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Abstract

:

To generate performance predictions of borehole thermal energy storage (BTES) systems for both seasonal and short-term storage of industrial excess heat, e.g., from high to low production hours, models are needed that can handle the short-term effects. In this study, the first and largest industrial BTES in Sweden, applying intermittent heat injection and extraction down to half-day intervals, was modelled in the IDA ICE 4.8 environment and compared to three years of measured storage performance. The model was then used in a parametric study to investigate the change in performance of the storage from e.g., borehole spacing and storage supply flow characteristics at heat injection. For the three-year comparison, predicted and measured values for total injected and extracted energy differed by less than 1% and 3%, respectively and the mean relative difference for the storage temperatures was 4%, showing that the performance of large-scale BTES with intermittent heat injection and extraction can be predicted with high accuracy. At the actual temperature of the supply flow during heat injection, 40 °C, heat extraction would not exceed approximately 100 MWh/year for any investigated borehole spacing, 1–8 m. However, when the temperature of the supply flow was increased to 60–80 °C, 1400–3100 MWh/year, also dependent on the flow rate, could be extracted at the spacing yielding the highest heat extraction, which in all cases was 3–4 m.
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1. Introduction


A borehole thermal energy storage (BTES) is a system that may allow for both short- and long-term storage of heat. A BTES stores heat directly in the ground using a number of vertically drilled holes in which a heat carrier is circulated. The most commonly used technique is to use a single or double U-pipe inserted into the borehole. Boreholes are often positioned within a regular shape at a distance of 3–4 m from each other [1] and drilled to a depth of between 3 and 200 m, depending on local design factors. However, other borehole spacings are also used, an example being the BTES at the Drake Landing Solar community, which uses a spacing of 2.25 m [2]. The top surface confining the borehole field is insulated to reduce heat losses. Ground formations that are suitable for BTES include rock and soil [3,4]. Unsaturated ground formations may result in higher storage performances than saturated ground formations because of lower ground thermal conductivity [5,6]. Groundwater flows at the storage location are preferred to be low, as heat may be transferred away from the storage via these flows. The overall performance of a BTES is often described by the amount of useful energy that can be extracted from the system, or the ratio of heat extracted to heat injected, known as the BTES efficiency.



The first full-size borehole thermal energy storage systems were realized in the early 1980s [7] and Gao et al. [3] report that the number of BTES boreholes in use in the Netherlands is estimated to have increased from 18,000 in 2006 to 22,500 in 2007 and that similar growth can be seen in other European countries. In 2015, the estimated number of BTES in Sweden with at least 10 boreholes was 650 [8]. BTES have commonly been used within smaller district solar heating systems to reduce the seasonal mismatch between solar radiation and building heat demand. Examples of seasonal BTES systems where solar heat is the energy supplied to the system, for which system design and performance have been presented in detail, are the BTES at Anneberg, Sweden [9], Neckarsulm, Germany [10], and The Drake Landing Solar Community in Okotoks, Alberta, Canada [11]. In recent years, experimental facilities have been used to better understand the underground thermal behaviour of these systems, e.g., in [12,13,14], where for example various charging and discharging strategies have been tested. Some research has also used numerical models to predict and investigate the performance of BTES for the storage of solar energy, including [5,15,16]. In [16], the performance of a BTES coupled with solar collectors was predicted for a system located in a subarctic climate. Predictions showed that 20% of the annual heat demand at the site, being 425 MWh/year, could be satisfied by a 500 m2 solar collector area coupled with two short-term storage tanks and a BTES system with a volume of 10,000 m3.



However, industrial companies in cold climates that have an excess of heat due to the cooling demands of their main processes—primarily in summer but also in winter—also see great potential for BTES systems. This is because they can use both the seasonal storage function of the BTES to shift excess heat from summer to winter for space heating, and the short-term storage function of the BTES to shift heat from high production hours to low production hours or from mild to cold winter days. This latter function of the storage system places more requirements on design and control systems, and thus also on the ability to numerically model these dynamic short-term effects.



Currently, there are few BTES installations for the storage of industrial excess heat, and research on their potential is in its early stages. In [17], the performance of a BTES for the storage of heat from a copper plant, located in Chifeng, China, was modelled for a case in which the BTES was used for local space heating and another in which stored energy was delivered to the district heating network. A higher BTES performance was found in the latter case due to a lower return flow temperature from the customers. In [18], a multi-stage series borehole configuration was proposed for a BTES for storage of industrial excess heat in order to achieve a high temperature gradient, 15–20 °C, over the BTES and thereby a low supply flow temperature for process cooling. A sensitivity analysis of the proposed system showed that there is an optimum borehole spacing, resulting in a minimum BTES size. For improved understanding of the performance of large-scale geothermal technologies, the project Annex 52 [19] is currently under way. In this project, measurements are conducted on geothermal installations serving commercial, institutional and multi-family buildings, with the aim of reporting realistic system performances and giving guidelines on the instrumental set-up and analysis of these systems. The project will run until 2021 and the participating countries are Finland, the Netherlands, Sweden, the UK and the USA. The BTES at Xylem’s production site in Emmaboda, Sweden, which is studied in this paper, is one of the case studies in Annex 52. The performance of the storage at Xylem has also been evaluated by Nilsson and Rohdin in [20].



The aim of this paper is to model the first and largest industrial BTES in Sweden and investigate its performance. The paper will compare the performance of a numerical BTES model, implemented in the IDA ICE 4.8 simulation environment, with measured data from this large-scale BTES, located in Emmaboda, Sweden. The model will also be used to study the effects of different key parameters for this storage. The performance evaluation is of interest to the industry as well as to BTES designers because no study has been found in the literature that validates a model for large-scale industrial BTES. More specifically, the paper will 1) validate a borehole model against measured data for three years of storage operation using the borehole module in the commercial software IDA ICE, and 2) use the validated model to analyse how the BTES performance is affected by borehole depth, borehole spacing, supply flow rate and temperature at heat injection and extraction, and ground thermal conductivity.




2. Description of the Site and the Modelled BTES


The studied BTES is located at Xylem’s production plant in Emmaboda, Sweden. Xylem, Emmaboda is a manufacturer of submersible pumps and employs roughly 1100 people, of whom 750 work in production. At the site, machine parts are being both assembled and produced. Most of the excess heat comes from a foundry, where approximately 18,000 tonnes of iron are smelted annually, mainly from two high-temperature ovens. The purpose of the BTES is to reduce the site’s purchase of district heating, which is used mainly for ventilation and space heating. Energy is primarily stored in the BTES from summer to winter, but heat is also injected into the storage during times of excess heat in the winter. The heated indoor area at the site measures 110,000 m2 and purchased district heating constitutes 4000 MWh/year. A simplified schematic of the site’s heat distribution system is shown in Figure 1.



The BTES, illustrated in Figure 2, consists of 140 boreholes placed in a rectangular array with a borehole spacing and depth of 4 m and 150 m respectively. The storage has been divided into seven sections, A–G, with their own connection to the main supply and return manifold which connect the storage to the site’s internal heat distribution system via a heat exchanger. This partitioning makes it possible to choose which parts of the storage to charge and discharge. For example, at times when excess heat is available at temperatures close to that of the storage centre, it may be injected at the outer partitions where the ground temperature is lower. Each section contains 20 boreholes, connected in series of two and two, as shown in Figure 2 for section C. The flow rate for each section is approximately 3 l/s, meaning a total storage flow rate of about 20 l/s when all the sections are open. Within a section, the flow is distributed equally across the boreholes.



The site’s monitoring system consists of a large number of temperature and pressure sensors, allowing the BTES side of the heat exchanger to operate automatically according to the factory side of the heat exchanger. Ground temperatures are measured by four temperature sensors, GT1–GT4 (see Figure 2). GT1 and GT2 are located within the borehole field at a depth of 117 m and 70 m, respectively. GT3 is located 10 m outside the south-west border of the borehole field at a depth of 100 m, and GT4 is located just beneath the insulation covering the top of the storage. GT1–GT3 are placed in inactive boreholes, used during the design of the storage, whereas GT4 is placed between boreholes. In total, this means that no temperature sensor is in direct contact with the heat transfer fluid. Ground temperatures are measured using Pt100 sensors from Pentronic (four-wire connection, wire wound, class AA according to IEC 60751:2008). With the exception of GT1, for which temperatures are measured every five minutes, ground temperatures are registered every six hours. Energy injected into and extracted from the storage are determined from the mass flow rate and its temperature at the storage entrance and exit. The mass flow rate is calculated from the pressure differential, which is measured using a pressure differential meter from TA Hydronics (TA Link 0-10 V/4-20 mA) with an accuracy of less than 1 kPa. The flow temperatures are also measured using Pt100 sensors from Pentronic. Flow data is registered at five-minute intervals.



The borehole heat exchanger, shown in Figure 3, is of an open type. It consists of a double pipe, a DN 40 pipe inserted into a DN 90 pipe, placed in line with the borehole’s centre point. The heat transfer fluid, being a mixture of groundwater and externally added water, is transported within the DN 40 pipe and the annular space between the DN 90 pipe and the surrounding rock. In the space between the pipes, water is confined by the use of swelling rubber at regular intervals along the borehole heat exchanger length, with the purpose to limit heat transfer between upward and downward flow. The open borehole heat exchanger design is made possible by a nearby dam, which keeps the groundwater level at approximately 2 m beneath ground level year-round. For the distance between ground level and the groundwater table, the borehole is separated from the surrounding rock by a steel pipe. This being considered, and the fact that the pipe system ends at a depth of 146 m, means that the length of the borehole heat exchanger is 144 m. From ground to atmosphere, the surface area confining the boreholes is covered with 0.15 m sand, 0.40 m foam glass, thermal conductivity of 0.11 W/(m·°C), and 0.20 m soil.



Before the construction of the storage, two investigative drillings were made, TH1 and TH2, each to a depth of 150 m [21]. The positions of TH1 and TH2 are given by temperature sensors GT3 and GT1/2 respectively. Rock samples revealed a bedrock primarily made of granodiorite, but with a few 2–5 m layers of amphibolite. The soil depth was determined to be 9 m for TH1 and 5 m for TH2, suggesting a bedrock that dips slightly towards the west. During TH1, a fracture zone with groundwater flow was encountered at a depth of 29–33 m, whilst a minor fracture zone showing groundwater movement was encountered during TH2 near the surface. Through an airlift test, the groundwater flow of the fracture zone in TH1 was determined at 800 l/min.



An illustration of the intermittent storage heat injection and extraction at the site, which occurs as excess heat is also stored in the winter, is shown in Figure 4. Changes between heat injection and extraction mostly occur over the course of a few days. The shortest changes noted are around 10 h.




3. Numerical Procedure


3.1. Numerical Model


IDA ICE 4.8 is a simulation tool that focuses on the dynamic modelling of thermal systems such as heating, ventilation, cooling and generic functions for buildings and industries. IDA ICE is implemented in the general-purpose environment IDA, where all models are available as NMF (Neutral Modelling Format) source code [22]. The simulation environment has been validated and is included in the BESTEST Library [23]. In this study, the IDA ICE GHX module for borehole heat exchangers has been used [24]. The model uses the finite difference method to calculate a 2-D temperature field around each borehole, which are then summed through superposition to generate a 3-D temperature field in the ground. The model can be used for an arbitrary configuration of boreholes of equal depth. The ground is represented by a single layer, but separate properties may be assigned to the top ground layer containing the borehole casing. This means that the ground is modelled using average properties for e.g., thermal conductivity, density and heat capacity. The model is limited to U-pipes as the ground heat exchanger and does not explicitly consider groundwater flow. Boundary conditions for the ground surface is given by the outdoor air temperature, which may vary with time. In the model, the following temperature fields are calculated for each borehole [25]:




	
One-dimensional heat transfer between downward and upward flow



	
One-dimensional heat transfer between grout (backfill material), liquid and ground



	
Two-dimensional heat transfer around the borehole and between the grout and the liquid, using a mesh of cylindrical coordinates








The combined thermal influence on the ground from multiple boreholes is given by superposition. A one-dimensional vertical field, interacting with the ground surface, is used to describe the undisturbed ground temperature. The thermal processes between fluid, grout and borehole wall are dynamic, i.e., the thermal mass of both the fluid and the grout are accounted for. However, the thermal mass of the pipe itself is not considered. To describe the energy balance of downward and upward flow, Equations (1) and (2) [24,25] are applied:


MCp,Liq·dTdi,j/dt=miCp,Liq·(Tdi,j−1−Tdi,j)+KLiqGrout,i·(TGroutd,i,j−Tdi,j)+KLiqEarth,i·(Ti,j−Tdi,j)



(1)






MCp,Liq·dTui,j/dt=miCp,Liq·(Tui,j+1−Tui,j)+KLiqGrout,i·(TGroutu,i,j−Tui,j)+KLiqEarth,i·(Ti,j−Tui,j)



(2)




where MCp,Liq (J/°C) is the absolute heat capacity of the upward or downward flow in node j at borehole i, Tdi,j (°C) and Tui,j (°C) are the temperature of the downward and upward flow respectively in node j at borehole i, mi (kg/s) is the mass flow rate at borehole i, Cp,Liq (J/(kg·°C)) is the specific heat capacity of the fluid at borehole i, KLiqGrout,i (W/°C) is the heat transfer coefficient multiplied by area between grout and fluid at borehole i, TGroutd,i,j (°C) and TGroutu,i,j (°C) are the grout temperature around the downward and upward flow respectively in node j at borehole i, KLiqEarth,i (W/°C) is the heat transfer coefficient multiplied by area between the fluid and borehole wall at borehole i, and Ti,j (°C) is the borehole wall temperature in node j at borehole i.



The energy balance of the filling material is described by Equations (3)–(5) [24,25]:


MCp,Grout2 ·dTGrout,i,j/dt=KGroutGrout·(TGroutd,i,j− TGroutu,i,j−2TGrout,i,j)+KGroutEarth·(Ti,j −TGrout,i,j)



(3)






MCp,Grout1 ·dTGroutd,i,j/dt=KGroutGrout·(TGrout,i,j− TGroutd,i,j)+ KLiqGrout,i·(Tdi,j −TGroutd,i,j)+KRingEarth·(Ti,j−TGroutd,i,j)



(4)






MC(p,Grout1)⋅dTGroutu,i,j/dt=KGroutGrout⋅(TGrout,i,j−TGroutu,i,j)+KLiqGrout,i⋅(Tdi,j−TGroutu,i,j)+KRingEarth⋅(Ti,j−TGroutu,i,j)



(5)




where MCp,Grout2  (J/°C) and MCp,Grout1  (J/°C) are the absolute heat capacity of the outer and inner grout respectively, TGrout,i,j (°C) is the temperature of the outer grout in node j at borehole i, KGroutGrout (W/°C) is the heat conductivity coefficient multiplied by length between the grout ring and outer grout, KGroutEarth (W/°C) is the heat conductivity coefficient multiplied by length between grout and ground, and KRingEarth (W/°C) is the heat conductivity coefficient multiplied by length between grout ring and ground.



Heat resistances used to calculate the heat conductivity coefficients, K, are either entered directly or calculated by providing an effective borehole thermal resistance, Rb. The effective borehole thermal resistance, Rb is the thermal resistance between the heat transfer fluid and the borehole wall, assuming a steady-flux state [26]. A more detailed description of the model is found in [24].




3.2. The Modelled System and Validation Setup


For model validation, values for the energy injected into and extracted from the storage were used, along with ground temperatures, measured by temperature sensors GT1–GT4 (see Figure 2). For the validation period considered, March 2012–March 2015, the maximum measurement error of the average storage supply flow, 12.6 l/s, was determined at 4.9%. The maximum measurement error for the mean storage supply (37.5 °C) and return flow temperature (35.3 °C) are 0.8% and 0.9% respectively. By considering average values for temperatures and flow, the maximum error is 12.9% for registered injected energy and 16.5% for registered extracted energy. At the mean values measured by ground temperature sensors GT1–GT4, 19.3–33.6 °C, the maximum measurement error is in the range 0.9–1.6%.



An uncertainty when modelling any BTES is the ground properties, along with the effective borehole thermal resistance. Here, simulations were carried out for various values of the effective borehole thermal resistance, whilst the effective ground thermal conductivity and ground volumetric heat capacity were kept at fixed values. Values for the effective borehole thermal resistance were limited to 0.05, 0.10, and 0.15 (m·°C)/W, based on a value of 0.10 (m·°C)/W being common for these applications [27]. Good agreement between the modelled and measured data was achieved when Rb was set to 0.15 (m·°C)/W. Based on ground samples taken prior to the construction of the storage, showing a ground composition primarily made up of reddish grey to light grey granodiorite [21], the volumetric heat capacity was set to 2.2 MJ/(m3·°C). The effective ground thermal conductivity was set to 6 W/(m·°C), which was obtained when it was calculated from measured ground temperatures using steady-state heat transfer through cylindrical shells, see Equation (6) [28]:


Q˙=2πkLT1−T2ln(r2/r1)



(6)




where Q˙ is the heat transfer rate (W), k is the ground thermal conductivity (W/(m·°C)), L is the cylinder length (m), r1 and r2 are the inner and outer radius respectively (m), and T1 and T2 are the respective temperatures at these positions (°C). In this case, the cylinder of radius r1 is represented by a cylinder of approximate volume and surface area as the volume confining the borehole field, limited in height by the positions of GT2 (70 m) and GT1 (117 m). The temperature T1 of this cylinder is given by the average value of GT1 and GT2. The radius r2 is given by the distance between the borehole field centre and the position of GT3. T2 is given by the temperature of GT3. Calculations consider the average heat transfer rate Q˙, which is obtained from the change in temperature of the cylinder of radius r1, and the average temperature difference T1–T2 for periods of heat injection only, i.e., summer. This calculated value of 6 W/(m·°C) can be compared to the ground thermal conductivity of only granodiorite, approximately 2.7 W/(m·°C) [29], which does not consider e.g., possible fracture zones with groundwater movement at the storage location.



As IDA ICE GHX is limited to closed-loop borehole heat exchangers, the open borehole heat exchanger was modelled as a single U-pipe. The inner radius of the U-pipe was set to 16 mm, and water was used as backfill material. The used properties of water was 4.18 kJ/(kg·°C) for specific heat, 1000 kg/m3 for density and 0.6 W/(m·°C) for thermal conductivity. The borehole diameter was set to the same as for the actual case (115 mm). The unaffected ground temperature was set to 8 °C, as determined from site investigations [21]. The distance between the surface level (0 m) and the beginning of the ground heat exchanger (approximately −2.8 m) was modelled as one layer with the weighted average properties of the individual layers. The outdoor air temperature for the period considered was taken from a nearby weather station, located in Kosta, Sweden. In the model, boreholes were connected in series of two and two, according to the real case.



The storage came into operation in June 2010, but data for the injected and extracted energy and ground temperatures were first measured in March 2012. The model was initiated to correspond to the starting conditions. However, the temperature measured by GT4 is strongly affected by the outdoor climate as the sensor is placed just below the top insulation of the storage. The operation of the storage at heat extraction was limited to the three inner storage sections, which resembles the actual operation of the storage where this most of the time has been the case. For heat injection, which primarily takes place with four and five storage sections open, the operation of the storage was approximated by letting the flow be evenly distributed across all the boreholes. The measured storage supply flow data, used as model input, is shown in Figure 5. In the model, a resolution of one hour was used for the storage supply flow data.



The model layout is shown in Figure 6. The component at the centre is the IDA ICE GHX component, where such aspects as geological and storage design parameters are assigned. The arrays of components are borehole inlets and outlets, where each group of 30 components corresponds to one of the storage sections A–G. Each set of three components corresponds to two boreholes connected in series, where the first component gives the inlet of the first borehole, the second component the outlet of the first borehole and the inlet of the second borehole, and the third component the outlet of the second borehole. Storage supply flow data is supplied to the borehole inlets from the components on the far left. In order to control the storage operation in the model validation so that heat extraction is limited to sections C–E, one input file is used to supply the mass flow rate to sections C–E and another to the remaining sectors. For the parametric study, presented in detail below, the mass flow rate supplied to the storage is given by the sum of the two input data files. In this case, one of the files represents heat injection and contains non-zero values for the mass flow rate during times of heat injection and zero values during times of potential heat extraction, whereas, the opposite is true for the other file, which represents heat extraction. At the beginning of each simulation time step, the input file corresponding to heat extraction will be multiplied by the number 1 in cases where the storage return flow temperature from the previous time step exceeds the minimum useful storage temperature and otherwise it will be multiplied by 0. This logical operation takes place to the right in the figure, where the injected and extracted energy are also calculated.




3.3. Parametric Study


For the parameterization, the impact on storage performance in terms of injected and extracted energy was investigated for various storage supply flow characteristics at heat injection, borehole spacings, borehole depths, ground thermal conductivities, and minimum useful storage temperatures. The analysis of ground thermal conductivity and minimum useful storage temperature is limited to the actual storage supply flow at heat injection. Parameterization of borehole spacing and borehole depth was carried out for six different combinations of the storage supply flow at heat injection, being multiples of the actual supply flow. The combinations were chosen with the purpose of investigating the influence of storage performance from storage supply flow temperature as well as storage supply flow rate. These combinations are denoted as Cases 1–6 and are presented together with their corresponding annual absolute mean values in Table 1. Case 6 is the actual storage supply flow at heat injection. Parameters considered in the study and their ranges are presented in Table 2. Also, the parameter values are based on the actual values at the site.



Calculations assume that heat extraction takes place during the building heating season whenever heat is not injected and the storage can deliver the minimum useful temperature to the internal heat distribution network. A supply flow temperature of a minimum of 40 °C is required to be supplied to the internal heat distribution network for existing heat exchangers. It is assumed that all extracted energy is useful. Heat extraction takes place at maximum flow rate, which for Cases 1–5 is scaled from the actual maximum storage flow rate, Case 6, in accordance to the flow rate at heat injection. The flow is distributed evenly across all the boreholes both at heat injection and extraction. For Emmaboda, the building heating season is September 15 to May 15.



Simulations were conducted for a long enough time for the storage to reach an annual steady state, i.e., storage performance is repeated for subsequent years. For the time after the end of the measured data, March 2015, the previous year’s storage supply flow data at heat injection was repeated for each following year. Annual steady state was considered to have been reached when the yearly injected energy for the next year changed by less than 5% and the ground temperatures as given by GT1–GT4 at the start and end of the years differed by 1 °C or less and showed similar patterns throughout the year. The annual steady-state criterion is illustrated in Figure 7, by considering one ground temperature point. In Figure 7, the annual steady state is considered to have been reached in year six. From when annual storage supply flow data at heat injection was repeated, the yearly steady state was reached in between two and four years in all cases. Based on findings from the model validation, presented later, parameterization was conducted using daily averages for the supply flow data used as model input. The remaining model input parameters are the same as for the validation.





4. Results and Discussion


This section will start with the three-year comparison of calculated and measured storage performance, including a time-step dependency analysis for calculated storage performance. This will then be followed by the results of the parametric study, starting with the influence of borehole spacing on storage performance, followed by the influence of borehole depth, ground thermal conductivity, and minimum useful storage temperature.



4.1. Model Validation and Time-Step Dependency


For injected and extracted energy, the predicted values deviate from measured values by less than 1 and 3%, respectively, for the three-year comparison, and curves for predicted and actual values follow the same pattern (Figure 8). The same patterns between modelled and measured values are also seen for the ground temperatures (Figure 9). Both for GT1, GT2, and GT3, which are all located at depths of between 70 and 117 m, the mean relative difference between modelled and measured data for the period is 4%, and for GT4, located just beneath the insulation covering the top surface of the borehole field, the mean relative difference is 13%. Both for calculated and measured data, the BTES efficiency for the whole period is 2%. The reason why the BTES efficiency and extracted energy are not higher is because extraction is limited by the return flow temperature at the internal heat distribution network, which during the winter is 35–40 °C. A BTES system often needs a few years before reaching high enough temperatures to allow heat extraction to take place. But, as shown by Catolico et al. [15], the performance of a BTES system may also continue to increase with time due to changed boundary conditions for subsequent cycles because not all of the injected energy is recovered on each cycle.



The larger temperature changes seen for the modelled values of GT2 compared to the measured values suggest a ground composition at this location that has a higher heat capacity than that used for the ground in the model. Although site investigations showed a bedrock primarily made of granodiorite, it also showed some 2–5 m thick layers of amphibolite, which has slightly higher heat capacity than that of granodiorite. For ground formations, geological properties may be different at different depths. For example, dependent on e.g., porosity and water content, the ground thermal conductivity can range from around 1 W/(m·°C) up to 7 W/(m·°C), showing the importance of site investigations prior to the construction of the BTES. For GT4, the temperature difference between the modelled and measured values as of March 2012 is almost 15 °C and the slower temperature changes seen for the modelled data suggest that the climate has a smaller impact on GT4 in the model. Reasons for this could be an overprediction of the thermal resistance of the layer above the borehole heat exchangers, as well as climate data limited to outdoor temperature. For example, heat transport from the region could be affected by rain permeating the ground. On the other hand, the difference in temperature at GT4 has little effect on storage performance. One-dimensional steady-state heat conduction through the layer covering the borehole field, from the position of GT4 to the atmosphere, gives a storage heat loss of 255 and 225 MWh respectively for modelled and measured temperatures for the three-year period, i.e., ca 3% of the total injected energy.



In Figure 10 and Figure 11, model output for an hourly time step is compared to the output obtained using a time step of one day, one week, and four weeks. Apart from extracted energy, the choice of time step barely affects the model output. Differences seen for extracted energy can be explained by the at times rapid changes between storage heat injection and extraction, occurring at intervals of between half a day and a few days. These short-term changes in storage operation are lost when supply flow data is averaged over periods longer than those at which they occur. The simulation time was approximately 40 h, 5 h, 40 min, and 15 min for a time step of one hour, one day, one week, and four weeks respectively. Simulations were carried out using an Intel Xeon processor (3.70 GHz, four cores), a SSD with 1800 MB/s write speed, and 16 GB of RAM.




4.2. Parametric Study


4.2.1. Borehole Spacing


A key parameter for BTES is the borehole spacing because this will affect the volume into which heat is injected and the degree to which the boreholes thermally interact with each other. In Figure 12, annual heat injection and extraction for the storage at Emmaboda are shown as function of borehole spacing for the six constructions of the supply flow at heat injection, Cases 1–6. For all flows, the amount of energy that can be injected into the storage increases with increasing borehole spacing. This outcome is expected because an increased borehole spacing means that energy is injected into a larger ground volume, i.e., the thermal mass of the volume confining the boreholes is increased, resulting in a higher temperature difference between the ground and the heat transfer fluid. It is visible that the change in injected energy for each increment in borehole spacing decreases as the spacing becomes larger. The curve will continue to flatten out as the heat transfer process around a borehole from an increased borehole spacing approaches a state where it is negligibly affected by any other borehole. From a spacing of 7 to 8 m, injected energy increases by 3–6% for considered flows. For all flows, a logarithmic curve fit gives an increase in annual injected energy for each increment (1 m) in borehole spacing of less than 2% and 1% when the borehole spacing reaches approximately 15 and 25 m respectively.



If the borehole spacing is too large, the storage will not reach high enough temperatures for heat to be extracted, and a spacing that is too small means that potential heat that could be stored and recovered is lost. The existence of an optimum borehole spacing for heat extraction is in line with the findings of Welsch et al. [30]. In this case, a borehole spacing of 4 m yields the highest heat extraction for Cases 1–3, whilst 3 m gives the highest value for Case 4. At these spacings, 3080, 2060, 1680, and 1380 MWh/year can be extracted for Cases 1, 2, 3 and 4, respectively. Overall, the reduction in extracted energy is higher when the spacing is decreased than increased from this point. For Cases 1–3, more energy can be extracted at a spacing of 8 m than 2 m. For the considered flows, the energy that can be injected and extracted at the same borehole spacing is in descending order first related to the flow temperature and secondly to the flow rate. The actual flow temperature, Cases 5 and 6, is not sufficient for the storage to reach the temperatures necessary for any noticeable amount of energy to be extracted.



However, for Cases 1–4, extracted energy at larger borehole spacings could be increased by increasing the flow rate or only using the inner boreholes. This is demonstrated for Case 2 in Figure 13, which shows the horizontal temperature distribution at half the borehole depth (72 m) for Case 2 when the temperatures within the borehole field at this line are at their annual maximum and minimum, respectively. From the area between the black line, indicating minimum useful ground temperature, and the minimum temperature graphs, it can be seen that when the borehole spacing increases there is an increasing amount of energy that is never extracted. This can be explained by the lower storage temperatures with a larger borehole spacing, meaning a lower temperature difference between the ground and the heat transfer fluid and thus lower power output.



The ratio of heat extracted to heat injected, known as the BTES efficiency, is shown for Cases 1–6 as a function of borehole spacing in Figure 14. As for heat extraction, the highest values are obtained at a moderate borehole spacing. Although a larger volume taken up by the borehole field often means a higher volume-to-area ratio of the borehole field and lower relative heat losses to the surroundings, the storage needs to reach high enough temperatures in order to reach high heat extractions and efficiencies. In this case, part of the lower efficiency at larger borehole spacings is explained by the non-extracted energy, Figure 10. For Cases 1–3, the highest BTES efficiency is achieved at a borehole spacing of 3 m, although most energy can be extracted at a spacing of 4 m. However, their respective efficiencies are almost the same at a spacing of 3–5 m. For Cases 1–4, efficiencies reach 40–50%, whilst efficiencies for Cases 5 and 6 do not exceed 10%.




4.2.2. Borehole Depth


As with borehole spacing, borehole depth will affect the volume into which heat is injected, but also the heat exchange length between the heat transfer fluid and the ground. In Figure 15, it can be seen that from a borehole depth of 84 m; the injected energy increases almost linearly for all flows with the extended borehole heat exchanger length from an increased borehole depth. However, this increase per metre of borehole depth is lower than the average heat injection per metre until a borehole depth of 84 m, as seen from the graphs’ starting points, meaning that heat injection per metre of borehole decreases with borehole depth. The basis for this is that the storage supply flow temperature at heat injection is at its highest at the borehole inlet, for example facilitating heat transfer between the fluid and the ground closer to this point. The lower heat injection with increased depth results in lower storage temperatures and gives a cut-off point of borehole depth for heat extraction. For Cases 1 and 2, this cut-off point takes place soon after a borehole depth of 264 m, whilst the extracted energy has already begun to decline after a depth of 234 m for Case 3 and after 204 m for Case 4. At these depths yielding the highest annual heat extraction, 3590, 3020, 2130, and 1530 MWh/year can be extracted for Cases 1, 2, 3, and 4 respectively. For Cases 1–3, the respective BTES efficiencies are almost the same between the depths of 84 and 234 m. The BTES efficiency may be a good indicator for how well a certain BTES performs but does not disclose whether for a given heat load the BTES could have been designed differently so that higher heat extractions could have been achieved. Moreover, if there is a warm winter, the BTES efficiency may be limited by the site’s heat demand, resulting in a lower efficiency than could otherwise have been achieved. This was reported for the BTES at the Drake Landing Solar Community [15].



By comparing Figure 15 to Figure 12, it can be seen that apart from Cases 5 and 6, for which heat extraction is very small, more energy can be extracted from increasing the borehole depth than by altering the borehole spacing. The percentage increase is largest for the case having the highest mass flow rate, Case 2, where 47% more energy can be extracted at the best-performing borehole depth in this aspect as compared to the best-performing spacing. A benefit of deeper boreholes is the longer heat exchanger length obtained for the same volume taken up by the borehole field as compared to shallower boreholes. On the other hand, deeper boreholes will in general mean a lower volume-to-area ratio of the borehole field, increasing relative heat losses from the borehole field to the surroundings. It should also be noted that in practice ground heat exchanger installations rarely exceed a depth of around 250 m due to the difficulty and cost of drilling at these depths. As for the investigation of borehole spacing, extracted energy is in descending order first given by the flow temperature and secondly by the flow rate.




4.2.3. Ground Thermal Conductivity


A crucial parameter for the heat transfer process in the ground in the presence of a BTES is the (effective) ground thermal conductivity. In Figure 16, ground thermal conductivity is plotted against annual injected and extracted energy and BTES efficiency at annual steady state for the actual storage design and supply flow at heat injection, Case 6. It can be seen that, independent of ground thermal conductivity, only a small amount of energy can be extracted, at most around 100 MWh/year. The lower retention of heat at the boreholes for a higher ground thermal conductivity is seen from the increasing amount of energy that can be injected. In either case, however, temperatures at the borehole field, given by GT2, Figure 17, are barely affected by the ground thermal conductivity. Presently, storage temperatures above 40 °C are considered useful. If heat were extracted at lower storage temperatures so that storage temperatures were not as close to the supply flow temperature at heat injection, Figure 5, it is likely that the impact on heat extraction as a function of ground thermal conductivity would be more significant. However, the results shown in Figure 16 support the concept of Başer et al. [5] that a BTES system installed in unsaturated ground formations may achieve higher performances than a BTES system installed in saturated ground formations, because of the lower ground thermal conductivity of the former. It should be noted for the temperature graphs for May 15 in Figure 17 that some heat is also injected between September 15 and May 15.



From GT3, located 10 m from the storage border at a depth of 100 m, it can be seen how the increase in temperature levels out with increasing ground thermal conductivity according to the logarithmic behaviour of heat transfer taking place radially, which was an expected outcome. The reason that around 170 MWh of heat could be extracted during the winter of 2014–2015 at a ground thermal conductivity of 6 W/(m·°C) in the model validation, Figure 8, is due to heat extraction in that case was limited to the inner boreholes.




4.2.4. Useful Storage Temperature


Another key parameter for the performance of a BTES is the storage temperatures that are considered useful. In Figure 18, the effect on annual injected and extracted energy and BTES efficiency from minimum useful storage temperature is shown for the actual storage design and storage supply flow at heat injection, Case 6. When the useful storage temperature is reduced to 35 and 30 °C, it is predicted that 360 MWh/year and 800 MWh/year can be extracted respectively. In the latter case, this means a BTES efficiency of around 30%. In both cases, it was noted that minimum useful ground temperatures are reached before the end of the building heating season and that the temperature 10 m from the storage border, given by GT3, peaks at 25 °C during the year. This means that all the energy at the given heat extraction rate above 30 °C, until the date for which minimum ground temperatures are reached, can be extracted and that most of the energy above this temperature is present within the borehole field. The latter is also suggested by the almost linear relationship seen for extracted energy between 30 and 40 °C. Other operational conditions can be created by using a heat pump for the extraction of heat, in which case it is possible to make use of stored energy down to the natural ground temperature as well as continuing heat extraction in that state.






5. Conclusions


In this study, the large-scale industrial BTES at Xylem, Emmaboda was modelled in the IDA ICE 4.8 environment using the GHX module and compared to three years of measured storage performance. To describe the combined conductive and convective heat transfer in the ground, an effective ground thermal conductivity was used, which was determined from measured storage data. The model was then used to investigate the performance of the storage by changing such parameters as storage supply flow characteristics at heat injection, borehole spacing and borehole depth.



The three-year comparison between the modelled and measured storage performance shows that the performance of large-scale BTES with intermittent heat injection and extraction can be predicted with high accuracy. These predictions differed little when the simulation time step was varied from one hour up to four weeks regarding periods of heat injection only. However, a small time step was necessary to accurately predict the periods including the intermittent heat injection and extraction.



From the parametric study, the following conclusions can be drawn:




	
For the investigated storage supply flows at heat injection, 10–20 l/s and 40–80 °C, a high temperature in the supply flow was more important than a high flow rate in order to achieve high annual heat extractions



	
For a BTES there is a borehole spacing and depth at which heat extraction is the highest, which are possible to determine with the use of a numerical model such as the one used in this study



	
Annual heat extraction quickly reduced as the spacing was decreased from the spacing yielding the highest annual heat extraction, whereas the reduction in annual heat extraction was quite slow when the spacing was increased from this point.



	
Annual extracted energy was barely affected by a change in the effective ground thermal conductivity. However, the impact of the effective ground thermal conductivity is likely to have been greater at a higher temperature difference between the storage supply flow and the minimum storage temperature considered useful.



	
Annual energy that could be extracted from the storage increased almost linearly with a decrease in the minimum storage temperature considered useful when the latter was decreased from 40 to 30 °C.
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Figure 1. Heat distribution network at Xylem, Emmaboda. 
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Figure 2. Layout of the borehole thermal energy storage (BTES) at Xylem, Emmaboda. The BTES consists of 140 boreholes, divided into seven sections, A–G, of 20 boreholes each. GT1–4 are temperature sensors inserted into the ground for storage operation and monitoring. 
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Figure 3. Schematic of the borehole heat exchanger. The open borehole heat exchanger design means that the heat carrier, being a mixture of groundwater and externally added water, has direct contact with the borehole wall. 
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Figure 4. Illustration of the intermittent heat injection and extraction present at Xylem, Emmaboda, shown by the storage supply and return flow temperature (a) and mass flow rate (b). 
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Figure 5. Measured storage supply flow temperature (a) and mass flow rate (b) at weekly average values. 
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Figure 6. Model layout, consisting of the IDA ICE GHX component, borehole inlets and outlets, input files for supply flow and outdoor air temperature, and logical and mathematical operators for storage operation and energy calculations. 
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Figure 7. Illustration of the criteria for storage annual steady state: (a) ground temperatures and (b) injected energy. In this case, annual steady state is considered to have been reached in year six. 
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Figure 8. Injected (a) and extracted (b) energy, calculated versus measured. The relative difference between measured and calculated data is associated with right y-axis. 
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Figure 9. Ground temperatures, calculated versus measured: (a) GT1, (b) GT2, (c) GT3, and (d) GT4. The relative difference between measured and calculated data is associated with right y-axis. 
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Figure 10. Calculated injected (a) and extracted (b) energy for different time steps. 
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Figure 11. Calculated ground temperatures, (a) GT1, (b) GT2, (c) GT3 and (d) GT4, for different time steps. 
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Figure 12. Annual injected (a) and extracted (b) energy as a function of borehole spacing. Values given in legend parentheses are the mass flow rate and temperature of the supply flow at heat injection respectively. 4 m is the actual borehole spacing. 
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Figure 13. Horizontal temperature distribution at half the borehole depth for when the temperatures within the borehole field at the considered line are at their annual minimum and maximum respectively. x is the distance from the borehole field centre and X is the distance between the borehole field centre and its border. The black line indicates minimum useful temperature. 
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Figure 14. BTES efficiency as a function of borehole spacing. Values given in legend parentheses are the mass flow rate and temperature of the supply flow at heat injection respectively. The actual borehole spacing is 4 m. 






Figure 14. BTES efficiency as a function of borehole spacing. Values given in legend parentheses are the mass flow rate and temperature of the supply flow at heat injection respectively. The actual borehole spacing is 4 m.



[image: Energies 12 02263 g014]







[image: Energies 12 02263 g015 550]





Figure 15. Annual injected energy (a), extracted energy (b) and BTES efficiency (c) as a function of borehole depth. Values given in legend parentheses are the mass flow rate and temperature of the supply flow at heat injection respectively. 144 m is the actual borehole depth. 
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Figure 16. Annual injected and extracted energy (a) and BTES efficiency (b) as a function of ground thermal conductivity for the actual storage supply flow at heat injection, Case 6. 
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Figure 17. Ground temperatures as a function of ground thermal conductivity for the actual storage supply flow at heat injection, Case 6. September 15 and May 15 are the start and end of the building heating season respectively. 
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Figure 18. Annual injected and extracted energy (a) and BTES efficiency (b) vs. minimum useful storage temperature for the actual storage supply flow at heat injection, Case 6. 
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Table 1. Combinations of the storage supply flow at heat injection considered in the parametric study, Cases 1–6. Bold print denotes the actual flow (Case 6). Mass flow rate (kg/s) and flow temperature (°C) are annual mean values.
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	Case
	Mass Flow of Actual (%)
	Flow Temperature of Actual (%)
	Mass Flow Rate (kg/s)
	Flow Temperature (°C)





	Case 1
	75
	200
	10
	80



	Case 2
	150
	150
	20
	60



	Case 3
	100
	150
	13
	60



	Case 4
	75
	150
	10
	60



	Case 5
	150
	100
	20
	40



	Case 6
	100
	100
	13
	40
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Table 2. Parameters and parameter ranges considered in the sensitivity analysis of the borehole thermal energy storage (BTES) performance. Bold print denotes actual design and geological values for the BTES at Xylem, Emmaboda.
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	Parameter
	Values
	Case





	Borehole spacing (m)
	1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8
	1–6



	Borehole depth (m)
	84, 114, 144, 174, 204, 234, 264, 294, 324
	1–6



	Modelled ground thermal conductivity (W/(m·°C))
	1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8
	6



	Minimum useful storage temperature (°C)
	30, 35, 40, 45
	6











© 2019 by the authors. Licensee MDPI, Basel, Switzerland. This article is an open access article distributed under the terms and conditions of the Creative Commons Attribution (CC BY) license (http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/).






media/file26.jpg
06

I
IS

BTES efficiency [-]

o
N

Case 1 (10, 80)
Case 2 (20, 60)
Case 3 (13, 60)
Case 4 (10, 60)
Case 5 (20, 40)
e 6 (13, 40)

o~

1

2

3 4 5 6 4
Borehole spacing [m]





media/file8.jpg
2
£
Euo
]
7
2
ol o
G012 050713 0714 0015 00112 000713 0390744 09715
[ Date (o]

@ ©





media/file27.png
BTES efficiency [-]

0.6

o
S

O
N

Case 1 (10, 80)
Case 2 (20, 60)
Case 3 (13, 60)
Case 4 (10, 60)
Case 5 (20, 40)
e 6 (13, 40)

Borehole spacing [m]





media/file34.jpg
04

3000
£ 2000 ¥
H -
: —ocotonory 3
£ 1000 —— Extracted energy g
ol 9
» E3 Py ® i 2
Tempersure (€] b

@

5





media/file13.png
< 5%

N~
(o]
wn
- ~~
< 30
Y N’
™M
N
S s S <
o o o
(o) <r N
[UAA] ABuaua pajoalul
e0]
||||||||||| - N~
A )
Al - D m
Qo ©
Y N
& - <
o
VI
- ™
QO
-
VI - O\

60 -

- o o
< N

[D.] @imeladwa





media/file31.png
Energy [MWh/year]

3000 -

2000 -

1000 -

Injected energy
Extracted energy

Ground thermal conductivity [W/(m,°C)]
(a)

L] L] L] L] L) i L]

1 2 3 < 5 6 7 8

0.2 1

0.1 4

BTES efficiency [-]

2 3 < ) 6 7 8

Ground thermal conductivity [W/(m,°C)]
(b)





media/file12.jpg
s5%

g g )
S g
(4] AD3000 poioot

8000

@

[0,) omeseciuny.





media/file18.jpg
g
g

—— Injoctod enorgy. houry .
" injocted anrgy. iy

E —— Injected energy, weekly E
Sooon | it et £ 1o | — s ey wer
S £ 150 ) St snony. s wesks
g B
S0 £ 100
H H
[ 1
g H
o ol
@orz | warnm  warn | ooris o o o mos

Do frmda yy] Dato rm-déyy]
@ ®





media/file9.png
Temperature [°C]

60 -

NN
o

N
o

0

03-07-12

03-07-13 03-07-14
Date [mm-dd-yy]
(a)

03-07-15

Mass flow rate [kg/s]

20 -
10 -

0 . A‘J Ll L
03-07-12 03-07-13 03-07-14 03-07-15

Date [mm-dd-yy]

(b)





media/file14.jpg
g

100% 200 100%
J——— [ —
g | S, g | S,
E - O A "
$ 4000 50% 100 50%
H :
< <
s » .
e wa wad TR TR
T

@

Dato i yy]
©





media/file35.png
Energy [MWh/year]

3000 -

Injected energy
Extracted energy

2000 -~

1000 -

0 L) L] 1
30 35 40 45

Temperature [°C]

(a)

04 -

=
(&)
. o
o
L
S
w
Ll
|,_
m
0
30

35 40
Temperature [°C]

(b)

45





media/file20.jpg
501 — o1, hourly 501 — 612 houty
=g =

M= NE= o

5] s © 1oz tweks

Ee %

F

H £

» b

¢ i

Somwem wmaa mes dom  wen _waw wos

o om0 a2 o
w (9
501 — G613, hourly. 501 — o4, houty
= =

E‘" ——GT3, 4 weeks E‘" ——GT4, 4 woeks.
) %
§ §

i Il

® ®

o o

dnm eem _man Wos dhw whr _mm

2 o e

g

©





media/file23.png
Injected energy [MWh/year]

8000 -

6000 -

4000 -

2000

Case 1 (10, 80)
Case 2 (20, 60)

L) L) Ll L)

3 4 ) 6

Borehole spacing [m]
(a)

-

4000 -

3000 -

2000 -

1000 -

Extracted energy [MWh/year]

Borehole spacing [m]
(b)

m-





media/file5.png
Pipe, & =40 mm
i

Fluid
inletfoutlet

Steel puje
& =140

................ A R

...................






media/file15.png
Accumulated energy [MWh]

8000 - - 100%
Injected energy, real |
Injected energy, model
I 1 0
6000 - Relative difference (%) L 750,
4000 A - 50%
2000 - - 25%
0 T —— T T 00/0
03-07-12 03-07-13 03-07-14 03-07-15

Date [mm-dd-yy]
(a)

Accumulated energy [MWh]

200 - - 100%
Extracted energy, real
Extracted energy, model
I 1 0,

150 - Relative difference (%) | 7505
100 - - 50%
50 - - 25%
0 r T \"‘-.‘ 0%
03-07-12 03-07-13 03-07-14 03-07-15
Date [mm-dd-yy]

(b)





media/file19.png
Accumulated energy [MWh]

8000 - _ 200 -
In!ected eneny, hogny Extracted energy, hourly
Injected energy, daily . .
Injected energy, weekly é Extracted energy, daily
6000 - Injected energy, 4 weeks < 150 - Extractod energy, weokly
- Extracted energy, 4 weeks
O
.
4000 - ® 100 -
O
)
o
-
2000 - E 50 -
3
<
0 L] L L] O L] [ T
03-07-12 03-07-13 03-07-14 03-07-15 03-07-12 03-07-13 03-07-14

Date [mm-dd-yy]
(a)

Date [mm-dd-yy]
(b)

03-07-15





media/file28.jpg
Injected energy [MWhyear]

10000

7500

5000

2500

4000
3
é‘wm
8 2000
% om0
8
0
[ R P P ) e e mi
Borso oo ) Boronlodeph )
(@) ®)
o6
o
)
Borehole depth [m]

©





media/file2.jpg
mmmmmmmmmmmmmmmm






media/file32.jpg
Temperature [°C]

30 4

15

1

GT2, Sep 15
-=== GT2, May 15
GT3, Sep 15
-~~~ GT3,May15

2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Ground thermal conductivity [W/(m,°C)]





nav.xhtml


  energies-12-02263


  
    		
      energies-12-02263
    


  




  





media/file11.png
i

Calculation of injected and extracted energy and controlling

of storage heat injection and extraction periods. Here, the
‘Condintegrator” component is used to obtain accumulated

- injected and extracted energy over the simulation period.
Reading of storage supply flow EE E‘E i —7 % Controlling is executed with “GreaterThan” operators.
L €
| = IFS =iEI=E
. i =
ssﬂﬂi_ le 2 S = 1L8- =
I..,\ Outdoor air temperature % E‘é =§= f‘ﬁ =‘; %
= | \\\ !:? Jf i g | —3 L8 e]l ¢
— o N 2|z =1
’;_;'l
=1 Slpply i <L
S5 temperatige LLE L Iﬁ ggﬁ
L 1
e il LA
Mg;sﬂo- ICH El T R

AT AR A=y

s .r Ll o e ,z

The GHX component.
Input of ground and
storage design parameters.

s

J.,--‘M
-
Two boreholes connected in series @J





media/file6.jpg
Temperature [*C]

50

20
. gn
g
) £
" H
3 £
Tsupply
—Trotum
a0 + ol
1514 11044 111514 1514 19044 111544
2300 2300 2300 2300 2300 2300
Dete [mm-cd-yy] Dete [mm-dd-yy]
@

®





media/file24.jpg
Temperature [°C]

20

==== Max,d=2m

- Max d=6m
- Max, d=4 m

0.0

04 09 13
XX

Borehole field

XX






media/file29.png
Injected energy [MWh/year]

10000 - 4000 -
Case 1 (10, 80)

Case 2 (20, 60) g
7500 - Case 3 (13,60 ”E 3000 -
: <
=3
>
5000 - 2 2000 -
e
L1}
o /\
()
= / 2 1000 -
=
[
0 L] LB L] 1 0 Ll L] L] L]
84 144 204 264 324 84 144 204 264 324
Borehole depth [m] Borehole depth [m]
(a) (b)
06 -
g 04 -
C
o /-“__\
O
‘©
)
- 0.2 4
m
0 —_ ~—

84 144 204 264 324
Borehole depth [m]
(c)





media/file1.png
Purchased district heating

™

M

:

]

2

F

Space heating
and ventilation

Heat recovery,
processes





media/file10.jpg
gt ner

eetes

|
L

fis:

e PR






media/file7.png
Temperature [°C]

50 - 20 -
45 - w15 -
2
g Wl
40 =10 -
=
£
7
35 - S 5-
Tsupply
Tretum
30 v T 0 r r
11-5-14 11-10-14 11-15-14 11-5-14 11-10-14 11-15-14
23:00 23:00 23:00 23:00 23:00 23:00

Date [mm-dd-yy] Date [mm-dd-yy]
(a) (b)





media/file33.png
Temperature [°C]

45 -

30 -«

-lu_.,___.I
-----
----
‘-‘—-

GT2, Sep 15
- === GT2, May 15
GT3, Sep 15

-_ =
—
- -

15

- === GT3, May 15

1 2 3 4 5 6 T 8

Ground thermal conductivity [W/(m_ *C)]





media/file16.jpg
50 100% 50 100%
— o
e
 Rese aorence. R atarenca
Relative diffor 06) o~ 5%
son son
25 5
i LSt SN I | %
Garz | 0O mOr Gors 00z 00rm | 00 wors
Dot frm o) oo mmaa )
() ()
P o 1005
. — ot
TG ot Gt ot
" Retio diference (%) 5% 4] ——Relatwe aference (%) 5%
Tw
so% 3 0%
/ i
" = 25%
2%

o P o
Qo2 GO oMM GOS0z 00Mn @O 0ors
Dot [ o) Dot (mm )

o e





media/file3.png
Site heat distribution network

N

Circulation pump @

Y Y

L)

® L ® ®
® & ® ®
GT1/2 %
® ® L 2 ®
® L L J L
® ® ® L
GT4 8
L L * =
® ® ® ®
[ ® L ] ®
® ® ® ®
® L L =
® L L ®
® - L ®

Pl

)






media/file22.jpg
g
H

g
8

4000

2000

Injected energy (MAN/year)

Exvacted energy MWNyear]

B
g

g
g

H
g

H

T2 3 4 5 6 71 8

Borehole spacing ]
@

2

HIREREE]

Borehole spacing m]
®





media/file17.png
Temperature [°C]

Temperature [°C]

(c)

50 - - 100%
— GT1, real
— GT1, model
40 - ' i 0
Relative difference (%) L 7504
30
- 50%
20
- 25%
10
0 A-AAM¥H\AWV”{W\M~\“<’O%
03-07-12 03-07-13 03-07-14 03-07-15
Date [mm-dd-yy]
(a)
50 - 100%
— GT3, real
— GT3, model
40 Relative difference (%) L 75%
30
- 50%
20
- 25%
10
0 i, P ;_M 0%
03-07-12 03-07-13 03-07-14 03-07-15
Date [mm-dd-yy]

50 - - 100%
—GT2, real
— GT2, model
40 Relative difference (%)
— 5%
¥
© 30
% 50%
3 20 -
=
@
a - 25%
10 -

O -_yro= *W 00/0
03-07-12 03-07-13 03-07-14 03-07-15
Date [mm-dd-yy]

(b)
50 - - 100%
—GT4, real

i —— GT4, model
_ Relative difference (%) L 7504
i
o 30 -
% - 50%
a 20
£
=

- 25%
10
0 T 0%
03-07-12 03-07-13 03-07-14 03-07-15

Date [mm-dd-yy]
(d)





media/file4.jpg
Pipe, @ = 40 mm

* Rock

Borehole wal

1115






media/file30.jpg
Energy [MWh/year]

3000

H
g

1000

—— Injocted enorgy
—— Extracted onorgy

02

2 3 4 5 6 71 8

Ground therml conductivty [WI(m.“C)
@

T2 3 4 5 6 71 8

Ground thermal conductity [W/(m.“C)]
®





media/file25.png
Temperature [°C]

80 1

---—-----
™
-

___________ ) "
604 == "'---__\\\‘
\ \\
\ \ \\
‘a
L T "
\ \ ~
\ \\
40 - -
- ==~ Max d=6 m Min, d=6 m
-=== Max,d=4 m Min, d=4 m
- === Max, d=2m Min, d=2 m
20 L] 1 1
0.0 04 0.9 19

x/X

Borehole field

x/X






media/file0.jpg
Purchased district heating

-

Space heating
and ventilation

F Heat recovery,
> processes

““BTES





media/file21.png
(8))
o

1 ——GT1, houry
—GT1, daily

40 4 ——GT1, weekly
. —GT1, 4 weeks
S
© 30 -
3
e
3 20 -
=
@
|_

10 -

0 L] L] L
03-07-12 03-07-13 03-07-14 03-07-15
Date [mm-dd-yy]
(a)
%0 1 G673, houry
—— GT3, daily

40 - — GT3, weekly
—_ — GT3, 4 weeks
S
© 30 -
2
{9
8. 20 -/_/_—/_
£
@
'._._

10 -

0 L | L) |
03-07-12 03-07-13 03-07-14 03-07-15
Date [mm-dd-yy]
(c)

wn
o

— GT2, houry
— GT2, daily
40 - — GT2, weekly
= — (GT2, 4 weeks
S
®.30
=
0
320 -
'
@
}_
10 -
0 L] L]
03-07-12 03-07-13 03-07-14 03-07-15
Date [mm-dd-yy]
(b)
e - ——— GT4, hourly
— GT4, daily
40 A —GT4, Weekly
= — GT4, 4 weeks
&
.30
3
s
220 -
£
@
|,_...
10 -
0 L | L] |
03-07-12 03-07-13 03-07-14 03-07-15

Date [mm-dd-yy]
(d)





