arXiv:2301.07461v2 [math.OC] 30 Oct 2023

Constrained optimal control of monotone systems with applications to battery fast-charging

Ross Drummond, Nicola E. Courtier, David A. Howey, Luis D. Couto, Chris Guiver

Abstract—Enabling fast charging for lithium ion batteries is critical to accelerating the green energy transition. As such, there has been significant interest in tailored fast-charging protocols computed from the solutions of constrained optimal control problems. Here, we derive necessity conditions for a fast charging protocol based upon monotone control systems theory.

Index Terms—Lithium-ion, battery, charging, monotone control systems, optimal control.

Erratum

The first version of this manuscript was submitted for publication and uploaded to Arxiv in January 2023. In the autumn of 2023 we found an error in the original Corollary I.3., which was not true as stated. The error was a genuine mistake, but unfortunately has consequences throughout the rest of the work. We have withdrawn the manuscript from peer review and are working on a corrected version. We apologise to any readers who have used the original, flawed version of this work.

R. Drummond is with the Department of Automatic Control and Systems Engineering, University of Sheffield, Mappin St, Sheffield, S1 3JD, United Kingdom. Email:

ross.drummond@sheffield.ac.uk.

N. E. Courtier and D. A. Howey are with the Department of Engineering Science, University of Oxford, 17 Parks Road, OX1 3PJ, Oxford, United Kingdom, Email: {david.howey,

nicola.courtier}@eng.ox.ac.uk.

L D. Couto is with the Department of Control Engineering and System Analysis, Université libre de Bruxelles, Brussels, B-1050, Belgium. Email:

luis.daniel.couto.mendonca@ulb.be.

C. Guiver is with the School of Engineering & the Built Environment, Edinburgh Napier University, Edinburgh, EH10 5DT, UK. Email: c.guiver@napier.ac.uk.

Ross Drummond would like to thank the Royal Academy of Engineering for funding through a UK Intelligence Community research fellowship.

Chris Guiver would like to thank the Royal Society of Edinburgh (RSE) for funding through a RSE Personal Research Fellowship.

Nicola Courtier and David Howey were supported by the EPSRC Faraday Institution Multiscale Modelling project (EP/S003053/1, grant number FIRG025).

Corollary I.3 has been corrected in the current work, and the manuscript updated accordingly.

Introduction

The lithium ion battery is one of the leading energy storage devices of the green energy transition. In fact, for several emerging applications, such as electric vehicles and grid storage, it is often the performance of the battery which is the limiting factor. For this reason, there has been a growing demand for “better batteries”, as in those with increased energy densities and lifespans, that can be manufactured cheaply, at scale, with only a minimal environmental footprint and which, crucially, can be fast charged. Of these, it is perhaps fast charging which is the most pressing issue holding back the widespread adoption of electric vehicles (EVs). Whilst most EVs now allow for charging at speeds of around 20-80% state of charge in under 30 minutes, further advances are needed before EV fast charging can be made as quick as refilling an internal combustion engine vehicle and can be implemented on an everyday basis without impacting the health of the battery.

Many factors have been observed to influence battery fast charging performance [45], [47], but, of these, one of the most critical is, simply, the profile of the applied charging current [24]. Computing an optimal fast-charging current requires solving a constrained optimal control problem to minimise the charging time whilst ensuring the cell remains both safe and healthy. Significant gains can be delivered in this way. For example Couto et al. [10] showed that, compared to 2C constant current-constant voltage (CC- CV) charging, an optimised charging current could reduce the charging time by 22% whilst reducing the capacity loss by 26%.

A wide variety of schemes for computing fast-charging currents have been developed, including variations of CC-CV charging [25] and constant-temperature effects [32], pack-level considerations [28], and the use of sinusoidal currents [46]. By way of related literature, the papers [9], [33], [37], [42] each address the fast charging problem from a model-based perspective, with constraints to maintain the cell’s health using different combinations of models and optmization methods. The papers [44], [49], [50] are also modelbased and study various model predictive control (MPC) schemes for a range of cell models. The papers [8], [21] and [38] present data-driven fast charging schemes, namely via a data-driven Bayesian Optimisation approach, an experimentally-derived CC-CV type-protocol designed to limit Li-ion plating, and so-called Data-EnablEd Predictive Control (DeePC), respectively. The importance of uncertainties is discussed in [7]. In addition to these references, we refer the reader to the reviews of fast charging [14], [24], [45], [47].

As well as electrochemical considerations, the cell temperature has also been found to play a significant role in fast-charging performance [15], [26], especially as a means to limit Li-plating [48]. Two of the main issues with such model-driven studies are their computational complexity, and the inherent biases and limitations of models. To overcome these issues, there has been recent interest in applying data-driven methods [3], [21], [30], [31], however, it can be argued that this approach is currently limited by the availability of real-world data.

In the studies mentioned above, various solutions are presented for the fast-charging problem. However, these often lacked detailed mathematical analysis, making it difficult to discern why the computed optimal controls took the forms that they did. Such insight could be gained by applying methods from control theory. One notable study on characterising the solutions of battery fast-charging problems is Park et al. [29] which showed, by solving the maximum principle equations by hand, that a form of CC- CV charging is optimal for a constrained problem involving the Li-ion battery single particle model (SPM). In the context of this paper, the results of [29] are important because they contain, to the best of our knowledge, the first methodical reasoning to explain why experimentally-derived protocols, such as CC- CV, have proven so successful in practice.

Building upon the ideas of [29], the present paper generalises that analysis by presenting conditions for which the solution of optimal fast-charging problems can be explicitly defined. In overview, here it is shown that provided the underlying battery model admits certain monotonicity assumptions, then the solutions of the constrained optimal control problems necessarily ride one of the constraints at some time instant during the charge. We use this result to highlight the applicability of “bang-and-ride control”. Informally, bang-and-ride control is a policy that is either maximal (bang), or as large as possible whilst not violating any state constraints (ride).

Underlying this result is the theory of monotone control systems. The analysis of these systems dates back to the seminal work of Angeli and Sontag [1] where their potential for analysing biological systems was highlighted, in particular for detecting multistability. These systems generalise the powerful and well-studied concept of monotone dynamical systems, see Hirsch and Smith [39] and Smith [19], to a natural control setting where input and output variables are present. For a recent survey on monotone control systems we refer the reader to Smith [40]. Loosely speaking, a monotone control system is one where any ordering of initial states and inputs is preserved by the states over time. In particular, the value of the states increases if the input increases, a structural feature which enables several powerful systems analysis techniques to be applied. To be clear, here, the term “increases” means with respect to a partial order determined by a so-called positive cone—such as the nonnegative orthant in real Euclidean space.

A related concept is that of so-called positive dynamical systems [6], [18], or positive control systems [16] again when inputs and outputs are present. With positive systems, their defining feature is that of invariance—meaning solutions which start in a positive cone remain in that cone over all time, reflecting the fact that state variables often correspond to necessarily nonnegative quantities, such as ion concentrations for battery applications. Positive systems are simple examples of monotone control systems that have garnered much interest in the control literature because they often admit linear Lyapunov functions, and scalable model-order reduction [23] and feedback controller design [35] methods for them exist.

To the best of our knowledge, we are unaware of any existing papers that have directly exploited monotonicity for battery models. This omission is surprising owing to the inherent monotonicity of many of these models. Indeed, in general, it has been observed that increasing the applied current causes the various voltages and temperatures that form the battery models’ state variables to also increase, a monotonic relation. It is shown in this paper how this structural feature of battery models’ monotonicity can be exploited to characterise the solutions of fast charging optimal control problems.

I. An optimal control problem for monotone control systems

In this section, the optimal control problems for the monotone control systems under consideration are introduced and shown to be optimised by bang-and-ride control.

A. Problem set-up

Consider the system of controlled nonlinear differential equations

9xptq “ fpxptq, uptqq, xp0q “ x_0 , (I.1a)

for the given function f : R^n ^ R^m Ñ R^n which is assumed continuously differentiable. Here, as usual, xptq P R^n is the state variable, with initial state x_0 P R^n , and uptq P R^m is the input variable.

We shall assume that, for all τ ą 0, all x_0 P R^n and all measurable, locally essentially bounded u, a unique solution x of (I.1a) exists, that is, an absolutely continuous function x : r0, τs Ñ R^n which satisfies (I.1a) almost everywhere. Given such x_0 and u, we let xptq “ xpt; x_0, uq denote the solution of (I.1a) at time t P r0, τs, and we call the pair pu, xq a trajectory of (I.1a). In light of the standing assumption that f is continuously differentiable, existence of unique solutions of (I.1a) is guaranteed from known results under an additional mild boundedness assumption on f [41, Theorem 54, Proposition C.3.8].

Given a running-cost function L : R^n ^ R^m Ñ R, constraint function h : R^n ^ R^m Ñ R^s with components h_k, and fixed final-time t_f ą 0, consider the cost functional J given by

Jpx_0, uq :“ ż_{tf} 0 Lpxptq, uptqq dt , (I.1b)

and the mixed constraint

hpxptq, uptqq ě 0 (I.1c)

(understood component-wise). Equation (I.1c) is a mathematically convenient method of capturing constraints on the state, input, or mixed constraints. The positive integer s denotes the number of mixed constraints. A trajectory pu, xq of (I.1a) with x defined on r0, t_f s and which satisfies the constraint (I.1c) on r0, t_f s is called an admissible trajectory. We shall say that constraint k is engaged if h_kpxptq, uptqq “ 0.

The corresponding optimal control problem is to maximise J given by (III.1), over all piecewise continuous u : r0, t_f s Ñ R^m , subject to (I.1a) and the constraint (I.1c).

B. Monotonicity properties

Monotonicity of (I.1) plays a key role in the present work. Here, we gather the required notation, terminology and hypotheses. For x, y P R^n , with components x_i, y_i, we write

x ď y if x_i ď y_i for all i “ 1, 2, . . . , n, x ă y if x ď y and x ‰ y, x ! y if x_i ă y_i for all i “ 1, 2, . . . , n .

We shall also use the symbols ě, ą and ", defined analogously. Note that the symbol Î is also used in the literature instead of !.

As usual, we let L^8_{loc}pR_` , R^m q denote all measurable and locally essentially bounded functions R_` Ñ R^m . For u_1, u_2 P L^8_{loc}pR_` , R^m q, we write u_1 ď u_2 and u_1 ă u_2 if, respectively,

u_1ptq ď u_2ptq for almost all t ě 0, and u_1ptq ă u_2ptq for almost all t ě 0.

We recall two definitions from Angeli and Sontag [1] and [2] for monotone control systems and their excitability.

Definition I.1. The controlled differential equation (I.1a) is called a monotone control system if, for all t ě 0, all ξ_1, ξ_2 P R^n and all u_1, u_2 P L^8_{loc}pR_` , R^m q, the implication

ξ_1 ď ξ_2 and u_1 ď u_2 ñ xpt; ξ_1, u_1q ď xpt; ξ_2, u_2q ,

holds (ξ_j is a dummy variable for the initial state).

Positive linear systems, that is,

9xptq “ Axptq ` Buptq , (I.2)

for Metzler matrix A (every off-diagonal entry nonnegative) and componentwise nonnegative matrix B comprise a simple class of monotone control systems; see, [1, Section VIII]. Positive linear systems are well-studied objects and we refer the reader to, for example [16], [18] for further background.

The controlled differential equation (I.1a) is called excitable if, for all ξ P R^n , and all u_1, u_2 P L^8_{loc}pR_` , R^m q with u_1 ă u_2, it follows that

xpt; ξ, u_1q ! xpt; ξ, u_2q @ t ą 0 .

The concept of excitability intuitively means that every input has an effect on every state variable, perhaps indirectly. A graphical test for excitability is given in Angeli and Sontag [2, Theorem 4].

It is convenient to formulate a number of hypotheses on the model (I.1a), cost functional (III.1) and constraint (I.1c).

(H1) (I.1a) is a monotone control system. (H2) The running-cost function L is continuous and monotone in the sense that Lpξ1, v1q ď Lpξ2, v2q @ pξ1, v1q, pξ2, v2q P R^n ^ R^m with pξ1, v1q ď pξ2, v2q ,

with ξj being a dummy variable for the state and vj for the input.

(H3) One of the following holds:

‚ for all ξ P R^n Lpξ, v1q ă Lpξ, v2q @ v1, v2 P R^m , v1 ă v2 ‚ (I.1a) is excitable and for all v P R^m Lpξ1, vq ă Lpξ2, vq @ ξ1, ξ2 P R^n , ξ1 ! ξ2 . (H4) The constraint function h is continuous, and every component h_k is non-increasing in each input component u_j .

The functions f, L and h do not need to be defined on all of R^n ^ R^m . They could instead be defined on some subset X ^ U of R^n ^ R^m (with minor technical assumptions, as described in Angeli and Sontag [1]), and have their continuity and monotonicity properties there. The current choice of X “ R^n and U “ R^m is used to reduce the volume of notation and assumptions introduced.

Since f in (I.1a) is assumed continuously differentiable, the result of Angeli and Sontag [1, Proposition III.2] yields that a necessary and sufficient condition for (I.1a) to be a monotone control system is Bf_j Bξ_i pξ, vq ě 0 @ ξ P R^n , @ v P R^m , @ i ‰ j , and Bf_j Bv_i pξ, vq ě 0 @ ξ P R^n , @ v P R^m , @ i, j .

Hypotheses (H1) and (H2) capture monotonicity of the control system (I.1a) and cost-functional J in (III.1), respectively. It is intuitively clear that, under these two assumptions, the cost functional is maximised by making u, and hence x, as large as possible (componentwise). However, assumption (H4) acts to bound u, as it captures that h is nonincreasing in u, so that in practice arbitrarily large inputs are not admissible.

However, note that assumptions (H1) and (H2) still allow for somewhat degenerate situations, such as f “ 0 and L “ 0, where the cost is always equal to zero, so zero is the optimal cost. Since every piecewise continuous input is admissible, and also optimal, it follows that optimisers are not unique. Therefore, hypothesis (H3) seeks to address this degeneracy by enforcing “strict” monotonicity, either entirely in the running-cost function L, or jointly across the running-cost and dynamics for x via the excitability condition. The two displayed inequalities in (H3) collapse to the usual notion of strictly increasing for functions of a scalar variable, for fixed other variable. However, observe that in the general multivariable case (n, m ą 1) there is a deliberate asymmetry between these inequalities. Roughly speaking, for the applications we shall consider, not every component of ξ P R^n , representing the state variable, need appear in L, which may lead to Lpξ_1, vq “ Lpξ_2, vq for certain ξ_1, ξ_2 P R^n even though ξ_1 ă ξ_2. Consequently, the requirement that Lpξ_1, vq ă Lpξ_2, vq only when ξ_1 ă ξ_2 places too restrictive a constraint on L for our purposes, and has been replaced by the second part of (H3).

The condition (H4) prevents lower bounds for the input variable(s), such as

u ď uptq @ t P r0, t_f s , (I.3)

appearing in the mixed-constraint (I.1c), for some given u P R^m , even though such lower bounds are common in practical applications. Indeed, an assumption of the form (I.3) would be encoded in the mixed constraint h via

h_I pξ, vq “ v ´ u @ ξ P R^n , @ v P R^m ,

(some collection of components I), which is an increasing function of v. The reason for the present formulation of (H4) is, roughly speaking, that lower bounds are not engaged by optimal controls. The following analysis is made easier by omitting these types of constraints.

The next theorem is the main result of this section.

Theorem I.2. Fix x_0 P R^n and t_f ą 0, and consider the cost functional J given by (III.1) subject to (I.1a). Let u_1, u_2 P L^8_{loc}pR_` , R^m q and assume that (H1) and (H2) hold. Then

(1) The function v ÞÑ Jpx_0, vq is non-decreasing, in the sense that

Jpx_0, u_1q ď Jpx_0, u_2q when u_1 ď u_2.

(2) If, additionally, hypothesis (H3) holds and u_1, u_2 are continuous at some t_˚ P r0, t_f s with u_1pt_˚q ă u_2pt_˚q, then Jpx_0, u_1q ă Jpx_0, u_2q.

Strictly speaking, elements of L^8_{loc}pR_` q are equivalence classes of functions, and do not necessarily have well-defined point values. Thus, in statement (2), we mean that u_1 and u_2 have representatives on a neighbourhood of t_˚ which are continuous at t_˚. This will always be the case if, for example, u_1 and u_2 are themselves piecewise continuous functions which are continuous at t_˚.

Statement (2) of Theorem I.2 is one way of making precise and ensuring the desired implication

“u_1 ă u_2 ñ Jpx_0, u_1q ă Jpx_0, u_2q”

the essential challenge being that a single pointwise inequality u_1ptq ă u_2ptq need not ensure the inequality of integrals Jpx_0, u_1q ă Jpx_0, u_2q. Our approach is to use continuity of u_1 and u_2.

Proof of Theorem I.2. For the proof of both statements, fix x_0 P R^n , and let u_1, u_2 P L^8_{loc}pR_` , R^m q be such that u_1 ď u_2.

(1) From the monotonicity of (I.1a), it follows that

xpt; x_0, u_1q ď xpt; x_0, u_2q for all t P r0, t_f s .

The monotonicity assumption (H2) on L now gives

Lpxpt; x_0, u_1q, u_1ptqq ď Lpxpt; x_0, u_2q, u_2ptqq (I.4)

for almost all t P r0, t_f s. Integrating both sides of (I.4) over r0, t_f s yields the desired inequality.

(2) The hypotheses of statement (1) hold, so that in particular the inequality (I.4) holds.

By the assumed continuity of u_1 and u_2 at t_˚, there exist δ ą 0 and ε_0 P R^n with ε_0 ą 0 and such that

u_1ptq ă u_2ptq ` ε_0 @ t P rt_1, t_2s , (I.5)

where t_1 :“ t_˚ ´ δ and t_2 :“ t_˚ ` δ. (We adjust this interval accordingly if t_˚ “ 0 or t_˚ “ t_f .) Assume that the first item in hypothesis (H3) holds, briefly, that L is strictly increasing in its second variable. By continuity of L and the inequality (I.5), there exists ε_1 ą 0 such that Lpxpt; x0, u1q, u1ptqq ď Lpxpt; x0, u1q, u2ptqq ` ε1 ď Lpxpt; x0, u2q, u2ptqq ` ε1 , (I.6)

for all t P rt_1, t_2s. Here we have used (H2) to obtain the second inequality. Integrating the above over t P r0, t_f s, combined with (I.4), yields that Jpx_0, u_1q ă Jpx_0, u_2q, as required.

Now assume, instead, that the second item in hypothesis (H3) holds, namely that (I.1a) is excitable and, (thereabouts) L is strictly increasing in its first variable. The inequality (I.5) may be expressed as u_1 ă u_2 on rt_1, t_2s, and excitability yields that

xpt; xpt_1, ξ, u_1q, u_1q ! xpt; xpt_1, ξ, u_2q, u_2q @ t P pt_1, t_2s .

Invoking the current hypothesis on L, the inequality (I.6) again holds, now on pt_1, t_2s. Integrating over r0, t_f s as before gives Jpx_0, u_1q ă Jpx_0, u_2q, completing the proof.

A consequence of the above theorem is the following necessary condition for an optimal control.

Corollary I.3. Consider the optimal control problem (I.1) and assume that hypotheses (H1)–(H4) hold. Fix x_0 P R^n and let pu, xq denote an admissible trajectory with piecewise continuous u. If there exists t_0 ă t_f such that

hpxptq, uptqq " 0 @ t P rt_0, t_f s , (I.7)

then pu, xq is not optimal.

Proof of Corollary I.3. Let pu, xq denote an admissible trajectory of (I.1a) with piecewise continuous u, and suppose that (I.7) holds. By continuity of h, and the continuous dependence of x on u, we may choose t_1 P pt_0, t_f q which is a point of continuity of u, and choose (sufficiently small) piecewise continuous u_˚ such that: pu ` u_˚, x_˚q is an admissible trajectory of (I.1a), for some corresponding state x_˚ with x_˚p0q “ x_0, and; u_˚ is continuous at t with u_˚ptq ą 0. An application of statement (2) of Theorem I.2 yields that Jpx_0, uq ă Jpx_0, u ` u_˚q, and hence pu, xq is not optimal.

Remark I.4. In the original arxiv submission of this article, the incorrect version of the above result was erroneously used to indicate the optimality of bangand-ride control. We apologise for any inconvenience this may have caused.

Some additional remarks are in order. The contrapositive of the above statement is that, if an admissible trajectory pu, xq of (I.1a) with piecewise continuous u is optimal, then for every t_0 P p0, t_f q, there is some t P rt_0, t_f s such that hpxptq, uptqq ě 0 and hpxptq, uptqq -" 0 + . (I.8)

Condition (I.8) does not, by itself, imply that an optimal trajectory satisfies (I.8) at every t P r0, t_f s. It is possible that an optimal trajectory satisfies hpxptq, uptqq " 0 on some proper sub-interval pt_1, t_2q of r0, t_f s. As such, Corollary I.3 does not yet provide a constructive method of identifying optimal controls. Indeed, what appears to happen in numerical simulations is that a numerically-computed optimal trajectory does not engage any constraint on short intervals between switches of which constraint is engaged.

Remark I.5. It is noted that a similar “switching”- type fast charging protocol to the above was recently proposed by Berliner et al. in [4] and [5], where the fast charging protocol switched between different “operating modes” related to actions such as constant power/temperature charging or enforcing a zero overpotential drop. Such switching policies can be understood as instances of “bang-and-ride” control (the different operating modes correspond to different constraints being ridden), so Corollary I.3 can be used to infer why these protocols performed well in [4].

II. Monotonicity of battery fast-charging problems

Here, we show that several battery fastcharging problems satisfy the monotonicity assumptions (H1)–(H4).

Remark II.1. In the following, the notation that a positive current charges a cell is adopted. This notation contrasts with some of the existing literature, such as Couto et al. [10], where a negative current charges the cell. This choice of notation does not impact the results and is adopted here to make clear the connection between battery models and monotone control systems.

A. Equivalent circuit model

Perhaps the most popular form of battery model is the electrical equivalent circuit model of the form shown in Figure 1 with dynamics given by (I.2) where A :“ ´diagp0, 1{pR_1C_1q, . . . , 1{pR_{n´1}C_{n´1}qq, B :“ r1{Q, 1{C_1, . . . , 1{C_{n´1}s^J, C_k and R_k are, respectively, the capacitances and resistances of the RC-pairs of Figure 1 and Q is the cell capacity. It is remarked that other forms of equivalent circuit models, such as the commonly considered RC ladder networks, are monotone and so can also be studied using the results of this paper.

Figure 1: Circuit diagram of an equivalent circuit model of a lithium ion battery.

The cell voltage is defined as

vptq :“ Upx_1ptqq` nÿ j“2 x_j ` R_0uptq , (II.1)

where R_0 is the series resistance and U : R Ñ R is the open circuit voltage which is a nonlinear, but generally monotone, function of the state-of-charge, in this case being x_1ptq which is the integral of the applied current uptq normalised by the cell capacitance.

Bounds on the applied current, the state-of-charge, the voltage drops across each RC-pair and the cell voltage are assumed, as in, for k “ 1, 2, . . . , n

uptq ď ū, vptq ď v̄, x_k ptq ď x̄ . (II.2)

As an aside, we note that whilst such voltage and temperature limits are examples of common charging constraints, their inclusion is not necessary for the results of the paper. Instead, the focus is on the general class of constraints which satisfy (H4). For the running cost, the goal is to maximise the stateof-charge at the end time t_f , and so

Lpxptq, uptqq “ 9x_1ptq “ uptq Q . (II.3)

Besides this cost, many other common running costs for fast charging problems are monotone, such as the penalisation of the charge itself and the voltage. Each of the terms in (I.2)-(II.3) satisfies the monotonicity assumptions (H1)–(H4).

B. Reduced-order single particle model

In [29], it was shown that, by solving the maximum principle equations by hand, a form of CC- CV charging is optimal for a fast-charging problem involving a reduced-order version of the singleparticle model (SPM—one of the standard simplified electrochemical models of a Li-ion battery). For each electrode, this model was obtained from a 3^{rd}-order Padé approximation of the SPM’s transfer function, giving a state-space realisation of the form (I.2) with n “ 3,

A :“ » – a_1 0 0 0 a_2 0 0 0 0 fi fl , B :“ » – ´b_1 b_2 b_3 fi fl (II.4)

with the parameters a_k ď 0, b_k ě 0 depending upon the specific chemistry (values for LCO, NCA and based cells are stated in Park et al. [29, Table 1]). Furthermore, the fast-charging program considered in Park et al. [29] specifies

Lpxptq, uptqq “ x_3ptq, uptq ď ū, yptq ď ȳ . (II.5)

In the above, yptq is the lithium ion concentration on the surface of the anode’s active particle and was defined in Park et al. [29] as yptq “ “ ´c_1 c_2 c_3 ‰ » – x_1ptq x_2ptq x_3ptq fi fl , (II.6)

with the non-negative parameters c_k ě 0 also depending upon the cell chemistry [29, Table 1].

As is, this model does not satisfy the monotone assumption (H1), owing to the ´b_1 and ´c_1 terms in (II.4) and (II.6), but it does so after applying the state-space transformation

x ÞÑ » – ´1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 fi fl x . (II.7)

With the above transformation, the system is excitable and hypothesis (H1) is satisfied.

C. Discretised SPM

The optimality of bang-and-ride control for the SPM explored in Park et al. [29] can be generalised to the case when the model dynamics are spatial discretisations of the underlying diffusion problem instead of being reduced-order approximations of them. Using the superscript ˘ to differentiate between the anode and cathode, the SPM’s partial differential equations relate to a spatially transformed function of the lithium ion concentrations in the active particles c^˘pr, tq (varying in both space r and time t) diffusing along a particle radius r P r0, R^˘_s ptqs. After applying a spatial transformation on the SPM’s spherical diffusion equation, this model’s dynamics satisfies

Bc^˘pr, tq Bt “ D^˘_s

B^2c^˘pr, tq

Br^2 . Here, D^˘_s is the diffusion coefficient of the active particles of radius R^˘_s . The boundary conditions of the SPM are c^˘p0, tq “ 0 and 1 R^˘_s

Bc^˘pr, tq Br ˇ ˇ ˇ_{r“Rs̆}´ c^˘pR_s, tq

R^˘_s^2 “˘ uptq D^˘_s F a^˘AL^˘ , where F is Faraday’s constant, a^˘ is the active particle surface area, A is the current collector surface area and L^˘ is the electrode thickness. Applying a finite difference discretisation to the SPM’s diffusion equation with the boundary conditions on a spatial domain composed of n`2 equally spaced grid points separated Δ^˘ “ R^˘_s {pn ` 1q apart gives

B^2cpr, tq Br^2 « cpr ` Δ^˘, tq ´ 2cpr, tq ` cpr ´ Δ^˘, tq pΔ^˘q^2 , Bcpr, tq Br ˇ ˇ_{r“Rs} « cpR^˘_s , tq ´ cpR^˘_s ´ Δ^˘, tq

Δ^˘ . Using the state-space x_kptq “ cpkΔ^˘, tq for each electrode with k “ 1, . . . , n, the resulting discretised SPM dynamics have the structure of (I.2) with

A “ D^˘_s pΔ^˘q^2

» — — — — — — –

´2 1 0

1 ´2 1 .. . 0 .. . . . . .. . 0 .. . 1 ´2 1 0 1 ´2 `^{n`1}_n fi ffi ffi ffi ffi ffi ffi fl ,

B “ ” 0, 0, . . . 0,^{˘pn`1q2} nF a^˘AL^˘ ı_J , and, following Park et al. [29], outputs the surface concentrations yptq “ cpR_s, tq “ pn ` 1q n x_nptq˘

R_s^2uptq nD^˘_s F a^˘AL^˘ Using the notation of a positive current in the cathode and a negative current in the anode, these discretised SPM dynamics can be seen to also satisfy the monotone and excitable assumptions. Remark II.2. The above argument was based upon a finite difference discretisation of the SPM diffusion dynamics. We note that other spatial discretisation schemes, such as spectral collocation, may not preserve the monotonicity in (H1). Although, even then, state transformations such as (II.7) may exist which recover monotonicity. Moreover, it may be possible to further extend this monotonicity argument to more complex electrochemical battery models, such as the SPMe [27] and the DFN models [11], [12], since they are also diffusion-driven.

D. Thermal model

The thermal response of a battery has been observed to play a significant role in battery fast charging, as it can impact cell degradation and safety [33]. Crucially, several common battery thermal models are also monotone. For example, consider the lumped thermal model [20] of the form

mC_p 9T ptq “´ T ptq R_T ` uptq ^_nÿ j“2 x_j ` R_0uptq ˙ , (II.8)

where m is the cell mass, C_p is the specific heat capacity, T ptq is the difference between the cell and room temperatures, R_T is the cell’s thermal resistance and where the electrical states x_{2:n}ptq follow the equivalent circuit model of Section II-A. To avoid overheating, the cell’s temperature can be constrained by

T ptq ď T̄ , (II.9)

where T̄ ą 0 is fixed. In this case, both (H1) and (H4) are satisfied when the current is non-negative uptq ě 0. It is clear that the state variable T is “excited” by u, and hence the hypotheses (H2) and (H3) can be checked as before, depending on L.

E. Li-plating constraint

A key consideration in optimised fast-charging protocols is navigating the trade-off between cell charging time and degradation. In fast charging, Li-plating has been identified as a critical degradation mechanism, because not only can it dominate cell ageing but it can also cause internal short circuits that increase the chance of a cell igniting.

One approach to avoid Li-plating during fast charging is to add an additional constraint into the optimisation problem, as in (I.1c), to ensure that the local overpotential drop across the solid-electrolyte interface in the graphite anode always remains nonnegative, as used by Romagnoli et al. [36] for example. In general, simulating the local overpotential drop in the anode requires a detailed electrochemical model, such as the DFN model, but such models are, right now, too complex to be analysed in terms of the monotone systems of interest to this paper, as they involve a nonlinear set of partial differential algebraic equations connected across multiple domains. To avoid this, here the method of Romagnoli et al. [36] is considered for the Li-plating constraint—a DFN model was used to generate a two dimensional look-up table to characterise when plating occurs as a function of the applied current density and the critical surface concentration of the graphite particles (one of the model states).

Figure 2: The lithium plating constraint of [36] determined from the current uptq and active particle critical surface concentration xptq.

The resulting Li-plating look-up table may then be expressed graphically, as shown in Figure 2. Here, the blue region is admissible, the red region is inadmissible, the arrows indicate the direction that is normal to the boundary of the constraint, which is always positive/non-negative. Whilst no explicit representation of the form hpx, uq ě 0 was given in [36] for this plating constraint, Figure 2 indicates that it satisfies (H4) since at no point along the constraint boundary (indicated by the black line) can either xptq or uptq be increased without the constraint being violated.

F. Cases where monotonicity is not satisfied

The above examples illustrate how a wide class of fast-charging problems satisfy the monotonicity assumptions (H1)–(H4). Whilst being relatively general, not all fast-charging problems are monotone. Here we explore two such situations.

(a) Charging current (b) State-of-charge (c) Voltage (d) RC pair voltage

Figure 3: Bang-and-ride solution to the numerical example of Section III. For this solution to the optimal control problem of Section I, the obtained trajectory matches that of [9, Fig. 3] which was computed numerically. This equivalence supports the claim of Corollary I.3 that bang-and-ride control is optimal for this class of monotone control problems.

(I) The monotonicity assumption of the running cost function (H2) fails when high temperatures are penalised, such as

Lpxptq, uptqq “ x_1ptq ` uptq ´ x_2ptq ,

with x_1ptq being the state-of-charge and x_2ptq being the cell temperature. While the temperature limits of (II.9) are useful for enforcing cell safety, penalising against large temperatures in the cost function may help to reduce the onset of cell degradation caused by parasitic side-reactions, such as the growth of the solid electrolyte interface in graphite anodes. However, the impact of high temperatures on the cell’s health during fast charging is a complicated problem, as high temperatures can also reduce the likelihood of Li-plating which is one of the most significant degradation mechanisms in fast charging, as in Yang et al. [48]. The results of [48] suggest that designing the cost function to correctly account for thermal effects in fast charging remains an open question.

(II) The above examples all consider problems involving single cells. However, most energy intensive applications require battery packs composed of many individual cells connected in series and parallel, which introduces computational challenges as discussed in studies such as [34] and [43]. It is then of interest to consider whether the proposed monotonictybased approach can be generalised to fast charging problems of battery packs, to help alleviate these computational issues.

Series (also known as cascade) connections are known to preserve monotonicity, see [1, Proposition IV.1]. However, observe that bang-and-ride solutions for series connected strings will be dominated by the weakest cell, in the sense that the solution will ride the constraint associated with the lowest feasible charging current. If one of the cells is considerably weaker than the others in this series string, then the cell-to-cell variability will lead to inefficient charging. In contrast, connecting cells in parallel may result in a loss of monotonicity. This may be seen mathematically as a consequence of the results of [13], but is also expected in light of the observed current “ripples”seen in many parallel pack simulations, such as Jocher et al. [22] and Drummond et al. [13]. These oscillations are a good indicators of a loss of monotonicity. However, the natural self-balancing of parallel connections means that as long as the cells are roughly equivalent, it may be possible to assume that they behave as a single cell. For example, when the cells in the parallel strings are roughly equivalent, then it has been observed that the current splits across branch according to i_k “ uptq{N. Such an assumption is often used in practice, e.g. in Frost et al. [17], and so, in this setting, monotonicity may be recovered.

III. Numerical examples

In this section, a numerical example is used to illustrate the main result of Corollary I.3— that bang-and-ride control is optimal for control problems satisfying (H1)–(H4). Consider the equivalent circuit model of Section II-A parameterised as in [9]. These electrical dynamics are coupled with the thermal dynamics of (II.8) parameterised as in [?]. With this model, x_1ptq is the state-of-charge, x_2ptq is the relaxation voltage of the circuit and x_3ptq is the temperature difference between the cell and the environment.

With these dynamics and the initial condition x_0 “ r0, 0, 0s^J, the cost to be maximised for this fast charging problem is the integral of the state-of-charge

Jpx_0, uq “ ż_{tf} 0 x_1ptq dt , (III.1)

Moreover, constraints on the state-of-charge, relaxation voltage, temperature current and voltage are applied

x_1ptq ď 1, x_2ptq ď 0.25, (III.2) x_3ptq ď 8, uptq ď 10Q, vptq ď 4.5, (III.3)

where Q “ 3.3 ^ 10^3 As is the capacitance.

Figure 3 shows the results of this simulation with CC- CV charging obtained. This solution matches the estimated optimal solution computed via the momentmeasure numerical routine of Coutier et al. [9]. The similarity of the numerically computed- and bangand-ride-solutions: first, illustrate the result Corollary I.3 that the constraints have to be active at some time instant during the charge.

Conclusions

A class of constrained monotone optimal control problems was studied for monotone control systems, and necessary conditions for an optimal control given. The necessary condition is essentially that, for each fixed time, a control which does not cause any constraint to engaged at all in the remaining timewindow cannot be optimal. In other words, “some constraint must be engaged at some point later”. The focus of the article was on battery fast charging and it was shown that several common battery fastcharging problems satisfy the required monotonicity assumptions.

References

[1] D. Angeli and E. D. Sontag, “Monotone control systems,” IEEE Trans. Automat. Cont., vol. 48, no. 10, pp. 1684– 1698, 2003.

[2] ——, “Multi-stability in monotone input/output systems,” Syst. Control Lett., vol. 51, no. 3-4, pp. 185–202, 2004.

[3] P. M. Attia, A. Grover, N. Jin, K. A. Severson, T. M.

Markov, Y.-H. Liao, M. H. Chen, B. Cheong, N. Perkins, Z. Yang et al., “Closed-loop optimization of fast-charging protocols for batteries with machine learning,” Nature, vol. 578, no. 7795, pp. 397–402, 2020.

[4] M. D. Berliner, B. Jiang, D. A. Cogswell, M. Z. Bazant, and R. D. Braatz, “Fast charging of lithium-ion batteries by mathematical reformulation as mixed continuousdiscrete simulation,” in Procs. of the American Control Conference (ACC). IEEE, 2022.

[5] ——, “Novel operating modes for the charging of lithiumion batteries,” Journal of The Electrochemical Society, vol. 169, no. 10, p. 100546, 2022.

[6] A. Berman, M. Neumann, and R. J. Stern, Nonnegative matrices in dynamic systems. John Wiley & Sons Inc., New York, 1989.

[7] Y. Cai, C. Zou, Y. Li, and T. Wik, “Fast charging control of lithium-ion batteries: Effects of input, model, and parameter uncertainties,” in Procs. of the European Control Conference (ECC). IEEE, 2022, pp. 1647–1653.

[8] K. Chen, K. Zhang, X. Lin, Y. Zheng, X. Yin, X. Hu, Z. Song, and Z. Li, “Data-enabled predictive control for fast charging of lithium-ion batteries with constraint handling,” arXiv preprint arXiv:2209.12862, 2022.

[9] N. E. Courtier, R. Drummond, P. Ascencio, L. D.

Couto, and D. A. Howey, “Discretisation-free battery fast-charging optimisation using the measure-moment approach,” in Procs. of the European Control Conference (ECC). IEEE, 2022, pp. 628–634.

[10] L. D. Couto, R. Romagnoli, S. Park, D. Zhang, S. J.

Moura, M. Kinnaert, and E. Garone, “Faster and healthier charging of lithium-ion batteries via constrained feedback control,” IEEE Trans. Control Syst. Technol., 2021.

[11] M. Doyle, T. F. Fuller, and J. Newman, “Modeling of galvanostatic charge and discharge of the lithium/polymer/insertion cell,” J. Electrochem. Soc., vol. 140, no. 6, p. 1526, 1993.

[12] R. Drummond, A. M. Bizeray, D. A. Howey, and S. R.

Duncan, “A feedback interpretation of the Doyle-Fuller- Newman lithium-ion battery model,” IEEE Trans. Control Syst. Technol., vol. 28, no. 4, pp. 1284–1295, 2019.

[13] R. Drummond, L. D. Couto, and D. Zhang, “Resolving Kirchhoff’s laws for parallel Li-ion battery pack stateestimators,” IEEE Trans. Control Syst. Technol., 2021.

[14] E. J. Dufek, D. P. Abraham, I. Bloom, B.-R. Chen, P. R.

Chinnam, A. M. Colclasure, K. L. Gering, M. Keyser, S. Kim, W. Mai et al., “Developing extreme fast charge battery protocols-A review spanning materials to systems,” J. Power Sources, p. 231129, 2022.

[15] M. T. F. Rodrigues, S.-B. Son, A. M. Colclasure, I. A.

Shkrob, S. E. Trask, I. D. Bloom, and D. P. Abraham, “How fast can a Li-ion battery be charged? Determination of limiting fast charging conditions,” ACS Appl. Energy Mater., vol. 4, no. 2, pp. 1063–1068, 2021.

[16] L. Farina and S. Rinaldi, Positive linear systems: Theory and applications. Wiley- Interscience, New York, 2000. [Online]. Available: http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/9781118033029 [17] D. F. Frost and D. A. Howey, “Completely decentralized active balancing battery management system,” IEEE Trans. Power Electron., vol. 33, no. 1, pp. 729–738, 2017.

[18] W. M. Haddad, V. Chellaboina, and Q. Hui, Nonnegative and compartmental dynamical systems. Princeton: Princeton University Press, 2010.

[19] M. W. Hirsch and H. Smith, “Monotone dynamical systems,” in Handbook of differential equations: ordinary differential equations. Vol. II. Elsevier B. V., Amsterdam, 2005, pp. 239–357.

[20] X. Hu, W. Liu, X. Lin, and Y. Xie, “A comparative study of control-oriented thermal models for cylindrical Li-ion batteries,” IEEE Trans. Transport. Electrific., vol. 5, no. 4, pp. 1237–1253, 2019.

[21] B. Jiang, M. D. Berliner, K. Lai, P. A. Asinger, H. Zhao, P. K. Herring, M. Z. Bazant, and R. D. Braatz, “Fast charging design for lithium-ion batteries via Bayesian optimization,” Applied Energy, vol. 307, p. 118244, 2022.

[22] P. Jocher, M. Steinhardt, S. Ludwig, M. Schindler, J. Martin, and A. Jossen, “A novel measurement technique for parallel-connected lithium-ion cells with controllable interconnection resistance,” J. Power Sources, vol. 503, p. 230030, 2021.

[23] Y. Kawano, B. Besselink, J. M. Scherpen, and M. Cao, “Data-driven model reduction of monotone systems by nonlinear DC gains,” IEEE Trans. Automat. Cont., vol. 65, no. 5, pp. 2094–2106, 2019.

[24] P. Keil and A. Jossen, “Charging protocols for lithium-ion batteries and their impact on cycle life—an experimental study with different 18650 high-power cells,” J. Energy Storage, vol. 6, pp. 125–141, 2016.

[25] L. K. Maia, L. Drünert, F. La Mantia, and E. Zondervan, “Expanding the lifetime of Li-ion batteries through optimization of charging profiles,” J. Clean. Prod., vol. 225, pp. 928–938, 2019.

[26] P. Mohtat, S. Pannala, V. Sulzer, J. B. Siegel, and A. G. Stefanopoulou, “An algorithmic safety VEST for Liion batteries during fast charging,” IFAC-PapersOnLine, vol. 54, no. 20, pp. 522–527, 2021.

[27] S. J. Moura, F. B. Argomedo, R. Klein, A. Mirtabatabaei, and M. Krstic, “Battery state estimation for a single particle model with electrolyte dynamics,” IEEE Trans. Control Syst. Technol., vol. 25, no. 2, pp. 453–468, 2016.

[28] Q. Ouyang, Z. Wang, K. Liu, G. Xu, and Y. Li, “Optimal charging control for lithium-ion battery packs: A distributed average tracking approach,” IEEE Trans. Ind. Inform., vol. 16, no. 5, pp. 3430–3438, 2019.

[29] S. Park, D. Lee, H. J. Ahn, C. Tomlin, and S. Moura, “Optimal control of battery fast charging based-on Pontryagin’s minimum principle,”in Conference on Decision and Control (CDC). IEEE, 2020, pp. 3506–3513.

[30] S. Park, A. Pozzi, M. Whitmeyer, H. Perez, W. T. Joe, D. M. Raimondo, and S. Moura, “Reinforcement learningbased fast charging control strategy for Li-ion batteries,” in Procs. of the Conference on Control Technology and Applications (CCTA). IEEE, 2020, pp. 100–107.

[31] S. Park, A. Pozzi, M. Whitmeyer, H. Perez, A. Kandel, G. Kim, Y. Choi, W. T. Joe, D. M. Raimondo, and S. Moura, “A deep reinforcement learning framework for fast charging of Li-ion batteries,” IEEE Trans. Transport. Electrific., vol. 8, no. 2, pp. 2770–2784, 2022.

[32] L. Patnaik, A. Praneeth, and S. S. Williamson, “A closed-loop constant-temperature constant-voltage charging technique to reduce charge time of lithium-ion batteries,” IEEE Trans. Ind. Electron., vol. 66, no. 2, pp. 1059–1067, 2018.

[33] H. E. Perez, X. Hu, S. Dey, and S. J. Moura, “Optimal charging of Li-ion batteries with coupled electro-thermal-aging dynamics,” IEEE Trans. Veh. Technol., vol. 66, no. 9, pp. 7761–7770, 2017.

[34] A. Pozzi, M. Torchio, R. D. Braatz, and D. M. Raimondo, “Optimal charging of an electric vehicle battery pack: A real-time sensitivity-based model predictive control approach,” J. Power Sources, vol. 461, p. 228133, 2020.

[35] A. Rantzer, “Scalable control of positive systems,” Eur. J.

Control, vol. 24, pp. 72–80, 2015.

[36] R. Romagnoli, L. D. Couto, A. Goldar, M. Kinnaert, and E. Garone, “A feedback charge strategy for Li-ion battery cells based on reference governor,” J. Process Control, vol. 83, pp. 164–176, 2019.

[37] R. Romagnoli, L. D. Couto, M. M. Nicotra, M. Kinnaert, and E. Garone, “Computationally-efficient constrained control of the state-of-charge of a Li-ion battery cell,” in Procs. of the Conference on Decision and Control (CDC). IEEE, 2017, pp. 1433–1439.

[38] J. Sieg, J. Bandlow, T. Mitsch, D. Dragicevic, T. Materna, B. Spier, H. Witzenhausen, M. Ecker, and D. U. Sauer, “Fast charging of an electric vehicle lithium-ion battery at the limit of the lithium deposition process,” J. Power Sources, vol. 427, pp. 260–270, 2019.

[39] H. L. Smith, Monotone dynamical systems, ser. Mathematical Surveys and Monographs. American Mathematical Society, Providence, RI, 1995, vol. 41, an introduction to the theory of competitive and cooperative systems.

[40] ——, “Monotone dynamical systems: reflections on new advances & applications,” Discrete Contin. Dyn. Syst., vol. 37, no. 1, p. 485, 2017.

[41] E. D. Sontag, Mathematical control theory: deterministic finite dimensional systems, ser. Texts in Applied Mathematics. New York: Springer-Verlag, 2013, vol. 6.

[42] B. Suthar, P. W. Northrop, R. D. Braatz, and V. R.

Subramanian, “Optimal charging profiles with minimal intercalation-induced stresses for lithium-ion batteries using reformulated pseudo 2-dimensional models,” J. Electrochem. Soc., vol. 161, no. 11, p. F3144, 2014.

[43] T. R. Tanim, M. G. Shirk, R. L. Bewley, E. J. Dufek, and B. Y. Liaw, “Fast charge implications: Pack and cell analysis and comparison,” J. Power Sources, vol. 381, pp. 56–65, 2018.

[44] N. Tian, H. Fang, and Y. Wang, “Real-time optimal lithium-ion battery charging based on explicit model predictive control,” IEEE Trans. Ind. Inform., vol. 17, no. 2, pp. 1318–1330, 2020.

[45] A. Tomaszewska, Z. Chu, X. Feng, S. O’Kane, X. Liu, J. Chen, C. Ji, E. Endler, R. Li, L. Liu et al., “Lithium-ion battery fast charging: A review,” eTransportation, vol. 1, p. 100011, 2019.

[46] T. L. Vincent, P. J. Weddle, and G. Tang, “System theoretic analysis of battery charging optimization,” J. Energy Storage, vol. 14, pp. 168–178, 2017.

[47] N. Wassiliadis, J. Schneider, A. Frank, L. Wildfeuer, X. Lin, A. Jossen, and M. Lienkamp, “Review of fast charging strategies for lithium-ion battery systems and their applicability for battery electric vehicles,” J. Energy Storage, vol. 44, p. 103306, 2021.

[48] X.-G. Yang, T. Liu, Y. Gao, S. Ge, Y. Leng, D. Wang, and C.-Y. Wang, “Asymmetric temperature modulation for extreme fast charging of lithium-ion batteries,” Joule, vol. 3, no. 12, pp. 3002–3019, 2019.

[49] C. Zou, X. Hu, Z. Wei, T. Wik, and B. Egardt, “Electrochemical estimation and control for lithium-ion battery health-aware fast charging,” IEEE Trans. Ind. Electron., vol. 65, no. 8, pp. 6635–6645, 2017.

[50] C. Zou, C. Manzie, and D. Nešić, “Model predictive control for lithium-ion battery optimal charging,” IEEE ASME Trans. Mechatron., vol. 23, no. 2, pp. 947–957, 2018.