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Abstract—This paper presents a modeling framework to op-
timize the two-dimensional placement of powertrain elements
inside the vehicle, explicitly accounting for the rotation, relative
placement and alignment. Specifically, we first capture the multi-
level nature of the system mathematically, and construct a
model that captures different powertrain component orientations.
Second, we include the relative element placement as variables in
the model and derive alignment constraints for both child compo-
nents and parent subsystems to automatically connect mechanical
ports. Finally, we showcase our framework on a four-wheel driven
electric vehicle. Our results demonstrate that our framework is
capable of efficiently generating system design solutions in a fully
automated manner, only using basic component properties.

Index Terms—Powertrain topologies, Hybrid and electric ve-
hicles, Optimization, Packaging, Placement problems

I. INTRODUCTION

The design of mechatronic systems, such as electric vehicle
powertrains, is challenging due to their sheer complexity.
Key performance indicators, such as the overall powertrain
efficiency and cost, are influenced by both the components
and the system architecture, resulting in the need of a holistic
approach. Such a holistic approach typically aims at finding
the optimal topology, being the one-dimensional element con-
nections, through computational design synthesis methods [1].
However, once a suitable topology is found, there exists an
almost infinite amount of possible physical implementations.
Moreover, the physical placement of the components once
again impacts the overall performance. In the case of a pow-
ertrain, the component placement directly affects the vehicle
weight distribution, length of connections and physical spacing
which, in turn, affects the total vehicle weight and thereby the
energy consumption. Furthermore, a more compact placement
of the components can increase passenger space within the
vehicle, thereby improving comfort. Therefore, it is important
to consider the spatial system design within the holistic
design approach. Against this backdrop, this paper presents
an optimization framework to compute the optimal powertrain
element placement from a systems level perspective.

Related Literature: This work pertains to two main research
streams: design optimization for the main powertrain compo-
nents and the topology, and (general) placement problems.
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Fig. 1. Schematic representation of the workflow, whereby we translate a
powertrain topology to a spatial implementation. The topology represents a
four-wheel driven electric vehicle, where the front wheels are propelled by
a single EM through a differential, and the rear wheels are propelled by an
individual EM through a transmission. The battery pack and transmissions are
both subsystems consisting of 24 modules and 2 gear pairs, respectively. The
example presents a typical spatial design for the given topology.

Several works have considered the optimization of the
design and control of the powertrain through decomposed
optimization [2]–[4]. More recently, joint optimization of the
design and control through nested [5], [6] or simultaneous
optimization [7], [8] has become increasingly popular, since
it extends the design space. Several studies have further re-
searched this field to also account for the powertrain topology
optimization or generation to extend the search space [1],
[9]–[12]. The authors often apply a sequential or iterative
approach in which a set of feasible topologies is generated
first, after which the optimal solution is found using a drive
cycle based optimization framework. However, these papers
still only consider the topology and not the physical placement
of elements in the vehicle.

The second research stream involves placement problems,
in which typically the bounding box of a set of elements is
minimized through strategic placement [13]. These volumetric
optimization problems are generally studied for small systems,
such as transmissions [14], [15], a washing machine [16] or a
compressor box [17]. While these studies consider both two-
and three-dimensional problems, the problems are often sim-
plified by fixing some degree of freedom, such as the element
rotation or relative position between elements. A variation to
volumetric optimization problems are (bin) packing problems,
where all elements have to be placed in the minimal number
of predefined spaces, as opposed to minimizing the bounding
box. While these problems are NP-hard [18], there exist
several methods that approximate the solution through de-
terministic heuristics [19]–[21] or stochastic algorithms [22],
[23]. Yet these types of problems do not capture constraints
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related to element connections.
In conclusion, to the best of the authors’ knowledge, there

are ample opportunities to derive a method for optimizing
the powertrain element placement from a systems perspective
across multiple system levels, whilst accounting for alignment
constraints.

Statement of Contributions: This paper presents an op-
timization framework to automatically compute the two-
dimensional placement and orientation of powertrain elements
in the vehicle together with the optimal sizing of subsystems
for an arbitrary topology. We approach the problem from a
systems perspective and jointly optimize the spatial place-
ment over multiple system levels and energy domains in the
powertrain. To this purpose, we include the dimensions of
subsystems containing internal elements as variables in the
optimization problem. We frame the problem as a mixed-
integer convex quadratic program, whereby the binary vari-
ables are used for the orientation and relative placement of
the elements. Subsequently, we derive alignment constraints
for mechanical connections as a function of the relative
placement to automatically align mechanical connection ports.
Finally, we showcase our framework for a four-wheel driven
powertrain topology illustrated in Fig. 1.

Organization: The remainder of this paper is structured as
follows: Section II presents the spatial optimization problem
and highlights some of the most important aspects that are
captured in our model. We demonstrate our framework in
Section III for a predefined topology. Finally, Section IV draws
the conclusions and provides an outlook on future research.

II. METHODS

This section presents the component placement problem
for a two-dimensional mechatronic system consisting of an
a priori known set of connections and element properties, as
illustrated by Fig. 1. We apply a holistic approach by jointly
optimizing across multiple system levels. Our model allows
for various degrees of freedom of the elements, including the
longitudinal and lateral position, rotation around the vertical
axis, and flipping along the longitudinal and lateral centerlines.
Depending on the energy domain (e.g., mechanical or electri-
cal) of the element connection port, an element is constrained
in terms of orientation and (relative) position to ensure a
proper and feasible connection. This procedure is further
elaborated in the next sections. First, we provide an overview
of the modeling approach for the subsystems and components.
Second, we derive constraints that allow different component
orientations based on some binary decision variables. Third,
we formulate interference constraints between element pairs
to prevent infeasible solutions. Finally, we derive a method to
automatically impose alignment constraints as a function of the
relative placement between connected elements and formulate
the resulting optimization problem.

A. System Modeling
In this study, we regard two-dimensional mechatronic sys-

tems consisting of an arbitrary set of elements, where each
element contains an arbitrary amount of internal system levels.
For any system level λ ∈ {0, . . . , Nlevels} ⊆ N, we denote the

set of elements by Vλ := {vλ,k | k ∈ Kλ} = Sλ ∪ Cλ, where
Kλ is the set of identifiers for the elements at level λ, and Sλ

and Cλ are the complete set of subsystems and components,
respectively. Note that the set vλ,k represents element k of
level λ that contains the elements belonging to the lower level
of that element. Here, we refer to a subsystem as an element
that contains at least one lower system level with at least
two elements present at this lower level, such as the battery
pack in Fig. 1. In contrast, we refer to a component as an
element that does not contain any lower-level elements, such
as the EM in Fig. 1. Elements can be connected to each other
through their connection points, where the type of connection
depends on the energy domain. Hereby, an element can have
multiple connection points or ports with an amount equal to
the degree of the element. We define the complete set of ports
per element as Cλ,k := {cλ,k,i|i ∈ Iλ,k}, where Iλ,k is the
set of identifiers for the ports of element vλ,k. We denote the
complete set of connections on a certain system level by Eλ :=
{(cλ,k,i, cλ,l,j)|k, l ∈ Kλ, i ∈ Iλ,k, j ∈ Iλ,l} = Mλ ∪ Eλ,
where Mλ represents the set of mechanical connections and
Eλ represents the set of electrical connections. Similarly, we
denote the set of connections between two system levels
as Eλ,λ+1 := {(cλ,k,i, cλ+1,l,j)|k ∈ Kλ, l ∈ Kλ+1, i ∈
Iλ,k, j ∈ Iλ+1,l} = Mλ,λ+1 ∪ Eλ,λ+1, with Mλ,λ+1 being
the set of mechanical connections and Eλ,λ+1 being the set of
electrical connections between the two system levels.

We automatically generate constraints based on several
element properties that are obtained from the element library.
First, we require the component dimensions in terms of length
l and width w. Thereby, we model every component as a
rectangle and in case of non-rectangular components, either
include the dimensions of their bounding box or compose them
of a set of rectangles. This allows us to simplify the represen-
tation of subsystems and interference constraints. In contrast to
components, subsystems do not have fixed dimensions, since
they are to be generated by optimally placing their internal
elements within their bounding box defined by

wλ,i

2
− wλ−1,j

2
≤ xλ−1,j − xλ,i ≤

wλ−1,j

2
− wλ,i

2
, (1a)

lλ,i
2

− lλ−1,j

2
≤ yλ−1,j − yλ,i ≤ lλ−1,j

2
− lλ,i

2
, (1b)

for all elements in a subsystem, i.e., for all vλ,i ∈ vλ−1,j , for
all j ∈ Kλ−1, for all λ ∈ {1, . . . , Nlevels}. Here, xλ,i and yλ,i
denote the lateral and longitudinal position within the design
space, respectively. Second, we require connection properties
per port for both components and subsystems. These properties
include the energy domain of the port and connection type
(direct or indirect). For components, the relative location of
each connection port w.r.t. the component center is fixed,
which means that this is required as an additional component
property. In the case of subsystems, the location of the port is
an optimization variable. For electrical ports, the location of
the port is free within the bounding box of the element, given
by

−wλ,k

2
≤ aλ,k,i ≤

wλ,k

2
, (2a)

− lλ,k
2

≤ bλ,k,i ≤ lλ,k
2

, (2b)



where (aλ,k,i, bλ,k,i) ∈ Cλ,k for all vλ,k ∈ Vλ, for all λ ∈
{0, . . . , Nlevels}, represent the relative x- and y-location with
respect to the center of the element. For mechanical ports, we
specify the connection port to be on the edge of the component
bounding box to represent a shaft connection. Since this is
not a trivial constraint formulation, we will explain it in more
detail in Section II-D.

B. Component Orientation
In the element library, we specify the component dimensions

for a default orientation. However, we want to explore different
orientations, which means that the component should be
rotatable. To this effect, we limit the change in orientation of
elements to steps of 90 degrees. First, we introduce a binary
variable rλ,k to rotate the component shape through

wλ,k = wλ,k·(1− rλ,k) + lλ,k ·rλ,k, (3a)

lλ,k = lλ,k ·(1− rλ,k) + wλ,k·rλ,k, (3b)

where the constraints hold for all components, i.e., for all
vλ,k ∈ Cλ, for all λ ∈ {0, . . . , Nlevels}. Note that a change
of orientation is only possible for components and not for
subsystems, since the dimensions of the latter are jointly op-
timized, thereby removing the need for different orientations.
Second, we add two more binary variables mλ,k and nλ,k

to flip ports along the component’s longitudinal and lateral
centerline, respectively, through

aλ,k,i ≥ aλ,k,i · (1− 2 ·mλ,k)−M · rλ,k, (4a)
aλ,k,i ≤ aλ,k,i · (1− 2 ·mλ,k) +M · rλ,k, (4b)

aλ,k,i ≥ bλ,k,i · (1− 2 · nλ,k) −M · (1− rλ,k), (4c)

aλ,k,i ≤ bλ,k,i · (1− 2 · nλ,k) +M · (1− rλ,k), (4d)

bλ,k,i ≥ bλ,k,i · (1− 2 · nλ,k) −M · rλ,k, (4e)

bλ,k,i ≤ bλ,k,i · (1− 2 · nλ,k) +M · rλ,k, (4f)
bλ,k,i ≥−aλ,k,i · (1− 2 ·mλ,k)−M · (1− rλ,k), (4g)
bλ,k,i ≤−aλ,k,i · (1− 2 ·mλ,k) +M · (1− rλ,k), (4h)

where the constraints hold for all ports on components, i.e.,
for all cλ,k,i ∈ Cλ,k : vλ,k ∈ Cλ, for all k ∈ Kλ, for all
λ ∈ {0, . . . , Nlevels}. We apply a big-M formulation [24] to
appropriately shift the connection points along with the com-
ponent rotation. Note that these constraints are applied to each
port of the component, but with the binary variables applied
to the component. Fig. 2 shows the resulting eight distinct
component orientations, together with a visual representation
of the component dimensions.

C. Interference Constraints
Interference constraints are an important part of any place-

ment or layout problem, since they prevent overlapping be-
tween elements in order to obtain feasible solutions. Since
we model all elements as rectangles, we can prevent in-
terference by ensuring that every element is either placed
above, below, left or right of each other individual element.
Although we need constraints between all elements instead of
only connected elements, we can identify some properties that
allow us to decrease the number of interference constraints.
First, we only need to prevent interference between elements

w

l
b

a
(0, 0, 0)(m,n, r) (0, 1, 0) (1, 1, 1) (1, 0, 1)

(1, 1, 0)(m,n, r) (1, 0, 0) (0, 0, 1) (0, 1, 1)

Fig. 2. Overview of all possible orientations together with the truth table for
an example component. To highlight all possible orientations, both connection
points (shafts) are marked in different colors. The default orientation is shown
in the top left together with the definition of the component dimensions.

on the same system level. Since lower-level elements are
always contained within a higher-level subsystem, preventing
interference between subsystems sλ,i and sλ,j will inherently
prevent interference between sλ,i and any element within sλ,j .
Second, when there exist multiple subsystems on the same
system level, we only need to prevent interference between
elements within each subsystem and not across the different
subsystems, following the same reasoning. As a result, we
need to consider

∑|vλ−1,k|−1
i=1 i element pairs in total per

system per system level λ, where |vλ−1,k| is the cardinality or
the number of elements in the upper level system vλ−1,k. We
can now formulate the interference constraints, inspired by the
floor-planning problem [13], using a big-M formulation

yλ,j −
lλ,j
2

≥ yλ,i +
lλ,i
2

−M · (pλ,k,z + qλ,k,z), (5a)

yλ,j +
lλ,j
2

≤ yλ,i −
lλ,i
2

+M · (1 + pλ,k,z − qλ,k,z), (5b)

xλ,j −
wλ,j

2
≥ xλ,i +

wλ,i

2
−M · (1− pλ,k,z + qλ,k,z), (5c)

xλ,j +
wλ,j

2
≤ xλ,i −

wλ,i

2
+M · (2− pλ,k,z − qλ,k,z), (5d)

where these constraints should hold for all element pairs in a
system, i.e., for all vλ,i, vλ,j ∈ vλ−1,k ∪ V0 : i ̸= j, for all
vλ−1,k ∈ Sλ−1, for all λ ∈ {1, . . . , Nlevels}, and where pλ,k,z
and qλ,k,z are binary variables used for the relative placement
of each element pair (vλ,i, vλ,j), with z ∈ {1, . . . , |vλ−1,k| −
1} being an identifier for the element pair. By including the
relative placement as optimization variables, we can derive
alignment constraints as a function of the relative placement,
which will be explained in the subsequent section.

D. Alignment Constraints

A vehicle powertrain consists of many mechanical and
electrical elements. Whilst electrical elements are usually
connected through cables, mechanical elements are connected
through non-flexible shafts, which requires the connection
points to be axially aligned to minimize the friction losses [25].
Therefore, we enforce all mechanical connections to be con-
nected through a straight shaft. Formally, this means that the
ports comprising the mechanical connection should have either
the same x- or y-coordinate and that the ports should be



oriented towards each other. Yet both these constraints depend
on the relative placement of the element pair.

For components, we constrain the orientation and the loca-
tion of the port as a function of the relative placement binary
variables. To illustrate the dependency on the relative place-
ment, suppose we take the component from Fig. 2 in the de-
fault orientation and want to connect a component above it to
the red shaft. Then we have to rotate the component such that
the shaft is at the upper edge, resulting in a counterclockwise
rotation of 90 degrees, which is equivalent to (m, r) = (1, 1).
However, as can be imagined, the required shift in orientation
also depends on how the component is defined in the library.
If we were to connect the blue shaft instead of the red shaft in
the previous example, we would have to rotate the component
clockwise as opposed to counterclockwise. As a result, we
create a truth table as a function of both the edge at which
the port is located in the default orientation and the relative
placement, which is shown in Table I. From this truth table, we
can obtain the logical functions that will be implemented as
linear constraints for each orientation variable and connection
point edge. However, this truth table is only valid for the
component with the outgoing connection, further referred to as
the ego component. For the other component, referred to as the
connecting component, we have to swap the Top and Bottom,
and Right and Left columns, since changing the perspective is
equivalent to rotating the component by 180 degrees. Table II
shows the logical functions that can be derived from Table I for
each orientation variable for the ego component. To implement
these logical functions as constraints for every edge, we can
create different cases, since the edge of the connection point
is always known a priori for components. As an example, we
show the implementation of the orientation constraint for the
right edge as

mλ,k ≥ pλ,t,z − qλ,t,z, (6a)
mλ,k ≥ −pλ,t,z + qλ,t,z, (6b)
mλ,k ≤ 2− pλ,t,z − qλ,t,z, (6c)
mλ,k ≤ pλ,t,z + qλ,t,z, (6d)
rλ,k = 1− pλ,t,z, (6e)

which hold for all outgoing mechanical connections of com-
ponents, i.e., for all (cλ,k,i, cλ,l,j) ∈ Mλ : vλ,k ∈ Cλ, for
all λ ∈ {0, . . . , Nlevels}, with t being an identifier for the
(sub)system that includes the connection. Note that there is
no constraint on nλ,k, since it is a free variable. The other
constraints can be implemented in a similar linear formula-
tion, but since their formulation is mostly trivial, we do not
explicitly show them.

In case of subsystems, there is no need for a shift in
orientation, since the dimensions are variable. Whereas the
connection point location is free for electrical subsystems,
we constrain it to be on the appropriate edge for mechanical
subsystems. This is done for the ego perspective by using a
big-M formulation according to

bλ,k,i ≥
lλ,k
2

−M · (pλ,t,z + qλ,t,z), (7a)

bλ,k,i ≤ − lλ,k
2

+M · (1 + pλ,t,z − qλ,t,z), (7b)

TABLE I
TRUTH TABLE SHOWING THE REQUIRED VALUES FOR THE ORIENTATION

VARIABLES (m,n, r) AS A FUNCTION OF THE RELATIVE PLACEMENT AND
THE EDGE OF THE CONNECTION POINT. THE ∼ INDICATES THAT THE

VARIABLE IS FREE.

Connection point edge
(p, q) Top Bottom Right Left
(0,0) (∼,0,0) (∼,1,0) (1,∼,1) (0,∼,1)
(0,1) (∼,1,0) (∼,0,0) (0,∼,1) (1,∼,1)
(1,0) (∼,0,1) (∼,1,1) (0,∼,0) (1,∼,0)
(1,1) (∼,1,1) (∼,0,1) (1,∼,0) (1,∼,0)

TABLE II
LOGICAL FUNCTIONS FOR EACH ORIENTATION BINARY VARIABLE AS A

FUNCTION OF THE EDGE OF THE CONNECTION POINT FROM THE EGO
COMPONENT PERSPECTIVE.

Orientation Connection point edge
Variable Top Bottom Right Left
m Free Free p⊙ q p⊕ q
n q 1− q Free Free
r p p 1− p 1− p

aλ,k,i ≥
wλ,k

2
−M · (1− pλ,t,z + qλ,t,z), (7c)

aλ,k,i ≤ −wλ,k

2
+M · (2− pλ,t,z − qλ,t,z), (7d)

which hold for all outgoing mechanical connections of a
subsystem, i.e., for all (cλ,k,i, cλ,l,j) ∈ Mλ : vλ,k ∈ Sλ,
for all λ ∈ {0, . . . , Nlevels}. These constraints will enforce
the connection point to be on either of the four edges when
combined with (2a) and (2b). For connecting subsystems with
an incoming connection, we have to swap the top and bottom,
and right and left edges in the constraints.

Finally, we have to constrain either the x- or y-coordinate of
the two ports to be equal, both for subsystems and components.
Since this constraint is again of a combinatorial nature, we
formulate it through a big-M formulation as

yλ,k + bλ,k,i ≥ yλ,l + bλ,l,j −M · (1− pλ,t,z), (8a)
yλ,k + bλ,k,i ≤ yλ,l + bλ,l,j +M · (1− pλ,t,z), (8b)
xλ,k + aλ,k,i ≥ xλ,l + aλ,l,j −M · (pλ,t,z), (8c)
xλ,k + aλ,k,i ≤ xλ,l + aλ,l,j +M · (pλ,t,z), (8d)

which holds for all mechanical connections, i.e., for all
(cλ,k,i, cλ,l,j) ∈ Mλ, for all λ ∈ {0, . . . , Nlevels}, where the
first two constraints enforce the y-coordinates of the ports to
be equal and the last two constraints enforce the x-coordinates
to be equal. Here, we only need the relative placement variable
pλ,t,z , since it is sufficient to know whether we have a vertical
or horizontal connection. In some cases, it is desired to have
a direct connection, i.e., a connection where the ports are
directly connected without an intermediate shaft. For such
cases, we can directly constrain both the x- and y-coordinates
of the ports to be equal, without the need of any relative
placement variable.

When we have a mechanical subsystem, we should not only
ensure that the external ports align, but also that the internal
elements connected to the external port align in terms of ori-
entation and location. Since the internal element is contained
within the subsystem, it should always have its port on the
same edge as the subsystem. Yet, the required constraints



v2,1

v2,2

Ego subsystem

v1,1

Connecting component

v1,2

Variables Values
(p1,1,1, q1,1,1) (1, 0)

(m2,2, n2,2, r2,2) (0, 0, 0)
a1,1,1

w1,1

2

a2,2,1
w2,2

2

Fig. 3. Example of a mechanical subsystem connected to a component.
The ports of the subsystem align with the connection points of the internal
components. In addition, the values are shown of the most relevant placement
and orientation variables for the connection (v1,1, v1,2) and component v2,2.

depend on whether the internal element is a component or
subsystem and whether the subsystem is the ego element or
connecting element. If the subsystem is the ego element and
if the internal element is a component, we can constrain the
orientation of the component according to Table II, using the
placement variables of the parent subsystem. Conversely, if the
internal element is another subsystem, we have to constrain the
port edge according to (7a)-(7d), using the port location and
dimension variables of the internal subsystem. If the subsystem
is the connecting element and if the internal element is a
component, the Top and Bottom, and Right and Left columns
in Table II should be swapped. Accordingly, if the internal
element is a subsystem, we have to swap the constraints
in (7a)-(7d) to obtain

bλ+1,k,j ≤ − lλ+1,k

2
+M · (pλ,t,z + qλ,t,z), (9a)

bλ+1,k,j ≥ lλ+1,k

2
−M · (1 + pλ,t,z − qλ,t,z), (9b)

aλ+1,k,j ≤ −wλ+1,k

2
+M · (1− pλ,t,z + qλ,t,z), (9c)

aλ+1,k,j ≥ wλ+1,k

2
−M · (2− pλ,t,z − qλ,t,z), (9d)

which should hold for all internal mechanical subsys-
tems connected to the upper level subsystem, i.e., for all
(cλ,l,i, cλ+1,k,j) ∈ Mλ,λ+1 : vλ+1,k ∈ vλ,l ∧ vλ+1,k ∈ Sλ+1 ,
for all vλ,l ∈ Sλ, for all λ ∈ {0, . . . , Nlevels − 1}.

Irrespective of the type of internal element, we can constrain
the location of the port using (8a)-(8d) with the left-hand sides
replaced by the location of the port of the internal element.
This applies to both the ego perspective as well as the con-
necting perspective, since we only need to distinguish between
horizontal or vertical connections. To summarize, Fig. 3 shows
an example of a mechanical connection between a subsystem
with internal components and an external component together
with some of the placement and orientation variables that
satisfy the aforementioned constraints.

E. Optimization Problem

This section presents the optimal placement problem for
the electric vehicle powertrain elements. Given a prede-
fined library of elements and topology, we formulate the
design problem as a mixed-integer convex quadratic program,
whereby the objective function can be of any (multi-objective)
quadratic or linear formulation. Examples of an objective func-
tion specifically for powertrain design could be to minimize

the connection lengths and subsystem dimensions, maximize
passenger space, or to obtain a certain weight distribution.
In the remainder of the paper, our objective is to minimize
the unweighted sum of connection lengths and subsystem
dimensions, given by

Jcon =

Nlevels∑
λ=0

∑
(cλ,k,i,cλ,l,j)∈Eλ

∥∥∥∥xλ,k + aλ,k,i − xλ,l − aλ,l,j

yλ,k + bλ,k,i − yλ,l − bλ,l,j

∥∥∥∥
2

+

Nlevels−1∑
λ=0

∑
(cλ,k,i,cλ+1,l,j)∈Eλ,λ+1

∥∥∥∥xλ,k + aλ,k,i − xλ+1,l − aλ+1,l,j

yλ,k + bλ,k,i − yλ+1,l − bλ+1,l,j

∥∥∥∥
2

,

(10)

Jdim =

Nlevels∑
λ=0

|Sλ|∑
i=0

(wλ,i + lλ,i). (11)

Using the design variables d = (x, y, w, h, a, b) and the binary
inputs u = (p, q,m, n, r), we frame the optimization problem
as follows:

Problem 1 (Optimal element placement). The optimal element
placement is the solution of

min Jcon + Jdim,

s.t. (1a) − (9d),
Other alignment constraints according to Table II.

Since Problem 1 can be solved with mixed-integer convex
quadratic programming solvers, we can guarantee global op-
timality [26].

III. RESULTS

This section presents numerical results for the two-
dimensional placement problem. We consider a design space
bounded by the vehicle body from the top view, where we
minimize connection lengths and subsystem dimensions. As
a case study, we consider the powertrain topology shown in
Fig. 1, which describes a four-wheel driven electric vehicle.
There are three subsystems present in total, being the battery
pack and two transmissions. The battery pack consists of
24 modules connected in series, whereas the transmissions
consist of two gear pairs connected in series. To improve
the computation time, we group the battery modules in four
blocks. While this comes at the cost of a slight reduction in
design freedom, it has a major impact on the search space to
be explored by the solver.

We parse the optimal placement problem with YALMIP [27]
and solve it using Gurobi [28]. We perform the numerical
optimization on an Intel Core i7-4710MQ 2.5GHz processor
and 8GB of RAM. Thereby, the total computation time was
about 2 min for this specific use case.

Fig. 4 shows the optimal element placement for the refer-
ence topology. First, we observe that all mechanical connection
ports (shown in black) are aligned, whereas the electrical con-
nections (in orange) remained free. Second, we enforced the
mechanical port of the EM to be directly connected, resulting
in the connecting ports to have the same location. Third, we
notice that the battery pack is as short as possible in the driving
direction, since this allows the inverters to be as close as



Fig. 4. Optimal element placement and subsystem (dashed) dimensions for the
reference powertrain topology. All mechanical connections are axially aligned
and connected through shafts (black), whereas the electrical connections
(orange) are free.

possible to the (single) battery connection point. Furthermore,
the battery modules are oriented towards the center of the pack
and the battery pack connection port is shifted rearward, both
resulting in short (internal) connections.Finally, we observe a
large difference between the typical and the optimal solution
in element placement near the rear axle. Whereas the typical
solution often places the transmission, EM and inverter as
close as possible to each other, the optimal solution minimizes
the connections from a systems perspective. Specifically, it
positions the gear pairs to the front, thereby trading an increase
in transmission size for a lower overall connection length. This
highlights the importance of a holistic design approach and the
advantage of jointly optimizing across multiple system levels.

IV. CONCLUSION

In this paper, we studied the spatial design problem for
vehicle powertrains, explicitly accounting for rotation, inter-
ference and alignment constraints. To this end, we devised an
optimization framework that can compute the optimal element
placement from a systems perspective, thereby contributing
to a holistic systems design approach. Using our framework,
we are able to automatically generate system designs with
reasonable computation times, whilst respecting alignment
constraints.

This work opens the field for the following possible exten-
sions: First, we want to integrate the method within existing
topology generation and powertrain optimization frameworks
to obtain a fully automated holistic design approach. Second,
we want to extend the framework to the three-dimensional
placement problem and explore different objective functions.
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