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Abstract

Bayesian optimization (BO) is an effective paradigm for the optimization of expensive-to-
sample systems. Standard BO learns the performance of a system f(x) by using a Gaussian
Process (GP) model; this treats the system as a black-box and limits its ability to exploit avail-
able structural knowledge (e.g., physics and sparse interconnections in a complex system).
Grey-box modeling, wherein the performance function is treated as a composition of known
and unknown intermediate functions f(x, y(x)) (where y(x) is a GP model) offers a solution
to this limitation; however, generating an analytical probability density for f from the Gaus-
sian density of y(x) is often an intractable problem (e.g., when f is nonlinear). Previous work
has handled this issue by using sampling techniques or by solving an auxiliary problem over
an augmented space where the values of y(x) are constrained by confidence intervals derived
from the GP models; such solutions are computationally intensive. In this work, we provide a
detailed implementation of a recently proposed grey-box BO paradigm, BOIS, that uses adap-
tive linearizations of f to obtain analytical expressions for the statistical moments of the com-
posite function. We show that the BOIS approach enables the exploitation of structural knowl-
edge, such as that arising in interconnected systems as well as systems that embed multiple GP
models and combinations of physics and GP models. We benchmark the effectiveness of BOIS
against standard BO and existing grey-box BO algorithms using a pair of case studies focused
on chemical process optimization and design. Our results indicate that BOIS performs as well
as or better than existing grey-box methods, while also being less computationally intensive.

Keywords: Bayesian optimization, grey-box modeling, composite functions, linearization

1 Introduction

Optimization of complex systems such as chemical processes is often challenging due to incom-
plete physical knowledge and/or the need to simulate complex models or collect experimental
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data. This has motivated the development of black-box optimization strategies [13]; these meth-
ods use input/output data from the system to generate a surrogate model that is used to guide
the search. In applications where system queries are often expensive and quantifying uncertainty
in predicted performance is important, Bayesian optimization (BO) [26] has emerged as one of the
most effective black-box optimization paradigms.

The ability of BO to efficiently solve challenging problems has led to the development of a
rich body of work detailing its history [14, 10], benchmarking its performance against alternative
optimizers [19, 34, 41, 16], and exploring its use across several disciplines, such as materials engi-
neering [18], aerospace engineering [21], control tuning [37], and synthetic biology [30]. BO is a
flexible algorithm capable of accommodating both continuous and discrete design variables [10],
handling problem constraints [29], and identifying failure regions [11]. The most powerful feature
of BO is, arguably, its ability to select sample points (experiments) effectively. Specifically, BO
uses the collected input/output data to train a probabilistic surrogate model, typically a Gaussian
process (GP), that estimates not only the predicted system performance but also the uncertainty of
the predictions. These estimates are used to construct an acquisition function (AF), which serves
as the decision-making mechanism of the algorithm, that assigns value to sample points based
on both their information gain and expected performance. The AF can be constructed to place
greater importance on sampling from regions with high predicted performance (exploitation) or
high model uncertainty (exploration). This consideration of information value in addition to per-
formance enables BO to efficiently sample from several distinct regions of the design space [32].

While the black-box assumption makes BO highly flexible (only an interface for providing
inputs and collecting output data is needed), there is often some form of structural system knowl-
edge available (e.g., physics or sparse interconnectivity of system components). For example,
when dealing with a complex physical system (e.g., a chemical process), several components
might be well-modeled and understood, while others might not. In other words, the system
is actually a composition of various white-box (i.e., an analytical representation is available) and
black-box elements as shown in Figure 1. Furthermore, the fundamental principles governing the
behavior of the black-box elements (e.g., conservation laws, equilibrium, value constraints) are, at
least qualitatively, understood. Additionally, sparse connectivity, which provides information on
how different components interact, is also often known. As a result, the system of interest is usu-
ally not truly a black-box but rather a grey-box that is partially observable with a known structure
[35]. Previous work done using several different optimization frameworks has demonstrated that
exploiting this knowledge, as opposed to relying on a purely black-box strategy, can significantly
improve the optimization search [9, 5, 8].

Various methods have been developed that allow for the consideration of grey-box models in
BO. Most of these approaches involve the use of a low-fidelity approximation of the system that
is cheaper to evaluate. The simplified representation is fed to the algorithm, allowing it to learn
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Figure 1: Grey-box systems often exhibit a known structure where the connectivity between differ-
ent elements is understood. Not every component is always a black-box that requires a surrogate
model as a closed-form representation might be available for various components.

coarse system trends and to identify potentially promising regions of the design space from the
start. The approximation can be obtained through a variety of means (e.g., simplified physical
models, empirical correlations, or lower-fidelity simulations) and can either be gradually refined
[20, 36, 42] or remain unchanged as the algorithm progresses [24].

The work in [2] has led to a push towards developing BO frameworks that represent a system
as a composite function, f(x, y(x)), where x are the system inputs, f is a known scalar function,
and y is an unknown vector-valued function that describes the behavior of internal system com-
ponents. The composite representation shifts the modeling task from estimating the performance
function directly to estimating the values of y which serve as inputs to f(x, y(x)). This can result
in derivative information for f becoming available, allowing for a clearer understanding of the ef-
fects of x and y on system performance [39]. Additionally, such a representation allows for explicit
separation of the white-box and black-box sections of the system, which can enable a reduction in
the dimensionality of the surrogate models and allows for the modeling task to be redistributed
to a simpler set of intermediate functions when f is complex [43]. This approach also lends itself
to the inclusion of constraints, as these are often dependent on internal variables which can be
captured by y [27, 23]. As a result, composite functions allow for a more complete representation
of a system, especially in the context of engineering design. For example, in chemical process
design the cost equations for equipment, material streams, and utilities are often known but the
parameters that equations rely on (e.g., flow rates and heat duties) might be unknown. Further-
more, traditional unit operations (e.g., heat exchangers, distillation columns, compressors) have
significantly better physics models available than those that tend to be more specialized units (e.g.,
bioreactors, non-equilibrium separators, solids-handling).

While setting up a composite function optimization problem might be intuitive, implement-
ing this in a BO setting is not trivial. One of the main advantages of BO is the inclusion of the
uncertainty estimates of the surrogate model, which allows for greater exploration of the design
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space when compared to a deterministic model [9]. However, when using a composite function,
the GP model generated is of y and not of f . Given that f is the performance metric that needs
to be optimized, it is necessary to propagate the predicted uncertainty from y(x) to f(x, y(x))

(i.e., the density of f or desired summarizing statistics must be determined). A Gaussian den-
sity for y(x) is directly obtained from the GP surrogate; when f is a linear model, we can make
use of the closure of Gaussian random variables under linear operations to generate the density
of f(x, y(x)) (which is also a Gaussian). When f is nonlinear, however, an analytical form is not
readily available and alternative methods must be used to obtain the density. This problem has
traditionally been solved numerically using sampling methods such as Monte Carlo [2, 4, 6, 27];
however, this approach can quickly become computationally intensive. An alternative method
proposed in [43] avoids the need to explicitly generate a probability density for f by utilizing
the so-called optimism-driven algorithm that solves an auxiliary problem that is defined over an
augmented space, allowing for the optimization to be carried out with respect to x and y. The
trained GP models are used to construct a set of lower and upper confidence bound functions that
are incorporated into the augmented problem as constraints. This specifies a range from which
values for y can be selected based on the performance and uncertainty estimates of the GPs. This
approach allows the algorithm to eliminate the need for sampling; however, it increases the size
and complexity of the optimization task. This can significantly increase the computational time
required to find a solution, especially when x, y are high-dimensional.

The increased functionality of composite functions coupled with the high computational in-
tensity of existing methods motivates the need to develop more efficient paradigms for composite
function BO. We recently proposed the Bayesian Optimization of Interconnected Systems (BOIS)
framework, a new method that facilitates the use of composite functions via adaptive lineariza-
tions of f(x, y(x)) in the neighborhood of a y(x) of interest (see Figure 2) [15]. This allows for the
construction of local Laplace approximations that can be used to generate closed-form analytical
expressions for the mean and uncertainty/variance of f . In this work, we extend our analysis
of the BOIS framework; specifically, by using a pair of complex case studies, we refine our im-
plementation and provide further evidence of the performance and efficiency improvements this
algorithm provides over standard BO as well as the composite function BO paradigms presented
in [2] and [43]. Additionally, we implement new functionalities that allow us to handle feasibil-
ity considerations for the intermediate functions. We also exploit the ability of this framework to
build a nested function structure for y, wherein the dependencies of a given intermediate element
on other elements in y can be explicitly considered. This provides a significant degree of flexibility
in the selection of the intermediate functions and facilitates the use of available white-box models.
This also allows us to reduce the number of surrogates that must be constructed to model y and
the dimensions of the corresponding input spaces of these models. As a result, we are able to
develop black-box models that enable system-wide optimization in a more scalable and efficient
manner than existing methods.
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Figure 2: Illustration of the adaptive linearization scheme employed by BOIS. At a point x of inter-
est (red marker), a Gaussian process model estimates the value of intermediate y. A local Laplace
approximation is then constructed by linearizing f around a neighboring point (green marker).
The summarizing statistics are passed into an acquisition function that determines the value of
sampling at the selected point. This process is repeated until the optimum of the acquisition func-
tion is found.
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2 Standard Bayesian Optimization

Consider the general optimization problem:

min
x

f(x) (1a)

s.t. x ∈ X (1b)

where f : X → R is a scalar performance function, X ⊆ Rdx is the design space, and x is a set of
design inputs within X . Generally, solving this problem is made difficult by the fact that there is
no analytical representation of the objective function.

Figure 3: Workflow of the S-BO framework. Using a datasetDℓ, BO builds a GP surrogate model of
the system. The mean and variance estimates calculated by the GP are passed into an acquisition
function that is optimized to suggest a new sampling point xℓ+1. The system is sampled at this
point and the collected data is appended to the dataset to retrain the GP model.

Standard Bayesian optimization (S-BO) solves the problem in (1) by generating a sequence
of sample points (experiments) based on the results of prior observations [14]. The value of sam-
pling at a new point is measured by an acquisition function which considers not only its estimated
performance but also its informational value. These are quantified via a GP surrogate model
that is trained on the input/output data. The algorithm is initialized using a dataset of size ℓ,
Dℓ = {xK, fK}, where K = {1, ..., ℓ}, to train the GP.

The GP assumes that the output data follow a distribution of the form f(xK) ∼ N (m(x),K(x, x′))

where m(x) ∈ Rℓ is the mean function and K(x, x′) ∈ Rℓ×ℓ is the covariance matrix [31]. While
m(x) is usually set equal to 0, K(x, x′) is calculated using a kernel function, k(x, x′), such that
Kij = k(xi, xj). In our work, we have opted to use the anisotropic Mátern kernel [25] which is
defined as:

k
(
x, x′

)
=

1

Γ(ν)2ν−1

(√
2νd

(
x, x′

))ν
Kν

(√
2νd

(
x, x′

))
(2)
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In (2), ν denotes the smoothness of the generated function and is usually set to either 1.5 (function
is once-differentiable) or 2.5 (function is twice-differentiable); Γ is the gamma function and Kν is

a modified Bessel function. The function d(x, x′) =
√

(x− x′)T Θ−2 (x− x′) is a scaled Euclidean
distance function. Here Θ ∈ Rdx×dx is a diagonal matrix whose entries are the kernel length scales,
θ1, ..., θdx , along each dimension of x. The length scales are also referred to as the kernel hyperpa-
rameters and their values are calculated by maximizing the log marginal likelihood function with
respect to θ as shown in (3):

θ∗ ∈ argmax
θ

log p(fK|xK, θ) = argmax
θ

−1

2
fTKK−1fK −

1

2
log |K| − ℓ

2
log(2π) (3)

where θ = [θ1, ..., θdx ]
T . Once the GP has been conditioned on Dℓ, it computes the posterior

distribution of f , GPℓ
f , at a set of n new points X as shown in (4):

GPℓ
f (X ) ∼ N

(
mℓ

f (X ),Σℓ
f (X )

)
(4)

where

mℓ
f (X ) = K(X , xK)TK(xK, xK)

−1fK (5a)

Σℓ
f (X ) = K(X ,X )−K(X , xK)TK(xK, xK)

−1K(xK,X ) (5b)

Note that the above formulation assumes that the observations in Dℓ are noise-free (i.e., system
is perfectly observable). In many cases, however, data may be corrupted by noise, which can be
represented as f(x) = z(x) + e. Here z(x) is the true observation and e is the noise. If e follows a
distribution of the form N ∼ (0, σ2e), (5) can be modified to account for the noise in the data:

mℓ
f (X ) = K(X , xK)T [K(xK, xK) + σeI]−1 fK (6a)

Σℓ
f (X ) = K(X ,X )−K(X , xK)T [K(xK, xK) + σeI]−1 K(xK,X ) (6b)

The mean and variance estimates obtained from (5) or (6) determine the expected performance
and information gain of sampling at a new point and are passed into an acquisition function to
determine the value of sampling at a new point x. In this work, we use the lower confidence
bound (LCB) acquisition function, which has the form

AF ℓ(x) = mℓ
f (x)− κ · σℓf (x) (7)

where κ ∈ R+ is a hyperparameter, commonly referred to as the exploration weight, that deter-
mines the importance placed on the model uncertainty; larger values of κ will make the algorithm
more explorative while smaller values result in more exploitative behavior. The next sample point,
xℓ+1, is determined by solving the AF optimization problem defined in (8):

xℓ+1 = argmin
x
AF ℓ(x;κ) (8a)

s.t. x ∈ X (8b)
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After taking a sample at xℓ+1, the dataset is updated and the GP is retrained. This process is
repeated until a satisfactory solution is found or the data collection budget is exhausted. The
pseudocode for S-BO is presented in Algorithm 1 and Figure 3 provides an illustrative summary
of this workflow.

Algorithm 1: Standard Bayesian Optimization (S-BO)

Given κ, L, and Dℓ;
Train GPℓ

f using initial dataset Dℓ and obtain AF ℓ;
for ℓ = 1, 2, ..., L do

Compute xℓ+1 ← argminxAF
ℓ(x;κ) s.t. x ∈ X ;

Sample system at xℓ+1 to obtain f ℓ+1;
Update dataset Dℓ+1 ← Dℓ ∪

{
xℓ+1, f ℓ+1

}
;

Train GP using Dℓ+1 to obtain GPℓ+1
f and AF ℓ+1;

end

3 Bayesian Optimization with Composite Functions

The use of a composite function objective in a BO setting was introduced in [2]. In this context,
problem (1) is recast as:

min
x

f(x, y(x)) (9a)

s.t. x ∈ X (9b)

where f is now a known composite function with f : X × Y → R, and y : X → Rdy is a black-box
vector-valued function with range Y ⊆ Rdy that captures the unknown intermediate elements of
the system. Note that y can be set up so that any element yi is only dependent on a subset of
the inputs in x or to have a nested structure where yi is also a function of another element in y,
yj [3, 27, 43]. This feature makes this approach especially adept at representing complex systems
where inputs often enter at different sections (e.g., material and energy inputs) and several of the
elements in y are interdependent (e.g., inter-unit streams, yields, recycle loops). As f is now a
known function, the formulation in (9) shifts the modeling task from estimating the performance
function to estimating the intermediate functions. In this work, we model y(x) by using an in-
dependent single-output GP for each of the black-box elements. While multi-output GP models
that can consider the correlation between outputs exist [1, 22], these generally exhibit a higher
computational complexity than single-output GPs and have a greater number of hyperparame-
ters. Additionally, we can use the nested structure of y to capture the correlation between relevant
subcomponents yi.

The shift from black-box to a known composite function results in a loss of the direct perfor-
mance and uncertainty estimates for f that are available in S-BO. Instead, these must be inferred
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from the statistical moments of y obtained via the GP model. For the case where f is a linear trans-
formation of y of the form f = aT y + b, this can be done by making use of the closure of normal
random variables under linear operations:

mℓ
f (x) = aTmℓ

y(x) + b (10a)

σℓf (x) =
√
aTΣℓ

y(x)a, (10b)

where mℓ
y(x) ∈ Rdy and Σℓ

y(x) ∈ Rdy×dy are the mean and variance of y. However, in the more
general case where f is a nonlinear transformation, this analytical property no longer holds, and
closed-form analytical expressions for mℓ

f (x) and σℓf (x) are not readily available. Composite func-
tion BO paradigms have typically addressed this issue by using some variation of Monte Carlo
sampling that allows for these values to be estimated numerically [4, 6, 27]. An alternative ap-
proach was presented in [43] wherein the GP models of y(x) are used to construct a set of upper
and lower confidence bound functions that enable the optimization problem to be cast onto a
augmented space, X × Ŷ ℓ, where Ŷ ℓ is the range of the intermediate functions estimated by the
confidence bounds. The details of these existing methods are discussed in Sections 3.1 and 3.2.

3.1 Monte Carlo BO

Given the GP models of the intermediate functions GPℓ
y, trained on a dataset Dℓ

y = {xK, yK},
Monte Carlo sampling estimates the mean and variance of the performance function at some point
x of interest by drawing S samples from the distribution of y generated by GPℓ

y(x). These samples
are then propagated via f(x, y(x)) and generate a range of outcomes that allow for the numerical
estimation of mℓ

f (x) and σℓf (x):

m̂ℓ
f (x) =

1

S

S∑
s=1

f(x,mℓ
y(x) +Aℓ

y(x)zs) (11a)

σ̂ℓf (x) =
1

S − 1

√√√√ S∑
s=1

(
f(x,mℓ

y(x) +Aℓ
y(x)zs)− m̂ℓ

f (x)
)2

(11b)

Here, Aℓ
y(x) ∈ Rdy×dy is the Cholesky factor of the GP covariance (Aℓ

y(A
ℓ
y)

T = Σℓ
y) and zs ∈ Rdy

is a random vector drawn from N (0, I). These estimates are used to construct the lower confi-
dence bound for composite functions (LCB-CF) AF, AF ℓ

LCB-CF, as outlined in Algorithm 2. As
in S-BO, the AF is then optimized to select a select a new sampling point. The resulting data is
appended to Dℓ

y and the GP models are retrained. The framework for this paradigm (which we
refer to as MC-BO) is summarized in Algorithm 3. Note that this is quite similar to S-BO, with the
main differences being the shift to modeling the intermediate functions and the use of the LCB-CF.

While Monte Carlo sampling provides a convenient approach for estimating the density of f ,
this is a computationally intensive method. Accurately estimating mℓ

f (x) and σℓf (x) in regions
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Algorithm 2: Lower Confidence Bound for Composite Functions (LCB-CF)

Given x, GPℓ
y, S, and κ;

mℓ
y(x),Σ

ℓ
y(x)← GPℓ

y(x);
Calculate the Cholesky decomposition of Σℓ

y(x) to determine the Cholesky factor Aℓ
y(x);

for s = 1, 2, ..., S do
Draw sample zs from N (0, I);
mℓ

f,s(x)← f(x,mℓ
y(x) +Aℓ

y(x)zs);

end
m̂ℓ

f (x)←
1
S

∑S
s=1m

ℓ
f,s(x);

σ̂ℓf (x)←
1

S−1

√∑S
s=1

(
mℓ

f,s(x)− m̂ℓ
f (x)

)2
;

return m̂ℓ
f (x)− κ · σ̂ℓf (x)

Algorithm 3: Monte Carlo Bayesian Optimization (MC-BO)

Given κ, L, and Dℓ
y;

Train GPℓ
y using initial dataset Dℓ

y and obtain AF ℓ
LCB-CF;

for ℓ = 1, 2, ..., L do
Compute xℓ+1 ← argminxAF

ℓ
LCB-CF(x;κ) s.t. x ∈ X ;

Sample system at xℓ+1 to obtain yℓ+1;
Update dataset Dℓ+1

y ← Dℓ
y ∪

{
xℓ+1, yℓ+1

}
;

Train GP using Dℓ+1
y to obtain GPℓ+1

y and AF ℓ+1
LCB-CF;

end

of the design space with high model uncertainty or where f(x, y(x)) exhibits high sensitivity to
variations in y(x) can require a significant number of samples (on the order of 103 or more). Given
that the cost of drawing a sample from a GP scales as O(Sℓ3), generating the samples necessary
in these instances can require a significant amount of computational time [32]. In addition, even
though f is a known function and is significantly cheaper to evaluate than the system, at large
values of S the computational cost of repeatedly evaluating f(x, y(x)) can also become nontrivial.
This issue is compounded by the fact that (11) must be recalculated at every point of interest.

3.2 Optimism-Driven BO

When f is formulated as a composite function, its derivatives can be calculated, making it possible
to determine optimal values of x and y using gradient-based methods [39]. However, the solution
might be infeasible as the proposed values of y might be inconsistent with the relationships im-
posed by the intermediate functions. Typically, this issue is handled by using constraints that are
designed to ensure feasibility. This requires that the closed-form representation of y be available,
which is not the case in composite function BO settings. However, the behavior of the interme-
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Figure 4: Workflow of the OP-BO algorithm. The data in Dℓ
y is used to construct GPℓ

y. The mean
and uncertainty estimates calculated by the surrogate model are used to create a confidence inter-
val bounded by lℓy(x) and uℓy(x) that constrains the possible values of y. These are incorporated
into an auxiliary problem that is optimized to select a new sample point xℓ+1. The resulting data
is then appended to the dataset and the GP models are retrained

diate functions can be estimated using GPℓ
y. The simplest approach for setting up the required

constraints would then be to use the means of the GP models, but this discounts the information
provided by the uncertainty estimates. The optimism-driven composite function BO algorithm
(which we refer to as OP-BO) proposes an alternative approach wherein the values of y are in-
stead restricted to a confidence interval that is specified by the GP models [43]. This is done via
a set of upper and lower confidence bound functions that are incorporated into the problem as
inequality constraints and are of the form:

lℓy(x) = max{mℓ
y(x)− κ · σℓy(x), l̂y} (12a)

uℓy(x) = min{mℓ
y(x) + κ · σℓy(x), ûy} (12b)

where l̂y ∈ Rdy and ûy ∈ Rdy are the lower and upper feasibility bounds of y, respectively; κ
determines the size of the confidence interval and thereby sets the emphasis placed on exploration
similar to (7). This allows OP-BO to construct and solve an auxiliary problem of (9) of the form:

min
x,y

f(x, y) (13a)

s.t. lℓy(x)− y ≤ 0 (13b)

y − uℓy(x) ≤ 0 (13c)

x ∈ X, y ∈ Rdy (13d)

This problem is solved at every iteration to determine the next sampling point xℓ+1, filling the role
of the AF in OP-BO. After sampling at this point, {xℓ+1, yℓ+1} is appended to the current dataset
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and the GP models are re-trained allowing for (12) to be updated. The workflow for the OP-BO
algorithm is detailed in Algorithm 4 and Figure 4 provides an illustrative summary.

Algorithm 4: Optimism-Driven Composite Function Bayesian Optimization (OP-BO)

Given κ, L, and Dℓ
y;

Train GPℓ
y using initial dataset Dℓ

y and obtain lℓy and uℓy;
for ℓ = 1, 2, ..., L do

Compute xℓ+1 by solving:

min
x,y

f(x, y)

s.t. lℓy(x)− y ≤ 0

y − uℓy(x) ≤ 0

x ∈ X, y ∈ Rdy

Sample system at xℓ+1 to obtain yℓ+1;
Update dataset Dℓ+1

y ← Dℓ
y ∪

{
xℓ+1, yℓ+1

}
;

Train GP using Dℓ+1
y to obtain GPℓ+1

y , lℓ+1
y , and uℓ+1

y ;

end

Unlike the AFs used in S-BO and MC-BO, (13) does not require the estimation of the probability
density of f . As such, OP-BO does not need to rely on the use of sampling methods. While this
approach might seem more efficient, it should be noted that the dimensions of search space in the
auxiliary problem (Rdx + Rdy ) are larger than in the original problem (Rdx). As a result, problems
that have a significant number of intermediate functions (large dy) can lead to situations where
(13) potentially requires a significant amount of computational time to solve.

4 The Bayesian Optimization for Interconnected Systems Approach

While MC-BO and OP-BO provide distinct methodologies for handling composite functions in a
BO setting, both paradigms are motivated by the same fundamental challenge: the lack of closed-
form expressions for mℓ

f (x) and σℓf (x). In the BOIS approach, we use derivatives of f and the
closure of Gaussian random variables under linear transformations to obtain an AF.

Consider the case where f is a once-differentiable mapping with respect to y; in this scenario, it
is possible to conduct a linearization of f at the current iterate (as is done in standard optimization
algorithms such as Newton’s method). For the purpose of our discussion, we represent f as:

f(x, y(x)) = g(x) + h(x, y) (14)
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Figure 5: Schematic representation of a nested function structure for y.

Using a first-order Taylor series expansion, we linearize (14) with respect to y around a reference
point y0:

f(x, y(x)) ≈ g(x) + h(x, y0) + JT (y − y0) (15)

where the Jacobian is:

J = ∇yh(x, y0) (16a)

= ∇yf(x, y0). (16b)

At a given point of interest, x, we calculate mℓ
y(x) and Σℓ

y(x) using GPℓ
y. Note that when y ex-

hibits a nested structure, any intermediates whose models depend on other elements in y must
be evaluated after their dependencies. This sequencing ensures that the current means of these
inputs—values that subsequently are passed into these models—are available when the models
are evaluated, as shown in Figure 5. Once the full set of entries in mℓ

y(x) and Σℓ
y(x) is obtained,

we define the following:

∆lo = max{0, l̂y −mℓ
y(x)} (17a)

∆hi = min{0, ûy −mℓ
y(x)} (17b)

ŷℓ = mℓ
y(x) + ∆lo +∆hi (17c)

Σ̂ℓ = Σℓ
y(x) (17d)

where (17a) and (17b) ensure that ŷℓ is within any specified feasibility bounds of y. The rationale
behind these calculations is that, if mℓ

y < l̂y or mℓ
y > ûy, then it is reasonable to interpret this as an

indication that the true value of y(x) is likely near the closest bound. If we then select a reference
point, ŷℓ0, in the ϵ-neighborhood of ŷℓ, where |ŷℓ0 − ŷℓ| ≤ ϵ, we can approximate f at x as:

f(x, y(x)) ≈ g(x) + h(x, ŷ0
ℓ) + JT (y(x)− ŷℓ0) (18)

Note that, in this context, g contains only the white-box elements of f that have no dependency on
y and, therefore, g(x) is a deterministic variable. Combining this approximation of the performance
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function with (10), we are now able to derive a set of closed-form expressions that estimate the
mean and uncertainty of f :

mℓ
f (x) = JT ŷℓ + g(x) + h(x, ŷℓ0)− JT ŷℓ0 (19a)

σℓf (x) =
(
JT Σ̂ℓJ

) 1
2 (19b)

The BOIS framework is initialized by using a datasetDℓ
y to train a set of GP models of the inter-

mediate functions GPℓ
y. Given a point of interest x and the corresponding mean and uncertainty

estimates for y(x), (15)-(19) are used to construct the lower confidence bound for BOIS acquisition
function (LCB-BOIS, denoted as AF ℓ

BOIS), and this AF is then optimized to select a new sampling
point, xℓ+1. After sampling, the obtained datapoint {xℓ+1, yℓ+1} is appended to the dataset and
the GP models are retrained. A summary of this procedure is presented in Algorithm 5 and Fig-
ure 6 provides a visual representation. This framework is similar to MC-BO with the LCB-CF AF
being replaced with LCB-BOIS.

Figure 6: Workflow of the BOIS algorithm. Here, we note that b(x) = g(x) + h(x, ŷℓ0)− JT ŷℓ0. A set
of GP surrogate models of y is trained using Dℓ

y. The mean and variance estimates calculated by
the GPs are passed into AF ℓ

BOIS which generates a local Laplace approximation for the density of
f . This AF is then optimized to obtain a new sample point, xℓ+1. The system is then sampled at
this point and the collected data is appended to the dataset and used to retrain the GP models.

Unlike MC-BO and OP-BO which are agnostic to the nature of the density of f , the BOIS frame-
work implicitly assumes that f is Gaussian in the neighborhood of the iterate ŷℓ0. In other words,
at any x of interest, BOIS passes the mean and uncertainty estimates calculated by GPℓ

y into (18)
to construct a local Laplace approximation of the performance function. As this approximation is
then also Gaussian, it is also possible to obtain expressions for the probabilities and quantiles (to
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Algorithm 5: Bayesian Optimization of Interconnected Systems (BOIS)

Given κ, ϵ, L, and Dℓ
y;

Train GPℓ
y using initial dataset Dℓ

y and obtain AF ℓ
BOIS;

for ℓ = 1, 2, ..., L do
Compute xℓ+1 ← argminxAF

ℓ
BOIS(x;κ) s.t. x ∈ X ;

Sample system at xℓ+1 to obtain yℓ+1;
Update dataset Dℓ+1

y ← Dℓ
y ∪

{
xℓ+1, yℓ+1

}
;

Train GP using Dℓ+1
y to obtain GPℓ+1

y and AF ℓ+1
BOIS;

end

construct different types of AFs). Because f(x, y(x)) is likely not a normally distributed random
variable, the Laplace approximation will result in a worse fit as the distance between ŷℓ and ŷℓ0
grows, similar to how (15) becomes less accurate. Thus, it is desirable to select a small value for ϵ
to maximize the accuracy of the approximation. However, in cases where noise is present in the
data, ϵ must be large enough to ensure that ŷℓ and ŷℓ0 are measurably different. It should also be
mentioned that reductions in the value of ϵ beyond a certain point will only marginally improve
the linear estimation and can potentially lead to numerical stability issues in the calculation of J .
Note that BOIS does not extrapolate the approximation generated at a previous point to estimate
the distribution of f at a new point. Instead, the linearization is updated in an adaptive manner.
Specifically, at the current x, ŷℓ and Σ̂ℓ are calculated from GPℓ

y(x) and the corresponding ŷℓ0 is
obtained and J is computed. These are then used to calculate mℓ

f (x) and σℓf (x) as shown in (19).

By deriving closed-from approximations for mℓ
f (x) and σℓf (x), BOIS is able to reduce the num-

ber of function calls to GPℓ
y and f significantly when compared to MC-BO. At a given point x,

BOIS only has to sample from the GPs once to obtain the estimates for ŷℓ and Σ̂ℓ, and the perfor-
mance function is similarly only evaluated once to calculate f(x, ŷ0); recall that this is done tens
to thousands of times in MC-BO. While BOIS does have to compute (16), this is also only done
once at each iteration x. Additionally, computing function gradients has been shown to have a
computational cost similar to that of evaluating the function itself when methods like automatic
differentiation are used [17], [7]. As a result, the computational cost of obtaining AF ℓ

BOIS(x) can
be significantly lower than that of calculating AF ℓ

LCB-CF(x). If we perform a similar comparison
between BOIS and OP-BO, we observe that, like BOIS, OP-BO only samples from the GP models
and evaluates the performance function once when setting up the auxiliary problem. However,
the auxiliary problem is a constrained problem that is optimized over a higher dimensional space
than the LCB-BOIS AF. As a result, OP-BO likely requires more computational time to obtain a
new sample point than BOIS, especially when y is high-dimensional.
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5 Benchmark Studies

We tested and compared the performances of S-BO, MC-BO, OP-BO and BOIS using various
benchmark problems. Our aim is to demonstrate that BOIS can perform as well as or better than
existing methods, while being less computationally intensive. The data and code needed to repro-
duce the results can be found at https://github.com/zavalab/bayesianopt.

The first study focuses on the performance of a simulated chemical process and the second
study examines the design of a photobioreactor (b-PBR) in a nutrient recovery process. In both
systems, closed-form models are available for some of the process units, making them excellent
candidates for benchmarking the composite function BO algorithms. A detailed overview of the
systems used in each case study, along with the corresponding process unit models, can be found
in the Supplementary Information (SI).

The MC-BO implementation used S = 100 samples to calculate m̂ℓ
f (x) and σ̂ℓf (x), and the value

of ϵ in BOIS was set to ŷℓ × 10−3. Performance is reported either in terms of the raw cost or the
log-normalized regret, R, which we define in (20) as:

Rℓ = log10

(∣∣∣∣f ℓ − f∗f∗

∣∣∣∣) (20)

where f∗ is the true minimum value.

All algorithms were implemented in Python 3.11 and used the gaussian process module
from Scikit-learn [28] for GP modeling. Optimization of the AF was done via the SLSQP method
with the minimize function from Scipy [40] using a multi-start at 50 randomly generated initial
points to increase the probability of convergence to the global AF optimum. The gradient of f
in (16) was evaluated using approx fprime, also from Scipy. Differentiation issues arising from
the activation of (17a) and (17b) were handled using subgradients, wherein y0 is approached from
the direction opposite to the active constraint when calculating J . This avoids the occurrence of
zero-valued derivatives while also ensuring that the estimated gradient values are reasonable.

5.1 Optimization of a Chemical Process

Consider the following chemical process: reagents A and B are compressed, heated, and then fed
into a reactor where they form product C. The reactor effluent is sent to a separator, where C
is recovered as a liquid. Note that B is essentially non-condensable, while small amounts of A
can be present in the liquid phase. The vapor stream exiting the separator is largely composed
of unreacted reagents. A fraction of this stream is recycled and fed back to the reactor after being
heated and compressed, while the remainder is purged. The demand forC is capped at a specified
value F̄ and any excess product generated cannot be sold. Our goal is to determine the operating
temperatures and pressures of the reactor and separator as well as the recycle fraction that will
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minimize the operating cost of the process, which we define as:

f1(x, y(x)) =
∑

j∈{A,B}

wj0Fj + FS

∑
i∈{A,B,C}

wiψi + w3

(
ψCFS − F̄

F̄

)2

(21a)

f2(x, y(x)) =
5∑

h=1

whQ̇h,+we

3∑
k=1

Ẇk (21b)

f(x, y(x)) = f1(x, y(x)) + f2(x, y(x)) (21c)

Here, Fj denotes the molar flowrate of A or B into the process; ψi is the mol fraction of A, B, or
C in the product stream which exits the process at rate FS . The heating and cooling requirements
of the heaters, reactor, and separator are denoted as Q̇h and Ẇk is the power load of the kth com-
pressor. The costs of reagents and heat and power utilities are wj , wh and we respectively, while wi

refers to the value of species i in the product stream. The demand cap is enforced via a quadratic
penalty term that incurs an additional cost, scaled by w3, when the process operates at value of FS

that is different than F̄ .

The design space was defined as the box domain X = [673, 250, 288, 140, 0.5] × [973, 450, 338,

170, 0.9], with the optimal solution of −1890 USD/hr located at x = (844, 346, 288, 170, 0.9). In
the interest of providing the algorithms with sufficient samples to adequately search the design
space while keeping the total computational time manageable (each function evaluation takes
∼1.2 minutes on average), we opted to measure algorithm performance across 25 trials. During
each trial, all algorithms ran for 100 iterations and were initialized using the same two points
drawn from a uniform distribution of X . The reactor and separator were treated as black-boxes,
and the compressors and heaters were assumed to be white-box elements. This distinction was
primarily based on the fact that the heater and compressor models are significantly simpler and
faster to evaluate than the reactor and separator models.

We defined the intermediate functions as the purge to feed ratio of B, ηB , the product to purge
ratio of A, ηA, the purge to product ratio of C, ηC , and the utility requirements of the reactor
and separator, Q̇4 and Q̇5 respectively. By combining these with the white-box models for the
compressors and heaters, we were able to fully specify the system using only five intermediates.
For comparison, if we had chosen to model the elements in (21) directly, we would have had 8
black-box functions and we would not have been able to use the white-box models for the recy-
cle compressor and heater. Additionally, by nesting some of the selected functions within each
other, we were able to reduce the number of inputs used by the GP models of most of the inter-
mediates. The specific details on the construction of the GP models for these can be found in the SI.

The results shown in Figure 7 summarize the performance of the tested algorithms across the
25 runs. We observed that BOIS outperformed the other methods. On average, it beat out S-BO
and MC-BO by 1.2% and 3.3% respectively in terms of solution value. While OP-BO returned a
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Figure 7: Performance comparison of the tested algorithms for the chemical process optimization
problem based on (a) log-normalized regret of the best solution at the current iterate, (b) the best
solution located by each algorithm during each trial, and (c) the distribution of the sampling be-
havior across the 25 runs for each of the tested methods with the average behavior shown in color.
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similarly valued solution, it required significantly more iterations to find it. BOIS was also remark-
ably robust, it consistently arrived at the global optimum regardless of where it was initialized.
Again, OP-BO performed similarly, it located a solution within 0.1% of the global optimum at
every trial. S-BO and MC-BO exhibited significantly more variability, with S-BO appearing to be
especially sensitive to the initial guess. Note that MC-BO was unable to find the global solution.

The comparatively worse performances of S-BO and MC-BO were likely due to the fact that, as
shown on the right side of Figure 7, neither of these algorithms appeared to converge to a solution
within 100 iterations. S-BO, especially, continued to sample from sub-optimal regions. This indi-
cates that the algorithm struggled to learn the flow penalty and provides a clear demonstration of
the advantages of employing a composite representation of f . The sampling behavior of the com-
posite BO algorithms was significantly less variable as they were provided with a representation
of the performance function that includes the flow penalty, allowing them to effectively identify
the regions of the design space that minimize its value. S-BO, meanwhile, did not have access to
this information and could only learn it by sampling, which was clearly an ineffective method.

In the case of MC-BO, we surmise that its behavior is likely the result of the need for a greater
number of samples. We observed that the performance function was sensitive to changes in the
value of the intermediate functions. At a given point x with S = 100, different evaluations of the
LCB-MCBO AF could return values that differed by over 10%. This made the AF optimization step
more likely to recommend a sub-optimal sampling point as it actually calculated a range of utility
values rather than a single, replicable value as was the case in S-BO, OP-BO, and BOIS. While
a solution to this problem would be to increase the value of S, this will also increase the com-
putational cost of the algorithm. This highlights the advantage of utilizing the more specialized
methods employed by OP-BO and BOIS to obtain a closed-form representation of the acquisition
function/auxiliary problem over the more general Monte Carlo estimation approach.

To evaluate the computational intensity of each algorithm, we measured their total execution
time during each of the trials. The results shown on the left side of Figure 8 indicate that, on
average, S-BO required the least amount of time to complete a trial (7800 seconds). This result is
expected, as S-BO directly models the performance function and only needs to sample from its GP
model to obtain the required mean and uncertainty estimates; this makes its AF evaluations faster.
While these results might suggest that S-BO is the most efficient algorithm, it is important to also
consider the quality of the solution. If we examine the amount of time each algorithm needed to
be within 1% of the global solution, we observe that BOIS and OP-BO reached this threshold after
an average of 2,600 seconds and 7,400 seconds, respectively. Meanwhile, S-BO was unable to reach
this value within the trial limits. This indicates that, while S-BO completed a trial faster, BOIS and
OP-BO were able to find better solutions faster, as they are more effective at exploring the design
space.
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Figure 8: Computational intensity of the tested algorithms for solving the chemical process opti-
mization problem measured as (a) the total execution time and (b) the difference between the total
execution time and total system sampling time.

We further quantified the variations in computational overhead by calculating the difference
between the total execution time and total system sampling time for each algorithm. This metric
is largely dominated by AF or auxiliary problem optimization step—the principal distinguishing
feature between the tested methods. The results of this calculation, shown on the right side of
Figure 8, confirm that the AF optimization step in S-BO took noticeably less than in any of the
composite function BO methods. Among the remaining algorithms, the AF optimization in BOIS
was on average approximately 41% faster than in MC-BO and 3.3 times faster than in OP-BO. This
demonstrates that the methods we used to construct the LCB-BOIS AF were able to make it faster
to evaluate and optimize than the LCB-CF and the OP-BO auxiliary problem. We are also able to
observe how the efficiency of OP-BO can be significantly hampered due to the need to optimize
the auxiliary problem over x and y. As these are both five dimensional, solving (13) involves nav-
igating a 10-dimensional space, significantly increasing the computational time required to solve
this problem when compared to the AF optimization step of any of the other algorithms. Overall,
these results underscore the importance of balancing solution value and computation time when
selecting an optimizer. In cases where sampling from the system is the dominant bottleneck, the
increased computational overhead of more advanced methods like BOIS can be justified. They
are often able to find a satisfactory solution using significantly less samples, thereby reducing the
overall time required. However, when this is not the case, the improvements in solution value
may not be enough to justify the increase in resource use, and a simpler solution like S-BO might
be a more efficient option

To confirm that BOIS provides accurate estimates of the mean and uncertainty of f , we com-
pared the values calculated by BOIS for mℓ

f (x) and σℓf (x) with those obtained from MC-BO. We
know that as we increase the number of samples, (11) will return values closer to the true mo-
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Figure 9: Parity plots of the estimates of mℓ
f (x) (a) and σℓf (x) (b) for (21) and log10 of the time

required to generate the estimates (c) at 500 points in X using BOIS with ϵ = ŷ× 10−3 and MC-BO
with samples sizes S = 10, 102, and 103; the same trained GP model of y(x) was used by both
algorithms.

ments of f . Using a trained GP model of y(x), we calculated m̂ℓ
f (x) and σ̂ℓf (x) at 500 randomly

selected points in X using 10, 100, and 1,000 samples. If the values calculated by BOIS in (19) are
accurate, the difference between these values and those returned by MC-BO should decrease as S
increases. The results presented on the left side of Figure 9 demonstrate that this was precisely the
case. While the estimates for mℓ

f (x) remained fairly constant across the various values of S, the
estimates for σℓf (x) were significantly more dynamic. We observed that BOIS estimated the un-
certainty of f with the same degree of accuracy as MC-BO with 1,000 samples. We also observed
that the amount of time required to generate these estimates, shown on the right side of Figure
9, was a couple of orders of magnitude lower when we used BOIS than when we used MC-BO
with S = 1, 000. These results demonstrate that the adaptive linearization scheme employed by
BOIS is not only fast but also accurate, further emphasizing that this method provides BOIS with
a significant advantage over algorithms that rely on sampling-based techniques.

5.2 Optimization of a Photobioreactor

Nutrient management is a key challenge facing the agricultural sector as current practices are un-
sustainable. Processes that allow for nutrient recycling offer a potential solution to this issue. One
such process involves the production of a cyanobacteria (CB) biofertilizer from animal waste. At
the center of this operation is a bag photobioreactor (b-PBR) in which CB is grown. Due to the
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novelty of this application, this unit has not been widely studied and must be designed experi-
mentally. However, computational methods like BO can aid in the identification of reactor settings
that optimize overall process performance.

In this case study, we considered the deployment of a biofertilizer production facility cou-
pled with biogas generation using the waste produced at a hypothetical 1000 animal unit dairy
farm. We measured performance using the minimum selling price (MSP) that the biofertilizer
must be sold at to achieve a 15% discounted return on investment (DROI) over a 10-year project
lifetime. Due to the novelty of the CB cultivation system, detailed models for this unit operation
have not been developed yet. The remaining units (biogas production and CB harvesting) are
established technologies with models readily available in the literature (see ??). As a result, only
the b-PBR was treated as a black-box. Our goal was to identify the settings for three key reactor
parameters—surface area to volume ratio (m−1), batch time (days), and CB nutrient density (mass
fraction)—that minimize the MSP.

We defined the design space as the box domainX = [11.5, 22.5, 0.013]× [19.2, 37.5, 0.154]. Note
that the MSP function is highly multi-modal within this domain and the global solution of 6.06
USD/kg is located at [15.4, 30, 0.0551]. Given that the b-PBR was the only black-box in the system,
it did not make sense to include all of the elements of the MSP function (material flows and unit
sizes) in y(x), as this would unnecessarily increase its dimensionality. Thus, we instead opted to
use two intermediate functions that enable the full specification of the reactor: the total reactor
volume, and the final CB titer (see ??). In addition to reducing the size of y(x), this selection al-
lowed for the development of a b-PBR surrogate model that is highly refined in the regions near
the optimum. The performance of each algorithm was measured across 125 trials, each initialized
with a different pair of points selected from a 5× 5× 5 grid of the design space. During each trial,
all of the algorithms ran for 50 iterations and used the same set of initialization points. As in the
previous case study, this selection was primarily based on computational resource use considera-
tions

The performance profiles shown in Figure 10 illustrate that BOIS outperformed S-BO and MC-
BO by and average 5.4% and 1.6% respectively. While OP-BO was able to locate the same optimum
as BOIS, we observed that, on average, it took 10 additional iterations to find this point. BOIS was
also the only algorithm that appeared to consistently converge by the end of each trial. While
BOIS explored extensively during the first half of each trial, after approximately 40 iterations it
tended to switch to exploiting the region near the optimum. Meanwhile, S-BO, MC-BO, and OP-
BO continued to sample from sub-optimal regions, even at the end of each trial. From this, we can
conclude that BOIS was able to navigate the design space more efficiently and could differentiate
between optimal and sub-optimal regions more quickly than the other methods. Note that this
increase in speed did not come at the expense of a decreased solution value as BOIS did not get
trapped in a local optimum during any of the trials.
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Figure 10: Performance comparison of the tested algorithms for the photobioreactor design prob-
lem based on (a) log-normalized regret of the best solution at the current iterate, (b) the best solu-
tion located by each algorithm during each trial, and (c) the distribution of the sampling behavior
across the 125 runs for each of the tested methods with the average behavior shown in color.
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In terms of robustness, we observed that OP-BO and BOIS were able to arrive at essentially
the same solution regardless of where they were initialized. MC-BO exhibited some sensitivity,
with best solution values located in each trial varying between -1.1% to 2.0% from the average
minimum value. As was seen in the previous case study, this stems from the fact that the value
returned by the LCB-CF AF at a given x varies between evaluations. This can make it difficult to
ascertain the true utility value of sampling at x, increasing the chance of selecting a sub-optimal
sample point. However, it is worth noting that the variability observed for MC-BO was signifi-
cantly less than what was observed for S-BO, which returned values across an almost 10% range
(-4.0% to 5.9%) around the average minimum value. This extreme sensitivity was likely due to
the fact that the MSP is a difficult function to learn as it is highly non-smooth. As a result, S-BO
was unable to construct a good surrogate model of the performance function, causing it to strug-
gle to navigate the design space. Meanwhile, the composite function BO algorithms were tasked
with learning functions that are comparatively much simpler and were thus better able to predict
the behavior of the performance function. This demonstrates that, in addition to the structural
system knowledge it provides, the ability to shift the learning task from a complex function to a set of
simpler and easier-to-learn intermediate functions is a key advantage of using composite function BO
over S-BO; this feature is part of the reason why MC-BO, OP-BO, and BOIS all outperformed S-BO.

Figure 11: Computational intensity of the tested algorithms for solving the photobioreactor design
problem measured as (a) the total execution time and (b) the difference between the total execution
time and total system sampling time.

Figure 11 illustrates the computational intensity of the algorithms. For this case study, the re-
actors were modeled with a relatively simple preexisting model that was easy to evaluate. Due
to the low system sampling cost, we observed that the computational intensity of the algorithms
was largely dominated by the optimization of the acquisition function. As a result, S-BO was able
to complete a trial approximately 10 times faster than its closest competitor on average. How-
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ever, due to the comparatively poor value of the best solution S-BO found, the other algorithms
were able to locate an improved solution using only roughly one-tenth the number of iterations.
Consequently, despite having a significantly longer runtime per iteration, BOIS required only ap-
proximately 20 more seconds to locate a better solution. While these results highlight the afore-
mentioned need to balance algorithm complexity with solution value, they also demonstrate that
our proposed framework can be significantly more sample-efficient than S-BO. This might not
be as relevant in the current context, but it becomes essential when considering the complexity
required to build a reactor model from scratch. The experiments required for this task involve sig-
nificant effort and can take days to complete [12]. Thus, if we aim to construct a more specialized
model tailored to our application in the future, minimizing the number of iterations required to
find an acceptable solution is critical for ensuring that BOIS is a practically useable tool.

Moving to compare the performances of the composite function BO algorithms, we again ob-
serve that BOIS was the fastest method, outpacing OP-BO by 55% and MC-BO by 104%. Interest-
ingly, unlike what was observed in 5.1, OP-BO was faster than MC-BO. This underscores the fact
that the comparative intensity of these methods is variable. At low values of dx and dy, MC-BO is
the more computationally expensive algorithm. However, as the dimensions of x and y increase,
the time required to solve the auxiliary problem over the larger space increases to the point that
the computational intensity of OP-BO becomes greater. Meanwhile, because BOIS utilizes a set of
closed-form expressions to estimate mℓ

f (x) and σℓf (x), it always requires fewer operations to eval-
uate its AF than MC-BO, and this AF is always optimized over a smaller space than the auxiliary
problem in OP-BO. As a result, BOIS is able to maintain a consistent speed advantage over both
MC-BO and OP-BO and appears to be a more scalable method.

Using the same approach as in chemical process optimization study, we estimated the values
mℓ

f (x) and σℓf (x) at 500 randomly selected points using BOIS and MC-BO. From these estimates,
which are shown in Figure 12, we can conclude that BOIS was once again able to generate highly
accurate estimates of the statistical moments of the performance function. These results provide
evidence that the adaptive linearization scheme is able to accurately estimate the behavior of a
complex function like the MSP without necessarily requiring additional computational time. In
fact, the relative differences in the generation times shown on the right side of Figure 12 were
fairly similar to what was observed in the previous case study.

If we specifically look at the spread of the estimates for σℓf (x) calculated by BOIS versus those
calculated by MC-BO when S = 1, 000, we observe that there appears to be a slight bias in the di-
rection that the data points deviate from the center line. We believe that this is likely due to the fact
that the intermediate functions are not actually symmetric as is assumed by the GP models (i.e.,
CB titer and reactor volume cannot be negative). This issue becomes especially poignant when
mℓ

y(x) is near the feasibility bounds of any one of the intermediate functions, as the distribution of
y(x) spans values that are not permissible. We attempted to mitigate this problem by clipping the
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value of mℓ
y(x) to the corresponding upper or lower bound when it was outside of its allowable

range as shown in (17). This provides BOIS with a workable solution as it is ensures that only fea-
sible values of ŷℓ and ŷℓ0 are passed into f(x, y(x)). However, because MC-BO samples from the
distribution to select the values of y, it can still select infeasible values. As a result, we had to clip
sampled values of y to l̂y or ûy when they were outside of their permissible range. This caused the
computed density of f to not be symmetric and thus different from the density calculated by BOIS.
While this indicates that the Laplace approximation does not provide an accurate representation
of the density of f near the bounds of the intermediate functions, we should note the numerical
results we presented indicate that this was not an issue. This demonstrates that, despite assuming
an incorrect shape, BOIS is still able to generate performance and informational value estimates
that are at least consistent with those of the true underlying distribution. Additionally, it should
be noted that at points where mℓ

y(x) was not near a boundary, which was the case for the majority
of those selected, the approximation was still remarkably accurate.

Figure 12: Parity plots of the estimates of mℓ
f (x) (a) and σℓf (x) (b) for the MSP function and log10

of the time required to generate the estimates (c) at 500 points in X using BOIS with ϵ = ŷ × 10−3

and MC-BO with samples sizes S = 10, 102, and 103; the same trained GP model of y(x) was used
by both algorithms.

6 Conclusions and Future Work

This work provides a detailed implementation of the BOIS framework for Bayesian Optimization
(BO). BOIS is designed to facilitate the use of composite functions f(x, y(x)) in a BO setting. Com-
posite performance functions offer an intuitive way for exploiting structural knowledge (in the
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form of physics or sparse system interconnections) and enable the integration of available white-
box models. Additionally, this approach provides significant flexibility in selecting the black-box
elements and setting up the corresponding surrogate models (i.e., the inputs can be customized).
The key contribution of this work is the further development of this algorithm to handle feasi-
bility considerations for the intermediate functions and the explicit consideration of white-box
models via the customization of the intermediate functions guided by structural knowledge (e.g.,
mass and energy balances and process unit connectivity). This allows for a reduction in the di-
mensionality of y(x) as well as in the inputs of the corresponding GP models, which improves
the scalability of the algorithm. Additionally, we can specifically opt to consider intermediates of
interest in order to develop surrogate models for these that are highly refined in regions around
any explored optima.

We benchmarked the performance of BOIS against standard Bayesian optimization and ex-
isting composite function BO algorithms (MC-BO and OP-BO) using case studies arising in the
context of chemical processes. Our results showed that BOIS significantly outperformed S-BO
and was able to match or beat the performances of MC-BO and OP-BO while being significantly
less computationally intensive. We also demonstrated that the values of the statistical moments
of f estimated by the adaptive linearization scheme we propose are generally very accurate and
require significantly less time to compute compared to Monte Carlo estimates of comparable accu-
racy. However, we did observe a reduction in the accuracy of these predictions in regions near the
feasibility limits of the intermediate functions. This is due to the symmetry assumption made by
the GPs causing a significant portion of the calculated distribution of y(x) to span non-permissible
values in these regions. It should be noted, though, that BO is not limited to using GPs to construct
the surrogate model; any probabilistic model can be used. Therefore, we would like to explore the
use of alternatives such as warped GPs [33], RNNs [38], and reference models [24] as potential
solutions to this issue. Additionally, we are also interested in investigating the performance of
BOIS in higher dimensional systems and in developing alternative types of AFs that can extend
the functionality of the algorithm, such as enabling parallelization. Finally, we would like mi-
grate our framework to a more comprehensive library, such as PyTorch or Jax. This will provide
us with access to more advanced built-in features (e.g., auto-differentiation and heteroskedastic
noise modeling) that can allows us to further improve the usability and efficiency of BOIS.

7 Supporting Information

Supplementary Information (SI) is available for this article. Included in the SI are detailed overviews
of the systems used in each case study, along with the corresponding process unit models. The
specific details on the construction of the GP models utilized can also be found in the SI. This
information is available free of charge via the Internet at https://pubs.acs.org.
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List of Abbreviations

AF Acquisition Function

b-PBR bag-Photobioreactor

BOIS Bayesian Optimization for Interconnected Systems algorithm

BO Bayesian Optimization

CB Cyanobacteria

DROI Discounted Return On Investment

GP Gaussian Process

LCB-BOIS Lower Confidence Bound for BOIS acquisition function

LCB-CF Lower Confidence Bound for Composite Functions acquisition function

LCB Lower Confidence Bound acquisition function

MC-BO Monte-Carlo Bayesian Optimization algorithm

MSP Minimum Selling Price

OP-BO Optimism-driven Bayesian Optimization algorithm

S-BO Standard Bayesian Optimization algorithm
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