
Model predictive control and moving horizon estimation

for adaptive optimal bolus feeding in high-throughput

cultivation of E. coli

Jong Woo Kima,1,∗, Niels Krauscha, Judit Aizpurua, Tilman Barzc, Sergio
Luciad, Peter Neubauera, Mariano Nicolas Cruz Bournazoua,e

aTechnische Universität Berlin, Chair of Bioprocess Engineering, Strasse des 17. Juni
135, 10623 Berlin, Germany

bDepartment of Energy and Chemical Engineering, Incheon National University, 22012
Incheon, Republic of Korea.

cAIT Austrian Institute of Technology GmbH, Center for Energy, Giefinggasse 4, 1210
Vienna, Austria

dTechnische Universität Dortmund, Department of Biochemical and Chemical
Engineering, Emil-Figge-Strasse 70, 44227 Dortmund, Germany
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Abstract

We discuss the application of a nonlinear model predictive control (MPC)

and a moving horizon estimation (MHE) to achieve an optimal operation

of E. coli fed-batch cultivations with intermittent bolus feeding. 24 parallel

experiments were considered in a high-throughput microbioreactor platform

at a 10 mL scale. The robotic island in question can run up to 48 fed-batch

processes in parallel with automated liquid handling and online and at-line

analytics. The implementation of the model-based monitoring and control

framework reveals that there are mainly three challenges that need to be ad-

dressed; First, the inputs are given in an instantaneous pulsed form by bolus

injections, second, online and at-line measurement frequencies are severely

∗Corresponding author, E-mail: jong.w.kim@tu-berlin.de

Preprint submitted to xxx February 7, 2023

ar
X

iv
:2

20
3.

07
21

1v
2 

 [
q-

bi
o.

Q
M

] 
 6

 F
eb

 2
02

3



imbalanced, and third, optimization for the distinctive multiple reactors can

be either parallelized or integrated. We address these challenges by incor-

porating the concept of impulsive control systems, formulating multi-rate

MHE with identifiability analysis, and suggesting criteria for deciding the

reactor configuration. In this study, we present the key elements and back-

ground theory of the implementation with in silico simulations for bacterial

fed-batch cultivation.

Keywords: Model predictive control, Moving horizon estimation,

Identifiablity analysis, High-throughput bioprocess development

1. Introduction

Mathematical descriptions of the dynamics of the microbial systems used

in biomanufacturing are key to exploiting bioprocess automation (Leavell

et al., 2020). From the early screening phases to the industrial-scale re-

actor, a consistent model-based approach helps to accelerate product de-

velopment (Neubauer et al., 2013). The mathematical description of the

mechanistic model allows for performing the optimization, which leads to

the cost-effective, consistent, and highly confident bioprocess design. In this

context, there has been significant progress related to the model-based bio-

process automation, such as structuring a mechanistic model that describes

key metabolic pathways, parameter estimation and design of experiment,

optimal control, and modularized computational frameworks (Gomes et al.,

2015; Narayanan et al., 2020; Hemmerich et al., 2021; Herwig et al., 2021).

One of the distinguishing characteristics of biological systems is that the

growth of the microorganism exhibits a high level of uncertainty. Moreover,
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the most used cultivation strategy is fed-batch, in which no steady-state ex-

ists and the process variables vary over a wide range. Hence, a large amount

of data is needed to obtain a mathematical model which is capable of de-

scribing the non-steady-state dynamics of highly nonlinear and complex sys-

tems such as cells (Cruz Bournazou et al., 2017). The recent development of

high-throughput (HT) technology allows for performing a large number of la-

borious and time-consuming experiments by automatizing, parallelizing, and

miniaturizing the experimental facilities (Puskeiler et al., 2005; Bunzel et al.,

2018; Hemmerich et al., 2018). Liquid handling stations support the parallel

cultivation of a large number of mini-bioreactors, based on the automated

sampling, on-line and at-line analytics operation, real-time control, and data

acquisition (Kusterer et al., 2008; Tai et al., 2015; Haby et al., 2019; Hans

et al., 2020b). HT technology plays an important role, especially in the early

stage of bioprocess development. Very large amounts of data from testing the

cell clones under different conditions such as media, pH, temperature, induc-

tion, and feeding strategies become available (Hans et al., 2020a) allowing us

to understand the process better and to find the best-operating conditions

in very large search spaces. This has naturally led to the enhancement of

the conditional screening and strain phenotyping (Schmideder et al., 2016;

Sawatzki et al., 2018; Janzen et al., 2019; Fink et al., 2021).

To exploit the full potential of the HT bioprocess development (HTBD),

it is essential to couple the model-based methods with robotic facilities. The

reliability of computed decisions depends on the accuracy of model predic-

tions, e.g., each cell type and organism needs tailored feeding strategies for

optimal growth or product formation. Because of limited reproducibility at
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the small-scale reactors at the µL and mL scale, these strategies need to be

adaptively controlled. In addition, monitoring of cultivations is often chal-

lenging because of the limited accuracy of online sensors, e.g., small delays

and shifts in oxygen signals, or large delays in the processing of liquid sam-

ples. Finally, the satisfaction of experimental constraints is critical, such as

minimum levels of sugar and/or dissolved oxygen concentrations to minimize

specific stresses, i.e., mainly glucose excess, limitation and starvation, and

oxygen exhaustion (Delvigne et al., 2009).

In previous works, intermittent-feeding strategies have been derived from

established exponential feeding strategies considering the (previously or on-

line identified) maximum specific growth rate of the organism (Sawatzki

et al., 2018; Anane et al., 2019b; Hans et al., 2020a). Because of the limited

information and feedback, it has been observed that this approach can lack

robustness in real applications. There are only a few studies that incorporate

model-based methods for HT experiments. However, the studies consider the

optimal experimental design for the model fitting instead of optimal opera-

tion for maximizing biomass (Cruz Bournazou et al., 2017; Barz et al., 2018;

Kim et al., 2021a).

Model predictive control (MPC) and moving horizon estimation (MHE)

are popular methods in engineering (Rawlings et al., 2017) and there has been

a large number of applications for fed-batch bioreactor cultivations. Given

the state trajectory from the pre-defined operating strategy, MPC has been

applied for the optimal tracking control of the bioprocesses described with

basic Monod equations (Ramaswamy et al., 2005; Tebbani et al., 2008), and

further extended to economic objectives such as to maximize the product
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(Ashoori et al., 2009; Raftery et al., 2017). In the presence of measure-

ment and model uncertainties, optimal state or parameter estimators such

as Kalman filter (Markana et al., 2018) or MHE (Abdollahi and Dubljevic,

2012; del Rio-Chanona et al., 2016) are combined with MPC in order to

adapt to the data. Various optimization methods have been studied such as

maximization principle (Pčolka and Čelikovskỳ, 2016; Luna and Mart́ınez,

2017) and evolutionary strategies (Freitas et al., 2017). As an alternative to

MPC, the reinforcement learning (RL) method has been studied to reduce

the online computation time by obtaining the closed-loop policy and for op-

timal operation even without the mechanistic model (Mart́ınez et al., 2013;

Petsagkourakis et al., 2020; Kim et al., 2021b).

Although several studies have proven that the model-based approach com-

prising a controller and estimator is promising for automated bioprocess oper-

ation (Lucia et al., 2017a), it has, to our knowledge, never been implemented

in parallel mini-bioreactors for HTBD. The extension to this application is

not trivial and has important challenges that can lead to poorly operated ex-

periments. We discuss the most relevant challenges and how they have been

tackled in the presented framework. First, inputs are given in a pulse form

by bolus injections. In highly parallelized milliliter scale mini-bioreactors

for example, individual feeding with high accuracy is very challenging and

costly (Faust et al., 2014). As an alternative, pulse-based feeding has been

widely utilized. In contrast to continuous feeding, intermittent feeding fails to

achieve high cell density cultivation, because it induces large heterogeneities

in the operating conditions such as oscillating pH, oxygen, temperature, glu-

cose concentrations, and toxic compounds (Neubauer et al., 2013). This can
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however when properly designed and operated using scale-down techniques,

be used to mimic the industrial scale heterogeneity (Neubauer and Junne,

2016). According to Anane et al. (2019b), the combination of a pulse-based

scale-down approach is successful to test strain robustness and physiological

constraints at the early stages of bioprocess development. The pulse-based

(bolus) feeding is different compared to the standard process control prob-

lems where systems have continuous input and dynamics. This requires a

different approach, namely, impulsive control systems (Yang, 2001).

Second, the measurements are multi-rate, the sampling times between the

parallel bioreactors are not aligned, and the sample delays are on the order of

tens of minutes such that a multi-rate formulation of the MHE is necessary.

The system is limited to extracellular measurements, which makes it very

difficult to generate sufficient information to properly identify mechanistic

models that aim to describe a highly nonlinear and large biochemical network.

For this reason, efficient methods to assure a well-posed state and parameter

estimation problem are needed.

Third, given the configuration of multiple cultivation conditions and biore-

actors, the proper design of the experimental campaign and distribution of

the operating strategies are not trivial. The information in parallel systems

(e.g. replicates) needs to be efficiently exploited to improve the probability

of finding the optimal process condition.

Our contribution focuses on the computational model-based framework,

namely, MPC and MHE for the optimization of the cultivation conditions

for maximal growth of E. coli in parallel mini-bioreactors. Three bottle-

necks encountered in the HT experiment, bolus injection, multi-rate mea-
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surements, and multiple bioreactors, are addressed: First, we illustrate how

to design the objective and constraint function for the impulsive control

systems. Unlike the zero-order hold discretization which has been used for

impulsive systems, a full-discretization method is implemented to capture

the fast dynamics happening within the pulse-feed interval. Second, we pro-

pose an arrival cost design and identifiable parameter selection method for

the multi-rate and partially ill-conditioned MHE. Third, for the purpose of

determining the reactor configuration for the MHE optimization, three cri-

teria, size of the identifiable parameter subset, root mean squared error of

the MHE, and computational time are suggested. The developed framework

is validated through in silico studies on the fed-batch cultivation of E. coli.

As a proof-of-concept, we design 24 parallel cultivation experiment, which is

divided into 8 different conditions with 3 replicates. We focus on whether the

MPC and MHE are capable of providing a consistent/feasible pulse-feeding

strategy regardless of the operating condition. The experimental validation

is conducted in the companion paper (Krausch et al., 2022).

The remainder of this paper is organized as follows: Section 2 describes

the in silico experiments of mini-bioreactors and the challenges of the HT

experiment. Section 3 introduces model-based methods, MHE and MPC.

In Section 4, the simulation results are discussed. Finally, a discussion and

some concluding remarks are provided in Section 5.
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2. In silico experiments on a parallel mini-bioreactor platform

2.1. Experimental setup, sensors, and automated liquid handling

The robotic facility of the HTBD platform is able to conduct 24 parallel

cultivations. The liquid handling station assists in sampling, measuring,

glucose feeding, medium balancing, and pH control (acid and base). The 24

mini-bioreactors are placed in three columns and eight rows, and we put a

numeric order to the columns (i.e., 1, 2, and 3), and an alphabetical order to

the rows (i.e., A, B, ..., H). Based on this configuration, reactors that have

the same columns are replicates and the HT experiment is conducted with

eight different cultivation conditions.

The purpose of the study is to see how the proposed MPC and MHE

scheme adaptively computes the feeding strategy for various experimental

conditions. To see this, this study tests the effect of three factors on the

feeding strategy and cell growth, changing two conditions for each factor.

Three factors are chosen as (1) type of strain (strain I and II), each has

unique characteristics which are modeled by different parameter sets I and

II of the growth model presented in Section 2.2, (2) initial biomass/glucose

concentrations, and (3) the lowest DOT bound for bioreactors. The experi-

mental design is described in Table 1.

The following measurements and control actions are considered.

• Online measurements: DOT and pH are recorded every 30 seconds

online.

• Atline measurements: Biomass, substrate, acetate, and product con-

centrations are measured from the sample every 60 minutes from a sin-
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Table 1: Experimental design of the HT experiment. Each reactor row consists of three

replicates.

Reactor row Strain
Initial condition (g/L)

DOT lower bound (%)

Biomass Glucose

A I 3.55 0.25 20

B I 3.55 0.25 10

C I 2.86 0.16 20

D I 2.86 0.16 10

E II 3.55 0.25 20

F II 3.55 0.25 10

G II 2.86 0.16 20

H II 2.86 0.16 10

9



gle replicate. The sample is obtained from a single replicate alternately

with 20 minutes time differences; The second and third replicates are

measured after 20 and 40 minutes after the first replicate, respectively.

The initial concentrations are measured for all replicates.

• Bolus feeding: Glucose solution 200 g/L concentration is added every

10 min to each reactor. The amount of glucose pulses is the decision

variable of the MPC. The pH of each mini-bioreactor is controlled by

the intermittent addition of the acid and base solutions. The pH is as-

sumed constant. The culture medium is added to compensate for the

volume reduction due to the sampling and evaporation. The medium

addition takes place in between the volume additions from the pH con-

troller and glucose feeding.

Figure 1 illustrates how at-line and online measurements are obtained from

the three replicates (i.e., columns 1, 2, and 3) of the reactors in rows A and

B. For each replicate, at-line analytics are measured with 20 minutes offset

between each other. DOT is measured every 30 seconds for all reactors. The

at-line measurements from the same column share the equivalent sample

time.

According to Haby et al. (2019), the liquid handling is scheduled to per-

form the sterilization of needles, volume balance, pH control, Feeding, sample

collection, at-line sampling, and off-line sampling at each time. The samples

are injected into the microplate, together with the baseline solutions. To

analyze the at-line samples triplicates, we do not sample from the triplicates

together, instead sample from a single reactor at each time, and sample al-

ternately. Because there exists a time duration for the at-line analytics to
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Atlinerow = A, col = 1
Atlinerow = A, col = 2
Atlinerow = A, col = 3
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Atlinerow = B, col = 3

Online

Figure 1: Atline and online measurements from the three replicates (i.e., columns 1, 2,

and 3) of the reactors in rows A and B. The graph is colored only when measurements are

available at the time.

be performed, the frequency of at-line measurements is significantly lower

than that of on-line measurements. Note that due to the sensor delay, data

processing times, limited transfer times and dispense speed of the liquid

handling, the measurements are not strictly regular in reality. Detailed de-

scriptions about the robotic facility and data handling processes are provided

in (Haby et al., 2019). The reader is also referred to (Krausch et al., 2022) for

experimental validation following the in silico results including information

on the strains and sampling/analytics.

A typical bioprocess can be divided into 3 phases: the batch phase, a

subsequent feeding phase to achieve high cell densities, and finally an induc-

tion phase in which a recombinant protein is produced by the cells after the

addition of an inducing agent. The end of the batch phase is characterized

by the complete depletion of the substrate and an associated sudden increase

in DOT. In the feeding phase, the substrate is either fed in an exponential

manner for a fixed period of time or until a predefined cell concentration has
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been reached. Subsequently, production of the recombinant protein is started

by the addition of a promoter-specific inducer and a constant feed is applied,

as the cells are exposed to an increased stress level during this phase.

2.2. Macro-kinetic E. coli growth model

The macro-kinetic growth model consists of a set of ordinary differential

equations (ODEs) with six state variables: biomass X, substrate S, acetate

A, dissolved oxygen tension measurement DOTm, product P , and reactor

medium volume V . The governing equations for X, S, A, P , and V are

expressed as

dX

dt
= −µX − X

V
· dV
dt

(1)

dS

dt
= −qSX −

S

V
· dV
dt

(2)

dA

dt
= qAX −

A

V
· dV
dt

(3)

dP

dt
= qPX −

P

V
· dV
dt

(4)

dV

dt
= −Fevap (5)

where µ, qS, qA, and qP are the specific growth rate (g/(g · h)), specific sub-

strate uptake rate (g/(g · h)), specific acetate production rate (g/(g · h)),

and specific product formation rate (g/(g · h)), respectively; Fevap (L/h) is

the evaporation rate. The detailed model description is provided in Ap-

pendix Appendix A. Dissolved oxygen tension (DOT) is modeled by the

differential equation as

dDOT

dt
= kla(DOT

∗ −DOT )− qOXH (6)
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where kla (h−1) denotes the volumetric oxygen transfer coefficient; DOT ∗

(%) denotes the saturation concentration of DOT; qO (g/(g · h)) denotes the

specific oxygen uptake rate (see Eq. (A.13)); H (mol/(m3 · Pa)) denotes

the Henry constant. Considering that DOT has fast dynamics (Duan et al.,

2020), we use the reduced form expressed in the algebraic equation as

DOT = DOT ∗ − qOXH

kla
(7)

The delayed response of the DOT measurement DOTm is described by the

first-order dynamics as

dDOTm
dt

= kp(DOT −DOTm) (8)

where kp (h−1) represents the time constant.

Table 2 provides the parameter set I and II of the two strains which

describe significantly different cell metabolisms. The macro-kinetic growth

model and its parameter set I are adjusted from Anane et al. (2017). Param-

eter set II is an artificial value that shows a different behavior from that of

parameter set I. In addition, Table 3 provides reactor-related parameters, kla

and kp, which characterize the mixing and oxygen transfer in each reactor.

We assume that each reactor has random values within the range given in

Table 3. Constant values and their units are listed in Table 4.

2.3. Characteristics of the high-throughput experiment from an optimal con-

trol perspective

2.3.1. Impulsive control systems

The injection in the intermittent feeding phase results in sudden con-

centration and volume changes. These changes are modeled as instanta-

neous changes. Thus, the state trajectory shows discontinuities (jumps) in
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Table 2: Parameters of macro-kinetic growth model

Param. Description
Value

Unit

Strain I Strain II

qS,max Max. specific substrate uptake rate 1.65 1.52 g/(g · h)

qm Specific maintenance coefficient 0.044 0.044 g/(g · h)

qAp,max Max. specific intracell. uptake rate for acetate flux 0.62 0.30 g/(g · h)

qAc,max Max. specific acetate consumption rate 1.46 0.60 g/(g · h)

YXS,em Yield (biomass/substrate) excluding maintenance 0.62 0.54 g/g

YAS,of Yield (acetate/substrate) in overflow metabolism 0.667 0.667 g/g

YXA Yield (biomass/acetate) 0.20 0.20 g/g

YOS Yield (oxygen/substrate) 1.23 1.23 g/g

YOA Yield (oxygen/acetate) 0.52 0.52 g/g

YPS Yield (product/substrate) 0.10 0.10 g/g

KS Affinity for substrate consumption 0.069 0.010 g/L

KqS Affinity to intracell. substrate flux 5.8 1.19 g/(g · h)

Ki,SA Inhibition of substrate uptake by acetate 1.86 0.50 g/L

KA Affinity for acetate consumption 0.29 0.05 g/L

Ki,AS Inhibition of acetate uptake by substrate 1.21 0.50 g/L

dS,ox,P Distribution ratio of oxidative flow for product 0.60 0.60 %
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Table 3: Reactor-dependent parameters of macro-kinetic growth model

Param. Description Value range Unit

kla Volumetric oxygen transfer coefficient [450, 800] h−1

kp Response time of the oxygen sensor [50, 80] h−1

Table 4: Constants of macro-kinetic growth model

Constant Description Value Unit

H Henry constant 1.4× 104 mol/(m3 · Pa)

DOT ∗ DOT at saturation 100 %

Fevap Evaporation rate 5.0× 10−5 L/h

Sf Substrate concentration in the feed 200 g/L
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response to the pulse feed. Accordingly, the studied system to which in-

termittent/pulse feeding is applied is characterized as an impulsive control

system (Yang, 2001). Impulsive systems appear in various industrial appli-

cations such as spacecraft, communication systems, dosage supply in phar-

macokinetics, and fed-batch bioprocesses (Yang et al., 2019; Villa-Tamayo

and Rivadeneira, 2020; Shen et al., 2008). Unlike continuous control cases,

there exist manipulated variables that are given only in discrete times, hence

imposing additional discrete time sets and difference equations. Moreover,

due to the quasi-instantaneous change of state variables originating from the

impulsive control, new stability properties and algorithms are required (Yang

et al., 2019). In (Sopasakis et al., 2014) the stability properties of the impul-

sive linear system are studied. An MPC for the impulsive system which uses

a modified cost function is developed (Rivadeneira et al., 2017; Villa-Tamayo

and Rivadeneira, 2020).

Generally speaking, the dynamics of the impulsive control systems can

be transformed into algebraic equations by discretizing the differential equa-

tions. Previous studies for the impulsive MPC simply use the zero-order-hold

discretization (Sopasakis et al., 2014; Rivadeneira et al., 2017; Yang et al.,

2019; Villa-Tamayo and Rivadeneira, 2020). This causes an aliasing effect

to the MPC, in which the discretized impulsive state-space model can only

consider the state values at the discrete-time set where impulsive inputs are

given. Nonetheless, this is inappropriate for our case, since the state dynam-

ics in between the pulse-feed interval are important in terms of estimation

and constraint violation. The pulse-feeding induces the instantaneous per-

turbation to the states and the growth parameters and the values are quickly
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recovered back to the pseudo-steady-states where zero feed is implemented.

This phenomenon is illustrated in Fig. 2. Furthermore, in order to capture

and distinguish the fast and slow dynamics, we use the full-discretization

method for formulating the optimization problem of the MPC. This means

that pulse feeds are considered by ‘explicit (or time) events’ which trigger

updates of state variables (Jouned et al., 2022). It is noted that state changes

due to sampling (volume) and additions for pH control (volume and concen-

tration) can be considered in the same way. The discretization scheme is

aligned with the location of these events. The updates are obtained from the

mass balance equations considering the reactor states before (t) and after

(t+) the feed injection. They are computed as

X(t+) = X(t)− X(t)

V (t+)
(∆v(t) + Va(t) + Vs(t)) (9a)

S(t+) = S(t)− S(t)− Sf
V (t+)

(∆v(t) + Va(t) + Vs(t)) (9b)

A(t+) = A(t)− A(t)

V (t+)
(∆v(t) + Va(t) + Vs(t)) (9c)

DOTm(t+) = DOTm(t) (9d)

P (t+) = P (t)− P (t)

V (t+)
(∆v(t) + Va(t) + Vs(t)) (9e)

V (t+) = V (t) + ∆v(t) + Va(t) + Vs(t) (9f)

where Sf (g/L) is the substrate concentration in the feed; Va and Vs (L) are

the amount of volume addition and subtraction from the pH control, medium

balancing, and sampling, respectively.

Due to the existence of another discrete-time set consisting of the pulse-

feeding times, the cost function and constraint should be modified. To tackle

this, we perform additional analysis on shaping the cost function and defining

17



7 7.1 7.2 7.3
1.75

1.8

1.85

1.9

1.95

2

2.05

2.1

7 7.1 7.2 7.3
0

0.05

0.1

0.15

0.2

0.25

0.3

7 7.1 7.2 7.3
0

0.005

0.01

0.015

0.02

0.025

0.03

7 7.1 7.2 7.3
65

70

75

80

85

90

95

100

7 7.1 7.2 7.3
0

0.1

0.2

0.3

0.4

0.5

0.6

0.7

0.8

7 7.1 7.2 7.3
0

0.1

0.2

0.3

0.4

0.5

0.6

0.7

7 7.1 7.2 7.3
0

0.2

0.4

0.6

0.8

1

1.2

1.4

7 7.1 7.2 7.3
−0.2

−0.15

−0.1

−0.05

0

0.05

0.1

0.15

0.2

Figure 2: The states (i.e., X, S, A, and DOT ) and specific rates (i.e., qO, µ, qS , and

qA) during the two pulse-feeding periods. The solid line represents the simulation and

the dotted line with marker represents the collocation points obtained from solving the

optimization problem in Eq. (20).

18



the constraint in Section 3.3.

2.3.2. Multi-rate measurements and ill-conditioning of the estimation prob-

lem

The measurements in the HT experiment possess several characteristics

that hamper the performance of the state and parameter estimation. First,

according to Fig. 1, the at-line and online measurement frequencies are con-

siderably imbalanced. Second, the sampling times are irregular, delayed, and

not aligned. In other words, the low-frequent at-line and high-frequent online

sample times do not coincide. Third, only a subset of the states is measur-

able, for example, DOT is not directly measured. The estimator for the HT

experiment must address such challenges.

State and parameter estimation methods can be classified into recursive

methods and optimization-based methods, namely Kalman filter (KF) and

MHE, respectively (Alexander et al., 2020). Most of the estimators follow

the assumption that online measurements are available for every time in-

stance and desired state variable. Multi-rate estimators have been studied

in the bioprocess in an attempt to make use of both fast and slow measure-

ments. MHE has been applied to the multi-rate system due to its flexibility

in placing the measurements to any time instances in the optimization prob-

lem (Lucia et al., 2017a). Several different structures have been proposed for

the multi-rate MHE; Some approaches align the two measurements by fill-

ing in empty values for the slow measurement with a zero-order hold method

(Kramer et al., 2005), or a model prediction (Liu et al., 2016). In contrast, in

a variable structure only existing slow measurements are considered (Krämer

and Gesthuisen, 2005). The approach of the distributed MHE regards the
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fast measurements from the fast dynamics as algebraic equations and solves

the MHE only for the slow subsystem (Yin and Liu, 2017). In our case, the

imbalance is so severe, that the time alignment might deteriorate the perfor-

mance because the estimation is biased toward either the noisy measurement

or the uncertain model. Moreover, the fast measurement (i.e., DOTm) does

not present fast dynamics. Therefore, we use the variable structure method.

Regardless of the structure, an arrival cost highly affects the performance

of MHE. MHE uses only a limited window of recent measurements in order to

prevent the model from being overfitted to the uncertain data. Here, arrival

cost is related to the uncertainty of the unconsidered past measurements

(i.e., marginalized covariance) evaluated at the previously estimated values.

A proper assignment of the arrival cost helps to maintain the performance of

the full horizon estimation and to compensate for the inaccuracy originating

from the uncertain data. In the context of the multi-rate MHE, a family of

filtering methods such as extended KF (Rao and Rawlings, 2002), unscented

KF (Qu and Hahn, 2009), QR decomposition (Diehl et al., 2006) are utilized

for the arrival cost computation. Nonlinear programming sensitivity is used

to approximate the smoothed covariance with the inverse of the Hessian of

the objective function (López-Negrete and Biegler, 2012; Fiedler et al., 2020).

A comprehensive review of the arrival cost and stage cost for the variable

structure multi-rate MHE can be found in (Elsheikh et al., 2021).

Joint estimation of the states and parameters may provide an unsatisfac-

tory result, especially under the scarcity of the measurement. Recall that

among six state variables, five states rely on the slow at-line measurement.

This gives rise to the loss of identifiability of some parameters of the macro-
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kinetic growth model, which eventually leads to the failure of the MPC (Barz

et al., 2016). Parameter subset selection is a method to draw a distinction

between the non-identifiable parameters, which are excluded to recover from

the ill-conditioned estimation problem (López Cárdenas et al., 2015). This

method can be applied to the multi-rate estimation problem by modifying

the computation of the dynamic parametric sensitivity (Barz et al., 2018;

Anane et al., 2019a; Bae et al., 2021). In this study, we further extend the

ε-rank subset selection method proposed in (López Cárdenas et al., 2015) to

the multi-rate MHE for the impulsive control systems. We also provide the

procedure to determine the corresponding arrival cost.

2.3.3. Estimation and control for the parallel reactor systems

Given the configuration of the 24 mini-bioreactors, the experimental de-

sign has a major influence on the performance of both, the MHE and MPC.

Running parallel experiments is advantageous in alleviating the ill-conditioned

estimation problem because, if properly scheduled, the samplings of several

replicates can be combined to increase the information content and frequency

of the data (Kim et al., 2021a). Nonetheless, the following cases might

deteriorate the overall performance: First, the estimator undergoes under-

parametrization where the reactors that have different kinetic parameters are

integrated. Second, the online computation time exceeds the decision time

interval when too many reactors are merged into a single MHE problem be-

cause the number of decision variables comprises of states to be estimated

and the reactor-dependent parameters (see Table 3) increases proportionally.

Considering the trade-off, we propose two criteria, identifiable subset size and

computation time, for the decision of the configuration for the MHE. MPCs
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for the parallel reactors, on the other hand, are completely independent of

each other. Therefore we solve 24 individual MPC problems in parallel.

3. Model-based optimal cultivation

3.1. Problem description and formulation

We describe the HT experiment and the macro-kinetic growth model in

formal expressions. The states x, manipulated variables u, and measured

variables y comprise of

x = [X,S,A,DOTm, P, V ]

y = [X,S,A,DOTm, P ]

u = [∆v]

(10)

The experimental procedures are characterized by the following finite sets

:

R = {(row, col)|row ∈ {A,B, . . . , H} , col ∈ {1, 2, 3}}

U = {10k (min)|k ∈ {0, 1, 2, . . .}}

Mr,y =


{40 + 20(i− 1) + 60k (min)|k ∈ {0, 1, 2, . . .} , r = (i, ·) ∈ R} ,

y ∈ {X,S,A, P}

{30k (sec)|k ∈ {0, 1, 2, . . .}} , r ∈ R, y = DOTm

(11)

where R is the index set of the mini-bioreactors; U is the discrete pulse-

feeding times; Mr,y is the measurement times of the reactor r for the mea-

sured variable y. We assume that the feeding times are identical for all

bioreactors. On the other hand, the measurement times are different for
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each reactor and for each measurement variable. The collection of all time

elements ofMr,y is denoted asM =
⋃
y,rMr,y. We introduce another nota-

tion that constrains the time instance sets to an arbitrary time window [a, b]

as follows:

U[a,b] = U ∩ [a, b], Mr,y
[a,b] =Mr,y ∩ [a, b] (12)

Denote differential equations of the macro-kinetic growth model (Eqs. (1)-

(8)) as f ∈ Rnx , difference equations of the mass balance due to the pulse-

feeding (Eqs. (9)) as fd ∈ Rnx , and output functions for reactor r as hr ∈

Rny(t). Then the impulsive control systems can be described in the compact

form:

ẋr(t) = f(xr(t), θr), t ∈ [t0, tf ] \ U

xr(t
+) = fd(xr(t), ur(t)), t ∈ U

yr(t) = hr(xr(t)) t ∈Mr,∀y

xr(t0) = xt0,r, ∀r ∈ R

(13)

where the subscript r indicates that variables x, u, and y belong to the re-

actor r; t0 and tf are the initial and final cultivation time, respectively; t+

is the time after which the pulse-feed is made; x0,r is the initial condition of

the bioreactor r. The parameter vector for the individual reactor r ∈ R is

denoted as θr. It contains the growth parameters θg, the reactor-dependent

parameters for the reactor r, θl,r, and the initial state condition xt0,r. The col-

lection of all parameters is denoted as θ. The following shows the definition:

θr = [θg, θl,r, x0,r] , r ∈ R

θ = [θg, {θl,r|r ∈ R} , {xt0,r|r ∈ R}]
(14)
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The size of the vector θ is denoted as nθ is 16+24(2+nx). The output function

is given by hr(xr(t)) = xr(t) if t ∈ Mr,y and not defined elsewhere. This

multi-rate nature makes the dimension of the function hr time dependent,

denoted as ny(t), t ∈Mr,y.

Note that in the impulsive control system Eq. (13), the manipulated vari-

ables ur are only applied to the system at U . Accordingly, the differential

equations f and the difference equations fd are defined at the disjoint time

sets [t0, tf ] \ U and U , respectively.

3.2. Moving horizon state and parameter estimation

States and parameters are estimated using MHE. In the moving hori-

zon approach, only a limited window of past measurements is taken into

account. We denote the window [τe, τ ], where τe is the starting time of the

estimation window and τ is the current time. All measurements are as-

sumed to be independent and identically distributed and to follow a normal

distribution. The residuals are weighted with the scaled diagonal variance-

covariance matrix Σti . The diagonal elements of Σti are scaled with |Mr,y
[τe,τ ]|,

the number of measurements of the output y of the reactor r within the

time window [τe, τ ]. The multi-rate MHE is formulated for the subset of

the reactors R̃ ⊆ R. Then the optimization variable of the MHE is θ =[
θg,
{
θl,r|r ∈ R̃

}
,
{
xτe,r|r ∈ R̃

}]
, where xτe,r denotes the state variable es-
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timate of the reactor r at time τe. MHE is formulated as,

min
θ
‖θ̂ − θ‖2

R−1
0

+
∑
r∈R̃

∑
ti∈M[τe,τ ]

‖hr(xr(ti))− yr,i‖2
Σ−1
ti

(15a)

s.t. ẋr(t) = f(xr(t), θr), t ∈ [τe, τ ] \ U[τe,τ ] (15b)

xr(t
+) = fd (xr(t), ur(t)) , t ∈ U[τe,τ ] (15c)

xr(τe) = xτe,r, r ∈ R̃ (15d)

where, the norm ‖x‖2
P is defined as ‖x‖2

P = xTPx for an arbitrary vector with

a positive definite matrix P ; R0 denotes a weighting constant for the arrival

cost; θ̂ is an optimal estimate of θ computed at the previous decision time

from solving Eq. (15); yr,i is the measurement at time ti from the reactor r.

The state estimate at the current time,
{
xτ,r|r ∈ R̃

}
, can be computed from

Eqs. (15b)-(15d). Note that process noises are not considered in the MHE.

Arrival cost is a crucial aspect of the MHE. The characteristics of the

unconsidered past measurement data and previous parameter estimates in

[0, τe] are truncated within the arrival cost term, namely θ̂ and R0. More-

over, the positive definite matrix R0 facilitates the stability of the MHE

(Rawlings et al., 2017). A standard scheme for the arrival cost design is to

use the covariance of the estimation error (Elsheikh et al., 2021). The co-

variance can be approximated with the Cramer-Rao inequality. Prior to the

computation, we define sr(ti) =
∂yr
∂θ
∈ Rny(ti)×nθ , the sensitivity matrix of

the output of the reactor r with respect to the parameter vector at time ti.

The sensitivity matrix propagates through the impulsive dynamics with the
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following equations:

ṡr(t) =
∂f

∂x
sr(t) +

∂f

∂θ
, sr(0) =

∂xr(0)

∂θ

sr(t
+) =

∂fd
∂x

sr(t) +
∂fd
∂θ

(16)

The covariance for the previous parameter estimate θ̂ can be derived from

the MHE objective which has already been utilized in the previous decision

times [0, τe] as:

F (τe) = F (0) +
∑
r∈R̃

∑
ti∈M[0,τe]

sr(ti)
TΣ−1

ti
sr(ti)

C[0,τe](θ̂) ≈ F (τe)
−1

(17)

where F (τe) is referred to as the Fisher information matrix, whose inverse

provides a lower bound on the parameter covariance, C[0,τe](θ̂). The lower

bound of the parameter covariance is then used as R0, i.e., R0(τe) = C[0,τe](θ̂)

Due to a limited amount of at-line measurements, the multi-rate MHE

problem is prone to be ill-conditioned. Local parametric sensitivity analysis

is utilized to detect and remove non-identifiable parameters that cause such

issues. The column rank and singular values are directly related to the rank

deficiency of the MHE problem. Meanwhile, the relative scale of the outputs

and parameters significantly affects the determination of the identifiable pa-

rameters (Bae et al., 2021). The scaled sensitivity matrix s̃r(ti) is written

as,

[s̃r(ti)]p,q = [sr(ti)]p,q ×
zθ,q

zy,p(ti)
(18)

where zy,p(ti) and zθ,q represent the scaling factors for the pth output and

qth parameter. We follow the method suggested in (Thompson et al., 2009),

where the standard deviations of the output measurement and estimated
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parameter are employed for the scaling factors. The scaling factors can be

expressed in the form of,

zy,p(ti) =
[
diag

(
Σ

1/2
ti

)]
p
, zθ,q =

[
diag

((
C[0,τ ](θ̂)

)−1/2
)]

q

(19)

where diag(·) is an operator that extracts the diagonal elements of a square

matrix.

Now we construct the matrix SR̃ ∈ R

∣∣∣∣∑r∈R̃
∑
ti∈M[0,τ ]

ny(ti)

∣∣∣∣×nθ
with the col-

lection of the scaled sensitivity matrix. The elements of the set
{
s̃r(ti)|r ∈ R̃, ti ∈M[0,τ ]

}
are stacked row-wise. The numerical rank of SR̃, referred to as ε-rank, is

the criterion from which the number of the identifiable parameters is deter-

mined. It is derived from the singular value spectrum, condition number,

and collinearity index of SR̃ (Barz et al., 2018). Let all singular values ζi

be ordered by magnitude starting with ζ1 being the largest singular value

of SR̃. The numerical ε-rank is the maximum number of the singular values

ζi that can be added while the sub-condition number κi = ζ1/ζi and the

sub-collinearity index γi = 1/ζi are below a maximum ε-threshold. κmax and

γmax are empirically chosen as 1000 and 10−15, respectively (López Cárdenas

et al., 2015). The selection of parameters that belong to the identifiable pa-

rameter subset is chosen based on a forward selection scheme, namely QRP

decomposition. Finally, the original MHE problem in Eq. (15) is reduced

considering the identifiable subset only.

3.3. Optimal pulse-feeding strategy with model predictive control

The objective of the MPC is to compute the pulse-feeding strategy (amount

of substrate additions in each pulse) that maximizes the biomass and product
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concentration at the final time (i.e., tf ) under the oxygen constraint. Accord-

ing to Fig. 2, the feed injections induce instantaneous jumps in the states and

fast responses, i.e. drops, in the DOT where DOT easily reaches the limit of

the admissible operating region. Meanwhile, the dynamics of biomass growth

and product formation are significantly slower. To account for the different

rates of the DOT and biomass against the controls, we use specific growth

rate µ(t) instead of biomass concentration X(t) for the objective function.

In addition to the biomass growth, the acetate concentration and feed

rate change are controlled. Two important constraints are considered in the

optimization problem. First, DOT should always be larger than 20 % to

prevent the cell from being exposed to anaerobic conditions. Second, the

feed amount should always be larger than 3 µL because zero feed causes

cell starvation and pipette action becomes significantly inaccurate when the

pulse signal is too low.

The MPC problem is formulated within the time horizon [τ, τc] for each

28



reactor r ∈ R as follows:

min
ur

−Q0Pr(τc)−Q1

∫ min(τc,tind)

τ

µr(t)dt+Q2

∫ min(τc,tind)

τ

Ar(t)dt

+
∑
t∈U

‖∆ur(t)‖2
Q3

(20a)

s.t. ẋr(t) = f(xr(t), θr), t ∈ [τ, τc] \ U[τ,τc] (20b)

xr(t
+) = fd (xr(t), ur(t)) , t ∈ U[τ,τc] (20c)

xmin ≤ xr(t) ≤ xmax, t ∈ [τ, τc] (20d)

3µL ≤ ur(t) ≤ 40µL, t ∈ U[τ,τc] (20e)

DOTlb,r ≤ DOTr(t, θr), t ∈ U[τ,τc] (20f)

br,ind(t) =

 1 if t ≥ tr,ind

0 if t < tr,ind
(20g)

br,ind(t)∆ur(t) = 0, t ∈ U[τ,τc] (20h)

xr(0) = x0,r, (20i)

where Q0, Q1, Q2, and Q3 are positive constant weighting factors for the

final time product Pr, cumulative biomass growth rate µ, cumulative acetate

Ar, and feed rate changes ∆ur, respectively; subscript r represents that the

variable is for the reactor r ∈ R; xmin and xmax are the lower and upper

bounds for the state variables; DOTlb,r represents the DOT lower bound of

reactor r. Eq. (20g) describes that the induction switch br,ind is turned on

after the induction time tr,ind. According to the constraint Eq. (20h), the

pulse feeds become constant during the induction phase. The optimization

problem considers up to the prediction horizon τc. Full horizon is not rec-

ommended, because both the objective and constraint function are model

(parameter) dependent.
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Objective and constraint functions which are related to the pulse feed

are only defined in the discrete-time set U[τ,τc]. Here, the oxygen constraint

Eq. (20f) is also defined in U[τ,τc], because the minimum value of DOT within a

single pulse is always located at which pulse-feed is given. Eqs. (20) are refor-

mulated to the standard nonlinear programming problem (NLP) by discretiz-

ing the differential equations. Full discretization method is implemented to

capture the dynamics at [τ, τc]\U[τ,τc]. Orthogonal collocation with the Gauss-

Radau method is employed (Biegler, 2010).

3.4. Closed-loop integration of MHE and MPC

In the real-time closed-loop implementation, MHE and MPC are imple-

mented ∀t ∈ U in a receding horizon manner. Utilizing the measurement

data, parameters and states are estimated by the MHE with the estimation

horizon. The MPC acquires the current state estimate from the MHE and

computes the optimal pulse-feed trajectory up to the prediction horizon. In

addition, at the interface between MPC and the actuation, the time for the

computation time for MHE and MPC and actuation and measurement time

in the robotic facility should be considered. To account for the overall delay,

MPC regards the starting time as the current time added by the time offset,

toffset. The filtered initial state for the MPC should be computed based on

that time offset, i.e., x̂t+toffset .

As introduced in Sec. 1, the framework provides automated and closed-

loop cultivation that 1) performs the pre-scheduled pulse-feeding strategy, 2)

measures the experimental data, 3) communicates via database, 4) validates

and fits the macro-kinetic growth model to the data, and 5) re-optimizes the

pulse-feeding strategy. Figure 3 illustrates the procedure of the proposed
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Figure 3: Schematic diagram of the automated and closed-loop cultivation.

framework.

4. In silico results

4.1. Determination of the MHE configuration and identifiability analysis

The in silico cultivation for 24 mini-bioreactors is performed in parallel,

with the proposed model-based methods. To generate the in silico data, we

add random uniform noise with 20 % of their scale to the growth param-

eters in Table 2 for each row and add additional uniform noise with 5 %
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of their scale to the replicate in each column. For the reactor-dependent

parameters in Table 3, 20 % uniform noises are added for all bioreactors.

Moreover, Gaussian noise with 5 % variance to the scales is added to the

measurement. The prediction horizon and estimation horizon were 180 and

300 min, respectively. A standard setting of the collocation method for the

continuous control, the third degree of the orthogonal polynomial and one

element, failed to model the fluctuation from the pulse input. Thus, a denser

collocation method with the third degree of the orthogonal polynomial with

three elements was used.

Do-mpc software was used to formulate the macro-kinetic growth model

and the MPC (Lucia et al., 2017b). Do-mpc is a toolbox developed based

on CasADi, a software framework for nonlinear optimization and optimal

control (Andersson et al., 2019). The modularized representation of the

mathematical model as a graphical structure allows for the fast calculation

of the differentiation, hence enabling efficient ODE integration and gradient-

based optimization, such as IPOPT (Wächter and Biegler, 2006).

Before the state and parameter estimation, it has to be decided which

reactors to consider in a single MHE optimization. We propose two crite-

ria for the decision, identifiable growth parameter subset size and compu-

tational time of the MHE. Only the growth parameters (see Table 2) are

accounted for in the parameter subset. The proposed MHE and MPC were

solved for the entire horizon and three criteria were averaged. There are

six candidate configurations denoted as ‘E1’, ‘E123’, ‘EF123’, ‘EFGH123’,

‘ABEF123’, and ‘ABCDEFGH123’, whose alphabet part and numeric part

represent the row and column of the reactors, respectively. According to
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the cultivation condition of each row in Table 1, ‘E1’, ‘E123’, ‘EF1’, and

‘EFGH123’ incorporate the measurement data generated from the same pa-

rameter set, whereas ‘ABEF123’, and ‘ABCDEFGH123’ accommodate the

measurement data generated from different parameter sets.

Figure 4 shows the average values of subset size and CPU time over ten

runs of the MHE under six different optimization configurations. Regarding

the subset size, except for two extreme cases ‘E1’ and ‘ABCDEFGH123’,

the other four configurations show a similar number of identifiable growth

parameters. Computational time is proportional to the number of reactors

included in a single MHE optimization. A good configuration should possess

a large number of identifiable parameter subset sizes and a shorter computa-

tional time than the decision interval, of 10 min. Based on the observation,

we conclude that ‘E123’, likewise, ‘A123’, ‘B123’, . . ., and ‘H123’, are the

most suitable configurations that satisfy such requirements.

A detailed result of the identifiable analysis under two configurations of

using a single reactor (i.e., ‘E1’) and three reactors (i.e., ‘E123’) is depicted in

Fig. 5. It highlights how identifiable parameter subset is progressively varying

throughout the cultivation time, which is divided into three phases, batch,

fed-batch, and induction. In general, the subset size is higher when a larger

number of measurement data is employed. Particularly, the parameter KqS is

completely non-identifiable in the first case, while it becomes identifiable in

the second case. Nonetheless, the parameter YPS is non-identifiable in both

cases, since the amount of non-zero product measurement is not enough

for the YPS-column of the sensitivity matrix SR̃ to exceed the ε-threshold.

The result also demonstrates that the subset size dramatically grows in the
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Figure 4: Sizes of identifiable growth parameter subset and CPU times of the MHE under

six different optimization configurations. Average values over ten runs are plotted.
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Figure 5: Identifiable parameters evaluated from incorporating a single reactor (left) and

triplicate reactors (right). The color bar indicates the cultivation phase at which the

identifiability analysis is performed.

fed-batch phase. The fluctuating pattern of the states and specific rates

originating from the pulse feed leads to the increasing number of non-zero

elements of the sensitivity matrix SR̃ and its column-rank. It can be seen

that the pulse feed gives a persistent excitation to the system and is therefore

advantageous in terms of identifiability.

4.2. MPC results

This section presents the MPC results based on the moving horizon state

and parameter estimation results. As explained in Section 2.1, the cultivation

is divided into three phases: the batch phase, feeding phase, and induction

phase. the batch phase ends when the substrate is depleted. We observe

the depletion by measuring the sudden increase in the DOT and starting the
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feeding phase. In the feeding phase, the substrate is either fed in a pulse

using an exponential strategy or an MPC strategy. A standard approach for

the pulse-feed calculation is the exponential feed given as follows (Sawatzki

et al., 2018; Hans et al., 2020a):

∆v =

(
µset
YXS

+ qm

)
X0V0

Sf
eµset·t (21)

where µset (h−1) represents the desired growth rate; X0 (g/L) and V0 (L)

represent the biomass concentration and volume at the end of the batch

phase, respectively. Finally, an inducer is added to produce the recombinant

protein and a constant feed is applied.

Figure 6 shows the state (i.e., biomass, substrate, acetic acid, DOT mea-

surement, product, and DOT actual) and input (i.e., pulse-feed) trajectories

for the three replicates of reactor E. The reactor E is cultivated under the

condition of initial biomass 3.55 (g/L) and glucose 0.25 (g/L), DOT bound

20%, and strain I. According to the decision criteria in Fig. 4, three reactors

of ‘E123’ are considered in a single MHE optimization. After the 4 hours of

batch phase, the substrate initially given is depleted and DOT increases to

the saturated concentration. MPC starts to compute the pulse feed from the

fed-batch phase. The actual DOT reaches to the bound of 20% at the end

of the fed-batch phase. At hour 9, the induction agent is implemented and

the product starts to be produced under the near constant pulse feed.

We now demonstrate the results of the reactors F, G, and A whose condi-

tions differ from the reactor E in the DOT constraint, initial state condition,

and strain respectively. Figure 7 illustrates the MPC results of the reactor

rows E and F, which differ in the DOT lower bound (i.e., 20% and 10%,

respectively). Reactor F has a lower DOT bound than E, so a larger amount
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Figure 6: State and input trajectories for the three replicates of the reactor E under 11

hours of cultivation. Symbols of y axis represent following; X: biomass, S: Substrate, A:

Acetate, P : Product, DOT : Dissolved oxygen tension. Dotted and solid lines represent

the measurement and simulated trajectories, respectively.

37



0 5 10
0

2

4

6

8

10

12

0 5 10
0

1

2

3

4

5

0 5 10
0

0.1

0.2

0.3

0.4

0.5

0 5 10
0

0.1

0.2

0.3

0.4

0.5

0 5 10
0

20

40

60

80

100

0 5 10
0

10μ

20μ

30μ

40μ

50μ

0 5 10
0

2

4

6

8

10

12

0 5 10
0

1

2

3

4

5

0 5 10
0

0.1

0.2

0.3

0.4

0.5

0 5 10
0

0.1

0.2

0.3

0.4

0.5

0 5 10
0

20

40

60

80

100

0 5 10
0

10μ

20μ

30μ

40μ

50μ

Infeasible

Infeasible

Figure 7: Comparison between the reactors with two different DOT constraints, i.e., reac-

tor E (top) and reactor F (bottom). Graphs show the snapshot at hour 6.33. The colored

solid line represents the in silico state trajectory, the dot represents the measurement,

the black line represents the predicted state trajectory, and the dotted line represents

collocation points from the optimization problem of MPC.

of pulse feeds are allowed. The average feed amounts for reactors E and F

within the prediction horizon are 14.8 µL and 16.9 µL, respectively. Note

that the feed values beyond the prediction horizon are arbitrary, so they are

not included in the analysis.

Similarly, the reactor row E and G, which have different initial biomass

and substrate conditions, are compared in Fig. 8. Since reactor G has lower

initial concentrations (i.e., initial biomass 2.86 (g/L) and glucose 0.16 (g/L)),

the amount of biomass at the batch-end is lower than that of reactor E.

The smaller amount of biomass that exists, the smaller amount of oxygen

consumed. Consequently, reactor G allows for a higher pulse-feed amount

for the DOT to reach the boundary. The average feed amounts for reactors
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Figure 8: Comparison between the reactors with two different initial biomass and glucose

conditions, i.e., reactor E (top) and reactor G (bottom). Graphs show the snapshot at

hour 6.33. The colored solid line represents the in silico state trajectory, the dot represents

the measurement, and the black line represents the predicted state trajectory. The dotted

line represents collocation points of the state trajectory, and the dotted line represents

collocation points from the optimization problem of MPC.

E and G within the prediction horizon are 14.9 µL and 16.3 µL, respectively.

Figure 9 shows the MPC results of reactor rows E and A, whose strains

are II and I (see Table 2), respectively. The reactor E has smaller µ and qS,

and larger qA. The trend is shown in Fig. 9, in the sense that the batch ends

faster in reactor A, with smaller production of acetic acid. The result also

indicates that the MPC is able to compute the feasible pulse-feed strategy,

in which the complex parametric relation is taken into account.

The effect of the prediction horizon on the MPC result is investigated.

Three reactor results with different prediction horizons are illustrated in

Fig. 10. The biomass concentrations of the three reactors at the end of

the cultivation are 4.78, 6.32, and 6.59 g/L, respectively, and the product
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Figure 9: Comparison between the reactors with two different strains, i.e., reactor E (top)

and reactor A (bottom). Graphs show the snapshot at hour 6.33. The colored solid line

represents the in silico state trajectory, the dot represents the measurement, the black line

represents the predicted state trajectory, and the dotted line represents collocation points

from the optimization problem of MPC.
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concentrations of the three reactors at the end of the cultivation are 0.17,

0.45, and 0.49 g/L, respectively. When a short prediction horizon is used, a

larger amount of pulse feeds are given in the early feeding phase. The cell

grows earlier, and the DOT reaches the lower bound earlier than the optimal

feeding strategy. Because the cell grows exponentially, it is advantageous to

feed more in the later feeding stage. The long-term feeding strategy can only

be developed when MPC uses a long prediction horizon. Still, there exists

a disadvantage to using a full prediction horizon. When the model-plant

mismatch is severe, estimation results get closer too late to be corrected.

5. Concluding remarks

In this study, we develop a macro-kinetic growth model-based MHE and

MPC for the high-throughput experiment with 24 parallel mini-bioreactors.

Three crucial aspects of the system are addressed. First, the pulse feed

is formulated as an impulsive control system. We perform the analysis of

the objective and constraint function and implemented the full-discretization

method for solving the MPC. Second, multi-rate MHE is formulated. The

MHE method utilizes parameter sensitivity as an important measure. The

scaled Fisher information matrix is used as an arriving cost of the MHE. In

addition, the dynamic sensitivity matrix is used to capture the identifiable pa-

rameter subset. Third, the reactor configuration for the MHE is determined

based on the size of the identifiable parameter subset and computational time.

Through an offline computation, E123’ is selected as the optimal configura-

tion among six reactor configurations, (‘E1’, ‘E123’, ‘EF123’, ‘EFGH123’,

‘ABEF123’, and ‘ABCDEFGH123’). Because ‘E123’ has enough subset size
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Figure 10: Comparison between the reactors with different prediction horizons, i.e., 90

min (top), 180 min (middle), and 270 min (bottom). Graphs show the snapshot at hour

9. The colored solid line represents the in silico state trajectory, the dot represents the

measurement, the black line represents the predicted state trajectory, and the dotted line

represents collocation points from the optimization problem of MPC.
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compared to the larger configurations and it requires less computation time

than the threshold, 600 sec.

We perform an online in silico study for reactors with 8 different cultiva-

tion conditions with 3 replicates each. The effects of the DOT lower bound,

strain type, and initial biomass/substrate concentrations on the model-based

MHE and MPC are discussed. We show that the proposed framework is ca-

pable of providing feed strategies adaptively to different conditions. When

the DOT lower bound is changed from 20% to 10%, the pulse feeds are in-

creased by 14%. Similarly, when the initial substrate/biomass concentrations

are changed from 3.55/0.25 g/L to 2.86/0.16 g/L, respectively, the pulse feeds

are increased by 9.4%. The MPC can also compute feasible and consistent

pulse feed amounts under another strain. In addition, we analyzed the effect

of the prediction horizon on cultivation. Compare to the shortest prediction

horizon of 90 min, the MPCs with prediction horizons of 180 and 270 min

lead to increased biomass concentrations of 32% and 37%, respectively, and

increased product concentrations of 165% and 288%, respectively.

The major drawback of the model-based methods is that the performance

depends strongly on the accuracy of the macro-kinetic growth model. In

fact, due to the complexity of the cell metabolism, the kinetic parameters

vary between different cultivation conditions (Anane et al., 2019a). The

replicates present different dynamics due to cellular adaptation. Even in

the single bioreactor, the parameters are strongly correlated to the feed tra-

jectory and its frequency (Anane et al., 2019b). These uncertainties make

the experimental validation challenging as demonstrated in the experimen-

tal results (Krausch et al., 2022). Therefore, the future research direction is
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to implement the robust controller which computes more conservative feeds

depending on the uncertainty.
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Appendix A. Detailed description of macro-kinetic E. coli growth

model

The cell grows from the consequence of the metabolic pathway in which

glucose (substrate) and oxygen are utilized. Glucose is distributed to the

physiological activities in the cell such as oxidative and overflow routes. En-

ergy for growth, production, and cell maintenance is obtained from the ox-

idative route associated with oxygen usage. Glucose is further converted

to acetate in the overflow mechanism, which is described by the concept of

acetate cycling. The overall intracellular kinetics are modeled by a set of

algebraic equations (Anane et al., 2017).

Substrate uptake rate qS has Monod kinetics and is inhibited non-competitively

by the acetate concentration as

qS = qS,max
S

S +KS

· Ki,SA

Ki,SA + A
(A.1)

where qS,max (g/(g · h)) is the maximum specific substrate uptake rate; KS

(g/L) denote the affinity constant for substrate consumption; Ki,SA (g/L) is
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the inhibition constant of substrate uptake by acetate. Specific cell growth

rate µ is given as

µ = qS,an + qAcYXA (A.2)

where qS,an (g/(g · h)) represents the substrate utilization rate for anabolism

(see Eq. (A.5)); qAc (g/(g · h)) is the specific acetate consumption rate (see

Eq. (A.9)); YXA (g/g) is the yield coefficient of biomass over acetate. The

glucose partitioning is described as

qS = qS,ox + qS,of (A.3)

where qS,ox and qS,of (g/(g · h)) represent the specific substrate uptake rate

for overflow and oxidative routes, respectively. qS,of is obtained by

qS,of =
qAp
YAS,of

(A.4)

where qAp is the specific acetate production rate defined in Eq. (A.8); YAS,of

(g/(g · h)) is the yield coefficient of acetate over the substrate in overflow

metabolism. The oxidative pathway comprises anabolic qS,an and energetic

qS,en cell activities, and energetic activity is further divided into cell mainte-

nance qm and product formation qS,ox,P . As a result, the following relation-

ship can be obtained:

qS,an = (qS,ox − qm − qS,ox,P )YXS,em (A.5)

qS,en = qS,ox − qm − qS,ox,P − qS,an (A.6)

where YXS,em (g/g) is the yield coefficient of biomass over the substrate

from exclusive maintenance. Product is generated from the oxidative flow

according to the following relationship:

qS,ox,P = dS,ox,P · qS,ox · sind, (A.7)
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where dS,ox,P is the distribution ratio; sind is the switch indicating the induc-

tion agent is given.

Acetate is produced and consumed with the rates qAp and qAc (g/(g ·

h)), respectively, i.e., qA = qAp − qAc. Acetate production is limited by the

substrate uptake rate qS with the Monod-type kinetics as

qAp = qAp,max
qS

qS +KqS

(A.8)

where qAp,max (g/(g ·h)) is the maximum specific intracellular uptake rate for

acetate flux; KqS (g/(g · h)) represents the affinity constant to intracellular

substrate flux. Acetate consumption is modeled by Monod kinetics with

non-competitive inhibition as

qAc = qAc,max
A

A+KA

· Ki,AS

Ki,AS + qS
(A.9)

where qAc,max (g/(g · h)) is the maximum specific acetate consumption rate;

KA (g/L) is affinity constant for acetate consumption; Ki,AS (g/L) is the

inhibition constant of acetate uptake by the substrate.

Product formation rate qP is proportional to the specific product forma-

tion rate from substrate flux qS,ox,P as

qP = qS,ox,PYPS (A.10)

where YPS (g/g) is the yield coefficient of product over substrate.

Dissolved oxygen tension (DOT) is typically modeled by the differential

equation as
dDOT

dt
= kla(DOT

∗ −DOT )− qOXH (A.11)

where kla (h−1) denotes the volumetric oxygen transfer coefficient; DOT ∗

(%) denotes the saturation concentration of DOT; qO (g/(g · h)) denotes the
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specific oxygen uptake rate (see Eq. (A.13)); H (mol/(m3 ·Pa)) denotes the

Henry constant. Considering that DOT presents the fast dynamics (Duan

et al., 2020), we use the reduced form expressed in the algebraic equation as

DOT = DOT ∗ − qOXH

kla
(A.12)

Specific oxygen uptake rate qO is obtained by

qO = (qS,en + qm)YOS + qAcYOA (A.13)

where YOS and YOA (g/g) are the yield coefficients of the oxygen over biomass

and acetate, respectively.

Appendix B. MPC results of eight experimental designs

Figure B.11 shows the MPC results of all eight experimental designs. One

reactor per triplicate is plotted.
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Figure B.11: MPC results of eight experimental designs. Symbols of y axis represent

following; X: biomass, S: Substrate, A: Acetate, P : Product, DOT : Dissolved oxygen

tension.
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