 0.0055975
z -inf inf 0.00 −0.0003351
Horizontal Configuration
Thermal conductivity of grout (kJ/hr·m·K) 2.50 12.00 4.60 2.5150
Thermal conductivity of insulating material (kJ/hr·m·K) 0.20 0.80 0.40 0.15
Thermal conductivity of pipe (kJ/hr·m·K) 1.44 12.00 2.50 11.44
Thermal Conductivity soil (kJ/hr·m·K) 4.60 16.00 4.60 15.60
Density of grout (kg/m3) 2000.00 10000.00 2500.00 7944.6
Density of soil (kg/m3) 2000.00 10000.00 2500.00 4283.3
heat capacity grout (kJ/kg·K) 3.50 300.00 8.60 102.62
heat capacity soil (kJ/kg·K) 3.50 300.00 8.60 76.449
heat transfer coefficient of air (kJ/hr·m2·K) 9.00 90.00 24.00 36.00
heat transfer coefficient of fluid (kJ/hr·m2·K) 14700.00 32000.00 14000.00 19209.00
y -inf inf 0.00 0.0083306
z -inf inf 0.00 −0.002206

Fig. 10. Training and testing result for IGB model calibration with experimental data for vertical and horizontal configurations, a) vertical training, b) vertical testing,
c) horizontal training, and d) horizontal testing.
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field experimental data, although with some discrepancies. For the vertical configuration, a little discrepancy was observed during
the model training, especially during the initiation of the heat storage or release, leading to an RMSE of 0.46 °C corresponding to a
CVRMSE of 0.72 %. Conversely, the horizontal configuration exhibited a lower performance during training by increasing and de-
creasing gradually with the experimental data during the heat storage and heat release, respectively, while maintaining stability. The
predicting performance indicated an RMSE of 0.67 °C corresponding to a CVRMSE of 1.09 % during training, as summarized in Fig.
12. In Fig. 12, it can be observed that there is a significant increase in CVRMSE from 0.72 % for training to 7.91 % during testing for
the vertical configuration, similar to the comparison between the measured data and detailed TRNSYS model. Additionally, for the
horizontal configuration, the CVRMSE increased from 1.10 % during training to 3.17 % during testing.

3.2.1. Time-wise variation of error
For further visualization of the system behavior, the change of errors over the simulation periods for training and testing opera-

tions is shown in Fig. 11, following the objective function defined in this study. In training operations (Fig. 11 a), the error is more en-
countered at the beginning of the data points but approaches a zero value over time. Similar to the training operation, the error dur-
ing the testing was encountered at the beginning of the simulation time. However, this overshoots during the transition from heat
storage to heat release and vice versa, as can be observed in Fig. 11 b). In general, the error overshoot at the beginning and during the
transition phases for training and testing operations are higher for the vertical configuration, indicating a lower performance. This be-
havior for both configurations can be attributed to the turbulence in the flow during these transitions.

3.3. Inverse grey-box model training with calibrated detailed TRNSYS model
3.3.1. Summary of the model calibration performance

The training output of the TRNSYS model, which was trained using measured data, was utilized to train the IGB model. The testing
output of the TRNSYS model was used to test the IGB model after its training, and similar graphical results were obtained. A summary
of the training and testing results of all models is provided in Fig. 12.

For the training operation conducted on the vertical configuration, the IGB model trained with the measured data yielded the best
results, followed by the detailed TRNSYS model trained with measured data, and finally, the IGB model trained with data generated
from the calibrated TRNSYS model. The CVRMSE values obtained for the vertical configuration were 0.72 %, 1.38 %, and 1.40 %, re-
spectively, as shown in Fig. 12 a). In contrast, for the horizontal configuration, the detailed TRNSYS model trained with measured
data yielded the best results, followed by the IGB model trained with the detailed TRNSYS model, and finally, the detailed TRNSYS
model trained with the measured data. The CVRMSE values obtained were 0.80 %, 0.86 %, and 1.10 %, respectively, as shown in Fig.
12 b). For the testing operation of the vertical system, the detailed TRNSYS model trained with measured data for the vertical configu-
ration performed best. This was followed by the inverse model trained with TRNSYS-generated data, and then the IGB model trained
with the measured data. The CVRMSE values for these comparisons were 3.16 %, 5.42 %, and 7.91 %, respectively. For the horizontal
type, the TRNSYS model was found to be the most effective method when tested with the measured data. This was followed by the

Fig. 11. Time-wise variation of the error used for calculation of the objective function for horizontal and vertical configurations a) Training period b) Testing period.



Case Studies in Thermal Engineering 59 (2024) 104535

15

F. Eze et al.

Fig. 12. Comparison of the CVRMSE for training and testing results a) vertical and b) horizontal.

IGB model trained with measured data and then the IGB model trained with the detailed TRNSYS model. The CVRMSE values for
these comparisons were 2.97 %, 3.17 %, and 4.42 %, respectively. These variations in error rates may be due to the nature of the data
since the testing data was over a longer period than the training data and contains a longer period of heat release. Further investiga-
tion was conducted through a comprehensive durability test of both the training and testing operations. The results of the test are pro-
vided in the following section.

3.3.2. Effects of training and testing duration on the model performance
The detailed TRNSYS model, which was calibrated with measured data, was used to generate data. This data was then utilized to

train and test the IGB model for the vertical configuration to enhance the understanding of the system dynamics. In general, 24 weeks
(Jan. 1 – June 18) simulation was carried out for the data generation. For the training duration test, the last 12 weeks (March 26 –
June 18) were fixed and were used for evaluating the model after each training. The inlet temperature was fixed at 40 °C, 50 °C, and
60 °C during the first, second, and third heat storage phases, respectively, while the inlet temperature during every heat release was
fixed at 15 °C. The first 12 weeks were divided into four training datasets. The first dataset was for four weeks (Feb. 26 – March 25),
with a heat storage inlet temperature of 35 °C for two weeks, and a heat release inlet temperature of 15 °C for the remaining two
weeks. The second training dataset was extended for six weeks (Feb. 12 – March 25), during which there were two weeks of heat stor-
age at an inlet temperature of 35 °C, two weeks of heat release at an inlet temperature of 15 °C, and two weeks of heat storage at an in-
let temperature of 45 °C. Third and fourth training datasets were allocated 8 and 12 weeks, respectively, with detailed information on
heat release and heat storage inlet temperatures in Table 3. Flow rates of 420 kg/h and 200 kg/h were respectively applied for the
heat storage and release phases. As indicated in Fig. 13 tests 1 through 4 in the training duration test yielded CVRMSE values of
7.0 %, 5.5 %, 4.8 %, and 4.4 %, respectively. In general, during training, the error increases linearly with the training duration, and
during testing, it decreases linearly with the training duration, as shown in Fig. 15 a). These results demonstrate that extended train-
ing durations improve the model's accuracy in predicting outlet temperatures (see Table 4).

During the performance evaluation for the testing duration test, the first 12 weeks (Jan. 1 – March 25) were fixed after training.
The last 12 weeks (March 26 – June 18) were used for testing, during which the testing duration changed. The trained dataset con-
sisted of three heat storage phases, each carried out over two weeks with inlet temperatures of 35 °C, 45 °C, and 55 °C, respectively.
Additionally, there were three heat release phases, each simulated over two weeks with an inlet temperature of 15 °C. The first testing
duration lasted for 4 weeks (March 26 – April 23), followed by 6 weeks (March 26 – May 7), 8 weeks (March 26 – May 21), and 12
weeks (March 26 – June 18), as described fully in Table 3. Similarly, test 1 through 4 for the testing duration test shows CVRMSE of
3.1 %, 3.0 %, 4.0 %, and 4.0 % (Fig. 14). To compare the training and testing errors, it is important to note that the training error re-
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Table 3
Training and testing duration test data description.

Training duration test (test data
fixed)

Description

Fixed Testing dataset (March
26 – June 18)

Two weeks heat storage (40 °C) - two weeks heat release (15 °C) - two weeks heat storage (50 °C) - two weeks heat release
(15 °C) - two weeks heat storage (60 °C) - two weeks heat release (15 °C)

Training 1 (Feb. 26 – March
25)

Two weeks heat storage (35 °C) - two weeks heat release (15 °C)

Training 2 (Feb. 12 – March
25)

Two weeks heat storage (35 °C) - two weeks heat release (15 °C) - two weeks heat storage (45 °C)

Training 3 (Jan. 29 - March 25) Two weeks heat storage (35 °C) - two weeks heat release (15 °C) - two weeks heat storage (45 °C) - two weeks heat release
(15 °C)

Training 4 (Jan. 1 - March 25) Two weeks heat storage (35 °C) - two weeks heat release (15 °C) - two weeks heat storage (45 °C) - two weeks heat release
(15 °C) - two weeks heat storage (55 °C) - two weeks heat release (15 °C)

Testing duration test (train data
fixed)

Description

Fixed Trained dataset (Jan. 1 –
March 25)

Two weeks heat storage (35 °C) - two weeks heat release (15 °C) - two weeks heat storage (45 °C) - two weeks heat release
(15 °C) - two weeks heat storage (55 °C) - two weeks heat release (15 °C)

Testing 1 (March 26 – April 23) Two weeks heat storage (40 °C) - two weeks heat release (15 °C)
Testing 2 (March 26 – May 7) Two weeks heat storage (40 °C) - two weeks heat release (15 °C) - two weeks heat storage (50 °C)
Testing 3 (March 26 – May 21) Two weeks heat storage (40 °C) - two weeks heat release (15 °C) - two weeks heat storage (50 °C) - two weeks heat release

(15 °C)
Testing 4 (March 26 – June 18) Two weeks heat storage (40 °C) - two weeks heat release (15 °C) - two weeks heat storage (50 °C) - two weeks heat release

(15 °C) - two weeks heat storage (60 °C) - two weeks heat release (15 °C)

Table 4
Summary of selected previous model and results.

Authors Model Type Method of evaluation RMSE (oC) CVRMSE (%)

Kim et al. [25] Numerical Model Calibration against FEFFLOW model 0.13 1.33
Maestre et al. [22] R–C model Calibrated against ANSYS model 0.41 Not calculated
Maestre et al. [23] R_C model Calibrated against ANSYS model 0.41 Not calculated
Naranjo-Mendoza et al.

[46],
Analytical and Numerical models Compared with experimental data Range: 0.1–11.56 NRMSE: Range

1.82–163.68
Baser and McCarthy [47] Numerical Modeling Calibration and validation with

experimental data
Graphical
comparison

Graphical
comparison

Lamarche [48] Modified finite line source Analytical vs COMSOL model Graphical
comparison

Graphical
comparison

Najib et al. [49] Capacitance Resistance Model (CaRM)
vs CFD

Calibrated with ANSYS CFD model 0.29 Not calculated

Miao et al. [50] Grey-box and white box model Calibrated with field data Grey-box = 0.96
White-box = 0.78

Not calculated

mains constant as its duration is fixed. On the other hand, the testing error fluctuates irregularly within an acceptable range as the du-
ration of testing changes. Fig. 15 b) shows that the highest error was observed in test 3, followed by tests 4, 2, and then 1. This result
suggests that if we train the dataset for an extended period and evaluate the model's performance using datasets within the training
duration, the error remains within an acceptable range with minimal deviations. Therefore, the duration of the testing data has an im-
pact on the model's ability to predict the outlet temperature accurately.

3.3.3. Long-term performance comparison of detailed TRNSYS model and IGB model
The performance of the detailed TRNSYS model was assessed against an IGB model over a 10-year period, using an hourly

timestep under the same conditions as shown in Fig. 16. For this long-term performance test, a trained duration of 12 weeks (Jan. 1 –
March 25) as described for the fixed trained dataset in Table 3 was used. Throughout this duration, the models simulated three heat
storage periods with inlet temperatures of 40 °C, 50 °C, and 60 °C, each corresponding to three heat release periods with a consistent
inlet temperature of 15 °C, as outlined in Table 3, row 2. Each storage and release cycle lasted two weeks, with flow rates set at
420 kg/h for storage and 200 kg/h for release. This entire cycle repeated until the end of the 10-year period. The simulation results
are depicted in Fig. 16 a) with a zoomed graph to five years for clearer observation in Fig. 16 b). The comparison revealed good agree-
ment between the charging and discharging periods, although deviations increased slightly with each subsequent storage and release
cycle. The assessment of both models over this period yielded a Coefficient of Variation of Root Mean Square Error (CVRMSE) of
5.2 %, indicating satisfactory performance over the extended duration of the study.

Additionally, to identify the optimal training duration that yields satisfactory performance over a long-term (10 years) testing pe-
riod, model training at different durations ranging from 4 to 24 weeks was conducted, as depicted in Fig. 17. The findings revealed a
clear trend: shorter training durations correlated with higher CVRMSE values in long-term performance assessment. However, as the
training duration is extended, convergence of errors is observed, indicating an improvement in performance stability. Although the
use of a short range of training data to make a long-term prediction yielded a performance that is within acceptable accuracy, the ob-
served trend of higher CVRMSE values with shorter training durations underscores the importance of allowing sufficient time for the
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Fig. 13. Effects of training duration on the model performance a) Training 1 (CVRMSE = 7.0 %) b) Training 2 (CVRMSE = 5.5 %) c) Training 3 (CVRMSE = 4.8 %),
and d) Training 4 (CVRMSE = 4.0 %).

Fig. 14. Effects of testing duration on the model performance a), Testing 1 (CVRMSE = 3.1 %), b) Testing 2 (CVRMSE = 3.0 %), c) Testing 3 (CVRMSE = 4.0 %), and
d) Testing 4 (CVRMSE = 4.0 %).

model to learn and adapt to the underlying patterns in the data. When the training duration is limited, the model may not have the op-
portunity to fully capture the complexities of the data, leading to higher errors in long-term predictions. Conversely, the convergence
of errors as the training duration increases suggests that longer training periods enable the model to refine its parameters and better
generalize to unseen data. In this study it indicates that beyond 20 weeks, further training yields little or no improvement in perfor-
mance, as the model converges in its learning curve. Even at that, the results obtained using the short range of data for training in this
study remained at an acceptable accuracy. However, the result is crucial for balancing computational resources and performance re-
quirements. Investing too little time in training may result in suboptimal performance, while excessively long training durations may
incur unnecessary computational costs without significant improvements in performance. Moreover, this point of convergence of 20
weeks can be considered a short period of training that predicts the model's output over a long period, which is an edge that the in-
verse grey-box model holds over other machine learning models, such as the ANN. Although the long-term predictive performance
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Fig. 15. Training and Testing CVRMSE Comparison: a) Training duration test and b) Testing duration test.

Fig. 16. Ten years Performance evaluation of the detailed TRNSYS model and inverse model, a) Ten years test result (CVRMSE = 5.2 %) and b) Zoomed figure of first
five years result.
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Fig. 17. Impact of training duration on long-term performance.

obtained in this study is within the acceptable accuracy, updating the model's learning outcomes with recent data at appropriate in-
tervals may also be applicable, which could address cases where long-term prediction performance accuracy is low.

3.4. Justification of the deviations between measured and simulated data
Although the calibrated models provided errors that are within the accepted limits, the existing deviations between the simulated

and measured results require scientific justification. Often, the deviations between model predictions and measured data in system
modeling are due to various factors that highlight the complexities of accurately simulating real-world systems. In this study, the ob-
tained results are believed to have been influenced by the factors which include model structure uncertainty, where the model may
have oversimplified the system's behavior due to necessary assumptions such as the approximated value of TG used when it is un-
known, leading to gaps between predictions and actual observations. The uncertainties in the specified parameters and the experi-
mental data used for calibrating and validating the models also played a significant role. The experimental data may contain errors or
noise due to the uncertainties in the measuring equipment, contributing to discrepancies. Furthermore, inaccuracies in specifying ini-
tial and boundary conditions as well as the numerical approximations and computational limitations required for solving complex
models such as the detailed TRNSYS model, may have introduced additional errors thereby affecting the model outcomes. Finally, ex-
ternal factors such as the dynamics that are not considered during the modeling process or changes in the system over time may also
have led to certain deviations.

3.5. Comparison with other studies
Previous studies have presented various models for analyzing the performance of different geometric configurations of UTES sys-

tems, and these models have been successfully validated. Finite difference, finite volume and finite element method [51], with the aid
of various computer software such as ANSYS [22,23,52], FEFLOW [25,53], etc. have been used to study the heat transfer profile of
systems. However, some of these models may be complex and challenging for engineers to understand and apply. Therefore, there is a
need for a simplified model that can provide accurate predictions within an acceptable range of deviations. It is important to empha-
size that there's no universal benchmark to determine the optimal RMSE across all scenarios. The assessment of what constitutes a
good RMSE relies heavily on factors such as the characteristics of the validation data and the intricacies of the specific problem at
hand. Nevertheless, ASHRAE standards offer a standardized acceptable range for validating energy systems [40]. The objective of this
review is to further validate the calibration results obtained in the current study. In this regard, several models from previous works,
as shown in Table 4, were reviewed and compared with the findings of the present study. For instance, the work of Kim et al. [25],
predicted the outlet water temperatures with RMSE and CVRME of 0.13 and 1.33 %, respectively. In another previous work by
Maestre et al. [22,23], R–C models for predicting exit water temperature of a UTES, as well as the ground temperature was developed
The authors considered the double-sided heat transfer from both inlet and exit U-tube pipes to the borehole radius, with nodes located
at the center of the pipes, the grout material, and the borehole radius. The predictive model was compared with similar models devel-
oped in ANSYS CFD tool and the result predicted outlet water temperature with RMSE of 0.41 and 0.19 respectively although the
CVRMSE was not calculated. The work of Najib et al. [49] developed a Capacitance Resistance model (CaRM) for a large helical UTES
for predicting the core and bore wall temperatures. The system was corroborated against a similar model developed in ANSYS while
both models were simulated using the field experimental data of same geometry. The study produced a model with RMSE of 0.29 °C
as indicated in Table 4. Miao et al. [50] developed a second order state space model for application with the ground source heat ex-
changer solving for the hot and cold outlet temperatures by the use of both white- and grey-box models. The white- and grey-box
model predicted outlet temperatures of the hot side with error of 0.78 and 0.96 respectively. Naranjo-Mendoza et al. [46] compared
various numerical models, such as sinusoidal, semi-infinite, and finite difference methods (FDM), to forecast ground temperature
changes over both short and long periods. They measured data hourly at depths ranging from 0.75 m to 2.75 m. The RMSE and
NRMSE for all models ranged between 0.1 and 11.56 °C and 1.82–163.68 % respectively. However, the FDM model was found to be
the least accurate. In a study conducted by Baser and McCarthy [47], a dynamic soil temperature was simulated within field-scaled
SBTES that contained 15 m deep ground heat exchangers spaced 1.5 m apart. The numerical models used in the study were calibrated
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based on the field experiment, and the results showed that the simulated soil temperature closely matched the measured data.
Lamarche [48] modified the finite line source method for a horizontal UTES and calibrated it against a detailed COSMOL model. The
graphical results of the analytical model showed good agreement to those of the detailed COMSOL model [54].

As previously mentioned, previous studies have achieved success in modeling UTES systems; however, none of them focused on
shallow UTES. Additionally, some of these models are complex and may pose challenges in terms of comprehension and application.
Moreover, their validation periods have been relatively short compared to the current study, which conducted model testing over a
period of 10 years. One significant challenge in UTES applications is the considerable thermal energy loss, particularly from the top
and sides of the storage volume. It is also crucial to perform sensitivity analysis to ascertain the model dynamics of certain variables.
While previous models agreed with validation data, insulation, and parameter sensitivities were under-explored. In contrast, the pre-
sent work derived a model that considers both the top and side insulation of the storage volume. This approach was based on the
training and testing data obtained from the field experiment, which were also used to validate the model. Furthermore, the study in-
vestigated how the model's performance is affected by the duration of training and testing over short and long-term performance
which is a limitation to other machine learning models such as the ANN.

4. Conclusion
In this study, experimental investigation of improved shallow vertical and horizontal configurations of UTES was conducted for

model calibrations. Detailed TRNSYS models and simplified thermal network-based 4R2C IGB models representing the field experi-
ment were developed and calibrated using the data from the field experiment. The calibrated results were analyzed and compared
with other few models in literature. The summary of the study based on the analysis carried out is given as follows:
• The installation of 0.2 m thick polyurethane foam insulation improved the performance of UTES systems, validating the use of

their measured data for model calibration.
• In comparing the calibrated models, the IGB model trained with the measured data for the horizontal configuration performed

best, followed by the detailed TRNSYS model trained with the measured data. For the vertical configuration, the detailed TRNSYS
model trained with the measured data performed best, followed by the IGB model trained with the measured data. Although the
calibration performance differs for each case, the calibrated models agreed with the field experimental data to an applicable
degree based on the ASHRAE guidelines of the range 0–20 % CVRMSE and based on the results from previously developed
models. When the CVRMSE is within this range, it means that the model's predictions are reasonably close to the actual data, and
the model can effectively simulate the behavior of the heating and cooling systems under consideration.

• Finally, the model's performance is highly sensitive to both the training and testing durations. In summary, the proposed inverse
grey-box model possesses the advantage of making short-term and long-term performance predictions that are within acceptable
accuracy using a short range of training data, unlike other machine learning models such as the ANN. This is evident in this study,
where even with the short range of training data, the model accuracy remained within an acceptable range in making a 10-year
performance prediction. In the proposed inverse grey-box model, it is recommended to use a short range of training data (not
exceeding 20 weeks) for long-term performance predictions since, beyond this range; the system exhibits a negligible
performance improvement, which breaks the limitation of requiring a large range of training data for accurate model predictions
over a long term in other machine learning models and provides a balance between computational resources and performance
requirements.
In conclusion, a future study aims to explore the integration of these calibrated models with heat pumps for modeling, simulation,

and performance evaluation of inter-seasonal consumption of surplus PV electricity in buildings.
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Appendix
This appendix provides more insight into the methodology for obtaining the inverse model in this study considering the given

nodes in Fig. 6. More detailed mathematical description of the intermediate steps leading to the derivation of Equations (7) and (8) is
presented. The equations (A- 12) and (A- 15) correspond to equations (7) and (8).

For Node Tw 0 = Qw +

Tg − Tw

Rwg

(A- 1)

Where Tw = 2
Tin+Tout and Q̇w = ṁwcpw (Tin − Tout).

For node Tg ∶ Cg

dTg

dt
=

Tw − Tg

Rwg

+

Tsoil − Tg

Rgs

(A- 2)

For node Tsoil ∶ Csoil

dTsoil

dt
=

Tg − Tsoil

Rgs

+

Ta − Tsoil

Ras

+

TG − Tsoil

RsG

(A- 3)

Substituting for Q̇w in equation (A-1) and rearranging,

Tw − Tg

Rwg

= mwcpwTin − mwcpwTout (A- 4)

Substitute for Tw in equation (A- 4) and rearranging,

1

2Rwg

Tin +
1

2Rwg

Tout −
1

Rwg

Tg = mwcpwTin − mwcpwTout (A- 5)

Tg =

(
0.5 − Rwg mwcpw

)
Tin +

(
0.5 + Rwg mwcpw

)
Tout = N1Tin + N2Tout (A- 6)

Where N1 = 0.5 − Rwgṁwcpw and N2 = 0.5 + Rwgṁwcpw.
Substituting for Tw in equation (A- 2)

Cg

dTg

dt
=

1

2Rwg

Tin +
1

2Rwg

Tout −
1

Rwg

Tg +
1

Rwg

Tsoil −
1

Rgs

Tg (A- 7)

Cg

dTg

dt
=

1

2Rwg

Tin +
1

2Rwg

Tout +
1

Rgs

Tsoil −

(
1

Rwg

+
1

Rgs

)
Tg (A- 8)

Substituting Tg in equation (A- 8) we have,

Cg

d

N1Tin + N2Tout


dt

=
1

2Rwg

Tin +
1

2Rwg

Tout +
1

Rgs

Tsoil −


1

Rwg

+
1

Rgs


N1Tin + N2Tout

 (A- 9)

Since constant temperature of fluid is supplied during charging or discharging, dt
dTin = 0 hence;

N2Cg

dTout

dt
=

1

2Rwg

Tin +
1

2Rwg

Tout +
1

Rgs

Tsoil −

[
N1

Rwg

Tin +
N2

Rwg

Tout +
N1

Rgs

Tin +
N2

Rgs

Tout

]
(A- 10)

Cg

dTout

dt
=

1

2N2Rwg

Tin +
1

2N2Rwg

Tout +
1

N2Rgs

Tsoil −

[
N1

N2Rwg

Tin +
1

Rwg

Tout +
N1

N2Rgs

Tin +
1

Rgs

Tout

]
(A- 11)

Substituting N1 = 0.5 − Rwgṁwcpw and N2 = 0.5 + Rwgṁwcpw in equation (A- 11) we have:
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Cg

dTout

dt
=


1

Rwg + 2R2
wg

mwcpw

−

0.5 − Rwg mwcpw

0.5Rwg + R2
wg

mwcpw

−

0.5 − Rwg mwcpw

0.5Rgs + RgsRwg mwcpw


Tin

+


1

Rwg + 2R2
wg

mwcpw

−
1

Rwg

−
1

Rgs


Tout

+


1

0.5Rgs + RgsRwg mwcpw


Tsoil − Cgrout


0.5 − Rwg mwcpw

0.5 + Rwg mwcpw


dTin

dt
± z

(A- 12)

Now rearranging equation (A- 3), we have:
Substituting for Tg, we have:

Csoil

dTsoil

dt
=

1

Rgs

Tg −

(
1

Rgs

+
1

Ras

+
1

RsG

)
Tsoil +

1

Ras

Ta +
1

RsG

TG (A- 13)

Csoil

dTsoil

dt
=

1

Rgs


N1Tin + N2Tout


−


1

Rgs

+
1

Ras

+
1

RsG


Tsoil +

1

Ras

Ta +
1

RsG

TG (A- 14)

Substituting N1 = 0.5 − Rwgṁwcpw and N2 = 0.5 + Rwgṁwcpw we have:

Csoil

dTsoil

dt
=

(
0.5 − Rwg mwcpw

Rgs

)
Tin +

(
0.5 + Rwg mwcpw

Rgs

)
Tout

−

(
RasRsG + RgsRsG + RgsRas

RgsRasRsG

)
Tsoil +

(
1

Ras

)
Ta +

(
1

RsG

)
TG ± y

(A- 15)
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