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Abstract

Optimizing charging protocols is critical for reducing battery charging time and

decelerating battery degradation in applications such as electric vehicles. Recently,

reinforcement learning (RL) methods have been adopted for such purposes. How-

ever, RL-based methods may not ensure system (safety) constraints, which can cause

irreversible damages to batteries and reduce their lifetime. To this end, this work

proposes an adaptive and safe RL framework to optimize fast charging strategies

while respecting safety constraints with a high probability. In our method, any un-

safe action that the RL agent decides will be projected into a safety region by solving

a constrained optimization problem. The safety region is constructed using adaptive

Gaussian process (GP) models, consisting of static and dynamic GPs, that learn from

online experience to adaptively account for any changes in battery dynamics. Simu-

lation results show that our method can charge the batteries rapidly with constraint

satisfaction under varying operating conditions.

Keywords: Battery fast-charging; Safe reinforcement learning; Action projection; Gaus-

sian process; Dynamic environment
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1 Introduction

The design of fast-charging strategies for Lithium-ion batteries is of significance to reduce

the charging time, alleviate the mileage anxiety for electric vehicles (EV) [1], and optimize

EV fleet economics [2]. Fast-charging of batteries with overly large currents may accel-

erate the growth of lithium dendrite and electrolyte decomposition, leading to degraded

battery lifetime [3]. Moreover, the excessive heat generated from aggressive charging

may bring significant safety hazards, including fires and explosions [4]. Thus, reasonable

fast-charging protocols shall be deliberately designed to reduce the charging time while

accounting for the safety and degradation of batteries [5].

Designing fast-charging strategies for batteries has been widely studied in the liter-

ature [6, 7]. Existing approaches can be broadly categorized into three groups: ad-hoc,

model-based, and data-driven methods [8, 9]. For ad-hoc methods, examples include the

classical constant-current constant-voltage (CCCV) charging, pulse charging, and other

variants [10,11]. These methods are simple in implementation but overly conservative for

optimality [12]. For model-based methods, the design of fast-charging protocols is often

formulated as a constrained optimization with battery electrochemical models included

in the constraints [13]. However, such methods are restricted by the high complexity of

solving the battery models [14]. For data-driven methods, battery models are no longer

needed, and the optimal charging profile is acquired by machine learning (ML) [15, 16]

and deep reinforcement learning (DRL) [17]. Unlike other ML methods, e.g., those with

Bayesian optimization [15], DRL-based methods can adaptively learn the optimal charging

protocol as battery ages and parameter drifts, thus receiving wide attention.

Reinforcement learning (RL) is a sequential decision-making method that iteratively

interacts with the environment by observing the state, generating an action, and deploy-

ing the action to the environment [18]. The decision-making of the RL agent improves

by learning from the environment reward to eventually optimize a prescribed objective.

DRL-based fast-charging optimization is firstly studied in [19, 20], where the deep deter-
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ministic policy gradient (DDPG) method is employed for designing charging protocols

that adapt to environmental changes. In [21], Q-learning is combined with recurrent

neural network (RNN) to design charging profiles to minimize the cost of the partici-

pation of battery storage in the power grid. The authors in [5] study the integration of

knowledge-based multiphysics constraints with DRL to balance between the charging

speed and battery thermal constraints/degradation. Other advances include DRL-based

optimal charging for extending battery lifetime [22], battery pack fast-charging with bal-

ance awareness [23], model-based DRL for fast-charging design [17], and RL-based multi-

stage constant current charging [24].

Despite the rapid development of DRL-based optimization of fast-charging strategies,

the majority of reported methods cannot strictly ensure constraint satisfaction through-

out the charging process due to the usage of soft penalty for constraint violations in the

reward [5]. This can lead to degraded battery life or safety risks. Given this knowledge

gap, the proposed work will develop safe DRL-based battery fast-charging strategies to

rapidly charge the battery while meeting the (safety) constraints with a high probability.

Specifically, this work proposes to use probabilistic Gaussian process (GP) models online

to approximate the constraint functions. With the trained and updated GP models, for

any decided RL action (charging current) from the agent, the constraint values are pre-

dicted along with an uncertainty bound. Such information will be employed to construct

a safety region, which is a set of safe actions that can satisfy all constraints. The agent

can then project its actions into the safety region to ensure safety prior to deploying the

action. The projection step is performed by solving a constrained optimization problem.

In this work, the classical twin-delayed DDPG (TD3) algorithm will be used as back-

bone RL algorithm due to its deterministic nature for fast convergence and ability to mit-

igate the overestimation of Q values incurred with the DDPG algorithm [25]. The main

contributions of this work are as follows:

(1) GP-based models are presented to adaptively learn the constraint function. Safety

regions of the action can then be constructed, and any unsafe action will be projected into
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this region before deployment to meet constraints.

(2) Our work also proposes an adaptive safe RL-based optimization of battery fast-

charging protocols. The optimized protocol can minimize the charging time while re-

specting the constraints with a high probability even under varying ambient and internal

conditions. Note that how to ensure hard constraints of the system is a common issue

for RL-based methods (not only for battery fast charging). Thus, our method is of signif-

icance for applications beyond batteries where safety constraints are critical and also the

system dynamics vary over operating conditions.

The remainder of this paper is organized as follows. Section 2 presents the fundamen-

tals of RL, including a brief introduction to the TD3 algorithm. Section 3 demonstrates the

proposed adaptive safe RL method, and details are given about the GP surrogate mod-

eling and action projection. The specific adaptive safe RL-based battery fast-charging

optimization is given in Section 4. The effectiveness of the proposed method is validated

on the PyBaMM simulator in Section 5. The conclusions are given in Section 6.

2 Preliminaries

This section will give a brief overview of RL and the TD3 algorithm that will be imple-

mented in this work. A detailed description of the RL algorithms can be found in [18].

2.1 Reinforcement learning

A general RL framework consists of an agent and an environment. The agent is a contin-

uously learning decision-maker, while the environment refers to all the system elements

that the agent interacts with. The decision-making process of RL can be formalized as a

Markov decision process (MDP),M : (S,A,P, γ, r), where S and A are the state and ac-

tion space, respectively, P : S × A× S → [0, 1] is the state transition probability, γ ∈ [0, 1]

is the discount factor, and r : S × A → R is the reward function. In a MDP setting, at

each time step t, the agent observes the state vector st ∈ S, generates an action at ∈ A
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and deploy it to the environment, which results in one-step environment evolution to

st+1 ∈ S based on the transition probability P(st+1|st, at). At any time step t, the policy

π(at|st) : st → P(at) gives the probability of selecting action at given the environment

state st. Additionally, each state is evaluated by the state-value function, V π : S → R,

which assigns a value to each state by calculating the expected total cumulative reward,

starting from that state and following policy π henceforth

V π(st) = Eπ

[

∑∞

k=0
γkr(st+k, at+k)

]

. (1)

where γ is the discount factor. Moreover, the state-action value function Qπ : S ×A → R,

also known as Q-function, evaluates each state-action pair by calculating the expected

total cumulative reward starting from a state and the selected action by policy π based on

that state:

Qπ(st, at) = Eπ

[

∑∞

k=0
γkr(st+k, at+k)|st, at

]

. (2)

One can re-write (2) recursively with the Bellman equation

Qπ(st, at) =Est+1∼p(·|st,at)[r(st, at) + γEat+1∼π(·|st+1) [Q
π(st+1, at+1)]], (3)

where p(·|st, at) is the transition probability between successive states of the environ-

ment, provided that the current state and action are st and at, respectively. The ob-

jective of the MDP is to find the optimal policy π∗ that can yield the maximal Q-value

Q∗ := maxπ Qπ(st, at), that is,

π∗ = argmax
π

Qπ(st, at). (4)

2.2 TD3 algorithm

Similar to the DDPG algorithm [26], the TD3 method is also a deterministic actor-critic

method for continuous state-action space [25]. Traditional DDPG method suffers from

the overestimation bias of the Q value due to the repetitive maximization operation over

the target Q networks (critics) in calculating the temporal difference (TD) target. Such
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bias leads to inaccurate estimations of the Q value. To address this issue, the TD3 adopts

two target critic networks, and the smaller one is used to compute the TD target [25]

yt = r(st, at) + γ min
i=1,2

Qθ′
i
(st+1, µφ′(st+1)), (5)

where θ′ and φ′ are the parameters of the target critic network Qθ′
i

and target actor network

µφ′ , and r(st, at) is the reward. The TD3 also has two critic networks Qθi(st, at), whose

parameters θi, i = 1, 2, are updated via minimizing the TD error by gradient descent

∇θi

1

|B|

∑

(st,at,rt,st+1)∈B

[yt −Qθi(st, at)]
2 , (6)

where the batch B contains transition tuples (st, at, rt, st+1) sampled from the reply buffer.

The actor-network µφ(st) approximates the policy mapping from state st to action at, with

parameters φ whose update is via gradient ascent

∇φ

1

|B|

∑

st∈B

Qθ1(st, µφ(st)). (7)

The update of target network parameters follows that of the Polyak averaging (0 < ρ < 1,

e.g., ρ = 0.99):

θ′i ← ρθ′i + (1− ρ)θi, φ′ ← ρφ′ + (1− ρ)φ. (8)

3 Action projection-based safe RL

3.1 Gaussian process (GP) model

This section first introduces the basics of GP models, and they will be employed in our

safe RL for building surrogate models of the constraint functions. As a non-parametric

method [27], GP assumes that the function to be learned q(x) is sampled from a Gaus-

sian distribution with the mean function E [q(x)] = m(x) (often assumed to be zero) and

covariance function cov[q(x), q(x′)] = k(x, x′), where k(·, ·) is the kernel function. The

covariance function defines the output correlation of the function q(·) at inputs x and
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x′. One commonly used kernel function due to its smooth and differentiable form is the

radial-basis function [27],

k(x, x′) = σ2
f exp

[

−‖x− x′‖2/2l2
]

, (9)

where σ2
f and l2 control the vertical span of the curve and the correlation drop speed

as distance increases, respectively. Consider n sampled input-output pairs {x1:n, y1:n},

where yi = q(xi). With GP, for a query point x∗, the function value y∗ = q(x∗) is inferred

by conditional multivariate Gaussian distribution N (·, ·) [28]:

p(y∗|x∗, x1:n, y1:n) = N (y∗|µn, σn), (10)

µn := µ(x∗, x1:n, y1:n) = K(x∗, x1:n)K(x1:n, x1:n)
−1y1:n,

σn := σ(x∗, x1:n) = K(x∗, x∗)−K(x∗, x1:n)K(x1:n, x1:n)
−1K(x1:n, x

∗),

where µn and σn are the posterior mean and variance, and K is the covariance matrix

constructed from the kernel function k(·, ·) with entry Ki,j = k(xi, xj).

3.2 Action projection-based safe RL

Although RL has been increasingly employed for sequential decision-making problems

with black-box environments, its lack of ability to ensure constraints hinders the usage

of RL in real-world safety-critical applications. To this end, this work proposes an action

projection method (see Fig. 1) where an additional safety layer is appended after the actor

network. The action projection below will be solved by the safety layer:

min
ãt∈A

||at − ãt||
2
2, s.t., zt+1 = q(zt, ht, ãt) ∈ Z, (11)

where at is the raw agent action, A is the action space, and ãt is the (projected) closest

point to at in the safety region (green area in Fig. 1 (a)), defined by next-step safety variable

zt+1 and feasible set Z . In general, constraint dynamics zt+1 = q(zt, ht, ãt) is black-box, e.g.,

it can the (unknown) relation between next-step battery temperature and the charging

current to be applied (ht are some known variables at t). Thus, it is proposed to use GP

7
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models to build data-driven surrogates of q(·) from historical data. Then the prediction

(posterior mean and variance) of zt+1 from the GP model (10) can be utilized to replace

the constraint in (11). Fig. 1 (b) gives an example where the posterior mean (blue curve)

and posterior variance (blue shaded area) of zt+1, inferred by the trained GP model, are

used to construct the safety region (red bars) where Z is a threshold (red dashed) on the

upper uncertainty bound of the posterior prediction.
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Figure 1: Schematics of the proposed action projection-based safe RL.

4 Safe RL for fast charging optimization

This section details the proposed adaptive safe RL method for optimizing battery fast-

charging protocols while respecting system constraints with a high probability. For demon-

stration, the TD3 algorithm is used as the backbone RL method, which can be easily ex-

tended to other RL algorithms, such as DDPG [26], SAC [29], etc. Note that the proposed

safe and adaptive RL method falls into the online off-policy category (similar to TD3,

DDPG, etc.) since the agent needs to interact online with the environment to gather new

data and also access history data (collected under a different policy) for the training [30].

8

https://sites.google.com/view/scalab


https://sites.google.com/view/scalab

4.1 Fast-charging optimization formulation

This work aims to develop an RL-based battery fast-charging protocol while respecting

system constraints. The fast-charging optimization problem can be formulated as [17]

max
I≤It≤Ī

−tf ,

s.t. Tt ≤ T̄ , Vt ≤ V̄ ,

SOC(t0) = SOC0, SOC(tf) = SOCref , (12)

where tf and It is the charging duration and current, respectively. Additionally, Tt and

Vt are the temperature and voltage of the battery at time t, respectively, SOC0 is the ini-

tial state-of-charge (SOC) at time t0, and SOCref is the SOC at time tf when considering

the charging cycle is complete. Finally, T̄ and V̄ are the maximum allowable operating

temperature and voltage, respectively.

4.2 Static safe RL for fast charging optimization

This section presents our safe RL framework for battery fast-charging optimization. The

RL environment is the battery, and the action at is the charging current It to be decided.

The safety projection for problem (12) can be formulated as

min
ãt∈A

||at − ãt||
2
2, (13)

s.t. Tt+1 = f(Tt, ãt−1, ãt) ≤ T̄ , (14)

Vt+1 = g(Vt, ãt−1, ãt) ≤ V̄ , (15)

where black-box functions f(·) and g(·) predict next-step temperature and voltage re-

spective for the given current ãt. Static GP models f̂s(·) and ĝs(·) are trained with his-

torical data to approximate above constraint functions. The data of the first M RL train-

ing episodes (n samples) are selected as the historical data: {xf
1:n−1, T2:n} where xf

i =

[Ti, ai−1, ai]
⊤, and {xg

1:n−1, V2:n}, where xg
i = [Vi, ai−1, ai]

⊤. Note that the training data

9
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for static GP is collected prior to the deployment of action projection. The L-BFGS al-

gorithm is used to train these two GP models. Starting from episode M + 1, for any

query RL action ãt at time t, the predicted posteriors by trained static GPs f̂s(·), ĝs(·),

are p(Tt+1|ãt) ∼ N (µf
t , σ

f
t ) for temperature and p(Vt+1|ãt) ∼ N (µg

t , σ
g
t ) for voltage. As in

(10), here µf
t = µ(xf

t , x
f
1:n−1, T2:n) and σf

t = σ(xf
t , x

f
1:n−1). Also, µg

t = µ(xg
t , x

g
1:n−1, V2:n) and

σg
t = σ(xg

t , x
g
1:n−1), where xf

t = [Tt, ãt−1, ãt] contains present temperature Tt and the previ-

ous projected action ãt−1, and also the query ãt to be solved. Similarly, xg
t = [Vt, ãt−1, ãt].

With the predicted posteriors, one can approximate (14)-(15) by using the upper un-

certainty bound (UUB) for our surrogate models. Then the problem (13)-(15) is cast as:

min
ãt∈A

||at − ãt||
2
2, (16)

s.t. µf
t + κσf

t ≤ T̄ , µg
t + κσg

t ≤ V̄ , (17)

where κ is a hyper-parameter. Fig. 1 (b) shows the ±3 standard deviation uncertainty

bound (blue shaded) constructed from (17) where the upper bound is used to construct

the feasible region (red bars). For this method, once GP models are trained, they will be

fixed for future RL episodes, thereby known as static GP-based safe RL, with pseudo-code

in Algorithm 1.

Algorithm 1: Static GP-based safe RL (based on TD3 algorithm)

1: Input: initialize Q-function parameters φ1, φ2, and policy parameter θ, empty

replay buffer D and training data storage X ;

2: Initialize target networks φ′
1 ← φ1, φ

′
2 ← φ2, θ

′ ← θ;

3: for episode m = 1 to M , repeat

4: t← 1;

5: Observe state st and select at randomly in A;

6: Execute at in the environment;

7: Observe the next state st+1 and compute the reward rt;

8: Store (zt, at−1, at) and (zt+1) in X to train GP models, where zt is the
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variable of interest (e.g., Tt and Vt in (14) and (15)) in the constraints;

9: Store the transition (st, at, rt, st+1) into the replay buffer D;

10: Update RL agent parameters:

11: Randomly select a batch B = {(st, at, rt, st+1)} from D with

the number of transitions as |B|;

12: Update the critic network parameters:

13: Compute the target for the Q-functions

yt = rt + γ(mini=1,2Qφ′

i
(st+1, at+1(st+1));

14: Update the Q-function using cost function w.r.t. φi:

∇φi

1
|B|

∑

(st,at,rt,st+1)∈B

(Qφi
(st, at)− yt)

2, i = 1, 2;

15: Update the actor and target networks:

16: if t % d = 0, where d is the delayed update period

17: ∇θ
1
|B|

∑

st∈B

Qφ1
(st, µθ(st)),

18: φ′
i ← ρφ′

i + (1− ρ)φi , i = 1, 2,

19: θ′ ← ρθ′ + (1− ρ)θ;

20: t← t+ 1, until st+1 is terminal;

21: end for

22: Train the GP models f̂s(·), ĝs(·) using X with L-BFGS;

23: for episode m = M + 1 to END, repeat

24: t← 1

25: Observe state st and use actor network µθ(·) for action at;

26: Predict the posterior mean and variance of next-step variable

with the trained static GPs f̂s(·), ĝs(·);

27: Solve the optimization problem in (16)-(17) to find ãt;

28: Execute ãt, observe st+1, and compute rt;

29: Store the transition (st, ãt, rt, st+1) into D;

30: Update the actor and critic following steps 10-19;
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31: t← t+ 1, until st+1 is terminal or m reaches END;

32: end for

4.3 Adaptive safe RL for varying environments

The previously proposed RL algorithm with a GP-based safety layer assumes a static

environment. However, the GP models trained with offline data cannot account for the

changes in environments and system dynamics, and hence may not adaptively predict

future values in such situations. Specific to batteries, changes in the operating conditions

such as ambient temperature or battery aging alter the internal dynamics of the battery

[31]. Thus, it is essential to develop adaptive GP models that capture battery dynamics in

real-time to ensure the effectiveness of action projection in the case of changes in ambient

conditions or battery aging.

Our method will employ the previous static GP models trained with the data from

the first M RL episodes as baseline models to capture the overall trends of variables to be

predicted. Then the differences between true variable values and posterior means µf
t and

µg
t from the static GPs f̂s(·) and ĝs(·), known as residuals, are

∆Tt+1 := Tt+1 − µf
t = f∆(Tt, ãt−1, ãt), (18)

∆Vt+1 := Vt+1 − µg
t = g∆(Vt, ãt−1, ãt), (19)

with black-box functions f∆(·) and g∆(·). It is proposed to use two GP models, known

as dynamic GPs, f̂∆(·) and ĝ∆(·), to capture such residuals. Such dynamic GPs will be

updated at every timestep throughout an RL episode and re-trained from scratch at the be-

ginning of a new episode. Consider the present episode k > M , and the current timestep

t. The collected data up to t for the present episode are {xf
1:t−1,∆T2:t} and {xg

1:t−1,∆V2:t},

with xf
i = [Ti, ãi−1, ãi]

⊤ and xg
i = [Vi, ãi−1, ãi]

⊤. The two dynamic GPs are then trained

based on these data. For time t, the posterior predictions are

p(∆Tt+1|ãt) ∼ N (µ̄f
t , σ̄

f
t ), p(∆Vt+1|ãt) ∼ N (µ̄g

t , σ̄
g
t ), (20)

12
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where µ̄f
t = µ(xf

t , x
f
1:t−1,∆T2:t) and σ̄f

t = σ(xf
t , x

f
1:t−1). µ̄

g
t and σ̄g

t are defined analogously

and are omitted here. With the posterior distributions for ∆Tt+1 and ∆Vt+1, the overall

posterior predictions from the adaptive GPs, consisting static and dynamic GPs, are shown

to be

p(Tt+1|ãt) ∼ N (µ̂f
t , σ̂

f
t ), p(Vt+1|ãt) ∼ N (µ̂g

t , σ̂
g
t ), (21)

where µ̂f
t = µf

t + µ̄f
t and µ̂g

t = µg
t + µ̄g

t . The definitions of posterior variance σ̂f
t and σ̂g

t

can be flexible, either the sum or other combinations of those from static or dynamic GPs.

Our work chooses that of the static GP as the posterior variance of the adaptive GP, i.e.,

σ̂f
t = σf

t and σ̂g
t = σg

t , since typically the data quality for identifying dynamic GP is low

due to lack of excitation and non-uniform scattering of applied currents ã1:t−1 that often

cause σ̂f
t and σ̂f

t to be excessively large.

With adaptive GP surrogates of constraint functions, the original problem (13)-(15) can

be approximated as

min
ãt∈A

||at − ãt||
2
2, (22)

s.t. (µf
t + µ̄f

t ) + κσf
t ≤ T̄ , (23)

(µg
t + µ̄g

t ) + κσg
t ≤ V̄ . (24)

As before, the quantity of training data for dynamic GP is limited since only the data from

current episode is used. Additionally, non-uniform data acquired during some episodes,

particularly if they are sparse in certain regions, can lead to large posterior uncertainties

in those regions. This is because the GP has less information to make predictions in those

areas. In contrast, the training data for static GP are more extensive and diverse than the

dynamic GP. Therefore, the static GP often has a more informative confidence interval.

Algorithm 2: Adaptive GP-based safe RL (based on TD3 algorithm)

1: Follow (1)-(22) in Algorithm 1 to train static GPs f̂s(·), ĝs(·);

2: for episode m = M + 1 to END, repeat

3: t← 1;
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4: Empty the data storage R for training dynamic GPs;

5: for t = 1 to ending step of charging for episode m, repeat

6: Observe state st and use actor network µθ(·) for action at;

7: if t ≤ n, where n is the timestep starting action projection:

8: Execute at, observe the next state st+1, and reward rt;

9: else:

10: Train the dynamic GP models withR;

11: Get adaptive GPs from static and dynamic GPs;

12: Predict zt+1 using (21);

13: Solve the optimization in (22)-(24), to find ãt;

14: Execute ãt, observe st+1, and compute rt;

15: Predict the variable of interest z̃t+1 with static GP;

16: Calculate the residual, ∆t+1 = zt+1 − z̃t+1;

17: Store [zt+1, at−1, at] and [∆t+1] into R;

18: Store the transition (st, ãt, rt, st+1) into D;

19: Update the networks using 10-19 in Algorithm 1;

20: t← t+ 1, until st+1 is terminal;

21: end for

22: end for

5 Simulation Results and Discussions

This section uses two case studies, one with fixed and the other with varying operating

conditions, to validate the effectiveness of the proposed methods. For these studies, the

PyBaMM [32], an open-source Python package, is used to perform high-fidelity simula-

tion of battery dynamics.
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5.1 Safe RL-based fast charging with fixed conditions

This section evaluates the proposed action projection-based safe TD3 approach for opti-

mizing battery fast-charging protocol. It is compared with the traditional TD3 algorithm

without the added safety layer and the classical CCCV method. Note that here the safe

TD3 based on static GP in Section 4.2 is referred to as “safe TD3” and the one based on

adaptive GP in Section 4.3 as “adaptive safe TD3”.

This study aims to optimize the charging policy to charge the battery from 10% to 80%

state-of-charge (SOC) in the shortest possible time while ensuring that the temperature

and voltage remain within operational constraints. The maximum allowable temperature

T̄ and voltage V̄ for this case are 45°C and 4.3V , respectively. Additionally, the ambient

temperature is kept constant at 25°C throughout the experiment. The charging current

at ∈ [0.05C, 4.5C], where C is the charging rate. The sampling time is 10 seconds. For

our experiment, the environment state consists of SOC, voltage, temperature, and the

current applied at the previous time step: st = [SOCt, Vt, Tt, at−1]
⊤. At each timestep in an

episode, the actor network is given the state st as input and outputs a charging current

at. The actor network has two hidden layers, each consisting of 128 nodes. The ReLU is

used as the activation function and ADAM as the optimizer. The critic network receives

the state st and action at as inputs and generates Q value to assess the policy. The critic

network has a similar architecture to the actor network. The hyper-parameters of the

proposed adaptive safe TD3 algorithm are fine-tuned by the trial-and-error method and

listed in Table 3.

The reward function is designed to penalize the charging time while respecting the

temperature and voltage constraints [17], defined as

rt = −1 + λ1[Vt − V̄ ]+ + λ2[Tt − T̄ ]+, (25)

where the first term is the penalty on the charging time (steps). The second and third

terms penalize the voltage and temperature constraint violations. The clip function [·]+ re-

turns zero if constraints are satisfied, or the amount of violations otherwise. The weights
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Table 3: List of hyperparameters used by the adaptive safe TD3.

Parameters Values (Fixed condition) Values (Varying condition)

Learning rate α for actors 0.0005 0.00005

Learning rate β for critics 0.005 0.0005

Batch size B 64 64

Discount factor γ in the return 0.99 0.99

Polyak averaging coefficient ρ 0.006 0.006

Initial noise variance σ2 0.3 0.3

Noise decay factor 0.025 0.025

Length scale (RBF) 1.0 1.0

Noise level (white kernel) 10−5 10−5

are selected as λ1 = 15, λ2 = 20.

First, the accuracy of the static and adaptive GP models is tested in predicting the next-

step temperature and voltage under a static environment, i.e., the ambient conditions are

kept fixed throughout the experiments. In this work, both the static and adaptive GP

models use an RBF kernel along with a white noise kernel. The RBF kernel learns the

global trend between the input and output variables (described in Section 4.2 and 4.3),

whereas white noise kernels capture the local fluctuations. The parameter values of the

kernel functions are provided in Table 3. Static GPs use the data from the first M = 5

RL episodes as the training data, and the trained static GP models are used thereafter

for the entire experiment. For adaptive GPs, one trains the dynamic GPs from scratch at

the beginning of each RL episode and keep updating them using the latest data in that

episode. Thus, the dynamic GPs can reflect the underlying battery dynamics in real-time.

Fig. 2 demonstrates the performance of both static and adaptive GP models in predicting

next-step temperature and voltage of the battery under different currents to be deployed.

The ambient temperature is fixed as 25°C. Fig. 2 shows that both static and adaptive GP

models can predict the voltage and temperature accurately, and the true values of these
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Figure 2: The predicted next-step temperature (a) and voltage (b) by static (red) and adap-

tive (blue) GP models against the true temperature and voltage (dashed line) under dif-

ferent charging currents. The GP models are trained and tested under a fixed ambient

temperature 25°C. Solid lines: posterior mean; Shaded areas: ±3 standard deviations.

variables fall within the uncertainty bound of the posterior means. Under fixed ambient

conditions, the static GP is able to capture the dynamics of the battery well. For adaptive

GP models with fixed conditions, the residuals, ∆Tt and ∆Vt, are almost zero, and so are

the predictions of the dynamic GP models. One critical observation is that the adaptive

GPs can equally perform well as the static GPs when there are no changes in the ambient

conditions.

Fig. 3 shows the training results of traditional TD3 (green), safe TD3 (red), and adap-

tive safe TD3 (blue) in optimizing battery fast-charging protocols. All three methods use

the immediate reward rt defined in (25), and the episodic reward can be computed as
∑K

t=1 rt, where K is the length of each episode. The episodic rewards in Fig. 3 (a) show

that the training of traditional, safe, and adaptive safe TD3 converges to similar solutions.

However, safe TD3 and adaptive safe TD3 exhibit a slower convergence rate compared

to the standard TD3 method. This slowdown can be attributed to a potential discrep-

ancy between the actions used for training the critic and actor networks within the safe

TD3 algorithms (Algorithm 1). Specifically, line 30 and line 14 of Algorithm 1 employs
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projected actions for updating the critic network, whereas the actor network receives gra-

dients based on the pre-projected actions (line 17). This mismatch could lead to the gener-

ation of noisy Q-values for the pre-projected actions [33]. An attempt to address this issue

is implemented by incorporating the pre-projected action at+1 based on the next state st+1

(Algorithm 1, line 13) into the target value yt used for critic network updates. While par-

tially effective, this approach might introduce a slight delay in convergence, as observed

in Fig. 3 (a). Fig. 3 (b) shows the consumed charging steps of every training episode from

each method to charge the battery from 10%-80% SOC. Overall, the optimization makes

progress as the charging time of each episode eventually decreases over episodes. Specif-

ically, the ultimate charging time optimized by the TD3, safe TD3, and adaptive safe TD3

is shown to be 16.83, 18.83, and 22 minutes, respectively. That is, protocols optimized

by safe and adaptive safe TD3 present a slower charging speed than that by traditional

TD3. Fig. 3 (c)-(d) presents the maximum temperature and voltage reached during each

episode, and the red dashed line indicates the allowable maximum temperature and volt-

age. It is seen that the protocols delivered by TD3 can lead to significant temperature and

voltage violations in almost all episodes. In contrast, the protocols by safe and adaptive

safe TD3 can well respect the constraints throughout the entire training. The only viola-

tions occur at the beginning when the GP models are being trained, and action projections

have not been activated at that moment.

Fig. 4 (a) illustrates the optimal charging profiles returned by traditional (green), safe

(red), and adaptive safe (blue) TD3, as well as classical CCCV (malibu). For all protocols,

a higher current is initially applied to the battery and then gradually decreases. The red

and blue dashed lines are the raw currents from the actor networks, while the red and

blue solid lines represent the projected currents by safe and adaptive safe TD3, respec-

tively. Fig. 4 (a) shows that for the safe TD3 method (red), the raw charging current stays

close to the upper bound for approximately 100 steps. Such a large current causes a steep

rise in temperature and voltage, shown in red lines in Fig. 4 (c)-(d). As a result, the tem-

perature of the battery approaches the temperature constraint (purple dashed) within 20
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Figure 3: Training performance of traditional (green), safe (red), and adaptive safe (blue)

TD3 in optimizing battery fast-charging protocols. (a) Cumulative rewards; (b) Charging

time; (c) Maximum temperature; and (d) Maximum voltage, of each training episode.

Magenta dashed: the allowed upper bounds of temperature and voltage.

charging steps, and continuing such a large charging current onward may cause a viola-

tion. Thus, safe TD3 starts to project the current into the safety region after 20 charging

steps to ensure no constraint violation. For adaptive safe TD3 (blue), the final current pro-

file is more conservative than the safe TD3 and only requires action projection during the

last 30 episodes. Fig. 4 (b) shows that the charging protocols based on safe and adaptive

safe TD3 require a slightly longer charging time than traditional TD3, however, the short

charging time from traditional TD3 is at the expense of significant constraint violations

(see Fig. 4 (c)-(d)). Finally, despite satisfying the operating conditions, the CCCV method

takes much longer to charge the battery than all three presented RL methods.
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Figure 4: The (a) charging current, (b) SOC, (c) temperature, and (d) voltage profiles,

obtained by deploying the optimized protocols from the traditional (green), safe (red),

adaptive safe (blue) TD3, and from classical CCCV (malibu). Magenta dashed lines in (c)

and (d): allowed upper bounds of the temperature and voltage. Solid lines in (a): safe

current profiles after projection.

5.2 Safe RL-based fast charging with varying conditions

This section tests the performance of safe and adaptive safe TD3 for battery fast-charging

optimization under varying operating conditions. To this end, the ambient temperature

is gradually increased from 10°C to 36°C with an increment of 0.145°C per episode start-

ing from the 100-th episode. The diffusion-limited SEI growth model is also included

to introduce battery degradation and aging [31]. The maximum allowable temperature

T̄ and voltage V̄ for this case are 45°C and 4.4V , respectively, and the sampling time is

15 seconds. The architecture of the actor and critic networks is similar to the previous
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Figure 5: The predicted next-step temperature (a) and voltage (b) by static (red) and adap-

tive (blue) GP models against the true temperature and voltage (dashed line) under dif-

ferent charging currents. The GP models are trained at 10°C and tested at 36°C of the

ambient temperature. Solid lines: posterior mean; Shaded areas: ±3 standard deviations.

subsection.

This section first validates the effectiveness of static and adaptive GPs in modeling

battery dynamics under varying conditions. For static GPs, the previously trained static

GPs serve as the baseline (trained at 10°C), and for each episode, dynamic GPs, f̂∆(·) and

ĝ∆(·), are constantly updated with the online data to capture the real-time residuals. Such

dynamic GPs are expected to capture the changes in battery dynamics due to variations

in ambient temperatures and battery aging. Fig. 5 reveals that static GPs cannot capture

changes in battery dynamics and fail to give accurate predictions once operating condi-

tions change. That is, using a simple fixed constrained action space (can be defined by

a fixed battery model) may not guarantee system constraints once the battery dynam-

ics change. In contrast, adaptive GPs can well capture battery dynamics under varying

conditions and battery aging.

Fig. 6 shows the training curves for the safe (red) and adaptive safe (blue) TD3 as

the ambient conditions change and the battery degrades. The episodic reward curves in

Fig. 6 (a) for both methods show similar behaviors. The environment change occurs at
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Figure 6: Training performance of safe (red) and adaptive safe (blue) TD3 for optimizing

battery fast-charging protocols. (a) Cumulative rewards; (b) Charging time; (c) Maximum

temperature; and (4) Maximum voltage, of each training episode. Magenta dashed: the

allowed upper bounds of temperature and voltage. Vertical black dashed: the episode at

which the battery operating conditions start to change.

the 100-th episode due to the gradual increase in the ambient temperature from 10°C to

36°C and the addition of the SEI growth model. After that, the rewards for both methods

start to decrease since the charging current has to be less aggressive to ensure constraints

under an increased ambient temperature, thereby the charging duration (see Fig. 6 (b))

is significantly enlarged that leads to lower rewards. After 250 episodes, both methods

experience a sudden drop in episodic rewards. This may be due to the high ambient

temperature that causes significant changes in system dynamics and rapid battery degra-
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dation. The safe TD3 cannot adjust to the new conditions and violates the temperature

constraint, as in Fig. 6 (c). As a result, the temperature constraint violations lead to a

large drop in episodic reward for safe TD3. In contrast, the adaptive safe TD3 can learn

the latest battery dynamics online and can ensure constraints even when the environment

drifts. However, this is at the price of reducing charging current and thus increasing the

charging time (Fig. 6 (b)), which also causes the rapid drop in episodic reward.

The optimal profiles of charging currents designed by safe TD3, adaptive safe TD3,

and classical CCCV are given in Fig. 7 (a). Both RL methods activate the action projec-

tion from about the 10-th step. However, as the ambient temperature increases and the

battery ages, the static GP in safe TD3 cannot properly construct the new safety region,

resulting in inadequate action reduction. This causes the safe TD3 to violate the temper-

ature constraint, as shown by the red lines in Fig. 7 (c). In contrast, the adaptive safe TD3

learns the new system dynamics online and can accurately construct updated safety re-

gions and properly project the action to respect both temperature and voltage constraints,

as shown in Fig. 7 (c)-(d). However, the obtained projected actions are much more con-

servative than those from safe TD3, resulting in a longer charging duration, see Fig. 7 (b).

Finally, for the CCCV charging protocol, the levels of constant current and constant volt-

age are carefully tuned to sufficiently meet the constraints. The designed charging profile

is shown in malibu color of Fig. 7. One can see that with such a design strategy, the re-

sultant protocol cannot reach the target of 80% SOC regardless of the charging duration

(Fig. 7 (b)). In other words, the CCCV protocol is unable to tackle such harsh ambient

conditions with high temperature and battery degradation.

Finally, the computational efficiency is essential for enabling the scalability, practical-

ity, and sustainability of the proposed RL method. To this end, we determine the com-

putation time for each element of the adaptive safe TD3 method: RL computation (action

selection by the agent, execution of the action, and the evolution of the environment to

next state), adaptive GP modeling, and constrained optimization. Fig. 8 shows the total

and episodic computation cost by each component. Specifically, Fig. 8 (a) reveals that the
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Figure 7: The (a) charging current; (b) SOC; (c) temperature; and (d) voltage profiles, ob-

tained based on the optimized protocols from safe TD3 (red), adaptive safe TD3 (blue),

and from classical CCCV (malibu). The red dashed lines in (c) and (d) indicate the al-

lowed upper bounds of temperature and voltage. The solid lines in (a) are the safe current

profiles after projection.

RL computation dominates the total cost, accounting for roughly 65.35% of the total com-

putation time. This is followed by the adaptive GP modeling (26.91%) and constrained

optimization (7.45%). Fig. 8 (b) further delves into the computation cost by each compo-

nent at every episode. When the battery is new and the ambient temperature is low (e.g.,

the first 200 episodes as in the inner plot in Fig. 8 (a)), the computation cost due to GP

modeling (9.39%) and constrained optimization (3.07%) is minimal since the favorable

ambient condition allows for faster charging (few times of GP modeling and raw action

as a good initial guess for the optimization). From Fig. 8 (b), as the training progresses,
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Figure 8: (a) Total computational time; and (b) Episodic computational time for each in-

dividual component of the adaptive safe TD3 method: RL, adaptive GP, and constrained

optimization. The inner plot in (a) shows the computational time during the initial 200

episodes.

the increase in ambient temperature and battery degradation cause a harsh condition for

battery fast-charging. The charging protocol has to be conservative to avoid constraint vi-

olations, which leads to increased computational cost for the GP modeling (more times of

GP modeling) and constrained optimization (raw action is no longer close to the projected

action, see Fig. 7).

Remark: For the proposed scheme, the RL agent will be retrained to match the latest

changes in adaptive GP models by continuous online interactions with the environment.

As in Fig. 6, in the presence of operating condition changes, the training of RL always goes

through a transient stage during which the adaptive GP models are updated to capture

latest conditions while the RL agent learns to adapt to new system (battery) dynamics

and adaptive GP models.
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6 Conclusion

This work proposed an adaptive safe RL approach (with TD3 as the exemplary RL algo-

rithm) to optimize fast-charging protocols for batteries. Our approach introduces a safety

layer after the actor network to project any unsafe actions into a safety region before being

deployed to the environment. To construct such safety regions, adaptive GP models are

developed as surrogates of the original black-box safety constraints. The proposed adap-

tive GP consists of a static GP, which captures the overall trend of battery variables, and

a dynamic GP trained online with current episode data, which learns about the changes

in battery dynamics caused by ambient conditions or battery aging. Extensive simulation

studies were conducted based on the PyBaMM battery simulator to validate the proposed

methods. Simulation results show that the adaptive GP models are effective in capturing

battery dynamics when the environment drifts. Moreover, our proposed adaptive safe

RL-based fast charging protocol can respect constraints with a high probability regard-

less of fixed or varying operating conditions. In contrast, safe RL without adaptivity can

only ensure constraints under fixed conditions. Traditional TD3-based protocols cannot

strictly ensure constraint satisfaction, while the CCCV-based methods are overly conser-

vative. The proposed adaptive safe RL approach is also of theoretical and practical signif-

icance for safe RL methods to respect hard constraints in the presence of varying system

dynamics. Finally, although this work mainly considers the temperature and voltage

constraints of batteries, the proposed safe RL framework with adaptive GP-based sur-

rogate modeling can be well applied to ensure satisfactions of other system constraints.

Future work includes testing the proposed safe and adaptive RL methods for battery fast-

charging on actual battery test beds to validate their effectiveness and robustness under

real operating conditions.
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