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Abstract
Decarbonization of the transport sector sets increasingly strict demands to maximize thermal efficiency and
minimize greenhouse gas emissions of Internal Combustion Engines. This has led to complex engines with a
surge in the number of corresponding tuneable parameters in actuator set points and control settings. Automated
calibration is therefore essential to keep development time and costs at acceptable levels. In this work, an
innovative self-learning calibration method is presented based on in-cylinder pressure curve shaping. This
method combines Principal Component Decomposition with constrained Bayesian Optimization. To realize
maximal thermal engine efficiency, the optimization problem aims at minimizing the difference between the
actual in-cylinder pressure curve and an Idealized Thermodynamic Cycle. By continuously updating a Gaussian
Process Regression model of the pressure’s Principal Components weights using measurements of the actual
operating conditions, the mean in-cylinder pressure curve as well as its uncertainty bounds are learned. This
information drives the optimization of calibration parameters, which are automatically adapted while dealing
with the risks and uncertainties associated with operational safety and combustion stability. This data-driven
method does not require prior knowledge of the system. The proposed method is successfully demonstrated
in simulation using a Reactivity Controlled Compression Ignition engine model. The difference between the
Gross Indicated Efficiency of the optimal solution found and the true optimum is 0.017 %. For this complex
engine, the optimal solution was found after 64.4 s, which is relatively fast compared to conventional calibration
methods.
Keywords: Machine Learning; Bayesian Optimisation; Gaussian Process Regression; Principle Component
Decomposition; Auto-calibration

1 Introduction

The current demand on increasing the thermal efficiency and
decreasing the emissions of Internal Combustion Engines
(ICEs) has led to the development of more advance combus-
tion concepts (Adam B. Dempsey and Reitz, 2014). Reactivity
Controlled Compression Ignition (RCCI) is one of the consid-
ered concepts (Kokjohn et al., 2011) for ultra efficient and clean
combustion. RCCI combustion is characterised by the use of
two fuels. A low-reactivity fuel (e.g., E85) and a high-reactivity
fuel (e.g., Diesel) are mixed in the combustion chamber. This
makes it possible to control the reactivity of the fuel, thus giv-
ing control over the ignition timing.

The need to meet current and future increasingly strict emis-
sion legislations has led to an increase in the number of sub-
systems and actuators (Willems, 2018; Norouzi et al., 2021).
This leads to an increase in the number of tuneable actuator
setpoints, references and feedback control parameters requir-
ing tuning during ICE control calibration. As the number of
parameters increase, the time and complexity of the calibration
process will rise to unacceptable levels. During calibration the
settings for the parameters are determined that make sure that
the engine meets pre-described performance targets. As a re-
sult, this will make ICE calibration a more important part of
ICE development. Developing novel calibration methods is a
vital step to keep future and more advanced ICEs commercially
viable (Paykani et al., 2021). In this work, the focus will be on

the calibration of the fuel actuator settings related to timing and
quantity of injection.

1.1 Time Efficient Engine Calibration

Calibration approaches have been proposed using model-based
methods (e.g., Grasreiner et al. (2017)) or using a predeter-
mined Design of Experiments (DOE) (e.g., Motlagh et al.
(2020); Xia et al. (2020); Willems et al. (2021); Biswas et al.
(2022); Moradi et al. (2022)). Model-based methods use a val-
idated combustion model to determine optimal parameter set-
tings. These models are validate using experimental data. The
quality of calibration is greatly determined by the quality of the
model. DOE methods treat the engine as a black-box system
and use no, or only a small amount, of prior system knowledge.
DOE is used as a tool to determine key system behaviour in
minimal testing time. It separate the collection of engine data
and the process of determining the optimal actuator setpoints.
The data collected using the DOE is used as an input to a regres-
sion tool. Xia et al. (2020) was able to include cycle-to-cycle
variations into the calibration problem.

Developing an engine model or determining the DOE are not
trivial tasks. For experimental combustion concepts the safe
operating regions are often unknown. Therefore, selecting ap-
propriate actuator ranges is challenging and requires expertise.
Simultaneous collecting data and the optimization of the ICE
performance can solve this challenge. Bayesian Optimisation
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(BO) is seen as a more adaptive and iterative method for DOE
(Greenhill et al., 2020). The system is treated as a black-box,
thus no prior knowledge of the system is required. For ICEs, the
safe operating domain is not linked to actuator ranges. There-
fore, the BO approach should be aware of possible risky be-
haviour which has not been tackled in the literature, to the best
of the authors knowledge.

1.2 Shaping of the In-cylinder Pressure

In this paper, an automated, risk-aware calibration method is
presented. This method requires no prior knowledge of the
system. The method is able to deal with unknown constraint
boundaries and cycle-to-cycle variations. It extends upon the
Principal Component Decomposition (PCD) and Gaussian Pro-
cess Regression (GPR) based in-cylinder pressure model pre-
sented in Vlaswinkel and Willems (2024) and the Idealised
Thermodynamic Cycle (ITC) based cost function presented
in Vlaswinkel and Willems (2023). The in-cylinder pressure
model will predict the in-cylinder pressure between Intake
Valve Close (IVC) and Exhaust Valve Open (EVO) given ac-
tuator setpoints. The ITC based cost function generates an ide-
alised in-cylinder pressure profile. The calibration problem is
reformulated into a probabilistic framework using a constrained
BO approach.

1.3 Outline of this Paper

This work is organized as follows. In Section 2, a description
of the system and calibration problem are presented. Section 3
presents the automated risk-aware calibration method. Sec-
tions 3.1 until 3.3 give a summary of the work presented in
Vlaswinkel and Willems (2023) and Vlaswinkel and Willems
(2024). In Sections 3.5 until 3.7, the new contributions to the
calibration method are presented. Section 4 discusses the ob-
served behaviour of the method and a comparison is made be-
tween different acquisition functions using a simulated RCCI
engine fuelled with Diesel and E85.

2 Problem Description

The main objective of this work is to maximize thermal effi-
ciency for a requested power output, while respecting bounds
on mechanical stresses and combustion stability, by automated
calibration of the engine control settings.

2.1 System Description

In this research, the optimization of the fuel settings of a single
cylinder RCCI engine is studied to demonstrate the potential of
the novel automated control calibration method. This engine is
equipped with a standard Direct Injection (DI) injector, which
injects Diesel directly into the cylinders. The actuation signals
of the DI injector consist of the start-of-injection SOIDI and the
injected mass of Diesel mDI. For RCCI research, an additional
injector is installed in the intake for Port Fuel Injection (PFI)
of E85. The actuation signal of the port fuel injector consists
of the mass of injected E85 mPFI. The start-of-injection of the
port fuel injector is kept constant at −320 Crank Angle De-
grees after Top Dead Center (CADaTDC). Note that we only

consider single pulse DI and PFI fuel injection. The cylinder
intake and exhaust conditions associated with the air path sair,
such as Exhaust Gas Recirculation (EGR) ratio, intake and ex-
haust manifold pressure, and intake manifold temperature are
kept constant in this work. The engine specifications and the
operating conditions studied are listed in Table 1. The operat-
ing conditions are chosen to align with the model developed in
Vlaswinkel and Willems (2024).

2.2 Problem Formulation

During the calibration of the combustion process, the fuelling
parameters sfuel are used to maximise the gross indicated effi-
ciency GIE defined as

GIE(sfuel, sair) =

∫
Θ

p(θ, sfuel, sair) dV(θ)

Qfuel
, (1)

where p(θ) is the in-cylinder pressure over the crank-angle po-
sition θ ∈ Θ, Θ = [−180 , 180] CADaTDC, V(θ) is the cylinder
volume, and Qfuel is the total fuel energy. For the RCCI engine
studied, three fuelling parameters sfuel are defined. First, the
total fuel energy

Qfuel = mPFILHVPFI + mDILHVDI (2)

with mPFI and mDI the injected fuel mass and LHVPFI and
LHVDI the lower-heating value of the Port Fuel Injection (PFI)
and Direct Injection (DI) fuels, respectively, is considered. Sec-
ond, we use the energy-based blend ratio

BR =
mPFILHVPFI

Qfuel
. (3)

And third, the start-of-injection of the directly injected fuel
SOIDI is used.

Engine operation is typically defined by engine speed and
power output. The gross Indicated Mean Effective Pressure
IMEPg is a measure for the provided piston work during the
power stroke and is given by

IMEPg(sfuel, sair) =

∫
Θ

p(θ, sfuel, sair) dV(θ)

Vd
(4)

with displacement volume Vd. For a meaningful comparison
of results, this value is kept constant during optimisation and
should meet the driver’s request IMEPg,req. The engine speed
is kept constant. To ensure safety and stable combustion, the
optimisation process must respect the limits of the maximum
in-cylinder pressure pub, the increase rate of the maximum pres-
sure dpub and the coefficient of variation

cov(IMEPg) =
σIMEPg

µIMEPg

(5)

with µIMEPg and σIMEPg the mean and standard deviation of
IMEPg, respectively.
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Table 1: Properties of the simulated single cylinder Reactivity
Controlled Compression Ignition engine

Parameter Value

PFI fuel E85
DI fuel Diesel
Compression ratio 17.2
Bore 130 mm
Stroke 162 mm
Displacement volume Vd 2200 mm3

Engine speed 1200 rpm
Intake manifold
pressure

1 bar

Intake manifold
temperature

45 °C

EGR ratio 0.2
DI common-rail
pressure

600 bar

In summary, the engine optimization problem can be formu-
lated as:

s∗fuel = arg max
sfuel∈Sfuel

GIE(sfuel, sair), (6a)

s.t. IMEPg(sfuel, sair) = IMEPg,req, (6b)

cov
(
IMEPg(sfuel, sair)

)
<

[
cov

(
IMEPg(sfuel, sair)

)]
ub
, (6c)

max
θ

(p(θ, sfuel, sair)) < pub, (6d)

max
θ

(
∂p(sfuel, sair))

∂θ

∣∣∣∣∣∣
θ

)
< dpub. (6e)

where sfuel = [Qfuel, BR, SOIDI]T and s∗fuel the optimal fuel pa-
rameters which solves (6). The work generated by combustion
is given by (6b), the combustion stability limit by (6c) and the
safety constraints by (6d)-(6e) to limit mechanical stresses.

The system is treated like a black box. At the beginning of the
optimization process, only an initial sfuel must be provided that
meets the combustion stability and safety constraints of (6c)-
(6e).

3 Bayesian Optimisation Framework

In this section, the Bayesian Optimisation (BO) framework is
presented that solves (6) without the need for prior knowledge
of the engine. This innovative framework is schematically rep-
resented in Figure 1 and consists of four essential components:

1. Next-cycle IMEPg control to realize the requested en-
gine load by the driver;

2. Targeted Ideal Thermodynamic Cycle (ITC);

3. Learning a model of the weights w associated with
the Principal Components of the observed in-cylinder
pressure;

4. Constrained Bayesian Optimization to determine the
fuel optimal s∗fuel.

Figure 1a gives an overview of the interaction between the dif-
ferent components in the framework. The BO is driven by a
Principal Component Decomposition (PCD) of the observed
in-cylinder pressure and a Gaussian Process Regression (GPR)
model Mw that maps BR and SOIDI to the Principal Compo-
nent (PC) weights w. To guarantee a power output equal to the
driver’s demand, the IMEPg is controlled outside the optimiza-
tion loop by a next-cycle combustion controller using Qfuel. To
reduce the computation time of the GPR model, the collected
data is summarized, as shown in Figure 1b. After convergence
of IMEPg, the buffer will collect the PC weights of the last n
combustion cycles. The mean and standard deviation of these
collected PC weights, i.e. Mwi and Σwi respectively, are added
to the GPR model. This continuous update of the GPR model
is also referred to as the self-learning part of the framework.
Figure 1c shows the process of selecting a new actuator set-
tings candidate. After new data has been added to the GPR
model, a new solution is found for BR and SOIDI. An acquisi-
tion function is optimized using the current information in the
GPR model while respecting the constraints. The optimization
is carried out by a Particle Swarm Optimization (PSO). After
convergence of the PSO, the optimal candidate that solves (6)
given the current information about the system is found and is
applied to the system. The main components of the BO frame-
work will be discussed in more detail in the following sections.

3.1 Principle Component Decomposition of In-Cylinder
Pressure

The current section is based upon the work described in
Vlaswinkel and Willems (2024). The sampled in-cylinder
pressure p(θ, sfuel, pim) at crank angle θ ∈ {−180, −180 +
∆CA, . . . , 180−∆CA, 180}CADaTDC with ∆CA the crank an-
gle resolution is decomposed as

p(θ, sfuel, pim) = pmot(θ, pim) + w(sfuel)T f (θ), (7)

where w(sfuel) ∈ RnPC is a vector of weights and f (θ) ∈ RnPC is
the vector of PCs with nPC the number of PCs. The motored
pressure is modelled by an adiabatic process and is given by

pmot(θ, pim) = pim

(
V(−180 CADaTDC)

V(θ)

)κ
(8)

with cylinder volume V(θ) and specific heat ratio κ. In the vec-
tors w(sfuel) and f (θ), the ith element is related to the ith PC.
The in-cylinder condition sfuel ∈ S are in the set S spanning the
modelled operation domain. It is assumed that the in-cylinder
pressure during the intake stroke is equal to the intake manifold
pressure pim.

The eigenvalue method is used to compute the PCs. The
ntrain ·ncyc in-cylinder pressures p(θ, s∗fuel) contained in the train-
ing set are used, where ntrain is the number of experiments in
the training dataset and ncyc the number of combustion cycles
within an experiment. The fuel setpoints for PC training are
denoted by s∗fuel ∈ S∗ ⊂ S. The vector Fi is the ith unit eigen-
vector of the matrix PPT where P ∈ RnCA×ntrainncyc with nCA the
number of crank angle values. The elements in matrix P are
defined as

[P]ab := p(θa, s∗fuel,b) − pmot(θa, s∗fuel,b), (9)

such that the ath row of P contains the values of the in-cylinder
pressure at the ath crank angle for all s∗fuel ∈ S∗ and the bth
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RCCI
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[Sec. 3.6]

ITC
[Sec. 3.2]
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(a) High-level overview of the Bayesian Optimization framework
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(b) Updating of Gaussian Process Regression model; runs after n combustion cycles after IMEPg has converged
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wITC

α
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B̃R
S̃OIDI

BR, SOIDI
Mw

(c) Bayesian optimization approach; runs after and update of the Gaussian Process Regression (GPR) update block until the Particle Swarm
Optimization (PSO) has converged

Figure 1: Schematic representation of the optimisation approach presented in this work.

column of P contains the full in-cylinder pressure at all θ ∈
{−180, −180+∆CA, . . . , 180−∆CA, 180}CADaTDC for the
bth s∗ICC. The ith PC is defined as

fi(θa) = [Fi]a. (10)

Using these PCs, the weight related to the ith PC is given by

wi(sfuel) = P(sfuel)Fi, (11)

where [P(sfuel)]a = p(θa, sfuel) − pmot(θa, pim).

The training set generates a single set of PCs. These PCs are
ordered by the amount of variation in the dataset it captures,
where i = 1 is the PC that captures the largest variation. In
Vlaswinkel and Willems (2024), it was determined that the first
8 PCs are required to properly describe the in-cylinder pressure
using PCD.

3.2 Idealised Thermodynamic Cycle Tracking

Using the PCD from the previous section, we introduce an
efficiency-based performance measure, which determines the
energy loss compared to a pre-defined ideal in-cylinder pressure
curve. For more details, the reader is referred to Vlaswinkel and
Willems (2023).

3.2.1 Energy Loss Criterion

The total amount of energy has to be conserved during combus-
tion. This means

Wind,g = IMEPgVd = Qfuel + Qloss, (12)

where Wind,g =
∫

p dV is the gross indicated work applied to the
piston, Vd is the displacement volume of the cylinder, Qloss are
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the total energy losses and Qfuel is the total fuel energy as de-
fined in (2). These losses are divided into two parts: 1) the en-
ergy loss obtained when running an Idealised Thermodynamic
Cycle (ITC) and 2) the additionally energy losses QNITC asso-
ciated with the actual non-ITC. This can be written as

Qloss = (1 − ηITC)Qfuel + QNITC, (13)

where ηITC is the indicated fuel conversion efficiency of the ITC
process. Substituting (13) into (12) gives

QNITC = Wind,g − ηITCQfuel. (14)

The Gross Indicated Efficiency (GIE) is maximized when
QNITC is as close to zero as possible. This is done by defin-
ing the cost function

J = Q2
NITC. (15)

Given the PCD of a measured in-cylinder pressure curve p(θ)
and of a pressure curve pITC(θ) associated with ITC, (15) can
be rewritten using (7):

J =
(∫

Θ

w(sfuel, sair)T f (θ) + pmot(θ, pim) +

ϵ(θ) dV −
∫

Θ

wT
ITC f (θ) + pmot(θ, pim) +

ϵITC(θ) dV)2 ,

= (w(sfuel, sair) − wITC)TZ1(w(sfuel, sair) − wITC) +

2(w(sfuel, sair) − wITC)TZ2 + Z3
(16)

with

Z1 =

∫∫

Θ

f (θ1) f T(θ2) dV(θ1) dV(θ2),

Z2 =

∫∫

Θ

f (θ1)(ϵ(θ2) − ϵITC(θ2)) dV(θ1) dV(θ2)

and
Z3 =

∫∫
Θ

(ϵ(θ1) − ϵITC(θ1)) (ϵ(θ2) − ϵITC(θ2)) dV(θ1) dV(θ2).

The weights w and wITC of the measured and ITC curves are de-
termined such that

∫
Θ
ϵ(θ)2 dV(θ) and

∫
Θ
ϵITC(θ)2 dV(θ) are min-

imised, respectively. When enough PCs are used these terms
will approach 0; therefore, it can be assumed that Z2 ≈ 0 and
Z3 ≈ 0. This reduces (16) to the following energy loss cri-
terium:

J ≈ JITC =(w(sfuel, sair) − wITC(sfuel, sair))T ·
Z1(w(sfuel, sair) − wITC(sfuel, sair)).

(17)

3.2.2 Otto Cycle Pressure Model

In this article, the Otto cycle is used as ITC, because it promises
the highest thermal efficiency over a large operating range
(Heywood, 2018). It is a combination of two isentropic and
two isochoric processes. It can be fully described by the total
fuel energy Qfuel, the pressure at the start of the compression
stroke plow, cylinder volume V(θ), and temperature and compo-
sition dependent specific heat ratio κ. The in-cylinder pressure
corresponding to the Otto cycle is given by:

pITC(θ, Qfuel, pim) =


plow

(
V(−180 CAD)

V(θ)

)κ
, if θ ∈ Θc,

phigh

(
V(0 CAD)

V(θ)

)κ
, if θ ∈ Θe

(18)

with Θc = [−180, 0] CADaTDC, Θe = [0, 180] CADaTDC,

phigh =
ηITCQfuel −

∫ 0 CAD
−180 CAD pITC(θ, Qfuel) dV

Vκ(0 CAD)
∫ 0 CAD
−180 CAD V−κ(θ) dV(θ)

and thermal efficiency of the Otto cycle ηITC is given by

ηITC = 1 − 1
rκ−1 (19)

with the compression ratio r = max(V) min(V)−1. Using (19), it
is found that the thermal efficiency increases when κ increases.
Note that the air-path conditions determine plow and κ.

3.3 Gaussian Process Regression Prediction Model

Gaussian Process Regression (GPR) is used to predict the be-
havior of each component of w(sfuel) over the entire opera-
tion domain S. To include cycle-to-cycle variations in the in-
cylinder pressure, w(sfuel) is described by a stochastic process
as

w(sfuel) := N(ŵ(sfuel), Ŵ(sfuel)) (20)
with mean ŵ(sfuel) := E[w(sfuel)] and variance Ŵ(sfuel) :=
E[(w(sfuel) − ŵ(sfuel)) · (w(sfuel)
− ŵ(sfuel))T]. In this study, the correlation between output vari-
able wi(sfuel) and w j(sfuel) ∀i, j ∈ {1, 2, . . . , nPC} will be ne-
glected (i.e., Ŵ(sfuel) is a diagonal matrix), since most literature
on GPR assumes the output variables to be uncorrelated. This
might affect the quality of the prediction of the cycle-to-cycle
variation.

To improve the accuracy of prediction and the determination
of hyperparameters, normalised in-cylinder conditions s̄fuel and
weights w̄i(s̄∗fuel) will be used. Scaling the in-cylinder condition
uses the mean µ̄s∗fuel, j and standard deviation σ̄s∗fuel, j of the jth
in-cylinder condition variable over the full training set S∗ as

s̄fuel, j =
sfuel, j − µ̄s∗fuel, j

σ̄s∗fuel, j
. (21)

The scaling of the weights uses the mean µ̄wi and standard devi-
ation σ̄w∗i of the ith in-cylinder conditions variable over the full
training set S ∗ as

w̄i(s̄∗fuel) =
wi(s̄∗fuel) − µ̄wi

σ̄wi

. (22)

Following Rasmussen and Williams (2006), the scaled ex-
pected value and scaled covariance matrix without correlation
can be computed as:

ˆ̄wi(s̄fuel) = K(s̄fuel, s̄∗fuel, ϕ) ·(
K(s̄∗fuel, s̄∗fuel, ϕ) + W̄(s∗fuel)

)−1
w̄i(s̄∗fuel)

(23)

and
ˆ̄Wii(s̄fuel) = K(s̄fuel, s̄fuel, ϕ) −

K(s̄fuel, s̄∗fuel, ϕ)
(
K(s̄∗fuel, s̄∗fuel, ϕ) + W̄(s∗fuel)

)−1 ·
KT(s̄fuel, s̄∗fuel, ϕ),

(24)

where K(·, ·, ϕ) is the Matérn kernel with ν = 2
3 and ϕ =

{φf, Φl} are the kernel’s hyperparameters. The elements in the
kernel are given by

k(x, y, ϕ) = φ2
f

(
1 +
√

3ρ(x, y)
)
·

exp
(
−
√

3ρ(x, y)
) (25)
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with
ρ(x, y) =

√
(x − y)TΦ−2

l (x − y). (26)

For more information on the selection of the kernel and hyper-
parameters, the interested reader is referred to Vlaswinkel and
Willems (2024).

Finally, the scaled expected value and scaled covariance matrix
are descaled to complete the description of (20). The descaled
expected value is given by

ŵi(s̄fuel) = ˆ̄wi(s̄fuel)σ̄wi + µ̄wi (27)

and the descaled covariance matrix is given by

Ŵii(s̄fuel) = ˆ̄Wii(s̄fuel)σ̄wi . (28)

3.4 Predicted Cost and Constraint Violation

Given the PCD of the in-cylinder pressure in Section 3.1, the in-
troduced cost function JITC associated with energy loss in Sec-
tion 3.2, and the GPR prediction model in Section 3.3, we can
rewrite the optimization problem (6) in terms of PCs f (θ) and
weights w(sfuel). Substituting (7) in (6) results in the following
formulation of the engine optimization problem:

s∗fuel = arg max
sfuel∈Sfuel

−JITC(sfuel, sair), (29a)

s.t. ŵ(sfuel)T
∫

Θ

f (θ) dV(θ) = IMEPg,req, (29b)

cov
(
IMEPg(sfuel, sair)

)
<

[
cov

(
IMEPg(sfuel, sair)

)]
ub
, (29c)

pmot(θ, pim) + ŵ(sfuel)T f (θ) <
pub ∀θ ∈ Θ,

(29d)

∂pmot

∂θ

∣∣∣∣∣∣
θ

+ ŵ(sfuel)T d f
dθ

∣∣∣∣∣∣
θ

<

dpub ∀θ ∈ Θ.
(29e)

Using the GPR model presented in Section 3.3, the predicted
mean and variance of the parameters in (29) can be determined.
The required derivations will be presented in the following sec-
tions.

3.5 Acquisition Function

At the start of the optimization procedure, the cost function
JITC(sfuel, sair) in (29a) is unknown. It is only possible to con-
struct an estimate of the cost function given the previous ob-
servations up to time k of collected in the set Dk. The set Dk
contains the applied sfuel, corresponding observed w(sfuel) and
the best observed cost J∗ITC,k until time k. This description also
includes uncertainty as a result from cycle-to-cycle behaviour
and model uncertainty as a result of cycle-to-cycle variations
and measurement noise. The acquisition function is a method
of summarising the predicted cost and uncertainty into a scalar
function. The acquisition function is used to drive the optimiza-
tion.

The improvement of the cost is used as a measure to guide the
optimization. The improvement at a point sfuel is defined as

(Garnett, 2023, Ch. 7 and 8):

I(sfuel | Dk) =

max
(
JITC(sfuel | Dk) − J∗ITC,k, 0

)
,

(30)

where JITC(sfuel | Dk) is the mean predicted cost at sfuel given
all information collected up to time k denoted with set Dk and
J∗ITC,k is the best observed cost until time k. When the predicted
cost is lower compared the best observed cost the improvement
is equal to zero. Otherwise, the improvement is equal to the
difference between the predicted and best observed cost. In this
study, the two most common methods of using the improve-
ment will be discussed: (1) Expected Improvement (EI) and (2)
Probability of Improvement (PI). Both are formulated below for
the case of noiseless as well as noisy observations.

3.5.1 Expected Improvement

The EI maximizes the expected value of the improvement de-
fined in (30). The general formulation for the EI is given by:

αEI(sfuel | Dk) = E [I(sfuel | Dk)] . (31)

In the case of noiseless observations this boils down to:

αEI(sfuel | Dk) =
∫ ∞

0

[
max

(
τ − J∗ITC,k, 0

)
·

gX̃2 (τ | sfuel, Dk)
]

dτ,
(32)

where gX̃2 : R≥0 → (0, 1) is the probability density function
for a generalized chi-squared distribution. Using (17), this dis-
tribution is parametrized as follows:

JITC(sfuel) = w(sfuel)TQ1w(sfuel) +
q2w(sfuel) + q0

(33)

with Q2 = Z1, q1 = −2wT
ITCZ1w(sfuel) and q0 = wT

ITCZ1wITC.
The mean and variance of the normal distributed w(sfuel) are
computed using the model described in Section 3.3.

When the observations are noisy, (31) becomes:

αEI-NO(sfuel | Dk) =
∫ ∞

0

[
gX̃2 (τ∗ | s∗fuel,k, Dk) ·

∫ ∞

0

[
max (τ − τ∗, 0) gX̃2 (τ | sfuel, Dk)

]
dτ

]
dτ∗,

(34)

here τ∗ replaces J∗ITC,k in the original definition of αEI in (32)
and s∗fuel,k are the fuel conditions that realized the best observed
cost until time k. The probability distribution related to the cost
at s∗fuel,k is computed using (33).

3.5.2 Probability of Improvement

The PI maximizes the probability of improving the system. The
general formulation for the PI is given by:

αPI(sfuel | Dk) =

Pr
(
JITC(sfuel | Dk) > J∗ITC,k | Dk

)
.

(35)

In the case of noiseless observations this boils down to:

αPI(sfuel | Dk, J∗ITC,k) =

1 −GX̃2

(
J∗ITC,k | sfuel, Dk

)
,

(36)
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where GX̃2 : R≥0 → (0, 1) is the cumulative distribution func-
tion for a generalized chi-squared distribution parametrized ac-
cording to (33) and the model presented in Section 3.3.

When the observations are noisy, (35) becomes:

αPI-NO(sfuel | Dk) =
∫ ∞

0
gX̃2

(
τ∗ | s∗fuel, Dk

)
·

(
1 −GX̃2 (τ∗ | sfuel, Dk)

)
dτ∗,

(37)

where τ∗ replaces J∗ITC,k in the original definition of αPI in (36).

3.6 Constraint Handling

Similar to Gelbart et al. (2014), a probabilistic view of the con-
straints will be used. The predicted probability of violating the
constraints can be computed as non-independent events of vio-
lating each individual constraint. Given an input sfuel, the pre-
dicted probability of violating each individual constraint is

β̃i(sfuel,k) = Pr
(
hi(sfuel,k) > 0 | sfuel,k andDk

)
, (38)

where hi(sfuel,k) with i ∈ {1, 2, . . . , 4} are a reformulation of the
constraints in (29b) to (29e). The reformulation for each con-
strained is discussed below. The probability βnconst of violating
the constraints, where nconst is the number of constraints, can be
recursively solved using

βi(sfuel,k) = βi−1(sfuel,k)(1 − β̃i(sfuel,k)) +

β̃i(sfuel,k)
(39)

with i ∈ {0, 1, . . . , nconst} and β0(sfuel,k) = 0. A sfuel,k will be la-
belled as infeasible if the probability of violating the constraints
exceeds 5%. This limit can be increased to allow for more risky
behaviour or decreased to be more risk averse.

It is assumed that the probability distribution of each constraint
can be represented with a Gaussian probability distribution. To
compute β̃i(sfuel,k) the mean and variance of each constraint is
required. This is computed using the current system knowledge
Dk.

3.6.1 IMEPg Constraint

The constraint related to IMEPg and cov(IMEPg) are given in
(29b) and (29c), respectively. Given the feedback controller
regulating Qfuel to reach IMEPg,req satisfies (29b) if IMEPg,req
is reachable at the current BR and SOIDI. The reachability of
IMEPg,req and the constraint of (29c) are combined as a con-
straint for the lower and upper bound on IMEPg. The lower
bound is given by

h1(sfuel,k) = w(sfuel,k)
∫ 180◦

−180◦
f (θ) dV(θ) −

IMEPg,req

(
1 − 1

2 [cov(IMEPg)]ub

) (40)

with [cov(IMEPg)]ub to upper bound of the coefficient of vari-
ation on IMEPg. In this work, [cov(IMEPg)]ub is set to 5%.
Using the GPR model presented in Section 3.3, the mean and
variance for the lower bound can be predicted using, respec-
tively:

µh1 (sfuel,k | Dk) =

ŵ(sfuel,k | Dk)T
∫ 180◦

−180◦
f (θ) dV(θ) −

IMEPg,req

(
1 − 1

2 [cov(IMEPg)]ub

)
(41)

and
σ2

h1
(sfuel,k | Dk) =

(∫ 180◦

−180◦
f (θ) dV(θ)

)T

Ŵ(sfuel,k | Dk) ·
(∫ 180◦

−180◦
f (θ) dV(θ)

)
.

(42)

The upper bound is given by

h2(sfuel,k) = w(sfuel,k)
∫ 180◦

−180◦
f (θ) dV(θ) −

IMEPg,req

(
1 + 1

2 [cov(IMEPg)]ub

)
.

(43)

The mean and variance for the upper bound are computed as

µh2 (sfuel,k | Dk) =

−ŵ(sfuel,k | Dk)T
∫ 180◦

−180◦
f (θ) dV(θ) +

IMEPg,req

(
1 + 1

2 [cov(IMEPg)]ub

)
(44)

and
σ2

h2
(sfuel,k | Dk) = σ2

h1
(sfuel,k | Dk), (45)

respectively.

3.6.2 Safety Constraints

The safety constraint dealing with maxθ∈Θ(p(θ, sfuel)) and

maxθ∈Θ
(
∂p
∂θ

∣∣∣∣
θ, sfuel

)
are given in (29d) and (29e), respec-

tively. The constraint in (29d) is evaluated at θpmax =

arg maxθ∈Θ(ŵ(sfuel,k | Dk)T f (θ) + pmp(θ)) such that

h3(sfuel,k) = w(sfuel,k) f (θpmax ) +
pmp(θpmax ) − pub.

(46)

Using the GPR model presented in Section 3.3, the mean and
variance are computed as

µh3 (sfuel,k | Dk) =

ŵ(sfuel,k | Dk)T f (θpmax ) + pmp(θpmax ) − pub
(47)

and
σ2

h3
(sfuel,k | Dk) =

f T(θpmax )Ŵŵ(sfuel,k | Dk) f (θpmax ).
(48)

The constraint given in (29e) is evaluated at θdpmax =

arg maxθ∈Θ(ŵ(sfuel,k | Dk)T d f
dθ +

dpmp

dθ ) such that

h4(sfuel,k) = w(sfuel,k) d f
dθ

∣∣∣∣
θdpmax

+

dpmp

dθ

∣∣∣∣∣∣
θdpmax

− dpub

(49)

The mean and variance are computed as

µh4 (sfuel,k | Dk) =

ŵ(sfuel,k | Dk)T d f
dθ

∣∣∣∣
θdpmax

+

dpmp

dθ

∣∣∣∣∣∣
θdpmax

− dpub

(50)
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and
σ2

h4
(sfuel,k | Dk) =

(
d f
dθ

∣∣∣∣∣
θdpmax

)T

Ŵŵ(sfuel,k | Dk) ·
(

d f
dθ

∣∣∣∣∣
θdpmax

)
.

(51)

3.7 Particle Swarm Optimisation with Constraints

The BO problem is non-convex and has multiple local optima.
PSO is used to find the global optimum of the acquisition func-
tion given the system knowledge Dk. It is performed every
iteration of the BO approach and is responsible for selecting
the next solution being applied to the system. It uses differ-
ent candidate solutions that over different iteration ℓ are mov-
ing towards the global optimum. Each candidate solution has
a cost value, constraint violation probability, position and ve-
locity. The computation of the cost value is discussed in Sec-
tion 3.5 and the constraint violation probability in Section 3.6.
In this section, the updating rules of the position sfuel of the
candidate solution is discussed.

Several iterations of the PSO are required to find the global
optimum. A single iteration is denoted with ℓ ∈ N0. The PSO
uses nPSO particles. Each particle has a location s̃i

fuel ∈ Sfuel

and velocity vi ∈ R2, where the subscript i ∈ {1, 2, . . . , nPSO}
indicates the specific particle. Each iteration the location of all
the particles is update according to

s̃i
fuel,ℓ = s̃i

fuel,ℓ−1 + vi
ℓ (52)

with
vi
ℓ = c0vi

ℓ−1 +

c1X1,ℓ(s̃i
fuel,p.best − s̃i

fuel,ℓ−1) +

c2X2,ℓ(s̃fuel,g.best − s̃i
fuel,ℓ−1),

(53)

where s̃i
fuel,p.best is the best observed cost of the ith particle,

s̃fuel,g.best is the best observed cost over all particles, ck ∈
(0, 1), k ∈ {1, 2, 3} are tuning parameters and X j,ℓ, j ∈ {1, 2}
are samples taken from the standard uniform distribution. The
initial particle locations s̃i

fuel,0 are selected from a uniform dis-
tribution spanning the actuator range and initial particle veloc-
ities vi

0 are selected from a normal distribution.

A similar approach to select the location of the best cost as
Lampinen (2002) will be used. In their work, the following
method selects s̃i

fuel,p.best and s̃fuel,g.best as a the best candidate
solutions from the whole population when:

• if s̃fuel,ℓ is feasible and the value of the objective func-
tion gives the largest or equal value of the previous
observed costs with a feasible solution, or

• if s̃fuel,ℓ is feasible while the other previously observed
solutions of the population are infeasible, or

• all solutions in the population are infeasible, but s̃fuel,ℓ
has the lowest or equal violation of the constraints.

The constrained PSO is summarized in Algorithm 1.

Table 2: Settings for the simulated engine calibration in Sec-
tion 4 using the method presented in this study.

Parameter Value

IMEPg,ref 4 bar
Qfuel range [1639.6, 2405.8] J/cycle
BR range [0.7046, 0.8188]
BR0 0.8
SOIDI range [−75, −35] CADaTDC
SOIDI,0 −45 CADaTDC
[cov(IMEPg)]ub 10%
pmax 200 bar
dpmax 25 bar/CAD
nsample 25
nPSO 100
c0 0.1
c1 0.01
c2 0.1

4 Results

In this section, the proposed method is evaluated from simula-
tion results. For the engine described in Section 2, a stochas-
tic RCCI engine model was developed in earlier work. Based
on fuelling settings sfuel and air path conditions sair, this en-
gine model provides the in-cylinder pressure trace, including
the cycle-to-cycle variation during the compression and expan-
sion stroke. This model was validated using experimental en-
gine data and shows good prediction capabilities. It is further
described in Vlaswinkel and Willems (2024).

Using this model, first a brief discussion of the exploration me-
chanics using αEI is presented. Second, a comparison is made
between the four acquisition functions presented in Section 3.5.
The initial conditions and settings for the evaluation are given
in Table 2. The actuator ranges and IMEPg,ref are chosen to be
inline with the simulation model. The bounds on the inequality
constraints (pmax, dpmax an [cov(IMEPg)]ub) are determined by
the engine specifications. The parameters nsample and nPSO are
determined using a trail-and-error approach. The PSO parame-
ters c0, c1 and c2 are chosen to prefer a move towards the global
optimum.

4.1 Evaluation of Single Acquisition Function

Figure 2 shows the acquisition function and constraint bound-
aries at different iterations of the BO using αNEI. It shows in
Figures 2a until 2c that up to the first 50 iterations the BO is
expanding the constraint boundaries. The active constraint is
the constraint on IMEPg and cov(IMEPg). After 50 iterations
the algorithm focusses on refining the information gathered in
the area within the constraint bounds as shown in Figures 2d.

The other acquisition functions presented in Section 3.5 show
similar patterns. For brevity, they are discussed in A.

4.2 Comparison Between Acquisition Functions

Figures 3 and 4 show important observed parameters and the
actuator settings over time for the different acquisition func-
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Figure 2: Solving the Bayesian Optimisation using αNEI with default constraint settings. New samples (green), old sample (red);
best observed iteration (square), optimum (circle).
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Figure 3: Important observed parameters over time using αEI (red), αNEI (blue), αPI (green) and αNPI (black)
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Algorithm 1 Overview of the constrained Particle Swarm Optimizer presented in Section 3.7

1: ℓ ← 0
2: s̃fuel,0 ← Uniform grid of nPSO particles spanning Sfuel
3: v0 ← nPSO randomly generated velocities vectors
4: for ℓ < 100 do
5: ℓ ← ℓ + 1
6: for all s̃i

fuel,ℓ−1 ∈ s̃fuel,ℓ−1 do
7: vi

ℓ ← (53)
8: s̃i

fuel,ℓ ← (52)
9: α(s̃i

fuel,ℓ | Dk)← (32)/(34)/(36)/(37)
10: βnconst (s̃i

fuel,ℓ | Dk)← (39)
11: if βnconst (s̃i

fuel,ℓ) ≤ 0.05 and βnconst (s̃i
fuel,p.best) ≤ 0.05 then ▷ Feasibility checks

12: s̃i
fuel,p.best ← arg max

(
α(s̃i

fuel,p.best), α(s̃i
fuel,ℓ)

)

13: else if βnconst (s̃i
fuel,ℓ) ≤ 0.05 and βnconst (s̃i

fuel,p.best) > 0.05 then
14: s̃i

fuel,p.best ← s̃i
fuel,ℓ

15: else
16: s̃i

fuel,p.best ← arg min
(
βnconst (s̃i

fuel,p.best), βnconst (s̃i
fuel,ℓ)

)

17: end if
18: end for
19: s̃fuel,g.best ← arg max

(
α(s̃fuel,g.best), α(s̃fuel,p.best)

)
▷ Only use s̃i

fuel,ℓ with βnconst (s̃i
fuel,ℓ) ≤ 0.05

20: end for
21: Apply s̃fuel,g.best to the system

tions presented in Section 3.5. Figures 3a and 3b show the best
observed cost JITC and GIE over time. Figure 3c shows the cost
at each iteration of the BO. It can be seen that by using αNEI
and αNPI the BO converges towards similar GIE; however, us-
ing αNPI takes substantially longer. The acquisition functions
αEI and αPI start selecting suboptimal solutions after conver-
gence.

Figure 4 shows the selected BR and SOIDI over time for the
demonstrated acquisition functions. Figure 4a shows that αPI
and αNPI only explore a small region of the allowed range of
BR compared to αEI and αNEI. Figure 4b shows that all demon-
strated acquisition functions explore a similar range of SOIDI.
The acquisition function αNEI keeps exploring the full operat-
ing range within constrained bounds after the optimal solution
is found. The acquisition function αNPI tends to prefer select-
ing the actuator settings close to the current best found solution,
hence being more exploiting. After finding the optimum solu-
tion αEI and αPI tend to exploit a non-optimal actuator setting.

Figure 3d, 3e and 3f show the values related to the constraints
of each iteration. It can be seen that in all cases, the BO re-
spects the constraints. Since the constraints are not part of the
acquisition function, no difference between constraint handling
is observed.

Table 3 shows a comparison between the four acquisition func-
tions. A comparison is made between the location of the found
best solution and the true optimum. Also a comparison is made
between the difference in JITC and GIE at the best found solu-
tion and the true optimum. Lastly, the convergence time of each
acquisition function is given for the used initial conditions. The
convergence time is define as the moment that a new best so-
lution is found, but the improvement in GIE is less than 0.1 %
compared to the best found GIE at t = 300 s.

The acquisition functions using the expected improvement αEI
and αNEI found actuator setpoints that have an GIE less then
0.1 % from the true optimum within 60 s. The acquisition func-
tion using the probability of improvement found an ∆GIE of
1.5 % for αPI and 0.4 % for αNPI; however the convergence time
of these acquisition functions is substantially longer compared
to αEI and αNEI. The fastest convergence time is achieved with
αNEI and the slowest convergence time with αPI.

The acquisition function αNEI is selected as the best option. It
finds the true optimum and shows a more exploitive behaviour
when the optimum is found and the feasible region is fully
explored. Furthermore, a convergence time of 56.8 s is found
given the used initial conditions.

5 Conclusions and Future Research

This paper presents an automated, risk-aware calibration
method for RCCI engine actuator setpoints. The proposed
method uses constrained Bayesian Optimisation (BO) as a
probabilistic framework to guide the calibration process. The
method does not require prior knowledge about the system and
during the calibration process knowledge about the system is
collected. Using a previously developed method that predicts
the in-cylinder pressure between IVC and EVO the proposed
method is able to prevent maximum peak pressures and maxi-
mum peak pressure rise-rates that exceed specified bounds.

The proposed method was successfully demonstrate in simula-
tions using a validated RCCI engine model. The method was
able to find the optimal fuelling settings within 60 s for the used
initial condition and acquisition functions. No constraints were
violated during the calibration process. As a result, no unsafe
setpoints were applied to the simulated system.



Preprint – Automated and Risk-Aware Engine Control Calibration Using Constrained Bayesian Optimization 12

0 100 200 300
0.7

0.75

0.8

0.85

Time [sec]

B
R

[-]

(a)

0 100 200 300
−50

−45

−40

−35

−30

Time [sec]

SO
I D

I
[C

A
D

aT
D

C
]

(b)

Figure 4: Actuator settings over time using αEI (red), αNEI (blue), αPI (green) and αNPI (black)

Table 3: Overview of the best found solution and performance using the different acquisition function presented in Section 3.5.

Acquisition ∆BR ∆SOIDI ∆JITC ∆GIE Convergence
function [-] [CAD] [J2] [-] time [s]

αEI 0.020 0.21 1.2 × 103 −8.2 × 10−3 57.7
αNEI 0.0067 0.0019 7.7 × 102 −9.3 × 10−4 56.8
αPI 0.0267 0.95 2.4 × 105 −1.5 × 10−2 208.7
αNPI 0.0139 0.29 1.0 × 103 −4.2 × 10−3 193.2

In the future, experimental demonstration of the proposed self-
learning calibration method is planned. This will require a re-
duction in the computation time of the algorithm. Furthermore,
the algorithm can not handle transient behaviour. This becomes
especially important when the algorithm is used in on-road ap-
plications, since it will be unlikely that the engine will reach
steady-state behavior.

A Visualisation of the Presented Acquisition
Functions

Figure 5 shows the value of the acquisition function and con-
straint boundaries at different iterations of the BO using an ac-
quisition function that does not deal with noisy observations
αEI. Figures 5a and 5b show that in the first 25 iterations the op-
timization with αEI explores the constraint boundaries. During
this period, the constraint boundary is extended. This increases
the feasible operating domain. After the first 25 iterations the
optimization with αEI selects one point close to the initial guess
as shown in Figures 5c and 5e. The optimization with αEI does
not show a tendency to prefer selecting operating points close
to the found optimum.

Figure 6 shows the acquisition function and constraint bound-
aries at different iterations of the BO using αPI. It shows in
Figures 6a and 6b that up to the first 25 iterations the BO is ex-
panding the constraint boundaries. The active constraint is the
constraint on IMEPg and cov(IMEPg). After 25 iterations the
algorithm focusses on refining the information gathered in the
area within the constraint bounds as shown in Figure 6d. Dur-
ing these iterations, the constrained boundry is extended a little
bit, but is not explored fully.

Figure 7 shows the acquisition function and constraint bound-
aries at different iterations of the BO using αNPI. It shows in
Figures 7a until 7d that up to the first 75 iterations the BO is
expanding the constraint boundaries. This expanding seems to
be slower compared to the other acquisition functions. The ac-
tive constraint is the constraint on IMEPg and cov(IMEPg).
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Figure 5: Solving the Bayesian Optimisation using αEI with default constraint settings. New samples (green), old sample (red);
best observed iteration (square), optimum (circle).
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Figure 6: Solving the Bayesian Optimisation using αPI with default constraint settings. New samples (green), old sample (red);
best observed iteration (square), optimum (circle).
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Figure 7: Solving the Bayesian Optimisation using αNPI with default constraint settings. New samples (green), old sample (red);
best observed iteration (square), optimum (circle).
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